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Introduction
Chapter I

  The Presidential Forum

How university presidents lead is an extremely important topic, for both the welfare of universities and for society. The Smith-Richardson Foundation gave Wake Forest University and the Center for Creative Leadership a grant to address the question of leadership in American universities. The forums were important opportunities for self-reflection and collaboration among colleague presidents.  

Three groups of twelve effective presidents talked with each other about leadership. Thirty-six of America’s busiest and most visible university presidents swapped and shared success stories, and reflected upon the lessons they had learned on the job   

Each two-day forum session was catalyzed by three presidentially-authored papers. The essayists started with a specific issue that he or she had faced—an issue that allowed the highlighting of leadership strategies and principles. They concluded with lessons learned. Three other presidents were asked to reflect on each essay from their own experiences. Throughout the forum, all participants joined in discussions.

Their objectives were three-fold: (1) personal development, (2) advice/inspiration for other college and university leaders, and (3) enhancement of leadership talent in business and government. The intention from the outset was to publish a useful volume on how to lead in university-like organizations, organizations characterized by open, participatory decision-making and multiple stakeholders.   

Moral Leadership

The book (this book) was to carry the fairly neutral, painfully expected, and rather boring title of “Lessons Learned by Successful University Presidents.”  This is a book rich with lessons learned. But the original title failed to capture the passion and idealism that shaped all conversation.

 The papers and discussions reveal a compelling sense among all presidents that they share a crucial mission, a responsibility for the health of the national culture. Every president believes that their calling to the presidency obligates them to illuminate and act upon the moral convictions and values of their institution.  

These university presidents see their leadership responsibility extending beyond the university itself to the larger society. Universities provide the seed corn for innovations. They are the conscience of the culture. New social movements are often first manifest in universities. They are the canaries or lead indicators. Within universities are housed the opinions and expertise that provide self-correctives when majority culture is pursuing the wrong course. The presidents of universities therefore carry not only the responsibility for the welfare of their “own” institutions but also for advancing the general welfare of society.

 The new title, “Moral Leadership . . .,” grows directly from the tone of our conversations, as illustrated by the following quotations.

“Understood generally as the process by which people unite to achieve common or share purposes and projects, leadership is a sine qua non of successful collective endeavor. Groups may have good ideas, ample resources, and promising opportunities, but failure threatens unless the essential human resources re mobilized by effective leadership.” Tom Hearn, President, Wake Forest University

“The challenges facing college and university presidents are not materially different from those in charge of any other large organization, but the responsibility for leading with virtue is greater because of the role that our institutions play in society. Even in an era of budget reductions and intensified competition from ‘fast-food’ education providers, higher education remains our society’s conscience—institutions that are empowered to question and challenge, that are expected to instill values and character, and that are perceived as standing for more than the pursuit of a healthy bottom line.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State University

“Brains, beauty, wit, soaring eloquence or a single-digit handicap add up to nothing without an honesty that compels moral choice even under the hardest circumstances.” Tim Sullivan, President, William and Mary College.

“Universities are utopian experiments, essentially, erected on the belief in the animate life of the mind that transcends skin color or gender or cultural origin or age or bodily ability. They hold up humanistic ideals, and a belief that humans have the potential to overcome constraints of culture and time. . . . what you are doing contributes to the healing and repair of the world. I have invoked in several of my speeches the Jewish mystical concept of tikkum olam, which means to repair a world that is essentially broken and in need of our service and action to put it back together. I have always held that universities are ideal engines of that repair.” Gordon Gee, President, Vanderbilt University

“In our roles we are expected to demonstrate moral leadership. People look to college presidents to provide more leadership every day. As a matter of fact, this type of leadership in many ways defines the legendary college presidents who served in the 20th century—Robert Maynard Hutchins, James Conant, and Clark Kerr. When we think about those presidents, we think about them in terms of their moral leadership. . . . It seems to me that all of us in our roles have to demonstrate more moral leadership. . . . ” Scott Cowen, President, Tulane University

“If this [hate of gays] is going to change, it will begin on campuses because society grows from our campuses. . . . Ultimately the level of respect that society has for colleges and universities is going to be in direct proportion to the roles of colleges and universities for standing for something.” Greg Farrington, President, Lehigh University

Crises Provide Opportunities


When asked to speak from an instance in their presidencies that could best reveal their leadership principles and strategies and styles, most chose a crisis—an event that, either voluntarily or involuntarily, dominated their time and energy for a considerable period of time.


Wyoming’s president Dubois chose the Matthew Sheppard incident.  Michigan’s president Coleman wrote about their affirmative action case before the Supreme Court. Vanderbilt’s president Gee focused upon their renaming of Confederate Hall. Brit Kirwan chose Maryland’s severe budget cut. Notre Dame’s Edward Malloy reflected upon the challenge of following legendary president Ted Hesburgh. In the telling of the stories of these seminal events, these presidents are able to teach us something about how and why they are successful in their leadership roles. 


“It is during times of stress that both the need for leadership and the risk of failure are greatest. It is also true that such difficult times offer the greatest opportunities for change and progress. Such opportunities occur within most organizations once or twice a year—more if we are really unlucky—always unexpected and uninvited, but providing an invaluable window to communicate to the public what the institution stands for and what it values. At these times, the positive alignment of institutional will and courage is heightened and most are willing to accept leadership and direction. Such times should not be squandered by seeking only to restore the institution to its former self. These are times to reach as high as possible and make the institution better in significant and sustainable ways. At Colorado State University, periods of crisis have produced some of our most notable achievements and enduring changes.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State University

“I have come to appreciate the importance of the office I hold and its power for community building at critical times.” Philip Dubois, President, University of Wyoming

“I have come to see my school as a kind of living organism that has a core that is solid and static and a surface that is dynamic and changing. The core is made up of the timeless stuff of character (fixed and tied to principles and values).  The surface is made up of the stuff of change. It is constantly in motion, testing new ideas, embracing new ground. Both are vital. On most days the surface is the thing that is most revealed. In a time of crisis, it is the core that becomes evident.” James Barker, President, Clemson University

“Out of crisis can come our most noble achievements and enduring changes.” David Hardesty, President, University of West Virginia

“College presidents must link the actions growing from crisis with the basic institutional mission and fundamental societal values. College presidents have a special responsibility to use crises to re-emphasize basic values and basic missions in the minds of all constituencies.” Julianne Thrift, President, Salem College

“After the days of media interviews and scrutiny in Washington, I returned to campus with several new tasks in front of me: the most immediate was to assemble a team to begin planning a new undergraduate admissions process that would be in compliance with the decisions. Another job was to begin to sort through the many requests to speak about the cases and their impact. As we had intended all along, these cases were going to continue to provide us with the opportunity to educate our campus and educate the public on the issues at stake and begin to heal some of the rifts that had developed on both sides of this important national issue.” Mary Sue Coleman, President, University of Michigan 

The Presidency

Throughout the essays and the six days of discussion much was said about the office of the president, its conduct and responsibilities. Tom Hearn, Graham Spanier, Edward Malloy, Charles Steger, and Mary Sue Coleman shared thoughts on presidential recruitment, selection, orientation, and transition.  

Steve Sample and Al Yates suggest why the university is so, appropriately, hard to govern. Tom Hearn suggests that the university presidency is fundamentally a teaching role involving many of the same skills, plus some.   Larry Penley, with many others, contemplates the role of the college president as priestly. Widely shared throughout all essays and comments is the idea that presidents can make a real difference. The quality of leadership matters.


“One of the most frequently asked questions, especially early on in my presidency, was ‘What is it like to take over from a legend?’” Edward Malloy, President, University of Notre Dame


“The very things that make a university stable—its myriad traditions and entrenched and tenured constituencies—are what make it so hard to govern.” Steve Sample, President, University of Southern California

“Change of an accepted paradigm is always difficult.” Marye Anne Fox, Chancellor, North Carolina State University

“As an organization resistant to the exercise of central authority, we nonetheless confront public requirements for accountability, and increasingly so, that demand leadership authority.” Tom Hearn, President, Wake Forest University


“One of the most critical attributes of an effective leader is to possess a clear set of ethical standards which can be communicated and understood.” Charles Steger, President, Virginia Tech


“Given the shared governance traditions on the campus, it was also clear that this [budget reallocation] could only occur with the active participation and collaboration of the Campus Senate.” William Kirwan, Chancellor, University of Maryland System

“The leader captures a reasonable probability about the future and uses the existing culture to bridge from where we are to where we might be.” Larry Penley, President, Colorado State University


“Here are some of the most important lessons I have learned: being passionate about my work; having an active presence both on and off campus; focusing on both the substantive and the symbolic; demonstrating genuine intellectual curiosity about issues (even when I am tired); focusing on the best ideas and helping to broaden others’ thinking and to avoid parochialism; encouraging, even pushing, colleagues and myself to look in the mirror, focusing heavily on self-examination of our problem-solving efforts; encouraging ongoing interaction between the campus and effective external leaders; introducing best practices in academic and administrative areas that advance the institution’s mission; showing appreciation for the efforts and accomplishments of colleagues and students; and communicating priorities through deliberate use of both time and language.” Freeman Hrabowski, President, University of Maryland at Baltimore  

Ways to Read This Book


The impact of this volume is in the specific tales told, and reflected upon, by the central figures (the presidents) in the stories. The first set of chapters, two through six, relate to events and issues that captured the attention of the national media. Here the emphasis is upon the events and issues. Thoughts about the presidency grow from the events and issues.


The starting point is reversed in Section II, chapters seven through nine.  Here the initial emphasis is upon the presidency. Many smaller incidents are used to elaborate each point. If one can elevate these thoughts to theories, it is here that the “theory of the presidency” is considered.


The “practice of the presidency” is the primary focus of Section III, chapter ten through thirteen.  Here is issues discussed tend to be more specific, and the primary emphasis is upon the issues themselves.


Each approach has values. Different readers will want to start with different sections. This is feasible and expected.


The final chapter (fourteen) is a summation of the “lessons learned,” not only those cited in the preceding chapters but also those that emerged from the comments of reactors and general discussion. Each of six “global lessons” is elaborated by a dozen or so specific quotations.


Miscellaneous tips that seem too valuable to lose are listed, without intentional ordering, in the appendix.


In the spirit of “different strokes for different folks,” readers are encouraged to start with the material they feel will interest and motivate them the most. The true justification for undertaking this effort rests with the good ideas and actions that grow from this stimulus. Perhaps that’s what leadership is all about.

Big Opportunities for Moral Leadership

Chapter 2

Carpetbaggery and Conflagration:

Vanderbilt University Makes Enemies of Old Friends
E. Gordon Gee, President, Vanderbilt University
An Instance of Challenge


One year ago, Vanderbilt decided—meaning that our trustees, and a group of administrators including myself decided—to remove the word Confederate from the name of Confederate Memorial Hall, one of our residence halls on the campus of our education college. Although we could have guessed there would be a furor in some constituencies over our decision, we probably could not have anticipated the furor’s scope or its volume. And I must admit that if I had not been guided by a carefully-considered conviction that the university’s decision was ethically correct, the furor, which included grotesque caricatures of me and threats to my life, would have left me shaken.  



Confederate Hall’s name had been an active issue on campus at least since 1988, when the hall was renovated without expunging the name, and the Student Government Association had voted just the year before our decision in support of changing the name of the building. Many of our African-American students refused to step foot in the hall, which also served as a visible discouragement to many students (African American and otherwise) who toured Peabody’s campus as they worked to discern which college they would attend. Many young people would choose to attend another college other than Vanderbilt, which already suffered from a long and well-earned reputation for lacking diversity. For many students from the northern United States, the name of the hall evoked bemusement at its quaintness, or befuddlement at why Vanderbilt would keep around something that was at best a dusty relic and at worst a painful reminder.


So, Vanderbilt decided that the name would have to be changed. The issue was not a burning, raging one, but enough of a continued discomfort that we chose at last to do something about it. I have always believed that a university should align its symbols with its values. To designate a monument “Confederate” on a campus that wishes to welcome all people and that wishes to disseminate knowledge equally to all, is counterproductive to that wish, to say the least.


The first and most wild shock at the news came from the members of the United Daughters of the Confederacy (UDC), a Southern-heritage group, whose preceding members had contributed $50,000 in 1935 to build the dormitory, which ultimately cost $150,000. The UDC gave their support to Peabody College (which would merge into Vanderbilt in 1979) because they wanted to instill in teachers of coming generations a Southern perspective on national and world events, and on condition that the UDC would approve the credentials and the pedigree of the young women who would receive room and board in Confederate Memorial Hall, and also on condition that the residence hall bear the name they had given it.


At the time the hall was built, the issue of its naming was not as conflicted. It was still fraught, but the constituencies that would have been caused pain by the name were not even allowed to enroll at Vanderbilt. We did not integrate until the 1960s, which is a polite way of saying that black people were not allowed to come to school here. Vanderbilt was very proud to be a Southern school, with all that comes with that designation (both good and nasty); proud of its civility and courtesy and grace, but also rather shameless about its treatment of minority presences. The conditions under which the UDC had given its donation were not out of keeping with this atmosphere.


Even though such a charge was problematic, the UDC felt it had some legal point about its initial investment, and filed a suit against Vanderbilt to prevent us from renaming Confederate Memorial Hall. That case was decided in our favor on the 30th of September 2003.


Shortly after Vanderbilt’s announcement and across the months to follow, my switchboard and my electronic mail and the switchboard and mail of my Vice-Chancellor for Public Affairs Mike Schoenfeld were lit up, inundated, flooded with angry messages excoriating Vanderbilt as a hotbed of political correctness (code for liberalism) and threatening to never again contribute to the school. Caricatures of Vice-Chancellor Schoenfeld and myself decorated Confederate websites. But as in all things, the first scorch of interest and attention began to fade, and we anticipated a more peaceful winter.

But according to the law of unintended consequences, the Confederate Hall controversy would shoot forth a branch that was not entirely related to, but became indistinguishable from the events surrounding our renaming of the hall in the minds of the Confederacy’s most fervent living proponents. In December of 2002, just as the hottest furor over the renaming of the hall was beginning to simmer down, Jonathan David Farley, a brilliant and volatile mathematics professor who ran for U.S. Representative on the Green Party ticket last fall and is a self-styled hellraiser and enthusiastic editorialist, wrote a column for the Tennessean’s Opinions page which suggested that rather than being lauded as heroes by any generations past present or future, Confederate veterans should have met traitors’ fates at the end of a gibbet.

If you have any experience with the South, you can imagine the furor that ensued over this. Professor Farley, who was at the time a faculty member-in-residence, received threats on his life and went into hiding. The Tennessean fanned the flames of the story it had created by publishing angry letters to the editor and opinion columns by resident columnists accusing Vanderbilt of the worst forms of “political correctness.” I received a death threat and spent a day with campus police in my office. Ardent devotees of the Confederate cause demanded Farley’s job, and mine, and that of our vice-chancellor for public affairs. Eventually, I had to write an editorial piece (also to be published in the Tennessean) clarifying the meaning of academic freedom at a research university, and defending Professor Farley’s protected right to write and think whatever he believes. I would learn that while Vice-Chancellor Schoenfeld and I were busy covering Professor Farley’s hellraising, by the way, he had accepted a position as visiting lecturer at MIT, so in essence we were left to clean up in his wake. I have been happier! But I knew that academic freedom is a right expressly protected within the world of the university, and as the representative of a university, I had the duty to defend that right and to clarify it for those who may misunderstand.


We are still going to clean the name off the hall. We are looking for stonecutters who can do this without damaging the building’s edifice. We retain the hall’s dedicatory plaque in its entryway, in recognition of those who did give financial support to Peabody during the Great Depression, in the hopes that some future would happen.

Concepts and Issues


As I have already stated, I have always believed that a university’s symbols should accord with its values; that they should not be in contradiction. Teaching aspects of history is one thing, but celebrating particular aspects is another, and the name of Confederate Memorial Hall amounted to a celebration of a movement in time that was contrary to our university’s ideals of equality and compassion, a barrier to a kind and welcoming environment. Our campus cannot allow itself to commemorate systems that are inconsistent with Vanderbilt’s beliefs and ethos, to imply endorsement of a system that is at the very least offensive to so many people.

Universities are utopian experiments, essentially, erected on the belief in the animate life of the mind that transcends skin color, or gender, or cultural origin, or age, or bodily ability. They hold up humanistic ideals and a belief that humans have the potential to overcome constraints of culture and time.


I mention pain, and in the South pain rides on both sides. I knew when I made my decision that many people whom I know and cared about would be caused psychological pain by the removal of the hall's name, as people are to the removal of the Stars and Bars from state buildings. So, there was going to be pain either way: by keeping those symbols or by stripping them. Many Southerners do still have a sense of the South as being an occupied territory. Since this sense has not faded in 140 years, who knows if it will ever?  How many generations (of any country) does it take for the pain of being vanquished to evaporate when one losing side has been overwhelmed and subsumed by a victor? When a side loses, it keeps losing chunks of its identity and slivers of its spirit every single day.  I could sense in my opponents both a silent knowledge of this and a deep denial of it.  From the tone of some of the Confederate correspondence, one might easily infer that there actually are people among us who believe the South shall secede again to rise, and that every propitiatory gesture made by some carpetbagger like myself fights this eventuality even further back into the realms of impossibility. I was not certain exactly what better future those who disagreed with me dreamed would come by keeping the name of the hall, but I do know that our decision to revise that name caused a great deal of pain inside that constituency.


What administrators have to do in a situation such as this, ideally, is to weigh one type of hurt over the other and figure out which loss is the least costly to the university’s spirit and to its ideals. I think that ignoring the fact that African Americans used to be slaves in Tennessee and that the name of Confederate Memorial Hall is a visual and aural reminder of this—a blunt and ever-threatening instrument—is much more costly to Vanderbilt morally and ethically. But in order to make such a decision, I had to choose consciously not to give equal weight to the fact that race is not the only source of discrimination or prejudice in our country, and that prejudice can also be economic and regional.  


Movements of Southern heritage in their best and most ideal sense (minus the racism which can break through) hope that the South will be recognized for its own difference and diversity without prejudice, that Southerners will not be represented in the mass culture as backward hicks, that the South will be well-off materially and politically and all power will not be in the hands of Northern states that do not understand the issues of the South. I referred to myself as a carpetbagger above, and one writer to the vice-chancellor did indeed mention carpetbagging in his letter. A feeling of disenfranchisement, both economic and political, still pervades the hearts of some 

people here, and that feeling is what makes their faces twist up in pain when 

they see the Confederate flag being taken down, or when they see the name of a hall being expurgated.


Universities increasingly have to operate no longer just on a regional scale, but on a national and even a global scale. Every decision Vanderbilt makes must raise and sustain our acumen among our colleagues, or no one will take us seriously. Allowing a building on our campus whose very name gives offense to a cross-section of people from around the world strongly reinforces the worst stereotypes of Vanderbilt as an institution trapped in a distant past. Vanderbilt cannot afford to appear "backward", and therefore we must balance the parts of our regional identity that we can cultivate in order to maintain our distinction and charm with our aspirations to be a global university which is respected by all peoples. We cheer for Vanderbilt because it is great Southern university: it sprung from the soil and has its magnolias, and it brings distinction on the South when people read about one of our archaeologists in the New York Times and think, Oh, I was wrong, the South is legitimate after all, and smart people do live there! But the price that Vanderbilt has to pay for that is a little stone-polishing there and here, and a little pain.  

Reflections and Lessons


In order to weather forces that would have your job—or even your life—you need the courage that grounds you in the sense that what you are doing is right. And I should clarify in this age of overly simplistic demagoguery that “right” does not mean “self-righteous,” but means simply that what you are doing contributes to the healing and repair of the world. I have invoked in several of my speeches the Jewish mystical concept of tikkun olam, which means to repair a world that is essentially broken and in need of our service and action to put it back together. I have always held that universities are ideal engines of that repair.  


Keeping about a relic that maintains brokenness, that sustains severance, is not in service to healing. It puts nothing back together, but rather rends the world apart. The name of Confederate Memorial Hall was a harmful force, a polarizing force, that reminded black students of their blackness and white students of their whiteness and made them all aware, however barely conscious they might be of this awareness, of their differences from one another and of the historic circumstances which would set their interests at odds. The name of the hall was a threat, however symbolic, to the integrity of our university’s mission. Even while acknowledging that Confederate sympathizers would feel pain over the name’s removal, I never could justify that the name merited preservation simply because of its sentimental value to a politically-invested faction.


One of the most powerful forces one can ever encounter as a leader of any organization is resistance to change. I would submit that such resistance can be even greater surrounding an academic community, because the people who belong to that particular community have involved their identities and emotions with their idea of what that institution stands for. What that institution means to them is bound up, for example, with alumni’s own ideas of themselves as alumni, what experiential associations their degrees carry with them, and how their identities as alumni signify within their larger conceptions of themselves. 


A leader has to be sympathetic to this feeling, even if he is not sympathetic to its particular manifestation. The people involved with any organization want to feel as though they are involved with, and invested in, a force that is ongoing and relevant. They do not want to feel as though they are outdated or obsolete or old guard, that they are no longer needed by the institution which has formed such a vital part of their self-identity.  They dread the sense that their ideas are held in contempt, and that they are without power and influence.  


Knowing these things can help make a leader able to approach and respond to resistant factions in creative and compassionate ways, instead of viewing them as the wild-eyed fanatical opposition. In Vanderbilt’s case, our Confederate alumni’s desire for belonging became bound up with greater national forces of race and of regional identity, and sparked a conflagration that had to do with far more than the edifice of a single residence hall. The one regret, I do have over this episode, is our neglecting to tell the Daughters directly of our decision as soon as it was made. They heard of our action from a reporter for our student newspaper, so, not only were they offended by the change of the name itself, they were also insulted by our insensitivity toward their concerns and their investment. I do believe that even if we had notified the UDC prior to making our announcement, they still would have raised a row, and still would have filed a suit, but they would not have felt as though we treated them with contempt. We would not have intensified the brokenness that already existed. We would have had good manners on our side and would have been able to act in the service of evolution without an utter disregard for our past. 


Even I have to admit that as Vanderbilt rises through the ranks as a world-class university, people will always think of us as a Southern university. But in order to bring distinction on the living South, in order to do the best credit to those who have supported this university through all its years of being, we have to give up a little here and there.  We have to maintain our charm and our civility and our magnolia arboretum, but we also have to be willing to see what parts of our past might frighten away the best and brightest students whom we want to enroll here, whom we want to be a credit to us and to our great university. Vanderbilt has a role in the economic and cultural life of our region as it lives today, as it is vital and alive and moving into the future. The greatness of any body should lie in its present and future as well as, and even in spite of, its past. Much as we may grow attached to the traditions of an institution or to its artifacts, we have to recognize that a university is not a museum. We are a place of ideas, and we must live in response to the world, or we disable ourselves from relevance.
Chapter 3

Presidential Leadership in Time of Crisis
Wyoming’s Response to Matthew Sheppard’s Murder

Philip Dubois, President, University of Wyoming


Like most university presidents, I spend a lot of my time communicating with internal and external constituents about the accomplishments of my institution. Whether addressing the local community service organization, meeting with the editorial board of a local newspaper, or issuing the annual “State of the University” address, my focus is on those things that are sources of institutional pride and public support: when our enrollments increase, when faculty or students win prestigious recognitions, when our budgets are enhanced by supportive legislators and the governor, when new buildings or renovation projects are completed, when alumni and friends contribute to our private fundraising success, when our research contracts grow, or when our athletic teams trounce the traditional rivals.  

Most presidents, I would guess, are interested in leaving a legacy of accomplishments that will mark their tenure in office. They can only hope that, years after they are gone, others may look back and decide that his or her leadership as president had helped the institution become stronger or defined it in new ways. Less likely to be remembered is how an institution or its president reacted in times of crisis unless, of course, the leadership provided during the crisis was misguided, mistaken, not apparent, or entirely absent. As one observer has noted, “[w]hile good deeds often go unnoticed, crises never do. This is because your stakeholders . . . are measuring your conduct during the crisis. They know that a crisis does not make character—it reveals character.”
 


Notwithstanding, the many points of pride I might cite during a presidency that marks the completion of my sixth year in April of 2003, it is also the case that those six years have been marked by a number of institutional and individual crises, notable by their number and scope:

· The death of a football player during spring practice in the third week of my first year as president, (subsequently determined to be due, at least in part, to an enlarged spleen as a result of mononucleosis);

· The vicious beating and subsequent death in October 1998 of a gay University of Wyoming student, Matthew Shepard, a tragedy that drew national and international media attention;

· The local trial and sentencing of Mr. Shepard’s assailants, events that occurred almost precisely one year after his murder, and which involved members of the faculty, staff, and student body as prospective jurors;

· The death of a student in the spring of my second year who barricaded himself in a study room on the 12th floor of a campus residence hall and subsequently jumped to his death in full view of fellow students and residence hall staff;

· Multiple campus bomb scares in the aftermath of the Columbine High School mass murder, and the group exodus of African-American student athletes from campus housing to local hotels when rumors circulated to the effect that the Columbine shootings may have been racially-based in part and might stimulate “copy cat” slayings;

· Campus reaction to the attacks of September 11, 2001, in New York City, Washington, D.C., and Pennsylvania; 

· The simultaneous and instantaneous deaths, five days after September 11, of eight members of the men’s cross-country and track teams in a head-on automobile accident on a highway south of Laramie. Investigation revealed that the accident was caused by an intoxicated UW student, headed in the opposite direction, who crossed the centerline and struck the vehicle containing the UW student-athletes.    

· The death of a UW theatre and dance student from respiratory and cardiac arrest suffered during his participation in rehearsal on campus for an upcoming dance recital. Fellow students were unable to revive him from what turned out to have been an allergic reaction to aspirin.  

· In the aftermath of the death of eight student-athletes in a drunk driving accident, the arrest of the star wide receiver of the UW football team following a non-injury accident in which it appeared that the student was driving while intoxicated.  

Although the particular number, combination, and severity of events that have visited my tenure may be unusual, it is of course the case that most university and college presidents will, at one point or another, be faced with at least one significant institutional crisis. There are those who like to say that the job of a university president is, in fact, one long crisis interrupted by brief periods of normalcy!  But, wags and pundits aside, “a crisis is not simply a bad day at the office”
 It is often an event, or series of events, that bring virtually all “normal” university business to a halt and commands the full attention of the president and his or her senior officers for days, weeks, or longer. In the words of those who have studied crisis management in industrial settings, crises may manifest themselves “like a cobra” where the institution is taken by surprise. Others may manifest themselves “like a python,” crushing the institution over time.
  In the worst possible case, the crisis comes to be embedded in the public consciousness as the defining image of the institution.
 
Just a casual search of the Chronicle of Higher Education5 over the past several years reveals the broad spectrum of crises that can affect our institutions:  

· The November, 1999 death of eleven students, one alumnus, and injury to twenty-seven others in the collapse of the campus traditional homecoming bonfire at Texas A&M University;

· An intentionally-set residence hall fire at Seton Hall University in January, 2000 that killed three students and injured fifty-four others;

· The deaths in January, 2001 of two basketball players and six others affiliated with the Oklahoma State University basketball program in the crash of a private chartered aircraft;

· Murders of faculty members (Dartmouth, 2001); the murder of faculty members by disgruntled students (Wayne State, 1999); murder-suicides of the same type (University of Arkansas, 2000); murders of students by other students (Galludet, 2001); a fatal gunfight between groups of students from neighboring colleges (Catawba College and Livingstone College, 2002); or disquieting patterns of student suicides over a period of years (Harvard, 1999; MIT, 2000).

· At the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, a 1997 hazing incident at one of the campus fraternities that resulted in a student’s death.

· Dismissal of a controversial Division I-A basketball coach (Indiana, 2000)

· Campus reaction to the distribution of racist and hate-filled e-mails (IUPUI, 2002).

· Mass student protests to force the removal of a faculty member and former chancellor accused of sexual harassment (Indiana-South Bend, 2001).

· Public, legislative, and campus reaction to the assignment to incoming freshmen of a scholarly book about the Koran, implicating issues of academic freedom, legislative intrusion, and church-state relations in the context of a post-September 11th world (North Carolina-Chapel Hill, 2002).  

· The suspension and ultimate dismissal of a tenured faculty member believed to have tangible connections to terrorist organizations linked to the September 11th attacks (University of South Florida, 2002-03).

· Nude frolicking by students in connection with the advent of winter (Princeton, 2000), the advent of spring (Michigan), or the end of classes (Ithaca College, 1999), resulting in alcohol-related misbehavior, destruction, and personal injuries.  

· The management of constituent reactions to the playing of a naked co-ed soccer game at a church-related college (Luther College, 1997).

· The almost annual scramble by institutions named by the Princeton Review as one of the nation’s top “party schools” or by U.S. News and World Report as one of the nation’s top academic institutions to disavow the former and affirm the latter.  

These various crises, which typically arise out of behaviors conducted by or visited upon one or more members of the university community, say nothing of the crises that confront institutions that are the victims of floods (Colorado State, 1997; North Dakota institutions, 1997), earthquakes (California State-Northridge, 1994), hurricanes (Florida and Louisiana institutions, every year!), or other natural disasters that threaten human life, the physical assets of an institution, or may disrupt its normal operation for an extended period of time. Whether the crisis is generated by humans or inflicted upon them, the results for the institution concerned are just about the same—all-consuming.  And while the particular and peculiar circumstances of each crises undoubtedly demands its own response, I hope it will be useful to use just two of the crises that have confronted the University of Wyoming to unearth a few useful lessons that may help other university leaders who come to face to face with such events.    


For this purpose, I will focus on the two most significant crises faced by my institution during the past few years: the murder of gay UW student Matthew Shepard, and the accidental death of eight student-athletes (hereinafter, referred to as “The Eight”).  I begin with a fairly detailed description of each crisis, hoping that some readers will be able to benefit from seeing how we responded at the time.6  I then attempt some reflection on what we learned from each.  

The Murder of Matthew


I was headed to a meeting at our student union on a beautiful October morning in 1998 when my vice president for student affairs, Jim Hurst, caught up alongside. He wanted me to know that campus police were reporting that a UW student, as yet unidentified, was in the emergency room of a Fort Collins, Colorado hospital with severe head injuries from what appeared to be a vicious beating. Poudre Valley Hospital in Ft. Collins, located 80 miles south of Laramie, is a Level II trauma center, so the very news that the student had been transported there was not good. Since it was not unusual to receive news of a serious injury to a student or even a student’s death on one of Wyoming’s long icy roads, I had great confidence in the ability of Jim and his staff to kick our standard procedures into gear to deal with the student and his parents, to alert the appropriate instructors, and to make available the full range of support and counseling services to the friends and family of the victim. Unsettling news, to be sure, but business as usual from my viewpoint.


Later that day, when Jim and one of our campus police lieutenants showed up unannounced at my office, I suspected that “business as usual” had ended. He informed me that the victim, Matthew Shepard, was a UW student and that there was a possibility that other students were involved in the attack. I asked my assistant to take the lieutenant’s list of names and run a quick check against our Student Information System.  We quickly confirmed that one of the women who would be charged as an accessory after the fact, Chastity Pasley, was a student who worked part-time in our student union.  The two men who would be charged with the attack, Russell Henderson and Aaron McKinney, were not UW students and never had been, nor had the second young woman, Kristen Price, also to be accused as an accessory after the fact. We determined that Matt himself had just enrolled as a student for the first time in September, and we were barely a month into the semester. We quickly learned, through our student activities office, that Matt was a member of the campus Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgendered Association (the LGBTA).  


By fall 1998, Jim Hurst had been vice president for student affairs at the University of Wyoming for the better part of fifteen years. His calm, supportive, and empathetic demeanor—characteristic of his counseling psychology background—had endeared him to students, faculty, staff, and senior administrators. His was a couch most of us visited at one time or another. He was not prone to exaggeration, overstatement, or alarm. For these reasons, his words that afternoon on the doorstep of Old Main still remain vividly in my mind: “Phil, if Matt Shepard dies and this turns out to be a gay bashing, this could become the University of Wyoming’s ‘Kent State.’”  


By Friday morning, the newspaper stories were out and the lead article by the leading regional newspaper, The Denver Post, erroneously reported that the victim and all of those accused were University of Wyoming students. This misinformation appears to have come from a student employee of the UW student newspaper who happened to be in the office when the Post reporter called to determine whether those involved were students. Unfortunately, neither newspaper bothered to call anyone in an official position to check upon the student status of those arrested for the crime. But the damage was done, and the Associated Press then picked up the Post story for the national wire to be repeated and retold endless times over the next few days. While our public relations staff promptly worked to correct that error, the fact that it wasn’t true never got the same amount of attention.  


This was the beginning of the longest two weeks of my life. Anyone who has served in a senior position of campus leadership knows the cardinal rule of University administration—if good things happen at the institution, it is due to the hard work and dedication of individual faculty, staff, and students. If bad things happen, the institution and its leadership are responsible. Because of the initial but erroneous media reports, we were immediately placed on the defensive trying to answer a question we surely could not answer: What had the university done—or not done—to foster in our students such hatred and violence toward another? Over time, we were criticized for being “defensive” in attempting to correct misinformation.


By Friday afternoon, I had arranged to join the Albany County sheriff on the steps of our county courthouse to address the media gathering from around the region. At this point, while it was clear that Matthew was a gay man and had been “out” for some time, it was not at all clear that the crime had any hate-related elements to it. The facts were simply not known. A brief confidential conversation with the sheriff, just prior to my remarks at the microphone, suggested that the crime may have been motivated by robbery. When I directly posed to him the question of whether there were any elements to suggest that the assault was a “gay bashing,” he said that it would be unwise to so conclude until the investigation could be completed. With that rather limited information, I chose to direct my statement to the press (and our accompanying press release) solely to our concern for Matt and his family.  

Almost as quickly as those statements were consumed by the media, we began receiving e-mails that my statement was completely inadequate; that I should have, at a minimum, suspended the accused students; and that I should have taken immediate steps to correct the hateful environment at the university that had fostered attitudes such that students would attack a fellow student: “How can President Dubois sleep tonight,” wrote one individual, “knowing that his leadership has resulted in the loss of a young mind, crushed beyond the ability to even sustain breathing at this time?”  

Saturday was the beginning of UW’s “Homecoming” and we had the usual full set of events planned for the weekend, including those to honor distinguished alumni.  Jim had called together a standing body that had existed for some time at UW—the Crisis Management Team—and we determined that, while we shouldn’t cancel Homecoming, we would do everything we could to acknowledge what was beginning to emerge around us. I dispatched Jim to Fort Collins to deliver a personal note to Matt’s parents to let them know of my concern and our availability to help in any way that we could. Unlike most similar situations, the hospital—sensing that this particular assault was attracting unusual media attention—erected a high net of security around Dennis and Judy Shepard to protect their privacy. Jim left the note but was unable to speak directly with Matt’s parents.

By Saturday morning, it was clear that a massive outpouring of protest was beginning to develop. Whatever law enforcement may have been willing to say about the actual motivation behind the attack, that perspective was, by this point, irrelevant. The gay community, the larger community, and media from around the country had concluded that this was, indeed, a hate crime.  

 Initially, the protest was led largely by our students, and especially our minority students through our Multicultural Resource Center (MRC). The students came up with the idea of wearing symbolic yellow armbands with green circles—the yellow symbolizing anti-violence and the green circle representing international peace. Other student groups, most notably the student government and fraternity/sorority leadership, pitched in to assist in the mass production of the armbands. The armbands, and a large yellow banner with large green circles, were first seen that morning at the traditional Homecoming Parade, where a spontaneous “mini parade” of several hundred persons tagged onto the end of the usual array of antique cars, flatbed trailers, local bands, and homemade floats. Other banners denouncing hatred and violence, made by local citizens, lined the parade route.

I ordered a moment of silence at the afternoon football game where the players (and members of our other athletic teams) had voted to put the yellow and green symbol on their helmets or on their uniforms; one could have heard a pin drop except for the sounds of people weeping quietly. The traditional Homecoming Sing and Alumni Recognition Dinner that evening went about the same way. 


By Sunday, Matt’s condition was being reported as grave; a candlelight vigil organized by the Catholic Newman Center was scheduled for that evening on the grounds of the Center located immediately across the street from the University. Along with LGBTA leaders and the Newman Center pastor, I was asked to speak. Figuring that this was a “teachable moment” for my three children (at that time aged 15, 12, and 7), my wife and I brought the entire family. It was a powerful and moving ceremony, conducted under the watchful eye of the national media and reported on all of the major network morning shows on the next day.


By that time, however, the vigil was old news; Matt Shepard had died Monday morning at approximately 1:00 a.m., MST.  At 3:00 a.m., telephone call from a CBS radio reporter to my home awakened me with the news. He needed a quote for the morning drive-time show in New York. I asked his indulgence in allowing me to collect my thoughts. After a quick shower, I called him back, again expressing my condolences to the Shepard family and reassuring the New York caller that Laramie was like most small towns and large cities in America. Hate does not have a geographic bias; it could, and did, happen everywhere.  

The circus had started. Ironically, it was the first day of the university’s scheduled “Gay Awareness Week.” My Monday was spent fielding requests from television and radio media for interviews; our Crisis Management Team assembled to plan a late-afternoon memorial ceremony that would be attended by hundreds in the full glare of the national media. I conversed with the governor about flag etiquette, and received his acquiescence to lower campus flags to half-staff.7
We also began receiving requests for information about where concerned citizens might send donations to support the Shepard family or to establish scholarships in Matt’s name. A similar fund had already been established at the Poudre Valley Hospital so, after listening to a lively debate among the Crisis Management Team, I decided that we would redirect all donors to the Poudre Valley fund, with the message to be conveyed that our interest was in supporting the Shepard family until decisions could be made about how such funds might be best utilized.8 


I’ll leave it to others to explain why this particular murder of a gay man attracted the national attention that it did. As NBC anchor Tom Brokaw mentioned in his report on Monday evening, there were over 8,800 hate crimes reported in America in the prior year. For some reason, this one was different. Suffice it to say that a number of powerful icon-like images cast across the nation during the first few days after Matt’s attack and subsequent death drew national and ultimately international attention—the vulnerable and viciously beaten gay young man who was just over five feet tall and weighed just a hundred pounds; the buck fence on a barren plain where his lifeless body was found; widely-held stereotypes of what life in rural America must be like, particularly in a state nicknamed “The Cowboy State;” and the fact that Wyoming was one of just a few states that had failed to pass hate crimes legislation. Whatever the attraction, a small town with no television station and one daily newspaper that publishes less than two dozen pages daily, six days a week, was stunned by the arrival of network satellite trucks and correspondents camped on the lawn of the Albany County Courthouse representing all of the alphabet media (NBC, CBS, ABC, FOX, CNN) and Court TV. 9   


Of course, television and radio were not the entire media story. Internet coverage and direct e-mail aimed at the campus administration and media staff allowed for repeated blows to be leveled at our collective gut. I opened my Tuesday morning e-mail to read the following:

“You and the straight people of Laramie and Wyoming are guilty of the death of Matthew Shepard just as the Germans who looked the other way are guilty of the deaths of their Jewish, Gypsy, and homosexual neighbors during the Holocaust. Unless and until the people of Laramie and Wyoming repent the sin of homophobia, your city and your state are not different than Auschwitz, no different than the killing fields of Cambodia.  You have taught your children to hate their gay and lesbian brothers and sisters. Unless and until you acknowledge that Matthew Shepard’s death is not a random occurrence, not just the work of a couple of random crazies, you have his blood on your hands . . . Shame on you, President Dubois.  Shame on Laramie.  Shame on Wyoming.”


People within the Laramie community were equally upset with the reportage of an Associated Press writer from New York who implied that the murder may have resulted from a socio-economic split in Laramie that made possible the murder of a well-dressed, seemingly wealthy young man by two down-and-outers from “the other side of the tracks,” where skinny stray dogs ran down dusty streets. I don’t have space here to list everything the writer got wrong; but this article, printed in newspapers nationwide, helped reinforce the notion of Laramie as a biased cow town.



Media coverage only heightened as the day approached for the Shepard family funeral to be held in Casper, Wyoming, a two and one-half hour drive north of Laramie. Enter stage far right—the Reverend Fred Phelps from Kansas’ Westboro Baptist Church, an organization dedicated principally to the excoriation of homosexuals based upon Phelps’ literal reading of biblical passages. His Internet address (godhatesfags.com) says about all that needs to be known about him and his group. Phelps brought a small band of protesters to Shepard’s funeral to “demonstrate” against Matt Shepard, his homosexual “lifestyle,” and homosexuality generally. Although most people ignored Phelps on this intensely sad and snowy day, a few of Matt’s younger friends and acquaintances chose to directly confront Phelps in verbal exchanges that, Phelps certainly knew, would become a clip on the evening news. Since Phelps had announced publicly his intention to bring his followers to Laramie, our university police chief was posted nearby as an observer so that we could know what to expect.


Back on campus, and with the concurrence of the Shepard family, I decided that we would hold a campus memorial service, just about two weeks to the day after the initial attack. During all of that previous week, our Counseling Center staff had been working overtime counseling students, staff, and faculty to deal with their personal grief and the trauma that had descended upon the community. Faculty members had responded to the request I made through our chief academic affairs officer for the organization of small “teach-ins” on campus to address issues identified around broad themes related to the tragedy—prejudice, social justice, violence, and sexuality, among others. The university was in a unique position to help our students understand what had happened and why, and our faculty was simply spectacular in responding to the call for them to do so.10 


The memorial service, attended by a capacity crowd of 2,000 in our largest campus auditorium and covered by the local and regional media, was brief and dignified – psalms, a specially written poem, music from our multicultural chorus, and statements from representatives of LGBTA and the mayor. I used my then-expected “clean up” position, to summarize what had happened and what I thought it meant for our community.11  In my remarks I included a personal call for Wyoming to enact hate crimes legislation. Following a carefully worded disclaimer to indicate that the views I would express were mine alone and not those of my institution or my trustees, I expressed the view that it was time for Wyoming to live up to the promise of the state motto (“The Equality State”) and to recognize in our written law that we had a collective zero tolerance for hate, even if such a law would not have spared Matt Shepard his life or produced a more severe punishment for those accused of his murder.12 


I had hoped to awaken the next day to feel that the “crisis” of the past two weeks had past, but the front-page headlines of the morning paper and the story quoting my call for hate crime legislation reminded me that, notwithstanding my disclaimer of the prior evening, a university president is not allowed to have a personal opinion. This is surely true in most political environments, but it is magnified in Wyoming where the president of its only four-year institution of higher learning is widely perceived to be the second most visible public official, behind only the governor. To many, it appeared that the president was trying to upstage if not embarrass the governor and the legislature on this specific issue.13

Life returned to “relative normal” throughout the balance of the fall semester and throughout the spring, though my public relations staff and I continued to respond to what would be hundreds of media requests, e-mail messages, letters, and phone calls regarding Matthew’s murder.  Jury selection in March 1999 for the trial of Russell Henderson sparked the expected amount of angst among faculty, staff, and students concerned about how their classes and professional lives would be accommodated if they ended up serving on the jury for an extended period of time. The county attorney, frustrated during the jury selection process by large numbers of prospective jurors claiming personal conflicts or philosophical objections to the death penalty, asked me to issue a statement reminding members of the university community of their civic responsibilities. Although more than a bit put off by a request that seemed aimed only at university personnel and not the larger community, I agreed to issue a statement clarifying the policies we had in place to accommodate the needs of faculty, staff, or students selected for jury duty.     

Reverend Phelps and his band of protestors showed up at the Albany County Courthouse to protest the first day of the trial, only to be surrounded in silent protest by a dozen LGBT students and friends dressed as angels, who raised enormous wings to block any view of him by the media or the passing public. That scene was repeated later in the day in front of our student union. The city mayor and I collaborated on a letter to the editor of the local and student newspapers suggesting that the best way to deal with Phelps’ brand of hatred was to ignore it, to starve it with indifference. That tactic worked well, as we avoided any meaningful confrontations. 


The community and the campus were spared a trial that spring, as Henderson agreed on the eve of the trial to enter a guilty plea in exchange for being spared the death penalty. Henderson’s girlfriend, who had in December entered a guilty plea to being an accessory after the fact, was sentenced for her role. McKinney’s girlfriend, who would later testify in his trial the following fall, ended up pleading to the misdemeanor offence of interference with a police officer. Much to our horror, the judge made a decision to push back McKinney’s trial until fall; eventually, we would learn that jury selection would begin on the Monday following our scheduled fall Homecoming—ironically, precisely one year after the events of the preceding year.


In the meantime, popular singer Elton John had requested an opportunity to perform a benefit concert on campus, a request we readily accepted. His sold-out June concert, conducted in our basketball arena, raised about $250,000 for a variety of John’s favorite causes, including the initiation of a fund to create a distinguished chair in our law school dedicated to social justice issues.14  


The coincidence of McKinney’s trial, the one-year anniversary of Matt’s death, and our annual Homecoming brought a surreal feeling to the weekend of October 8-10, 1999. It was again Gay Awareness Week.15  The yellow and green symbols re-emerged in the annual Homecoming parade. A candlelight vigil, with many of the same participants from the Newman Center vigil of the year before, was held on campus just prior to a concert by folksingers, Peter, Paul, and Mary.16 Those at the vigil were given an opportunity to sign a “pledge of nonviolence” on large boards erected on our campus quad and then to walk together to the concert. A powerful and moving performance by Peter, Paul, and Mary was punctuated by the on-stage appearance of Dennis and Judy Shepard, and the lighting of penlight candles throughout the 2,000-seat auditorium. A post-concert reception held at my home was an eclectic mix of members of my staff, invited special guests and university donors, Dennis and Judy Shepard, and leaders in the LGBTA. Peter Yarrow of the group joined us, while Paul returned to the hotel in the company of Mary who had, earlier in the day, been treated at the local hospital for altitude sickness.  


Three weeks later, Aaron McKinney was convicted of two counts of felony murder, but acquitted of first-degree murder. Although the felony murder counts carried the possibility of the death penalty, a sentence bargain encouraged and supported by the Shepard family resulted in two consecutive life sentences. The “crisis,” at least as experienced by the university, was over.  

The Eight


On Friday, September 14, 2001, UW conducted a campus memorial service for the victims of the terrorist attacks of September 11, a scene repeated on literally hundreds of university and college campuses that week. Our campus quad, known as Prexy’s Pasture and the site of two memorials for Matthew Shepard, was once again pressed into duty. Our Crisis Management Team, so well versed in how to put such a program together, did so quickly. The Pasture was packed with people for as far as one could see.  All of us left drained, sharing the nation’s sadness over the loss of human life, its anxiety in the uncertainty over how our leaders would respond, and our own concern for members of Laramie’s Muslim community. I remember going home right after the noon memorial saying to myself, “Boy, I’m glad that’s over!”


Like most Americans, I spent the weekend glued to my television, with occasional attempts to reach my wife, Lisa, who was stranded in Europe and unable to return from a brief trip taken with her mother. I was in the middle of my Sunday morning newspaper when I received a call from my vice president for student affairs, now Dr. Leellen Brigman. She reported that there had been a terrible automobile accident shortly after midnight on the highway from Laramie to Fort Collins, Colorado, and that as many as four UW students were injured or dead. Details were not yet widely known, but she said fog may have been a contributing factor.


Within two hours, the horrible details were upon us. Eight male students, ranging in age from 19 to 22, had been simultaneously killed when their Jeep Wagoneer, traveling northbound at a speed later estimated at 62 m.p.h., was struck virtually head-on by a southbound 1-ton Chevrolet pickup truck, later estimated to be traveling 76 m.p.h., on U.S. Highway 287 south of Laramie.  The Jeep had, in the words of the investigating officer, “exploded” upon impact, ejecting all of the occupants except the driver. Even those who had been wearing seatbelts were not spared. Fog wasn’t a factor; the night was clear.

 All eight victims were members of the UW cross-country and/or track teams and were en route back from a day in Ft. Collins on a non-competition weekend. The driver of the truck, 21-year old Clinton Haskins, was also a UW student, a member of the rodeo team, and under arrest with a tested blood alcohol level of .16 several hours after the accident; Wyoming’s limit was at that time .10.  Haskins was also seriously injured and hospitalized with a lacerated liver, a bruised heart, and bruised lungs. Evidence at the scene showed that Haskins’ truck had crossed the centerline to collide with the Jeep.  Autopsy results for the driver of the Jeep later showed his blood alcohol level at 0.00.  

The story quickly appeared on the Associated Press wire and was picked up by major news organizations for their web sites, and later for broadcasts and newspapers.

By mid-day Sunday, our Crisis Management Team was assembled, augmented this time with the athletics director and members of his staff, including the athletics’ sports information coordinator. In addition to agreeing upon my public statement, we agreed to establish a web site where information about the victims could be posted and comments could be left by well-wishers, an idea we had taken from the experience of Oklahoma State University in dealing with the airplane crash that had taken the lives of students and staff associated with their basketball team.  

I called the Governor to tell him what we knew, and to give him the names of the families affected. Five of the victims and five of the ten families affected were from Wyoming, a close-knit state once described by a former governor as “one small town with very long streets.” State and campus flags were already at half-staff for the September 11 victims by direction of the President of the United States, but I let the Governor know that I intended to keep the campus flags lowered until after all of the families had buried their sons. Cognizant of the public thrashing he had taken from the veterans’ groups when the flag had been lowered for Matt Shepard, this was one of those situations where it was better for me to beg forgiveness than ask permission.

Since the athletics director reported that student-athletes were hearing the news of the accident as they assembled back on campus at the end of the weekend and needed complete information and access to counseling, separate team meetings were arranged for all seventeen of UW’s men’s and women’s intercollegiate teams later that afternoon.  Plans were in formation for a candlelight vigil at the site of the “bucking horse and rider” statue near the athletic complex. Prior to the vigil, the AD and I assembled all of the coaches together to provide our own expressions of support and to detail the campus resources they could call upon to assist their teams deal with the death of their eight friends.  

A crowd estimated at from 700 to 2,000 assembled in a drizzling rain that evening for the candlelight vigil. Photographs of each of the eight boys had been set up on the grass around the bucking horse statue. Flowers and candles in large numbers began to appear, to be joined later in the week by cards and notes, running shoes, track uniforms, and other memorabilia brought by the families and passersby.

There is no way to describe the collective mood of those at the vigil. As one student quoted in the local newspaper observed, coming on the heels of the September 11 attacks and the campus memorial that previous Friday, the emotional environment was like “blackness on blackness.” The vigil was led by the male and female captains of the cross-country team, who invited teammates or other friends of the victims to offer their personal reflections.  


I had not prepared remarks, but I was prepared to give remarks. I told the students what I felt: in my 51 years up to that time, a tragedy had never hit me as hard as this one.  Although the death of Matt Shepard was difficult in its own right, the death of eight was almost overwhelming. And, with three children of my own in a state known to harbor the lethal combination of dangerous highways and alcohol abuse among its youth, it was not hard to picture myself in the posture of any of the ten sets of parents for The Eight.  I urged the students to go home and call their parents. “Tell them you love them. If you have something unsaid to a brother or sister, say it.” What I didn’t say, of course, was that I could also picture myself in the posture of the Haskins family, with a son badly injured in a hospital and likely to be facing eight charges of vehicular homicide. No one at the memorial had to say it but everyone knew it—nine lives had been wasted that day.

I left the microphone to move about the crowd, looking to comfort any students I might know and to introduce myself to the members of the cross-country team. Although I know many presidents take personal pride in getting to know large numbers of student-athletes, I have always tended to keep my distance, believing that neither the governor nor the president had any business in a locker room. I knew that I would be seeing a lot of them in the next few days, however.   

The next morning I visited Clint Haskins in the local hospital. Although his injuries were significant, he was expected to fully recover. Surrounded by a handful of his friends, I spoke briefly with Clint and his mother, indicating that our student affairs staff would be available for any questions he might have relative to his classes or counseling he might desire. He was released later in the week and was able to make a personal appearance at a Friday bail hearing, which resulted in his release on a $100,000 bond and a requirement imposed by the judge that he continue attending university classes.

Since university personnel were not consulted by the judge concerning the conditions of Haskins’ bail, we were unaware until some time later, of the judge’s requirement that Haskins continue attending classes. Following Haskins’ release on bail and acting upon the recommendation of both my chief academic officer and the student affairs staff, I called Haskins’ father to suggest that Clint’s temporary withdrawal from school might be in his best interest, particularly if other students were to confront him concerning the accident and its consequences. Moreover, if Haskins’ presence were to be disruptive to the educational process of other students, I would have no choice but to issue a suspension.17 The Haskins family, then under the smothering advice of legal counsel, thanked me for my call but made no immediate decision. Later, Haskins would return to classes without incident.  

In the days that followed, hundreds of expressions of condolence flooded into the university through telephone calls, letters, cards, and e-mails from sympathetic citizens, alumni, former teammates of The Eight, cross-country runners from other teams in our conference and around the country, and people connected with Oklahoma State University or Texas A&M who knew first hand of the impact of such tragedies upon campus communities. Contributions to a memorial fund established for The Eight mounted quickly, eventually reaching nearly $215,000.18 


In the immediate aftermath, there was a host of decisions to be made that were important, largely from a symbolic standpoint. A home women’s soccer game, already rescheduled as a result of the September 11 attacks, was postponed again; so, too, was a home women’s volleyball game. Our student affairs staff followed suit, canceling all scheduled intramural competitions for the balance of the week.  


We assigned the dean of students to serve as the primary university contact with the ten families. As the former director of our counseling center, Dr. Andrew Turner brought superb credentials and the appropriate temperament to this difficult task. We knew that our student-athletes and others in the community would expect a campus memorial service, but we didn’t want to have such a ceremony without the concurrence of the families, and we certainly could not have those discussions until the families had time to make their personal arrangements for the burial of their sons.   


Funerals or memorial services for The Eight began on Tuesday, the 18th, and were held daily through Friday night. Since it was logistically impossible to attend all eight funerals (two were out of state and one was in Canada), we used the Crisis Management Team to ensure that we had appropriate university and athletic department representatives at each. A university flag accompanied the lead representative for each funeral and was to be delivered to the family. Lisa, my wife, and I attended five of these heart-breaking services.19 The university airplane transported my vice president for academic affairs and cross-country team representatives to the service held in Canada.  


Prominently displayed by university personnel and student-athletes at the funerals and around campus during that week, were small decals containing a winged running shoe (modeled, I presume, upon the winged foot of Mercury) with the number “8” emblazoned on it.20  I later learned that the winged foot had special meaning to the cross- country team members who, before every meet, had recited a prayer that included the words, “give us wings so we can fly.” These decals eventually found their way onto the backs of the helmets of the football team and our other athletic team uniforms, as did the American flag in memory of the victims of September 11.


In the midst of this chaos, we had been planning the campus visit of Vice President Dick Cheney on September 28. A UW alumnus, Vice President Cheney had agreed to visit campus to participate in our annual Honors Convocation sponsored by the College of Arts and Sciences. I was reasonably certain that the events of September 11—and the vice president’s hibernation in the now infamous “undisclosed location”—made it unlikely that he would be able to appear. To ease his decision-making process but also in recognition of the tremendous amount of stress my staff was under, I called the vice president’s assistant to suggest that a postponement to a future date would be appropriate.  The White House readily agreed; I issued a public announcement to the effect that we had mutually agreed upon a postponement, much to the chagrin of some students (who didn’t know any better) and some Arts and Sciences staff (who should have known better).  


With the concurrence of all ten families, we arranged a campus memorial service for the following Tuesday, ensuring that the time and date would make it possible for all of them to attend. Through our dean of students, we conveyed our willingness for the university to pay all transportation and hotel expenses for the families if they required such financial assistance.21

With instructions given to faculty that they should exercise liberal discretion in releasing students from classes to attend the memorial if they wished and release time issued for staff, more than 3,500 crowded the Arena-Auditorium for the service.  Speakers included the governor (on behalf of the people of the state), coaches and team captains, the athletics director, and me. Several universities from the Mountain West Conference and one regional school not associated with the MWC sent delegations of members from their cross-country teams. Large photographs of each of the lost student-athletes were displayed on either side of the podium; a candle in honor of each, was lit by a male and female member of UW athletics teams. A celebratory video prepared by the Athletic Department staff, “Always a Cowboy,” was shown. A brass bell, symbolizing each athlete’s last lap, was rung eight times.  


Lisa and I hosted a post-memorial reception and dinner at our home for the members of the families and the coaching staff. Each family was presented with a gift bag containing a copy of the celebratory videotape, a framed photo of the candlelight vigil, a book containing all the e-mails, notes, cards, and letters of sympathy we had received, and the memorial service program.    


The remaining members of our men’s cross-country team, joined by some redshirt freshmen who voluntarily gave up a year of eligibility and middle distance runners recruited from the track team, returned to cross-country competition in October. Drawing upon the metaphor of the bucking bronc rider, the team captain observed that, “cowboys always get back up.”  


Throughout the week of the funerals and thereafter for many months, public debate centered around the causes of the accident. The county attorney, seeking to buttress a vehicular homicide charge against Haskins, suggested at the bail hearing that the rodeo team in general and Haskins in particular had a history of alcohol abuse.  Haskins had at least two previous citations off campus for underage consumption and, later investigation revealed, one on-campus citation during his freshman year in the university residence halls. Other organizations, including Mothers Against Drunk Driving, focused on the inadequacy of Wyoming’s laws relative to driving while intoxicated. 22  


Others, including most prominently the father of the driver of the Jeep (and a resident of Laramie), focused on the condition of the road. U.S. Highway 287, running north to south from Laramie to Fort Collins, is a notoriously dangerous three-lane road, particularly in the winter months when ice and fog are often present. Although the road itself does not statistically have a higher accident rate than other Wyoming roads, its fatality rate is three times the state average. And nearly everyone in Laramie has had at least one personal story of a “close call” on 287 or has known someone personally affected by an accident along its long meandering and dark stretches. The most notable of these accidents involved the University’s highly successful women’s volleyball coach who, years earlier, had sustained an irreversible coma that lasted for seven years before he died as a result of his injuries.23, 24 


Over the course of the next year, I corresponded frequently with the ten families of The Eight—to share copies of the videotape of the memorial service, to keep them posted on the status of the memorial fund, to solicit their ideas concerning its use and the dedication of a memorial to the boys, and to share other things that I thought might have meaning to them. These included copies of S.L. Price’s sensitive Sports Illustrated article about the boys, and pictures of the torch that a retired member of the UW staff had carried in their honor in the transmission of the Olympic torch through Cheyenne, Wyoming on its way to the 2002 Salt Lake City Olympics. 


By mid-spring, grief for some of the families had been transformed into anger, and the university became the target. Several of the families, who had obviously kept in contact among themselves, wondered aloud in letters to me personally, to Dean Turner, and to the newspapers why the university had allowed Haskins to remain enrolled in school, particularly after he entered a guilty plea in March in what appeared to be a negotiated arrangement with the county attorney. And, as the weeks progressed closer to our May graduation date, several of the parents were angry that we were not only going to allow Haskins to receive his degree, but that we would permit him to participate in commencement exercises. As one pair of parents noted pointedly, instead of being able to return to campus to watch their son walk across the stage to receive his diploma, they would be returning to dedicate a memorial that owed its existence to Haskins’ criminal behavior. 


In letters to each of the ten sets of parents, I explained that I was not prepared to stop Haskins from attending class as long as he did not represent a disruption to the educational process. Moreover, since Haskins was not, in my view, a danger to the university community and the judge had not formally accepted a plea of guilty, I had no basis under our student conduct code to suspend or expel Haskins. As it turns out, the scheduled date for the plea agreement to be accepted by the judge and the sentencing was postponed until nearly two weeks following Haskins’ scheduled graduation. Haskins would be allowed to graduate and, if he chose, to participate in commencement ceremonies. Privately, our dean of students worked with Haskins to encourage him not to participate in commencement. Haskins graduated, but he voluntarily chose to avoid commencement exercises. Two weeks later, in an emotional hearing attended by the families of the victims, Haskins’ guilty plea was accepted. A young man, almost universally described by those who knew him as “reliable, decent, and polite,” was sentenced by the judge to 14-20 years in the state prison; fines, court costs, and restitution of nearly $90,000; and 1,600 hours of community service.    


On September 13, 2002—on the same weekend of the accident just a year earlier—all ten families and hundreds of onlookers joined us to dedicate a memorial garden for The Eight. We again covered the transportation and hotel costs of those family members requiring it. Eight granite boulders of various sizes harvested from the U.S. 287 right-of-way near the site of the accident were selected to form the core of the memorial which also includes two benches, trees and flowers, and a bronze plaque with the silhouettes of eight runners under the words “Come Run with Me.” I spoke, as did many of the same speakers from the memorial service of the year before, including coaches, representatives of the cross-country team, and the mother of one of The Eight.25 Members of the family were invited to tour the remodeled locker and team rooms for the cross- country and track teams, renovations that had been made possible by the funds donated after the accident.26  

Leading in Crisis: Lessons Learned


Since the university is one of the world’s most enduring institutions and because the range of potential crises is so great, I had presumed that published studies about academic leadership or the reflections of university presidents past would be filled with helpful guidance about leading under conditions of crisis. I was wrong. Apart from only a few passing references to the student unrest of the 1960s on American college campuses, neither those who have studied academic leadership nor those who have practiced it have considered the challenges of leading an institution under crisis conditions.27 


Books aimed at the management of crisis in corporate and industrial settings are a little more helpful, particularly with respect to dealing with issues related to the media and communications.28 The value of crisis preparedness and having response plans in place prior to the arrival of a crisis also emerges from such volumes.29 It would be unusual in my experience, however, for a public institution to have the resources necessary to fully identify and assess the range of potential crises and emergencies it might face.30

With that said, the crises faced by the University of Wyoming suggest to me several lessons that might be of value to others who may find themselves similarly situated in the future:

Lesson 1:  When confronted by crisis, seek ways to ensure that your institution is not defined by the crisis itself, but by your response to it. Both of the incidents that faced the University of Wyoming were, to say the least, emotionally wrenching for all involved. They differed in their particulars, to be sure. Unlike the death of The Eight, which was at its core simply a human tragedy without many downstream implications for the operation of the university or its reputation, the Matthew Shepard murder had significant political overtones and the potential to leave the public across the country with the impression that the university was insensitive to issues facing gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgendered individuals.  
In both instances, we certainly recognized the importance of distributing information from the university to the public on an ongoing basis during each crisis. But we also recognized early on that we could not fully control, dictate, or influence media reporting and the impressions resulting therefrom. Accordingly, as a matter of explicit direction that I gave to our staff through the Crisis Management Team, our primary motivating factor in the management of each crisis was to provide maximum institutional support to the families of the victims. The academic literature on crisis management makes it clear that this approach is not only the right thing to do from a humanitarian standpoint, but will serve to minimize damage to the institution’s reputation.31 “Above all, remember that a crisis is a human event. Do the right thing, especially in how you treat the people affected by the crisis. Even the most effective communications will not make your institution appear caring and competent if your actions are not.”32
Lesson 2:  You can’t be prepared for every crisis, but you can be prepared. As I suggested above and in the accompanying notes, I’m skeptical that an institution such as mine can be prepared to deal with every conceivable adverse event that might confront it, whether the result of natural disasters, internal crises, or external events.  Minimally, though, having in place a standing Crisis Management Team turned out to be indispensable to UW’s ability to manage each of these two major crises. No time was wasted in determining who needed to be around the table to address the crisis at hand, and no time was wasted in assembling a group to fashion the strategy that would guide the campus response.
In our case, that group has a standing membership consisting of the president; the vice presidents of academic affairs, student affairs, and administration; the dean of students; the director of the Counseling Center; the director of University Public Relations; the director of Physical Plant; and the chief of the Campus Police.  That membership can and was augmented to meet the circumstances of each crisis. In the Matthew Shepard case, one meeting of the Crisis Management Team resulted in decisions to invite the mayor and the city manager, the local police chief, the director of campus housing and residence life, and members of the local clergy. In the case of The Eight, I arranged to have our initial meeting include the director of athletics and key members of his staff, including the senior associate director, the coordinator of Sports Information, and the head of our athletic booster organization.  

Lesson 3:  Many media representatives are lazy; just plan for it.  Although the Matthew Shepard crisis would undoubtedly have unfolded pretty much as it did without regard to how the media handled the early hours of the story, there is no question—at least in my mind—that the public’s reaction in the first few days were the result of careless media reporting relative to the connection between the university and the alleged killers. At that critical phase and throughout the crisis, our University Public Relations staff did a tremendous job of monitoring the media and seeking corrections whenever possible. The same occurred in the case of The Eight, when initial media reports of the highway patrol’s accident report had misspelled the names of the victims and incorrectly identified their hometowns.  

Another aspect of media management that, in retrospect, seemed important was the level of training I had received and the experience that I and other senior members of my administration possessed in dealing with reporters, particularly the broadcast media who seem to look almost instantaneously for a place to assign blame or responsibility for the inexplicable. The ability to appear non-defensive in response to the “when did you stop beating your spouse” question, to answer the question you wanted them to ask, and to deliver the answer in under fifteen seconds can make a tremendous difference in whether the message you want to appear on the evening news actually will do so.   

Our University Public Relations staff also actively sought out opportunities for me to meet with the most prominent media, those with the broadest reach and impact upon the public. In the case of Matt Shepard, I was able to make significant appearances on CNN, Court TV, and Denver bureaus of the major networks both at the time of the tragedy and a year later when they returned for the McKinney trial and the one-year anniversary memorial events we had scheduled. You’ll never be able to stop reporters from trolling your campus or your community in search of the proverbial “village idiot,” and most times they’ll find him. As a result, it is advisable to take every opportunity you can to tell your institution’s own story in your own words.  

Our University Public Relations staff also understood the impact of the Internet in ways that I did not, both in terms of the value of responding to individuals who chose to write to us and in posting information on the university web site that might be helpful. In the case of Matt Shepard, since the initial reports seemed to suggest that the attackers were students, we launched a comprehensive listing of the various diversity-related educational initiatives that the campus had already undertaken lest it be thought that we had been completely negligent in this area. In the case of The Eight, the web site not only helped convey information about the victims and the memorial services scheduled, but provided a place for grieving individuals to share their thoughts and feelings with the university and the families of the victims.  

Lesson 4:  In times of a severe crisis, the president’s voice matters and it may be the only one that does. Although university responses to many events are capably handled by a chief academic or student affairs officer or the university’s public relations staff, both of the major UW crises convinced me that there is no substitute in times of community trauma for one comforting voice. And, although every rule probably holds its own exception, that voice at a university must be the president’s. Call it the Giuliani Effect, if you wish.
For most presidents, who come to expect that their words will routinely be disparaged (or even ignored) in Faculty Senate meetings or satirized by columnists in the student newspaper, it may be difficult to appreciate that, in cases of severe crisis, members of the community will look to them for words of comfort and even inspiration.  For those moments in time, the president’s values are the institution’s values, and they cannot be conveyed with passion and meaning in a press release or by a press spokesperson.   

Whether speaking in the initial hours of a crisis or at a significant planned event, such as a campus memorial, it certainly makes sense for the president to call upon his or her personal staff to prepare a first draft of remarks to be delivered. I’m fortunate in that my Director of University Public Relations, Jay Fromkin, has a keen understanding of my administrative and personal values and almost always finds a way to choose just the right thoughts. Still, in almost all cases, it is up to me to take his ideas, add my own, and put it all in words that I feel comfortable saying so that the audience will appreciate that they emanate from my heart and not from the page in front of me. During times of crisis, the president may be not only the chief executive officer, but also mourner-in-chief.

Lesson 5:  Symbols matter, and so does substance. I’ll leave it to those who understand how humans deal with severe trauma better than I to explain the importance of tangible symbols (like the armbands and the winged running shoe), candlelight vigils, memorial ceremonies, concerts, and other activities to bring communities together in times of crisis and to help people deal with their emotional reactions. I believe, however, that each of the events we held in the case of both Matt Shepard and The Eight—those at the time of each crisis itself and those scheduled as remembrances a year later—were helpful to the members of our campus, the families of the victims, and the larger Laramie community in dealing with their grief. Whether we achieved what the popular cliché seems to capture in the word “closure” can’t be known.33   

At the same time, such moments cannot be allowed to obscure substantive issues or concerns that may emerge during or in the aftermath of the crisis. This was certainly the case almost immediately after media attention focused on the attack on Matt Shepard.  National media noted that Wyoming was one of the few states that, up to that time, had not enacted a hate crimes statute and did not have the full range of anti-discrimination statutes to protect homosexuals in housing, employment, and health care. National gay activist groups quickly noted that the university’s official policies and procedures did not extend the same kind of access to university services and protections forbidding discrimination based on race, gender, religion, and national origin. The university’s employer-paid benefits, including health, dental, and life insurance, were available only to married couples and did not extend to homosexual (or heterosexual) domestic partners.  There was no mandatory diversity requirement in the university’s curriculum, or specific major or minor courses of study dedicated to gay-lesbian studies. And, although there was an existing Multicultural Resource Center which served as a gathering place for ethnic minority (and white) students, there was no similar place to serve as a safe haven for LGBT students.  

Indeed, well-intentioned attempts by the university to help the community express its collective emotion through symbolic avenues can run stiffly up against the concerns of others for substantive change. Beth Loffreda captured these sentiments perfectly in interviews she conducted with the LGBT community after the Elton John and Peter, Paul, & Mary concerts:

“Travis told me he saw the (Elton John) concert as, at best, a symbolic gesture that gave straight residents of Laramie a temporary chance to feel good about themselves. . . . Mary Jane Trout enjoyed the concert but still felt it let some folks slide off the political hook. . . . Numerous gay residents told me the same thing: the concert was a lovely thought, but the money (raised by John) could have been better spent elsewhere, creating lasting, public space for gay life in Laramie and Wyoming . . . But, as one student put it to me, clapping for Elton John one week wasn’t going to make it any safer for gay men and lesbians the next.  And, it seemed to me, as I listened to straight professors tell me how moved they had been by the concert, how important it was, that a purchased ticket and a few shed tears didn’t count much as political action; and that it was a dearly bought mistake to let oneself think otherwise.”34
Some of the revelations relative to the university’s policies and procedures were news to me, but were relatively easy to address. Although the university had, for the better part of a decade, maintained a statement of nondiscrimination/anti-harassment which included sexual orientation, that requirement had never been formally incorporated in the large number of campus policies that contained nondiscrimination clauses of one sort or another. No one in the administration with any institutional memory could recall even the faintest hint of claims that the university had been guilty directly or indirectly of discrimination and attributed the failure to amend university policies as much to institutional laziness than anything else. My subsequent proposal to the Board of Trustees to include the same list of ten prohibited bases of discrimination in all university regulations and policies was unanimously adopted, and almost without debate.35
There was then, and their remains to this day, no way for the university to independently address the extension of employer-paid benefits to domestic partners, heterosexual or homosexual. By statute, the university is a participant in the state of Wyoming’s group health insurance system which is funded and controlled through the state legislative process. Quite apart from the question of whether a majority of state legislators and the governor could be convinced that extending domestic partner benefits to unmarried heterosexuals or homosexuals would be desirable as a social policy, the state’s struggles with properly funding its group health insurance program for married couples and their families has rendered any such discussion politically moot.  


On the other hand, by administrative directive I was able to extend certain university-provided benefits to domestic partners, including access to our recreation, athletic, and housing services. And a campus policy on “bereavement leave” and “sick leave” that had been interpreted locally only to apply to traditional nuclear families was “reinterpreted” with the stroke of a presidential pen to include “all members of an immediate household.”  


We were also able to address the matter of space for the campus LGBT community through the creation of a “Rainbow Resource Room,” a small facility that contains a large number of purchased and donated educational materials on LGBT issues. That particular approach, modeled on the Multicultural Resource Center, permitted us to be responsive to the LGBT concern while avoiding the almost certain criticism that we were providing space to the “gay student group” but not to any of the other student groups on campus who have no place to call their own.  


Finally, in response to the criticism that we had focused on symbolic palliatives to the exclusion of substantively dealing with LGBT and other human rights issues, we were successful in securing an anonymous private gift of $1 million to support diversity-related educational programming. When matched through the state’s matching gift program, we were able to create a $2 million endowment for these programs. Included among these is the annual Matthew Shepard Symposium for Social Justice, rapidly emerging as one of the most significant events of its kind in the greater Rocky Mountain region (http://outreach.uwyo.edu/conferences/justice/).  


We certainly have a long way to go in addressing the substantive concerns of our LGBT faculty, staff, and students, but there can be no question that the crisis itself had the positive outcome of raising our awareness of just how far.  


The substantive issues that arose as a result of the accident that took The Eight were not nearly as important but still instructive. Comments attributed by the local newspaper to the county prosecutor and the coach of the university rodeo team at Haskins’ bail hearing prompted me to examine the rodeo team policy on drug and alcohol use. That examination resulted in the development of a more stringent rodeo team policy to bring it in line with the same policy used in intercollegiate athletics.  

Similarly, evidence brought forward during the investigation about Clint Haskins’ record of prior alcohol abuse made it eminently clear to the university, the local law enforcement community, and the city and county judges that there was no meaningful system for aggregating information about a single individual’s alcohol-related offenses.  Had such a system existed, Haskins might well have received appropriate university- or court-ordered counseling or sanctions that might have made him less likely to get into his truck after drinking. Shortly thereafter, under the leadership of our vice president for student affairs, we formed the “A-Team” to address the need for a communitywide approach to alcohol education and enforcement (http://uwadmnweb.uwyo.edu/ AWARE/ATeam.htm)

Lesson 6:  Don’t let the crisis override your principles, but don’t let abstract principles get in the way either. In any period of turmoil or emotional stress, it is easy to make decisions that are based upon emotion rather than principle. My opportunity came with the arrival on campus of Reverend Phelps and his anti-homosexual protesters during the trial of Russell Henderson. Not only was Phelps personally offensive to me and nearly everyone I knew, but he had peppered my office repeatedly with repulsive fax announcements that, as frequently as not, named me personally as part of what Phelps saw as a grand conspiracy to protect and pander to the homosexual community. When Phelps indicated that he planned to protest at the university, my initial reaction was not to allow anyone who had condemned me to Hell to come onto my campus; if I had to invent a reason to justify his exclusion (e.g., being unable to ensure the safety of Phelps and his followers), I could get creative. Fortunately, sober second thought prevailed36 and we arranged a space we could secure for Phelps to protest, with armed officers posted nearby and on the surrounding rooftops. In the end, when the silent LGBT angels surrounded Phelps with their silent protest and obscured him from the view of all passersby, his hatred was dissipated into the spring air. Our principled commitment to the First Amendment, academic freedom, and other central university values did not have to be sacrificed.  

On the other hand, abstract principles may have to be tempered on occasion to deal with the circumstances of each crisis. In the late afternoon on the day after Matt Shepard’s beaten body and been discovered and transported to the hospital in Ft. Collins, my executive assistant alerted me to the organization of the candlelight vigil for Matt to be held on the following Sunday evening. The pastor of St. Paul’s Newman Catholic Center, Father Roger Schmit, had called to see whether I would speak on behalf of the university. My immediate reaction was that I didn’t want to do that. It didn’t seem appropriate, at least at first blush, for the president of the state’s only public university to participate in what I was sure would be a religiously-oriented vigil. My assistant, who had learned that she could usually steer me straight once the venting was over, simply waited for the end of my powerful lecture on the separation of church and state, looked up from her desk at me, and said, “You need to be there; you really need to be there.” I made the decision to attend and to speak; it was the right decision (see Lesson 4, above). 

Lesson 7: When facing a crisis, look to the institutions that have been there and done that – and, when possible, learn best practices before you need them.  Although the Matthew Shepard tragedy unfolded in a way that did not prompt us to any other institution for assistance, we benefited immensely from our colleagues at Oklahoma State University and Texas A&M universities in dealing with the loss of The Eight. Both of those institutions had, within just the previous two years, suffered catastrophic losses of their own. Upon learning of the accident that claimed The Eight, both our public relations staff and our athletics staff contacted their counterparts at each institution to learn more about how they had dealt with the families, comforted students and other members of the campus community, responded to media inquiries, organized memorial services, and managed the large volume of public expressions of sympathy and condolence that came in from around the country. Fortunately, our public relations staff already had internalized the lessons from the Oklahoma State tragedy while it was taking place and built a web site for The Eight by the afternoon of the accident. Although we had to make our own decisions about what approaches would best fit our campus and serve the families of the victims, the lessons learned by others who had previously faced awful times were immensely helpful to us.


Lesson 8: You’re not a Super Hero.   I’m lucky to be one of those people who doesn’t experience physical or emotional symptoms from the stress of the job as president. As my wife enjoys observing, I don’t seem to feel the effects of criticism because I don’t really care if anyone likes me—and that’s a good thing because no one does! I’ve always tried to practice what one of my mentors told me early on in my administrative career: “If you like to have people like you, that’s fine; if you need to have them like you, better get yourself a dog!” 

But campus crises of the kind I’ve described here are, by definition, not the normal “stuff” of administration that we experience day in and day out. They bring about strong emotions, not only on campus but within the university leadership. You and your senior staff are not only likely to experience all of the same personal reactions of shock and horror as everyone else, but will bear the additional burden of having to make significant decisions under conditions of stress and fatigue. You may be smart enough to know that the campus community will need to have counseling and other support services available, but the crisis may obscure your vision with respect to your own personal needs for such counseling and support.  


Parents always live with the haunting possibility that one of their children may die unexpectedly from an illness or an accident. It tends to be something that our subconscious mind will acknowledge, but our consciousness keeps suppressed from interfering with daily life. Months after the Matthew Shepard tragedy, though, I discovered that I had developed an abiding sense of vulnerability with respect to my own children. However remote the chances that one of them might be kidnapped from a local bar and murdered, what should have remained buried within my brain kept popping up in my head. The normal worry of waiting up for a teenage son to return home from a Friday night party became, at least for a period of months, an agonizing fear.  


The deaths of The Eight might have been expected to have the same effect, but what could have emerged in the aftermath as overpowering fear was simply overpowering sadness. The lasting effects of attending five funerals of promising young men within the space of four days left me (and those around me) completely exhausted and drained. Only after weeks of restless nights did it occur to me that the tragedy had had a much larger impact upon me than I really understood. 


The appropriate remedy for dealing with personal trauma and grief will undoubtedly vary from one individual to the other. Personal counseling may work for some. In my case, I might have been able to deal better with each crisis had I not let each crisis interfere with my regular exercise routine. I did so largely because I was afraid of “how it would look” to other members of the campus community to see the president in the campus gym walking on the treadmill and pumping iron in the midst of such horrific events.   


In my case, I was also aided tremendously by the presence and support of my wife, Lisa, and our three children. Lisa was particularly insistent that we not spend time hunkered down in the house but that we find a way to spend some time together and with friends. Although such occasions inevitably led to conversations about each tragedy, they only forced me to articulate to Lisa and our friends what I was thinking and feeling anyway.  

Epilogue


As I continue my seventh year as the president of the University of Wyoming, I can look back with pride about the notable accomplishments of my institution, speak to the value I place upon the wonderfully enriching set of personal and professional relationships developed here, and express continuing excitement and enthusiasm for my work.


I cannot say that I was glad to “have had the opportunity” to preside over the management of the various crises we have faced. But I can say that, as is the case with many of life’s negative experiences, there have been some positive consequences. Certainly I feel that I’m a stronger leader than I was before and, although others would be in a better position to judge than I, am perceived by my colleagues as such. I have come to appreciate the importance of the office I hold and its power for community-building at critical times. And finally, more so than at any time previously, I understand the fragility of life and the power of university communities to deal with its unexpected loss.

Wyoming’s Response As Moral Leadership 

Scott Cowen, President, Tulane University
Reading the paper was therapeutic to the reader. Last week I had to talk and speak at two memorial services for students we lost in the last two months. Reading your paper this weekend brought back to me all the crises we’ve had on our own campus. You, Phil [Dubois], are not alone. I appreciate that you have shared your situations so openly with us.

Crises and Lessons

In our way of life, crises define our universities. Even though we think we prepare for these events, there is no way to prepare completely because by definition a crisis is something new. I know I’ve had my share of crises in my five and a half years at Tulane University, including a case of mad cow disease that caused the death of a patient in our hospital, the loss of 8 students, 7 hurricanes. When you live in New Orleans and you’re under sea level, when a hurricane comes its always the time of crisis.  These hurricanes have been particularly difficult for me because I was raised in the East and Midwest, and had never seen a hurricane. Now I’ve been through 7 of them.

I’ve also had legislative threats in retaliation for actions of our faculty, including the governor of our state coming out publicly and suggesting that people never give money to Tulane again because we have a group of faculty in our law school who support environmental efforts. And last, and perhaps most distressing, are the personal attacks I and many of my board members received over the last few months as a consequence of our review of intercollegiate athletics. That is perhaps the saddest state of affairs that I’ve ever seen in university life. It got to the point where the president and board members received personal threats because of a review and honest discussion about the rules and values that govern intercollegiate athletics on our campuses.  

So, based on my experiences, Phil, I found I resonated with all of your eight lessons. I teased out two other lessons for myself.  Lesson 9, corollary to your Lesson 7, is always do a post-audit of a crisis and make sure you articulate lessons learned. After it’s over it’s important to sit down and analyze how we could do it better the next time.

The tenth lesson, corollary to your Lesson 8, is if you do make a mistake, don’t run away from it and don’t ever repeat it. We spend a lot of time talking about the mistakes we make, and making sure we don’t repeat them. It’s important to be honest in identifying them; not in placing blame.  

I think that openness, transparency, and candor are key attributes at the time of crisis. You certainly witnessed those during yours.

Archetypes of Leadership

As I was reading your paper I was thinking of something totally different from crises. I was thinking about different types of leadership we demonstrate, both in times of crises and stability.  I actually went to the point of developing four archetypes of leadership. These archetypes are very simplistic but they helped me think through what you had done, Phil, and actually tease out some more general lessons for myself.

The archetypes I developed were first expressed in a book I wrote several years ago on change in higher education. One is that in our roles we are expected to demonstrate moral leadership. People look to college presidents to provide moral leadership every day. As a matter of fact, this type of leadership in many ways defines the legendary college presidents who served in the 20th century—the Robert Maynard Hutchins, James Conant, and Clark Kerr. When we think about those presidents, we think about them in terms of their moral leadership. Even though we are defined today by our moral leadership on our campuses, I feel that our moral leadership in the eye of the public has diminished significantly.  Now that may be a provocative statement but it is in fact something I believe very strongly.  

I think you, Phil, showed extraordinary moral leadership, especially in the Sheppard case where there was a moral issue at stake and you took a stand on it. It seems to me that all of us in our roles have to demonstrate more moral leadership. I fear that in the eyes of the public we are not taking that leadership. That got me thinking about Lee Bollinger (former president of the University of Michigan) because I think Lee’s leadership on diversity is probably the best example I can think of in recent decades where a university president has shown extraordinary moral leadership that has had an impact upon society. Yet, it’s a rare example. I’m having a hard time thinking of others, at that scale. That is not to say that we haven’t provided visible moral leadership on our campuses. I fear that our universities are being more defined by commercialization and industrialization, rather than moral leadership.  

The second kind of leadership I began thinking about was intellectual leadership, where we champion ideas that lead to substantive, profound academic change in our institution. It is difficult, I find, when you lead a very large and complex major research university to provide intellectual leadership. Yet, our ability to provide this type of leadership is what really gains credibility and sustained respect from our faculty. I ask myself every day “to what extent are we providing intellectual leadership?” Are we guiding our colleagues through our ideas about how we can make the academic experience a more valuable and worthwhile experience for all those who are in our university?

  In order to have intellectual leadership, it seems to me that we need a lot more time to think, write, teach, and reflect. One of the attributes of the presidency now is that we barely have any time to do those things. I think that, as a result, it may be that our ability to provide intellectual leadership is diminished. We’re so busy managing that we don’t have enough time to provide that type of leadership.  

I also think it’s a function of your time in office. One of the things that’s always amused me is to watch the careers of the presidents that have never stayed in a position for more than 3 or 4 years. I’ve always wondered how one demonstrates intellectual leadership when they’re never around long enough to actually see whether their ideas come to fruition. My sense is that you really see the depth and breadth of intellectual leadership in a presidency when that president is somewhere between his/her 5th and 10th year because it takes 3-5 years to get to the point where one can begin to have an impact. Intellectual leadership is something that has to be sustained over a long period of time. It’s my feeling that perhaps we’re not doing as much as we could in our positions to provide that intellectual leadership, yet I know how difficult that is.

The third type of leadership I began to think about is executive leadership or what I’ll call managerial leadership. This is the ability to manage large and complex organizations. Based on our managerial acumen, this leadership archetype is most valued now in higher education. People with managerial expertise are in demand. In my former life, I was dean of the school of management for 14 years. I am now a professor of finance and strategy. But, I’ve been very concerned that universities are looking more for management or executive leadership, many times overlooking whether or not the person has sufficiently evidenced intellectual or moral leadership. It seems to me that executive leadership, absent moral and intellectual leadership, is very bad for higher education.  One of the reasons that I think we’re seeing increasing commercialization is because of the more pervasive type of executive leadership. We’re really managing these institutions, not leading them. This archetype, in my mind, is not a bad archetype at all.  It’s only bad when not accompanied by other types of leadership within the institution.  

The last leadership, and the most dangerous, is political leadership. We have to maneuver systems to get things done. I’ve been interested in one of our states that habitually puts former politicians in as university presidents. I chuckle at that. It may be that the state and those universities will go on to bigger and better things. But it seems to me that that’s a very frightening and dangerous form of leadership where our institutions are run as if they are strictly political systems in the absence of other kinds of leadership.  

Conclusion

Phil, I think what impressed me the most is how you handled very difficult situations at the time of crisis. It seems to me you demonstrated all four types of leadership. You clearly took moral leadership in your handling of the Matthew Shepperd Case when you made a statement about hate crimes and about intolerance.  I do think that people look to presidents of institutions to take that type of stand. In terms of intellectual leadership, the fact that you began to think about converting these into teachable moments, to find out what we could take from these lessons learned, sustain them over time, and integrate them into the fabric of what we do as an institution to me was very, very important.

And clearly you exercised extraordinary, executive leadership. You had to manage the crisis at each twist and turn. Politically, you had to deal with your governor and other major constituencies.

As one former management professor to another college president, I would give you an A+.  But your paper also led me to wonder whether we, as university presidents, are more generally demonstrating these leadership models in our roles as president. I for one, begin to worry about whether we are doing what we should be doing in the areas of moral and intellectual leadership, even though I’m convinced we’re doing a fairly good job at executive leadership and political leadership.

Reflections on the Wyoming Response 

Gregory Farrington, President, Lehigh University

I too would echo gratitude for Phil [Dubois]’s paper. It’s not that it has all the answers, but it certainly is packed with questions. In the process of thinking about questions, you come up with your own answers along the way. So, in that sense, it is a very learning process. I also came away feeling that I am glad that I wasn’t the president of the University of Wyoming during the last several years.

The Irony of Place

Matthew Shepard’s death was seared in so many people’s minds, mine too. If it had happened near Washington Square, it’s unlikely that it would have ever risen to the level of a national event. Somehow you expect evil near Washington Square. Maybe there’s a flip-side of thinking about it happening on the prairie.  

One way of looking at it is as pistol-packing rogues among the highest populations of pickup trucks. The other is it’s a place where evil shouldn’t happen—much more a compliment to Wyoming. It’s probably a mixture of both.

One makes a better story. We expect that kind of evil near Washington Square or near South Street of Philadelphia. We don’t necessarily expect it on a fence in Wyoming. One of the reasons why it sticks so clearly in my mind is that it isn’t (in my mind) the image of a scarecrow. It’s an image of a crucifixion on a fence in the endless distance, and that sears it.  

I will say that I have forgotten entirely Matthew Shepard was a University of Wyoming student. What remained was this hate. Somehow it is still ambiguous in this society. It is still acceptable to hate people who are gay. If this is going to change, it will begin on campuses because society grows from our campuses. I doubt that the veterans in Wyoming would have protested quite so strongly if the flag had been lowered for eight black track students. But they did protest because the flag was lowered for a gay student.   I would hope that the leadership of colleges and universities would be unambiguous in its position, because it is so easy not to be.

Diversity at Lehigh

At Lehigh there is a group of us who work together. I’m, of course, the president.  But I need help to avoid making major mistakes. A year ago the leadership of Lehigh put out a statement entitled “Achieving a More Diverse Lehigh” which dealt with all the issues you’ll recognize. It made a very clear statement on the subject of gay and straight, and how our community should not tolerate gay bashing. That earned me a personal visit from Mr. Phelps, and his faxes, and his nexus of hate—which was quite a revealing experience. I won’t call him Reverend Phelps. It doesn’t seem to fit.

Lehigh is a smaller place than the University of Wyoming. We’re a small town with short streets. We have about 6000 students. It’s possible to be personal in this environment in a way that isn’t possible on an enormous campus. During my six years at Lehigh (after 19 years at the University of  Pennsylvania ), I haven’t been cursed by crises quite as large and for that I am thankful. The board chairman called me last June and asked, “How did the year go in your opinion?” I said “quite well, no one died.” He remembered that, and I meant it. However, in the process of dealing with the issues like September 11, several things seem clearer to me.  

I still find it remarkable how issues and events of this sort bring out in a small number of people such extraordinary hate. There is an eagerness, an expectation for a moment when they can hate. It doesn’t necessarily matter what. It’s a kind of internal thing. In this particular job, the hate is often directed at you—not because you’re you, but because you’re in the job, and you can become a focus of hate. 

On the optimistic side, I’ve also been impressed by how many more people are capable of extraordinary good. Students who would otherwise be lying on the green, tossing the football, or dreaming of what they’re going to do that night; suddenly become very feeling and real human beings when they’re faced with a crisis of this sort.  

Lessons

I’ve also been impressed by the hunger everyone has for some clear leadership—from faculty, to staff, to students. It isn’t just students. What’s important here is consistency, candor, and honesty, a bit of humility, visibility, and speed. When something like this happens, the first responsibility of the president is to lead. Nobody else can really do it. It may be tempting to say, “That’s the dean of students job.” But in an event of any kind of magnitude, the absence of a president is so noticeable that there really isn’t any alternative lead, particularly in setting the tone and stating clearly the values and principles that are involved. The tactics flow from them, but if the values and principles aren’t clear, the tactical is a bit hollow.

The second issue I would suggest is to engage the community personally and with the community personally.  I remember the morning of 9/11—watching the television, talking with my chairman who was officed in a big tall building in Manhattan.  Our campus leadership group met and decided on our tactics. Then I said to the provost, 

“We’re out of here.” The two of us spent the rest of the day simply walking the campus, being visible, being in every single dining hall, being in every single building, walking through the classroom buildings and simply being very, very visible as very real human beings—not able to say anything that changes anything profoundly but sending a message to the community that if the world has turned topsy-turvy in New York City, their campus hasn’t turned topsy-turvy. There is some stability at Lehigh.

Third, be honest, candid, and human. Many times lawyers say, “You can’t say that.”  Well, folks, people smell that immediately. If you talk like a lawyer, it just doesn’t work. Legal issues can be dealt with later. People are a lot more forgiving later if you’re a human being at the time. So, being human, which means being very vulnerable and frail, seems to be very important. Attempting evasion and cover up that may be encouraged by a very strict group of lawyers is usually not wise.

Fourth, recognize the power of the Internet! It’s made everyone a publisher. It has speeded up the clock enormously. One aspect of our crisis planning at Lehigh has been very careful thinking about our Internet and communications strategies. How quickly are we going to get information to students? Who will send what to whom?  Right after 9/11 we had a particularly unpleasant issue that had to do with a flag on campus. Within the 20 minutes we were framing our response strategy, the incident was spread across the country and made every right wing talk show, based on nothing that was true. We spent the next week responding. So, I’m impressed at how quickly the Internet can dominate your life and other people can set your agenda. If I wanted to know what was going on at Wyoming at this moment in the absence of their leader, the first thing that all of us would do is go to the Internet. So, every institution should think hard about that.

Let me add here a word about the Board of Trustees. Whenever a big event happens on campus, they’re one of the first groups we inform. We contact them all by e-mail. We want them to have clear information as rapidly as possible because they’re the contact points for a lot of people. Hyper-informed boards are sometimes quieter boards.  They’re definitely more effective boards in being able to amplify the message of the institution.

Fifth, make moral and principle stands. This is an area in which universities and colleges have been too silent, silent for all sorts of rather predictable reasons: funding, offending alumni, the list goes on. When the Phelps people came to Lehigh, there were a few alumni who took it as their moment to chime in and reinforce that idea.   If we don’t stand up and talk about that, who’s going to do it? Ultimately the level of respect that society has for colleges and universities is going to be in direct proportion to the roles colleges and universities take a stand for something. Far too often, the right of self-expression gets confused with the responsibility of tolerating the message. Simply because we have to let people speak, doesn’t mean we have tolerate what they’re saying, and can’t reply. If we are silent on the big issues, we leave the definition of the debate to people who may have other less positive reasons for being silent. I say to the first year students, “We are a community, not a collection. Communities have values. We have values. You’ll be free to express all of your opinions but this institution has values. From time to time we’ll remind you of some of those values.” I think that if we pay a little more attention to our values, ultimately the respect for colleges and universities will grow.

Clemson and South Carolina’s Confederate Flag Controversy

 James Barker, President, Clemson University
The work that Phil [Dubois] has presented and written is most impressive. The candor and self-reflections are qualities that are an inspiration to me. Thank you, Phil, for giving us such a great base for discussion. This paper has generated some thoughts.

Let me start by quoting two sentences: “Your stakeholders are measuring your conduct during the crisis; they know that a crisis does not make character – it reveals character.”

Core and Surface

I have come to see my school as a kind of living organism that has a core that is solid and static and a surface that is dynamic and changing. The core is made up of the timeless stuff of character (fixed and tied to principles and values). The surface is made up of the stuff of change. It is constantly in motion, testing new ideas, embracing new ground.  Both are vital. On most days, the surface is the thing that is most revealed. In a time of crisis, it is the core that becomes evident.

I think all presidents themselves have a similar cross section: character at the core, values at the core, and dynamic stuff at the surface. 

What struck me in studying Phil’s paper was how important it is for these two cross sections to be the same. If our core and surface are different than our schools’ core and surface, it will be revealed in a crisis. The result will be a lack of authenticity and a lack of genuine communication and trust, and the crisis will likely expand.  

Challenges For A President

In almost four years of service at my alma mater as president, I have not faced the intense challenges Phil has faced. My contribution of an example is a bit more subtle, but hopefully, helpful.  

In 1999 as president-elect (two months prior to taking office), the South Carolina legislature was debating whether to remove the confederate flag from the state house dome. The issue had divided our state. Feelings and emotions were as high as I had witnessed. I was asked to write an editorial for three state newspapers on my position on the issue. I realized that this would be my introduction to the very people I would soon visit in the general assembly to ask for support, budget improvements, and budget appropriations. Trying to write such an editorial in the middle of the night, I was determined to draw on my experience as an undergraduate at Clemson in the 1960s, when “Dixie” and the Confederate flag were removed from campus and how that act had changed Clemson in the most positive ways. I stopped just short of giving the state of South Carolina my advice, but I did draw conclusions for my school and posed the question of the implication for South Carolina. Further, I asked our faculty specializing in rhetoric to review my draft and provide their counsel.  

Later, it became clear that more was needed and I asked our basketball and football coaches to join me in a march from Charleston to Columbia to support the removal of the flag.  

Lessons I learned: First, ask faculty experts for help. They are very wise and they want to be involved. Second, if the issue is vital, stand up and take whatever heat that comes.  

It seems there is a kind of trust bank we have on each of our campuses. Every day we, as presidents and chancellors, make deposits and withdrawals from this trust bank.

The deposits are usually small in number and often small in size. We work hard to build our account. The withdrawals always seem to be large in number and size. The largest withdrawal comes with crisis, but Phil has demonstrated that there can be deposits made in the trust bank during times of crisis.

Let me illustrate with one more example. We lost one of our female freshman students during the spring semester in a traffic accident. Alcohol was involved in the crash. A memorial service was held in our historic auditorium at the heart of campus. Several students spoke at this service. The conclusion of the service called for me to leave the auditorium and place a wreath on the plaza overlooking the central campus green, called Bowman Field. The Carillon rang one time for each year of her life and “Taps” was played (Clemson was a military school for our first 60 years). This central campus green (Bowman Field) was filled with student sun worshippers, Frisbee players, football, and playing with dogs. They were not dressed for a funeral. What happened when they realized our presence on the edge of this green was spontaneous and remarkable to me.  As the bells rang, a wave spread across this green. The 400 or so half-dressed students froze. They stood. They told their dogs to heel. They removed their baseball caps and stood motionless facing us until the ceremony was complete. It was unplanned and unusual. It was a teachable moment and I was the student. I went immediately to my office and wrote a letter to the student newspaper, to communicate my gratitude and the gratitude of the lost student’s family.  

A deposit was made in the trust bank by the students in a time of crisis.  

Creative Leadership

I am an architect and I have spent a good portion of my career trying to understand creativity and how it can be applied to solving problems. This search and lessons must now be drawn on in my current service as president. I have few conclusions at this point about creative leadership, but I will share with you six points (these are probably points you have already learned).

1 There is wisdom in the counsel of many.  I find that if I engage people with expertise and experience and listen carefully, good things happen. I have found that asking those not normally asked is particularly helpful and significant.  

2 Rowing and steering. Most people say leaders steer, but I found that at the right time, I must also row.  

3 Accountability. Genuine accountability is vital. I have a report card that is presented to the campus and the Board of Trustees every quarter, sharing progress or lack thereof in each of our ten-year goals.  

4 I try not to take myself as seriously as others take me.  

5 I thought I could do things quickly, but not substantively. I found that I could do things substantively, but not quickly.  

6 Finally, I found that leadership is service--nothing more.  

Chapter 4

Inaugural Transitions: The University of Michigan’s Affirmative Action Case 

Mary Sue Coleman, President, University of Michigan
Preparing for this seminar has been a fascinating journey, particularly as I read of the challenges that other presidents have faced. I know we all will learn a great deal from the discussions that will follow our presentations, but I also know that we will all take solace in the camaraderie we share in facing and solving very demanding situations.  

I would like to address an issue that we all have had to face, namely, the transition of leadership. As each of us has assumed the position of provost or president, we have had to cope with the predicament of continuing valuable programs and initiatives of our predecessor, while beginning to carve a new legacy and imprint our administration with its own identity.

Most of us have held administrative positions at multiple institutions. I have dealt with the dilemma of transition in four administrative positions at four universities.

But my experience of transitions at the Universities of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, New Mexico, and Iowa provided only a pale shadow of what the transition of my first year at the University of Michigan would be like. Let me mention, however, two cases that I confronted in those earlier transitional settings which helped to prepare me for the need to address complicated issues in a straight forward manner. One was an issue primarily external to the institution. The other was an issue internal to the academic environment.

In my first months as Provost of the University of New Mexico, I had to resolve a case of sexual harassment that had developed into a major public issue, in which factions external to the institution were advocating opposite outcomes for the case. In resolving to terminate an administrator who had been found culpable of sexual harassment through our internal processes, the integrity of which I never doubted, I experienced the pressures of public opinion and public outrage to a degree I had never encountered previously.  This provided an early experience with the highly politicized environment of public higher education in New Mexico, one of the more litigious environments in the United States. A number of lawsuits were filed against the University of New Mexico and many of those were directed at the provost. From that incident, I learned that lawsuits come with the terrain and that having expertise and good judgment in the Office of the General Counsel is extremely important.

When I arrived at the University of Iowa, I faced an immediate challenge that was primarily internal. As the new president, I inherited a strategic plan that had been generated with great expense and effort by the faculty. However, it was clear to me that the very ambitious plan had been assembled without reference to available resources, which made it essentially impossible to implement.  In addition, there were pending lawsuits that had been filed by faculty members whose programs had been eliminated as part of an earlier strategic plan.

As an institution, we needed to plan strategically. But all planning exercises are not necessarily focused strategically. I wanted to keep the campus focused on significant institutional issues, but within a new and more realistic plan that instituted selected campus-wide metrics against which we could measure ourselves, the outcomes of which we could publish every year. The decisions that were made, of course, affected units at all levels. Extensive consultations—extending throughout the year—were needed in order to pull the Regents, faculty, and staff onto the same page. This reorientation of prior planning, which had been undertaken in the context of a certain degree of faculty distrust of any planning exercise embraced by administrators, helped us to identify some very important institutional goals, and, unexpectedly, to cope with a looming state fiscal crisis in the State of Iowa.

My final year at Iowa was marked by several terrible events—within the space of one month, an accidental fire destroyed our beloved campus symbol, the Old Capitol Dome, and one of my senior administrators was killed by his wife. These fateful events happened only two months after 9/11, when our campus, like the rest of our nation, was in a fragile state. Additionally, the economic downturn in Iowa caused the worst funding deficit in the history of the university. My most important objective during these stressful times was to maintain morale throughout the university community, and I worked toward that goal every day.  

In fact, the earlier strategic planning exercise helped immensely to structure the discussions that had to take place in the face of unexpected fiscal duress. We had established clear consultative procedures, and we put them to good use. When we had to make cuts, the faculty knew that the president was not making decisions alone, but along with administrators who were working together with senior faculty leadership, as we had been for some years.   

The Front-Burner Issues at Michigan

When I assumed the presidency at the University of Michigan, I believed that those earlier moments of transition would provide me with a foundation of experience for the new challenges I would face.  I had no idea of the magnitude of the events that would assail our university in my first few months.

Foremost in my own mind, and perhaps in yours, were the lawsuits that had been filed against the University—one on the basis of the Law School admissions process, and one on the undergraduate admissions policy. Each case was sitting at a different level of appeal in the federal courts. The Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals (the level just below the Supreme Court) had recently issued a decision in favor of our Law School case. It had not ruled on the undergraduate case, although the district court had upheld our policy in that case.  

We were waiting to see if the United States Supreme Court was going to agree to hear one or both of our cases. Because we had won our cases at the lower levels, in some ways it would have been satisfactory to walk away with our victories—but our victories in the lower federal courts would not have resolved the many questions that had arisen nationwide over the past twenty-five years regarding the landmark Bakke decision, which appeared to allow the inclusion of race as one of many factors in admissions’ policy in universities around the country.  

The admissions’ cases provided a particular challenge for me, as a biochemist.  Our previous president, Lee Bollinger, is a noted constitutional lawyer, and he had participated extensively in planning the university’s legal defense on the cases. For an attorney, being involved in a landmark case on constitutional law is a highlight of one’s career. I never imagined that it would also be the highlight of the career of this biochemist.  

My senior staff agrees that I could probably have spent the entire first year of my presidency working on nothing except these cases. The amount of background material, the legal expertise required, and the work that went into becoming a national spokesperson on the issue of affirmative action was monumental.  

As a scientist, I like to be able to both quantify and analyze data, so I recently asked for some data regarding the sheer bulk of materials that had accumulated over the course of the six years of our lawsuits. It was a bit staggering to get the final tally:

 12 lateral file drawers of printed material

  6 large boxes weighing a total of 300 pounds

103 binders of trial exhibits and other court documents

  45 inches of expandable folders of amicus briefs 

In physics, we learn that force equals mass, times acceleration. In addition to the mass of the documentation that awaited me, we had the weight of the twenty-five years of interpretation of the Bakke decision, and about 100 years of federal civil rights legislation. This mass of paper and time was about to receive the acceleration that only the U.S. Supreme Court could provide. In short, the force of this case alone was immense.

But, I also found other forces poised to bear down on our university. In October, a student group decided to host the second annual Palestinian Solidarity Conference, and the weeks leading up to the event brought an unprecedented firestorm of outrage and criticism. Given our commitment to free expression, we affirmed the right of the students to host the meeting, as long as all events were open to all, and all sides of the issues at stake could be heard. However, in the weeks leading up to the conference, my time was devoted to discussing this issue with Regents, alumni, donors, community, and student groups; several of which had directly opposing views on the content and legitimacy of the conference. It was an exhausting, but ultimately rewarding experience, since all views were heard and the safety of all participants was assured.  

 
On another front, at the moment I was accepting the presidency of the University of Michigan in June 2002, the attorneys of the university were just learning of the magnitude of the scandal regarding former players in the basketball program. Of course, I knew that there had been an obstructed investigation into this matter. Two previous presidents had attempted to deal with this issue. But it was an unforeseen coincidence that exactly one day before I was named president, the indicted booster who was at the center of the controversy struck a plea bargain, creating two contrasting sets of headlines: my selection as president and documentation of the violations of NCAA regulations. It was a jarring note in what should have been at least a brief moment of a “honeymoon period.”

By November 2002, we had decided that we were going to self-impose severe penalties on our basketball program in response to our investigation of the decade-old transgressions of former players and coaches.

I had to deliver a harsh message to our university community and our worldwide circle of ardent alumni and fans, all of who were unaccustomed to such reprehensible behavior by athletes.

To an overflowing room of sports reporters and media from around the country, I stood in front of a bank of cameras and declared November 13 to be a day of shame for the University of Michigan. We forfeited five years’ worth of games and championships, and removed ourselves from post-season play for 2003.  

I braced myself for an onslaught of criticism from basketball fanatics.

And of course, there were some bitter e-mail messages about the action we had taken. But I was quite surprised by the support that emanated from so many quarters about the honesty and transparency of our central admission—that the basketball team of that era had not played by the rules and therefore we had to rewrite the history of that era.  It was a hard call, but we decided that we as an institution had to take responsibility for the actions of those former players, even though they, the former coach, and former athletic director were no longer at our institution.  

The tone of some of the critical e-mail messages clearly indicated that some of our fans strongly believed it was problematic to have female leadership at a university with major athletics programs. But those who were close to the case—our Regents and senior administrators—have told me that they found themselves quite reassured by my level of understanding of the rules and governance structure of the National Collegiate Athletics Association. My extensive participation in the committee structure of the NCAA had provided me with a deep understanding of intercollegiate athletics. This was one of many instances when I was very grateful that I had served as president of another large research university before assuming the presidency at Michigan. Experience can be a gender-neutral teacher.  

The Supreme Court Grants the Writ of Certiorari

As we set aside the NCAA issues, awaiting our formal hearing before their Committee on Infractions, we turned our attention to the lawsuits.

By mid-November, the Supreme Court had already announced it was going to hear a number of other cases, and there was considerable speculation about whether it would choose to hear our admissions cases. Multiple scenarios were contemplated.  

As defendants, our position had been upheld in both cases, albeit in different courts. The Law School case had been decided in our favor in the U.S. Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals but had been appealed to the Supreme Court by the plaintiffs. The undergraduate case was still on appeal in the Sixth Circuit Court, but no decision had been rendered.  

We knew that if the Supreme Court wanted to wait for the circuit court decisions on both cases, it could be several more years before the cases would reach the top court, because of widely reported dissention among the judges about judicial process that accompanied the Law School ruling.
  

If the Supreme Court had only chosen to hear the University of Michigan Law School case, we believed the full spectrum of admissions issues would not be addressed by this single decision, and that higher education would be left in limbo for several more years.  

Given these possibilities, both sides requested certiorari before judgment, a highly unusual maneuver that would allow both cases to go before the Supreme Court at the same time, should the court decide to accept the cases.  

The last day for setting the court calendar for hearings in 2003 was December 2, and we still had no word about our cases. But then, on that last day, the court announced that it would hear both cases. Suddenly, what had seemed so remote when I moved to Michigan became very real and immediate.  

I began to see the implications for both my university and for me personally as we entered this new stage, and also to see how much was at stake for us. Indeed, over the next few months I began to realize how much also was at stake for the history of civil rights in the United States.  

We now felt the full force of this situation—the mass of the cases multiplied by the acceleration of the Supreme Court process.

Waiting for the New President -- The “Back Story”

Behind every presidential transition, of course, is a story that almost never gets told, but which is very germane to this account.  

The “untold story” is the period of waiting at the University of Michigan for an announcement of a new president. Some new presidents, as you all know, like to import new senior staff and administrators, and some prefer to maintain as much continuity as possible. Often, the departure of a previous president automatically creates a number of senior-level vacancies, as current vice-presidents take this opportunity to explore other options.  

At the University of Michigan, there was a nine-month period of an interim presidency before I assumed the position, which meant that the legal and communications teams knew they would potentially be working with three presidents within the space of one year’s time.  

I learned much later that the key attorneys and administrators involved in the cases were quite concerned about the level of commitment of any new president to a vigorous defense of the cases. They understood that the Regents were seeking a president who would be willing to be a leader on the issue of affirmative action. However, levels of commitment certainly can vary—and they knew that whoever would be hired also would become the public spokesperson for affirmative action. Their concerns were various and significant, and even while they held these concerns, they had to move forward with the day-to-day management of the lawsuits.  

Preparing for the Supreme Court

At the time the university had been sued, several years earlier, it had committed not only to defending the cases, but to use the cases to promote a national dialogue on the issue of affirmative action. This dialogue intensified tremendously once the Supreme Court decided to hear both cases. 

Although I had received a great deal of public attention as president of the University of Iowa, the intensity of national scrutiny on this issue required a significantly elevated level of awareness of the pressures of national media and their deadlines. I was extremely fortunate to find not only an expert legal team, led by Marvin Krislov, Vice-President and General Counsel, but also an outstanding communications team, led by Lisa Rudgers, our Vice-President for Communications. This group had excellent national media contacts, media experience and a deep understanding of the requirements of reporters from various media outlets. Their relentless demands to think in advance about our reactions to various outcomes allowed me to learn how to shape our public presence on the substance of the cases. They instructed me, in this day of 10-second sound bites, on the best way to communicate extremely complex ideas as crisply as possible—but we also worked together on the best ways to discuss the issues in depth whenever necessary.

Their expertise in preparing me was valuable in my early months at Michigan, when we found ourselves surrounded by national broadcast and print media on the day following the announcement that the Supreme Court would hear our cases, and on the day I am about to describe.  

The (U.S.) President Weighs In

Once we had received the Supreme Court announcement in December, our attention turned toward the Executive Branch of the government, and to the question of whether President Bush would direct the Department of Justice to file an amicus brief on behalf of the plaintiffs in the cases.

You may recall that December 2002 was the period of the debacle surrounding Senator Trent Lott and the birthday celebration of Senator Strom Thurmond. Senator Lott’s overt support for Senator Thurmond’s 1948 presidential platform revived memories of past civil rights struggles and the divisive nature of some politics from that era.  

We speculated that the furor over this revival of pre-civil rights era values and the resurfacing of old wounds from the nation’s segregationist past, might oblige the Executive Branch to step back from any statement of opposition to affirmative action in college admissions.  

However, on January 15, President Bush publicly declared that he had directed the Department of Justice to file a brief on behalf of the plaintiffs of the case. In making this announcement, he characterized the University of Michigan cases in a manner that shocked me. Although the President stated that he supported diversity as good educational practice (the legal argument upon which the cases were based), he asserted that the University of Michigan had been using illegal quotas. In fact, he used the word “quota” four times in his brief five-minute statement. President Bush further implied that we used only two factors in our admissions decision: race and test scores, and that we weighted race more heavily.

I was scheduled to respond to his position on “Good Morning America” the next day. How should a university president answer a serious charge of illegal practices, issued by the sitting U.S. President, when those charges are unfounded?

In some respects, the fallacies of President Bush’s statement provided us with a way to take the high road in responding, while continuing to educate the public that we were not currently and had never used quotas. My staff and I quickly agreed that I should first, and rightly, praise President Bush for his support of diversity in the classroom, but then express concern that he had misunderstood our admissions procedures. I also explained that we had no quotas, and that we considered many factors in our admissions process—but that academic achievement was the most important consideration.  

The various elements of my reaction allowed us to avoid direct confrontation with President Bush, while placing our most important message—the educational benefit of diversity for all students—squarely in front of the nation. The reaction we heard from around the country confirmed the wisdom of this approach. Our position was reasonable and when we presented it, our rationale was easily comprehended.  

Gathering the Briefs

As soon as we knew the Department of Justice would be filing a brief supporting the plaintiffs, our legal team and I shifted into high gear, speaking publicly and seeking support for our position. The strategy on providing amici curia was simple. We wanted the court to hear from as wide a swath of society as possible, and we anticipated filings from civil rights, educational, and social organizations. But, we needed an even broader voice in order to make our case, and we obtained exactly that support in the corporate world and especially from former military leaders—all of whom provided briefs and solicited additional briefs. Our original supporters sought briefs from even more corporate organizations, and we found the offers of support to be quite stunning. This unprecedented array of amici curia briefs was going to be critical to our assertion that affirmative action in higher education had in fact become a cornerstone of the economic competitiveness and security of the nation.  

These briefs had another effect on us that did not alter the legal proceedings, but which greatly affected our morale—we felt strong support from many public sectors, and that was a considerable factor in our own attitude toward the possible success of our case.  I have heard from many legal experts since the decisions were issued, that they believe the University of Michigan strategy was brilliant in its conception and execution. Of course, it is far easier to say that in retrospect than it was to live through it at the time—even before I had arrived at the university, there had been pressure to broaden or change the strategy, but our legal and communications team remained focused on our original plan.  

Oral Arguments

April 1, 2003 was the day on which the Supreme Court heard the oral arguments in our cases. Admission tickets to the public seats in the court were extremely rare and almost impossible to obtain in advance, although as defendants, we had received a small, but insufficient, allocation. Our Regents traveled to Washington with us; we gathered with many of our staunchest supporters the night before the arguments to celebrate and prepare ourselves for what we imagined would be a bruising and difficult two hours in front of the justices—one hour for each case.  

On the morning of the arguments, long lines of hopeful court observers and banks of reporters greeted us outside the court several hours before the 10:00 a.m. start time. Three of our Regents who are attorneys obtained tickets to the courtroom by taking advantage of a courtesy of the court. They were sworn in that morning as members of the Supreme Court Bar, sponsored by other members of our legal team.  
Some potential courtroom observers had camped on the steps of the court the preceding night, in the hope of getting one of the fifty tickets that would be made available to the public. Busloads of student supporters and protesters from around the country also had assembled in front of the court. Those of us from the university began to understand in a new and visceral way the historic significance of what was about to occur.  

We knew what to expect in the arguments themselves—that the plaintiffs’ lawyers would present their case, and that our lawyers would present ours, sequentially for each lawsuit. We knew that the justices would ask questions and that the dialogue among the justices could become quite contentious. 

Little more than three minutes into the plaintiffs’ initial presentation, the expected rhythm was interrupted by Justice O’Connor, who asked the plaintiffs’ attorney a pointed question about the brief that had been filed by the former military leaders in support of our policies. Her initial interruption opened the path to a very lively two hours of questioning and debating among the justices and all the attorneys. The dialogue that emerged over those hours was so completely riveting that I was not at all aware of the passage of time.

We emerged from the court heartened by what we had just experienced, believing that our attorneys had defended our policies well and that they had sustained their positions very well even against some withering questions.  

To our delight, thousands of supporters were waiting and cheering on the street in front of the steps of the court, along with a phalanx of broadcast media and cameras. Part of our preparation had been for this moment, when there would be multiple and immediate demands for short and memorable statements about our impressions of what had happened in the courtroom. And fortunately, we were able to stay focused, even as we were facing the throng that reached far into the distance.

A wonderful moment for us occurred when a large assembly of our students and alumni started spontaneously singing “The Victors” (the Michigan fight song). To my amazement, all of us, including our Regents, gathered to sing along with them—unfortunately, the court staff almost immediately instructed us that such outbursts were inappropriate, and encouraged us to move along. But that brief instant of camaraderie was so palpable that I will never forget it. 

An extremely unusual aspect of this case also played into the public reaction, for only the second time in its history, the Supreme Court issued an audiotape of the oral arguments (the other case had been the arguments regarding the 2000 presidential vote counting in Florida). These tapes were widely broadcast, and allowed the public a rare glimpse inside the workings of the court, and the opportunity for the public to draw its own conclusions regarding the tone of the dialogue in the courtroom.

The waiting for the decisions now began. As always, the court provided no indication about its schedule for a decision, and the docket for Spring 2003 was particularly heavy. Often, the court would wait for the end of the term to issue significant decisions, and we expected to hear a decision in about two-and-a-half months, in early to mid-June.  

Preparation for the Decisions

During the next few months while we waited for the decisions, we alternately enjoyed or endured over 200 substantive articles and essays about the cases, many of which speculated about the various outcomes. Waiting for an uncertain outcome would have been taxing in any circumstance, but the relentless publicity about the cases managed to heighten enormously the tension of this period. Although we disagreed with George Will’s position on our cases, he did manage to summarize the waiting period nicely with his essay titled “High Noon for Diversity.”
  It was a “high noon” that lasted for over three months.  

All the regular business of the university, including planning for a significant budget cut in our state appropriation, had to continue as usual, while we watched for signals from Washington.

Our communications and legal teams took full advantage of this interlude to accomplish two important tasks. First, they worked to prepare me to be the spokesperson in the days following the decision, whether we won both cases, lost both, or obtained a mixed decision. Second, they worked to prepare our campus community, particularly our students, to understand what a victory or defeat would mean, and also to understand the need to thoroughly consider the legal substance of court decisions.  

Our most grueling discussions focused on the scenario of a possible defeat in both cases. Because defeat in these cases would be so problematic on so many levels, we devoted the majority of our time to this possible outcome. I had to prepare for this possibility and to plan for the best ways to encourage the University of Michigan community to move forward, maintaining our commitment to diversity, even if we were denied access to the tool we believed was critical for this purpose.  

As we prepared for a possible negative decision, my staff joined me in sessions in which they bombarded me with complex questions that might come up in every conceivable circumstance imaginable with reporters, students, alumni, and the public.  We also readied ourselves for a positive outcome, focusing on key messages and themes, if we received decisions that would permit us to continue to use race as one of many factors in the admissions process.  

For me, this was a challenging time because rumors about the decisions of the court were swirling everywhere, and the daily pendulum swings of the press and broadcast media kept us keenly focused on a large array of possible outcomes. Try as we might not to be affected by reports that often had no basis in fact, we could not help but be buffeted by them.  

Decision Day

Although we could prepare for our statements and potential scenarios, the one unknown factor (aside from the decisions themselves) was the precise date on which the decisions would be announced. The court had been issuing several decisions a week in early June, but we had no indication at all of the date we could expect to hear the outcome of the cases. We only knew the final decision date for the court term was scheduled for June 26.

Several months earlier, I had agreed to present a keynote address on June 23 to a bioengineering symposium at the National Institutes of Health, in Bethesda. I had warned the NIH that if we knew June 23 was to be the decision date, I might have to cancel my appearance to be on campus—but back in January when I made this commitment, we had even less a sense of the possible timing of the decision.  

As June progressed, and we still had no decision, we vigorously debated whether or not to proceed with my keynote address at the NIH. All of our plans for the day of decision hinged on my being on campus to deal with the extensive media attention that we knew would occur.  

Our communications team finally decided that it would be possible to put together a plan that would allow us to react from Washington, D.C., if the day of decision happened to be the same day as my keynote address. This was not a simple matter, because it meant having to maintain constant contact with a number of people in both locations. The NIH also graciously agreed to move my keynote address earlier in the morning, so that I could be at the curt by 10:00 a.m. when the day’s decisions would be announced. In retrospect, it was an extraordinarily fortunate coincidence for us, because I was in the city where the media outlets were located—the story certainly would have been reported in a different way if I had not been present.

Although I delivered the bioengineering keynote address in record time, I found myself trapped in transit in a construction zone outside the NIH, so did not arrive at the Supreme Court in time to be admitted to the courtroom. At that point, we still did not know if our cases would be announced on that day.  

I sat in the cafeteria of the court while a member of our communications staff tried to find out what was happening upstairs. He found reporters running out of the pressroom on their way to file reports, and managed to learn the first verdict, which he came to relate to me—a complete victory in the Law School case. I could not believe the wave of relief and joy that swept over me—and just a few minutes later, we had the results of our undergraduate case, which was a more mixed decision, but which also clearly left the door open for a use of race as one of many factors in admissions processes.

We walked into the sunshine outside the court to face every major media outlet in the country. That day, I owned those cases—so many others had contributed to the University of Michigan’s effort, but I had taken the university over the finish line, and as I stepped up to the microphones, we began a new phase of the history of commitment to equality at the University of Michigan, and our nation began the next phase in its history of civil rights.  

Second Baptist Church

After the days of media interviews and scrutiny in Washington, I returned to campus with several new tasks in front of me: the most immediate was to assemble a team to begin planning a new undergraduate admissions process that would be in compliance with the decisions. Another job was to begin to sort through the many requests to speak about the cases and their impact. As we had intended all along, these cases were going to continue to provide us with the opportunity to educate our campus and educate the public on the issues at stake and begin to heal some of the rifts that had developed on both sides of this important national issue.  

I now have spoken about the cases to a number of very different audiences. But one that was most meaningful to me was a presentation and dialogue at a leading African-American church in Ann Arbor, which provided me with the opportunity to address a minority community that had been so concerned about our policies and our handling of the cases. The evening I visited that church congregation, I was greatly touched by how deep the pride over this victory runs in the African American community but also at how deeply the pain of the past is still embedded. That event allowed the seemingly conflicting emotions of joy and sorrow to co-exist in a way that was not contradictory. This community has heard many promises over the years and is completely aware it is still waiting for and working toward solutions.  

I had said all along that whatever the outcome of the cases, we would still have much work to do, and that evening at our Second Baptist Church was a vivid illustration of that reality. There were life-long residents of Ann Arbor who said, “You’ve won the cases, but I’m yet to be convinced that you care”. 

We still have so much work to do and many miles to go on these issues. I find it distressing that our colleges and universities are often the first place that students of different races and ethnic backgrounds begin truly to encounter each other. I am deeply saddened that our K-12 educational system prepares too few minority students for success in higher education. And I regret that our institutions are not always hospitable places for all students.  I hope that the hard work undertaken by so many people at the University of Michigan in defending its principles will give our nation the opportunity to reflect once again on what it means to welcome everyone in the American family to the opportunity to pursue educational achievement. We still have a great deal to accomplish in Michigan—as do other states. If we succeed, our democracy will be immeasurably strengthened.  

I cannot pinpoint the moment when the cases made the transition from belonging to the administration of my predecessor, to belonging to my administration. Like so many transitions, it occurred across a continuum of time in my first six months. I know the shift had happened before the day of the decisions, and that day underscored the realization.  In the best of circumstances, the legacy we assume from our predecessors will become the basis for a new era that bears our own identity.  

Moral Leadership at DePauw
Robert Bottoms, President, DePauw University

If someone from the outside overheard our conversation, they might wonder if we ever talk about education. And a prospective college president might be a little concerned with some of the things that I took from your paper, Mary Sue.  

If I were writing an essay to hand to people who are coming into college presidencies for the first time, I probably wouldn't start with some of the lofty goals that we put into our inauguration speeches. Instead I would say, “Make sure you have a good lawyer.” At DePauw 17 years ago, when I became president we handled all of our legal affairs with a couple of volunteer lawyers on our Board of Trustees. They just did it out of their hip pocket and it didn't cost anything. We now spend about two hundred thousand dollars a year.  

I would also say, with Mary Sue [Coleman], “Learn how to deal with the press.”  When Dan Quayle, a DePauw graduate, was named as President Bush’s running mate, our lake vacation suddenly ended. We headed home and prepared for the press barrage. Somehow, sometimes, in an unplanned way, we are thrust into the national spotlight. Suddenly, the New York Times, the Cleveland Plain Dealer, and the LA Times were ringing up people in Greencastle, Indiana to find out who in the world this man was. I learned a lot about the press and (no pun intended) it was depressing in terms of the people I dealt with and perhaps some of their scruples and their lack of knowledge about higher education. For example, there’s one piece written saying that because the Quayle family had given so much money to the university, we were not releasing his transcript.  

Some of the stories that were written about Mr. Quayle treated the college as a frivolous place with a really small library. We didn’t have control. None of us would like to publicly denounce any of our alumni but the college’s image was being hurt. Learning to deal with the press is an essential lesson for college presidents.

I certainly agree with what you said about the ten-second sound bites. The second year or so I was president, I did an op-ed piece for the New York Times. The topic was student loans and proprietary schools: remember the debate. They printed my piece and by 10 o'clock the Today Show had called. We don’t have a big press corps at our little liberal arts college. I called upon a former journalism professor for coaching in preparation for my appearance. I thought he would rehearse with me the questions that Bryant Gumbel would ask. Instead, he said it doesn't make any difference what he asks. Here are the things you say! 

He also coached me on vocabulary. Whenever I have a drink of Absolute vodka, I remember his advice because he said he would give me a large bottle of vodka if I would quit saying proprietary school. Nobody knows what a proprietary school is. We used to call them trade schools. In this business of the ten-second sound bites it is essential to use words that listeners recognize. That’s somewhat contrary to the way that we have been trained. In philosophy we wrote long papers and explored both sides of each issue. Dealing with the press and media is an essential, even if unfamiliar, part of the job.

So much for comments about the press. I would like to talk about the importance of race as an agenda item for presidents. Through three different organizations, I'm involved with getting inner city kids into college and putting this business on the national agenda. I told Mary Sue earlier that one of her alumni, Roger Wilkins, helped us design our program at DePauw. He was actually with us on campus while the University of Michigan case was before the Supreme Court.   

This case, at least on our campus, opened a lot of the old wounds. People started talking about quotas. All of a sudden, as a result of this case, articles were appearing in the campus newspaper. Suddenly, it was socially acceptable to say ugly things. Are our minority students getting special treatment and are they worthy to be here? Are more qualified majority students being rejected in order to make room for less qualified minority students?

When visiting with the parents of students denied admission, it was helpful to have the backing of our own governing board, just as you (Mary Sue) worked with your Regents. The endorsements you sought and received from corporations and the military were also quite helpful to us.

I was very interested in your comments on how you dealt with your Board and your Regents. For those of us who represent private schools our Boards are much larger. We do get to pick. That's a help. When I came into my presidency 17 years ago, the job of educating the public was not on my agenda. The job of educating the Board was not.  Both educational campaigns need to be high on the agenda of every president.

 
Two other comments about your paper. I really appreciated the pain of your appearance at the Black Baptist church. We are not trusted in the Black community, no matter what we say. That needs to be improved. From our bully pulpits we must continue to address some of the racial issues.   

We are models. Others are watching. Mr. Quayle, then sitting Vice President, came back to his alma mater and gave a rousing anti-affirmative action speech. On the platform with Mr. Quayle, I was very visible. Yet, it was more than I could do to clap politely because he really worked the students into a frenzy. Later, I learned that the Black community noticed that I didn't quite clap and they did see that as a political statement.

The last thing I'll say about your paper is I appreciate you saying that you were prepared for defeat. I think if I were talking to somebody just coming into the presidency and they found themselves in one of these controversies with the press, that's pretty good advice. It's easy for the right words to come to our lips when we win. It's more difficult when we are defeated.  

In closing, I might say to this imaginary person who would like to be a president, “I can't remember a time when we operated in a more politically charged environment than we have now.” My college has gotten itself crosswise with our heritage denomination, the United Methodist Church, because of our stand on insurance for same sex couples and our balanced symposium discussing the issue of ordination of gays in the church. It's very political and it's escalating. In the South, we were labeled that loser school in Indiana that was undermining the Christian faith of all Methodists. I've never had as much hate as I had around this issue. That wasn't what I had in mind when I took this job.  

Because we inevitably find ourselves involved in controvert, often regarding basic principles, it is essential that we own and understand a set of basic values that we act to preserve and enhance. That’s leadership.  

Chapter 5

Succeeding a Legend at the University of Notre Dame 

Father Edward Malloy, President, University of Notre Dame
Introduction

I am now entering my 16th year as president of the University of Notre Dame. One of the most frequently asked questions, especially early on in my presidency, was “What is it like to take over from a legend?” The reference was to my immediate predecessor, Father Theodore M. Hesburgh, C.S.C., who was president of Notre Dame for 35 years. He was one of the most visible and highly regarded leaders in American higher education, and he also had a national and international reputation as a representative of presidents and popes. The implication of the question was that I was faced with an impossible task that any rational person would have tried to avoid. It might also have suggested that I was made of puny stuff in comparison to this distinguished figure.  

Like all good questions, a proper answer requires a setting of context and then, from this vantage point in history, some retrospective and analysis. The intent of this paper is not simply to offer a history of the succession at Notre Dame, but also to raise more theoretical questions about presidential succession and about the process by which Boards of Trustees take on this responsibility.  

Theodore M. Hesburgh, C.S.C.

Father Ted, as he likes to be called, became president of Notre Dame at the relatively young age of 35. He had completed a doctorate in systematic theology at Catholic University with a doctoral dissertation on the role of the laity in the church. When he returned to Notre Dame, he was active as executive vice president, chaplain to the married students and otherwise right-hand man of the then-president, Father John Cavanaugh, C.S.C. In those days, the university was owned by the congregation of Holy Cross, Indiana Province, and the congregation was entirely responsible for the appointment of presidents and other administrators. There was a lay board, which had advisory function but no determinative powers. By most accounts, it was clear that Father Hesburgh was slated to succeed Father Cavanaugh when he completed his term of service. According to church law, because the president of the university was also the local religious superior, there was a canonical restriction of six years of length for the president’s term. This made the matter and timing of succession quite predictable.

In the fall of 1951, Ted Hesburgh began his formal term as president. Over the next 35 years he transformed the life of the institution, with a particular emphasis on building academic quality and raising the standards in the hiring of faculty and in the preparation and credentialing for all members of the administration. He has said frequently that the two most dramatic changes in the life of the institution were: (1) the transfer of formal responsibility for the institution from the Congregation of Holy Cross to a predominantly lay Board of Trustees (with a complementary Board of Fellows), and (2) the initiation of coeducation after an inability to effect a merger with neighboring all-female Saint Mary’s College. During Father Hesburgh’s multiple terms (he avoided the canonical restrictions in length of term by ceasing to be local superior), there were noteworthy developments in the physical plant and successful fund-raising in building endowment and in the growth of the academic reputation of the institution.

Separate from the wonderful improvements in the internal realities of the institution, Father Hesburgh was also quite active in a wide variety of external forms of service. He served as the chair of the Civil Rights Commission during a tumultuous time; represented the Vatican in a number of international forums; chaired many of the higher education associations; and spoke out frequently on many of the most important public policy issues of the day. In response to the vital leadership that he provided, many universities awarded him honorary degrees (he presently holds the record for one individual for most honorary degrees in history), and received the Congressional Gold Medal. Suffice it to say that when he stepped down after 35 years of distinguished leadership, there was legitimate cause for concern for the well-being of the institution. Could the momentum be sustained, and could Notre Dame find a leader who could step in without being intimidated?

The Transition Process

Like a number of religiously affiliated higher education institutions, particularly in the Catholic network, the presidency of the University of Notre Dame is restricted in the bylaws of the institution to a Holy Cross priest of the Indiana Province. This means that now into the future, the pool of potential applicants is 

much more limited than it would be in secular institutions of higher education, as well as many of the privates. The rationale for this restriction is that the founding religious community has a special role to play and sufficient numbers of well-prepared members that continuity can better be assured and the distinctiveness of the institution preserved on into the future. If at some point there were no qualified Holy Cross priest candidates, then I am sure that both the board and the community would assent to a change in the bylaws. However, such a change would be seen as a portentous break from the past and might also be seen as calling into question the institution’s commitment to sustain its Catholic sense of mission and identity.

In order to facilitate the process of development of the next generation of leadership and to provide sufficient time for the Board of Trustees to become familiar with those considered to be candidates, five years before Father Hesburgh stepped down, a number of younger Holy Cross priests were invited to assume major leadership positions in the administration. I became vice president and associate provost, the fourth officer of the university and the number two academic officer; Father Bill Beauchamp, C.S.C., became executive assistant to the president and executive assistant to the executive vice president; and Father Dave Tyson, C.S.C., continued to serve as vice president of Student Affairs. Two other priests remained in their present positions. Over the course of the subsequent five years, those of us in the central administration were given multiple opportunities to serve in various representative bodies of the university, like the Officers’ Group, the Provost Advisory Council, the Strategic Planning process, and the meetings of the Board of Trustees. At the same time, each of us had specific informal responsibilities for some part of the institution’s life. Yearly performance was reviewed, not only by the president and those to whom we reported, but also by the leadership of the Board of Trustees.

Looking back, I believe that the time I spent in preparation in the central administration was invaluable. I was able to observe Father Hesburgh and the other officers in action. I was able to come to know a broad cross-section of the university community, faculty, staff and students. And I was able to continue teaching, scholarship, and pastoral activity. The relationship among those of us who were considered candidates to succeed Father Hesburgh remained quite positive and healthy. There were no petty rivalries and we enjoyed the sense of being involved in a complex and exciting enterprise in which we all believed.  

About one and one-half years before the transition was due to take place after Father Hesburgh formally retired at the age of 70, the Board of Trustees constituted a search committee to review the candidates and to make a recommendation to the full board. Each of those who had been identified as candidates was interviewed, and so were our colleagues in the administration, a representative group of faculty, staff and students, and various members of the Board of Trustees and the leadership of the Indiana Province. As is usual in these kinds of situations, I was asked to offer my views about the future of the institution, describe my leadership style, indicate what I learned during my years of service as a vice president, and otherwise give the nominating committee a better sense of my personal qualities and my potential for successful leadership.  In November 1986, at the Board of Trustees’ meeting, I was elected to the 16th president of the university. I indicated at that time that I would invite Father Bill Beauchamp, one of the other candidates, to serve as executive vice president after I began my term of service. One of the other candidates, Father Dave Tyson, would stay on as vice president of Student Affairs. Since I did not formally assume the office until July 1, 1987, I had about nine months to prepare myself and to effect a successful transition. Ted Hesburgh was very gracious in welcoming me into any decisions that had implications for the future. At the same time, I was able to travel around and solicit counsel and advice from various presidents whom I respected and whom I thought would have helpful things to say.  

Many presidents advised me not to redo the president’s house the first year, since that had led to inauspicious beginnings for a few presidents; but I assured them that I intended to continue living in one of the student dormitories, so the advice wasn’t relevant. One president advised me, very sagely, to make sure I got enough sleep since multiple audiences would be interpreting my physical appearance as a sign of whether the university was flourishing or not. Another president concentrated on the importance of the central team that reported directly to me since, as he described it, new presidents are prone to want to convey a sense of a lean and mean administration, but may underestimate the significance of the direct assistance necessary to perform the task effectively.

I think I used the time well between November and July. Once I got past the congratulatory mode, I began to recognize what a daunting task the presidency of a modern university really is. I was comforted by the good team with whom I would be sharing primary responsibility for the well-being of the institution. The then chair of the Board of Trustees, Donald Keough, then-president of the Coca-Cola Company, was also very supportive and encouraging.

I would summarize my overall condition of mind at the end of the transition period between when I was elected and when I took over as confident that I could get the job done but fully aware that I would need to develop my own administrative style with the officers and find appropriate ways of conveying to the broader campus and university community that I intended to build on the solid foundation that had been laid during the Hesburgh years.

The First Year

Ted Hesburgh, along with his 35-year executive vice president colleague, Ned Joyce, C.S.C., decided to spend the first year of my presidency on the road, so to speak. They took a recreational vehicle and together explored the range and beauty of the continental United States.  Later they went on the Queen Elizabeth II on a world tour. In between, they took various side trips and jaunts of their own. Effectively, Ted and Ned left the campus for the year and gave me the freedom to make a fresh start without constant implicit or explicit efforts by others to solicit their judgments or opinions about how the new administration was doing. This extended travel time away meant that the campus community quickly got used to the new order of things and settled into customary routines.  

In conversations with Ted Hesburgh before he left, I received a number of very important kernels of advice. He constantly encouraged me to be my own person and not to try in any way to imitate his style or set of issues. He told me to spend quality time with my mother (my father having died a year or two before), since he knew from his own experience that your parents would not be with you forever. He told me that he would never intrude upon my presidential prerogatives and would only offer advice if it was solicited. He asked to have a role in some of the institutes and centers that he had helped establish by chairing the Board of Advisors, and I readily agreed to this. I also pledged that I would do everything I could to sustain these institutes and centers after he was no longer directly involved because I believed deeply in their sense of mission and their appropriateness as centers for public polity discussion of war and peace, civil and human rights, the environment, Latin America, and ecumenical scholarship in the Holy Land. My first year as president went amazingly quickly. Among other things, I decided not to teach my first year as president so that I could get a better feel for my distribution of time and the nature of my schedule. I also made decisions about various higher education associations to be involved in and not-for-profit organizations to offer my services and whatever leadership I might provide. Internally, I made some adjustments in the schedule and format of officer meetings and other forums of interaction with the central leadership group at the institution. I continued the tradition that I had established when I was in the Provost Office to meet individually with a cross-section of faculty each year and to get around to the various student residences for informal discussions. I also decided to celebrate Mass in as many residences and with other on-campus groups as I could so that I would have a rather full exposure by the end of each academic year.  

Like most presidents, I quickly discovered that there is a huge difference between being an officer and presidential candidate and actually being the chief executive officer. In the end, you know that you are responsible for the whole institution’s well being and that you need to be flexible as issues arise and you become aware of crises and points of disagreement. I can honestly say that in my first year I never felt overwhelmed or disenchanted or totally flustered, but I did stumble a few times and came to a fuller realization of the limitations of the presidential office.

One dimension of the job that continues to be challenging even to this day is the regular decision-making about how to apportion my time. This included the balance between on- and off-campus activity, time with faculty, staff and students, fund-raising efforts, visits to local alumni clubs, and interactions with members of the Board of Trustees and the multiple advisory councils. In some sense, there is never enough time to get it all done. In the first year, I came to a fuller realization of the need to apportion my time according to the rhythm of the academic year.  

A final consideration that became clear during the first year of my presidency was the importance of a sense of balance in my personal life with regard to prayer, recreation, reading and scholarly engagement, and sufficient rest and relaxation. I knew that I had to have a thick skin when it came to too much sensitivity to public or private criticism, but at the same time, sufficient humility to acknowledge when I had made mistakes and attend to the aftermath.  

By the time that Ted and Ned returned from their extended trips, I had finished my first year as president and things had gone reasonably well. I felt fully empowered to move on to pursue the specific challenges that our Strategic Plan highlighted and the ongoing responsibility for vision, effective communication, proper accountability structures, and openness to whatever opportunities the future might bring.

Fifteen Years Later

After 15 years as president of Notre Dame I feel like one of the gray beards in the profession. Many of our peer institutions have had three presidents during the same span of time. Some of my best friends whom I have come to know, particularly in presidential associations, have retired from the fray. In my present administration, none of the other officers was with me when I began. I have been through exhilarating moments, like the successful completion of two major fund-raising campaigns, which garnered more than $1.5 billion for the needs of the university. I have overseen the addition of many new facilities; the expansion in the size of the faculty; excellent evaluations of academic quality of the various degree programs of the university by outside evaluators; and several national championships in intercollegiate sports. Notre Dame continues to take seriously its distinctive mission as a Catholic university. The campus itself is attractive and safe and has become a real place of pilgrimage for many. We have become more fully coeducational, increased our international involvements, fostered healthier town-gown relations, and tried to cultivate a high priority for service learning and for responsible citizenship.   
I have also dealt with our first major NCAA penalty; a tragic accident involving the members of the Notre Dame women’s swim team; the firing and hiring of coaches and athletic directors with high levels of public attention; been involved with extensive discussions vis-à-vis the relationship between the institutional Church and institutions of Catholic higher education, like Notre Dame; become embroiled in discussions about policy with regard to formal recognition of various groups on campus; and had to deal with a highly visible resignation of one of my central officers. This is not to speak of other consternating matters like the sexual abuse scandal in the Catholic Church; the proper role and function of intercollegiate athletics in university life; the balance between teaching and research; and the concern among alumni about the accessibility and affordability of a Notre Dame education for their offspring.

Despite the times that have been challenging and the lost sleep and the emotional and personal pressures, I can honestly say that I have felt blessed and privileged to have been given the opportunity to serve in this particular institution for so much of my adult life. I will leave it to future historians to make a definitive judgment about the so-called Malloy years at Notre Dame. I do believe that the transition from the Hesburgh years has been a smooth one and that much of what has been achieved built in an organic way upon that which I inherited when I took over.  

Conclusions

I think that I can extract from the particularities of the Notre Dame experience of presidential transition certain lessons that might be applicable to other institutions of higher education and to those contemplating succeeding a legendary figure in the presidential role.  

(1) In situations in which there is a restricted pool of candidates for the presidential office, either because of the special history of the institution or because of its distinctive sense of mission, the explicit effort to prepare people for consideration for this responsibility is crucial. Since there are no formal degree requirements or prior courses to be taken, most presidents have prepared experientially by holding other leadership positions within the central administration of their own or some other institution. It is almost impossible to move from faculty member to president, or from business or professional leader to president. The period of preparation needs to be sufficient for the individual to learn firsthand from the experience of talented mentors and to develop a sense of confidence and purpose in an administrative role.  I should add that during my time as president I have made every effort to bring other Holy Cross religious into positions of leadership and responsibility so that they could constitute a core group of potential successors.

(2) The time of transition between election and assuming the responsibility is a prime opportunity for putting together one’s leadership team, soliciting advice from experienced presidents, interacting with the members of the Board of Trustees and other major constituencies, and reading in the literature about presidential leadership and about higher education. Many presidents-to-be have also participated in one of the leadership training programs at major institutions and/or convened with groups of individuals in the same position of transition. Whatever length of time might be involved in the period of transition, it is a precious moment, both personally and institutionally, to maximize the potential for successful and smooth empowerment of the next leadership team.
(3) The attitude and support of the outgoing president is crucial for the new president to be fully embraced by the broader university community. When a transition is precipitated by ill health, death, a scandal, financial insolvency, or some other major problem, it will be very difficult to achieve this goal. But otherwise, the outgoing president can play a pivotal role in fostering full receptivity to the new people in all that they might offer by way of energy and enthusiasm for the next phase of the university’s history.

(4) The leadership of the Board of Trustees and the other board members have a responsibility to do everything they can to help the new president and his or her team to succeed. The choice of a president is a responsibility that may be the most important one that the board exercises. Once the decision is made, the board must symbolically and really be seen as enthusiastic for and confident in its relationship to the new president and the new administration.  

The Notre Dame experience of its last presidential succession had its own distinctive elements. But I hope this description of my participation within it might touch on the challenge that every institution of higher education faces as it seeks the quality of presidential leadership that it deserves and tries to assure that the transition will go smoothly.
Reflections of a Candidate Chosen from the Inside

Charles Steger, President, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
After reading the papers I reflected on what types of observations I might make which would add value to the discussion. Having spent the majority of my academic career at Virginia Tech, I thought to offer observations on the relative merits and disadvantages of being an insider as president. Is being an “inside” president better or worse than coming from the outside, assuming either would enter the position under reasonably normal circumstances. What have been the most critical tools for success?

There are some obvious assets associated with being chosen from within the institution. The good news is that you know everyone and they know you. The bad news is you know everyone and they know you. Insiders frequently can enter the job with an already established political base which we know often takes several years to build if one is from the outside. The in-depth knowledge of the institution has been gained over a period of years so that the evolutionary characteristics of the organization are also understood. As an insider one has time to reflect on the types of needed changes for the university and perhaps most importantly, the time to identify the change agents. When substantial change is undertaken it is often valuable to have a familiar personality to manage the stress levels which always accompany restructuring, etc.

Does the variety of experience an outsider brings offset the depth of knowledge possessed by the insider? Which is easier to obtain?  Obviously, both have advantages, but one cannot look at the performance of the insider only after they have entered the job of president. Most individuals within an organization who would likely to be named as president have had an opportunity to shape at least a portion of the organization while in other positions in the organization. For example, at Virginia Tech, I had an opportunity to play a major role in shaping the previous strategic plan. This has proven to be critically important for establishing new directions for the future.

One of the most challenging areas for any president is dealing with the athletic enterprise. Needless to say, athletics generates a great deal of publicity for the university. When in the midst of difficult times, critics have no hesitation in focusing their antagonism on you personally. In dealing with athletics, it is very important to be very clear and set the standards of behavior and performance early. Further, it is necessary to always be in a mode of proactive message management with the public. There are many groups trying to occupy the communication channels. Often you must go outside the traditional channels in communicating with your alumni base. A carefully prepared letter from the president can be very effective particularly if there has been sufficient time to establish trust and understanding.

At the end of the day, whether or not a president is chosen from within the institution or from outside, one of the most critical attributes of an effective leader is to possess a clear set of ethical standards which can be communicated and understood. This was never more evident than dealing with the issue of diversity on our campus in light of the Supreme Court considerations of the Michigan case.  These are times in which the broad university community expects you to take a stand. It must be thoughtful and clear.

The final point I would make is that for an inside president, the presence of mentors from outside the organization is an extremely important asset. I have been very fortunate to know two business leaders with national and international reputations who willingly shared their broad life experience with me. Their support and insight have proved to be invaluable.

Fitting Leadership Types to the Task at Hand Andrew Benton, President, Pepperdine University


I am honored to be a participant in this Forum and I am further honored to be a respondent following President Malloy’s interesting presentation. I suspect that many years hence (hopefully), someone will be speaking about “succeeding a legend” and it will be Edward Malloy about whom the compliment is offered.


Of the many, many subjects conference leadership could have chosen about which I know absolutely nothing; fortunately for me, I have had the privilege of working for four very fine college presidents and, in three instances (including my own assumption of office), I have worked intimately in the transition from one leader to the next. It was a relief to be assigned a subject with which I have at least some familiarity.


I am reminded of the panel of three candidates for a college presidency who were being observed by two faculty members standing at a little distance from the proceeding. One faculty member said to the other, with an air of resignation, “They will choose the middle one.” “How could you know,” said the other. “I know,” he explained, “because I don’t like him already,” he replied.


Aside from the usual concerns about having a lawyer as a college president, my transition was remarkably smooth. I served as executive vice president for nine years under my friend and predecessor, which has allowed me to treat budgeting, planning, personnel, board relations, and similarly nettlesome matters as near-second nature. I also served a stint as chief development officer and so those skills were in reasonable shape. My focus in the first three years of my service has been on students, faculty, and critical external relations. What a gift that has been in many, many respects. 


I tend to view institutional development in chapters and, as a consequence, I tend to see the need to fit leadership types to the task at hand. Not unlike the view taken by Straus and Howe in analyzing the cycles of American archetypes, I do think that college presidents often need to be what their predecessors chose not to be.

Pepperdine University is similar to Notre Dame in that our president must, as a matter of by-law provision, be an active member of our faith heritage. Thus, it is incumbent upon me during my tenure, to keep an eye out for those who may succeed me someday. (In fact, I keep a very close eye on them!) Some leaders in higher education take the position that a sitting president does not need to accept that assignment. I disagree and feel that talent development for all positions is an important task. I happen to love the institution that I serve and I owe it a bright future; whatever that may mean.


If I could take my future successor aside and offer some all-purpose coaching today, I would offer these five observations:

1. Learn how to inspire confidence and then be confident. Be sincere but not too humble. Draw people close, but don’t let them find hubris when they get there. To be successful in this position, people must trust me not only for what I decide, but how I decide. I choose my confidants and advisors very carefully and, at the end of the day, I make my own final decisions. I would have to say that the worst mistakes I have made were when I did not follow my own instincts.

2. If you have shortcomings in your training or experience, take care of that now. Indeed, a college presidency is not a very convenient time for on-the-job training. I don’t think it is possible to have too much experience, and so I have purposely surrounded myself with a senior team that, for the most part, approaches problem solving in ways very different than I do. Despite working in higher education now for nearly 30 years, that multi-disciplinary approach helps make up for my many, seemingly incurable weaknesses.

3. If you don’t like people, you won’t like fund-raising. If you don’t like fund-raising, you won’t like being a college president—at least not for very long. A consulting team, telling me earnestly that they “know how lonely it can be” approached me. I told them, “Actually, I pray for loneliness sometimes!” I simply don’t need any more friends—unless, of course, they are very wealthy. I would tell my successor that they better love people and many different types of them.

4.  Obtain a clear vision for where you want to go and how you want to get there. Developing that at the last minute will seem insincere, at best.

What the Cheshire Cat told Alice was right: If you don’t know where you are going, any which way will do. There are many acceptable styles of leadership; indecision is not one of the good ones.

5. Prepare to lead in your own way and in your own style. To do otherwise will not be genuine. The campus community will forgive almost anything except a lack of honesty in your relationship with them. The best way to be defined by your strengths is to lead from them, I think.


Probably the question I heard the most in my first three years after following my own “legend” was, “So, how is it going?” I never knew what to say. It was a question that was a little like a Venetian approaching a Florentine centuries ago and saying, “So, Guido, how goes the Renaissance?” I believe I am making a difference—each day—but progress is sometimes hard to measure precisely. 

I take comfort from something Winston Churchill is reported to have said, “History will be kind to me, for I intend to write it.” There is a lot to be said for writing one’s own history.


At the opening of our new science facility last year, one of our visiting scientists said, “If it works, it is a discovery; if it doesn’t, it was an experiment.” I wish you “discovery” in your own leadership experiences.


Thank you for this opportunity to be with you. And thank you, president Malloy, for the example you provide for the rest of us.

Leadership Transitions at Private Liberal Arts Colleges 

Dale Knobel, President, Denison University

Wow! What a thoughtful and humane way to select a president! To know the pool, to give leading candidates a trial run at senior administration at the institution, to have the luxury of a long overlap at the institution after selection—Amazing! Those things simply don’t happen at most of our schools.  

For most of us at smaller institutions, there’s the widest gap. There are so few opportunities to try out people, because there are so few leadership positions. By the same token, there are few opportunities for individuals to assess for themselves how they might enjoy leadership, or how they might grow in leadership. At my institution, outside the vice presidents, there’s an associate provost, a faculty member who’s a part-time director of an honors program, and a dean who works with students. Department chairs are thought of as rotational, that everybody takes their turn after three years. Chairs resist the notion that they are management.    

I think that everybody sort of loses in that situation. The institution never gets to see people grow and take on responsibility. At the same time, individuals can’t assess their own skills and interests. For that reason, at many smaller institutions senior leadership comes from the outside and often from bigger institutions. You find an awful lot of presidents and provosts at small institutions who were deans and vice presidents at large institutions where they had a greater opportunity to move through a series of jobs of increasing responsibilities. 

The Wooten Factor. That struck me too. There’s an example of how often we DON”T learn from one another. We’ve all seen the John Wooten Factor at work at institutions large and small. I haven’t yet seen one of these chancellors-emeriti that’s worked. That may be a case where the uniqueness of our institution leads us astray. We admit that it hasn’t worked elsewhere, but we believe it’s going to work here. How little attention we pay to good practice in higher education!

Another issue is time. How does one preserve time for self? How does one use time on the job? Sometimes, I worry that the premium is paid not for deep and thoughtful decisions, but rather how many decisions can you make FAST without making a mistake. We’re asked to react to so many things on our campuses.  Sometimes I worry that those who are most successful are those who make a lot of decisions quite rapidly. The real worry there is that can lead to a very defensive approach to decision-making. If motivated by “how do I avoid making a mistake?”, one can go astray.  I once met a president who, when complimenting her staff at the end of the year, said “we didn’t make a big mistake this year.”  That can come from making decisions too fast, rather than planning carefully for the future.

Many of us believed that when coming to our campuses, one of the best things to do was to get out and visit in their offices. We all understand the power of seeing somebody on their turf. But I also realize that I’ve created a monster.  My faculty is turning over rapidly. In my sixth year, about half the faculty is new, and I’ve not done nearly as good a job keeping up with visiting the new faculty in their offices. Yet, I’ve created an expectancy and lore that the continuing faculty have passed on to the new faculty. Now I find myself with several years of backlog of new faculty. When I get back, I’m going to try to get out and see those people too. Even the best ideas need to be refreshed from time to time. This is one I need to refresh.

Beginnings 

Lawrence Bacow, President, Tufts University

Sixteen years sounds like an eternity . . . We are really talking about beginnings. I came to Tufts under very different circumstances. I’d been an MIT faculty member for 24 years, was eventually recruited in complete confidence.  My name didn’t surface until the day my appointment was announced. One of the challenges of a very confidential search was that I couldn’t have the kinds of conversations with faculty and students and staff that one really wants to have to understand the new environment. “You reach a point where you jump out of the airplane, you pull on the ripcord, and you hope a parachute is attached to it.” In my case I didn’t find any huge surprises. 

How do we begin, especially when you’re unknown and new to the institution? Everybody is trying to figure out who you are and what you stand for.   I got some very good advice from a CEO in the corporate sector, Alex Trotman (former chairman of Ford Motor Company). He warned me. He said “since people are going to be reading entrails, trying to decide who you are, tell them and tell them right from the beginning!   Tell them what makes you tick, what you care about, what your values are. Look for opportunities to do that!”   That proved to be excellent advice.

As luck would have it, I was presented with this opportunity of 9/11 just a week and a half into my presidency. Even the darkest clouds have their silver lining. Not only did it give me the opportunity to speak to the community (knowing that they were listening and listening carefully), it also gave me the opportunity to observe the people around me under pressure. This was a team that I inherited. I could see how my chief lieutenants handled the situation.  

I was given some other good advice by Jill Conway, president of Smith: “Everyone’s going to be whispering in your ear, telling you that you’ve got to solve this problem, or that problem. This person is good, keep him! This person is terrible, get rid of him! You’re not going to know what discount rate to apply to each of these pronouncements. Draw your own conclusions based upon what you see.” It sounds so obvious when you say it. But different people will have different agendas. Some people will have been underutilized and others will have been overutilized or outlived their welcome.

One of the things I did when I set about letting people know who I was and what I cared about was to be as explicit as possible about both some of the challenges and opportunities which WE confronted. I tried to say quite clearly to the faculty that any academic institution which had to rely upon its president for all its good ideas was a university in trouble. I expected them to be part of this process.

I didn’t have six months but I had two months. I used those two months to go around and talk with people within the university. I made a point to go to their office. (I was astonished to hear how many people said, “This is the first time the university president has been in this building.”)  I asked everybody the same question: “You have three wishes to make Tufts a better place. What are they? And you can’t just say ‘more resources.’ We’re going to do that anyway, and it’s not a terribly interesting task simply to relax a budget constraint. What are the other things you’d like to be done? ”    

I heard some very good suggestions about things, it turned out, that were very easy to do, and to do very quickly. This at least demonstrated to people that somebody was listening, somebody was paying attention, somebody was actually going to try and do something.

I say all this recognizing that I haven’t done everything right. I’ve made my mistakes, and I continue to make them. But, as I say to the faculty, the challenge is to make only new mistakes. It’s okay to make mistakes as long as you learn from them.  

I think about these beginnings, about the birth of a new baby, about airplanes taking off. I’m a sailor. One of the most dangerous portions of any passage is leaving the harbor. It’s actually safer once you get off shore. There are fewer things to run into.  

Beginnings are really, really important. How we plan them, how we transition, is key.

Reflections on Leadership

Chapter 6

Leadership and Teaching in the American University

Dr. Thomas K. Hearn, Jr., President, Wake Forest University

In what follows, I will reflect on the culture and organization of the university as a distinct institutional type. I suggest that the university climate militates against the exercise of leadership conceived of as traditional executive authority. This presents a growing problem in a period in which external regulation and demands for accountability are requiring the university to behave more like a traditional “corporate” entity, thus requiring effective and efficient leadership. Legislators, trustees, and stakeholders impose these demands. This central dilemma for the university leader has its own equally distinct solution.  I will try to suggest a way, drawn from teaching, that the task of university leadership can be exercised effectively while reflecting the particular organizational character of the university.

In leadership studies, it is common to distinguish between “leadership” and “management.” Leadership is required for institutional change—the preserving or alteration of mission and the maintenance of strategic vision.  Management addresses the tasks of regular “maintenance and repair.” While my uses of these terms in this essay will reflect ordinary use that may blur these distinctions, it is leadership, not management, which the university generally resists (though some leaders have managerial wounds as well!).  

In the university setting, “administration” refers to a group of people as well as a set of tasks. The term “administration” can, of course, range over leaders and managers, leadership and management. My concern is directed to the role of leadership in the university.

Another explanatory note: I set out these ideas to present them—I had no idea where or when—for a non-university audience. This conference changed the audience but not the entire scheme of the essay. Some of these observations may be self-evident to academic audiences, but they are worth reviewing.

   The Subject of Leadership
From long observation and experience in groups of every sort and size, I remain convinced that leadership is essential to the success of all forms of collective enterprise. Understood generally as the process by which people unite to achieve common or shared purposes and projects, leadership is a sine qua non of successful collective endeavor. Groups may have good ideas, ample resources, and promising opportunities, but failure threatens unless and until the essential human resources are mobilized by effective leadership.

I came to the subject of leadership years back as the result of a dramatic experience—a literal epiphany. I was a relatively new academic vice president at the University of Alabama at Birmingham. The legislature in Alabama would regularly appropriate funds based on estimated tax income that predictably exceeded actual funds receipted. The politics of this deplorable fiscal practice made it too tempting to avoid. “Proration” was the practice of reducing state budgets during the fiscal year to the level of actual income. During the year in question, proration had been severe and academic budgets had been cut several times. Another round of proration promised to be an administrative ordeal of the first order. The easy reductions already had been taken.

Proration could not be uniformly applied to all schools and departments.  Some areas were experiencing enrollment growth and others were in decline.  New and strategically important programs required sustained budgetary support.  After meeting with the deans, individually and in groups, I gave each dean a target for expense reduction in the various school budgets. As you can imagine, this was a process fraught with conflict and controversy. Trips to professional meetings to present research results were being cancelled. Equipment necessary to scholarly inquiry was not to be purchased. Classes were to be made bigger or teaching loads increased. Each dean knew lots of areas, not in their own schools of course, where these reductions could and should be taken. In this process, a miserable time was had by all!

Late in the afternoon on the day the budget reduction reports were due, my feet were propped up on the desk as I watched the sunset out the window, pondering my woes. My assistant came with the reports, which he had separated into two groups. One group, he said, had done what was necessary, but the other group “would need more work”—that is, had not met their budgeted reductions.  Delay, defer, and deny is often a bureaucratic strategy of choice, and most of the deans had far more practice than I. Setting these reports in front of me on the desk, my assistant said “good night” and left.

My feet remained on the desk as I looked at the two stacks of reports before me, dreading the assignment ahead. No one relishes conflict over money.  There was thus more pain to mete out, more arm wrestling with deans seeking to protect their cherished programs and their status as defenders of their faculties.

As I reflected on the matters at hand, a thought suddenly struck with the force of revelation. Without looking, I knew which reports were in what stacks—and I knew with certainty. The reason struck with a similar force. Among the group of deans reporting to me, I had good leaders and I had poor leaders. The good leaders had met the requirement, and the poor leaders had not. Leadership sorted the reports.  

In this moment of insight, the next thought, which also jolted me, was that no one had mentioned the word “leadership” to me since I was a Boy Scout many years—lifetimes—ago. It was a moment of illumination and clarity that brought utter certainty and conviction.

I knew from that moment that I would be different, and that my conception of my responsibilities would change. My job—contrary to what I thought—was not in those reports. My task was the people whose job it was to prepare the reports. My job was not the budget. My challenge was to develop the capacity of those who were responsible for the budget. Despite the fact that I occupied a senior executive position, no one had explained this distinction to me.  Leadership was the missing ingredient.

This moment of epiphany was so vivid that I still recall the details of it with clarity. As it felt at the time, it was a moment of transition. As an academic, I, of course, headed to the library and in time discovered James MacGregor Burns’ classic work, Leadership,
 a book that became for me, and remains, an essential guide.

Burns’ work had a substantial scholarly influence, establishing the subject of leadership as a topic of more than historic interest. When Burns came to Wake Forest in the middle 1980s to lecture, I had a lengthy and unforgettable visit with him. Among other things, he told me that when researching this work in the New York City Public Library he found no card catalog entry for “leadership.” There were listings under “leaders,” but the generic subject “leadership” had yet to be recognized as a separate domain of study.

I have continued to engage the subject of leadership, which has brought me further blessings and benefits. When I came to Wake Forest, I learned of the Center for Creative Leadership (CCL) in Greensboro. William Friday, then head of the University of North Carolina and Chairman of CCL’s board, invited me to serve. I have done so ever since, and in time I succeeded Bill Friday as Chair of the Board of Governors. My opportunity to be a part of an institution where some of the world’s most important leadership research and training is conducted has been a constant source of interest and, indeed, inspiration. Wake Forest is pleased to co-host this session with CCL as an extension of CCL’s work into the special domain of university leadership.

Distinctive University Culture

One key axiom of CCL research is that leadership is not a generic set of influences to be exercised in the same way in any and every institutional setting.  While all organizations have leadership requirements, how those requirements are exercised will differ radically in military, business, charitable, or volunteer institutions. Leadership must reflect the nature and purpose of the institution and be exercised in conformity with the mission and structure being served. There is no such thing as leadership generically effective in every situation. There is only leadership in a specific institutional context.  

The American university is a highly specialized—indeed, a unique—institution of great and growing importance to our nation and to the world. In the information economy, the university produces the essential economic resource: the trained intelligence of our people. The research mission of the university, in science and in culture, is a constant source of intellectual experimentation, novelty, and innovation.

While discussion about the “information age” inevitably draws attention to the growing economic impact of the university, we can never lose sight of our larger cultural and public purposes. The university preserves and interprets the best of what human intelligence has created and written. It retains our cultural and intellectual memory, and thus the identity not only of the American nation but also of many nations. As such, we preserve and interpret the records of the past while we create the ideas and leaders for the future. The university is a repository of past achievement and the foundation of future innovation.

In America, the university is a uniquely democratic institution where ideas and ideals compete in the free-for-all of the intellectual marketplace. The general public often regards this marketplace with dismay, believing that some of the ideas proffered are outrageous or dangerous. Indeed, they sometimes are. But we are all beneficiaries of the maintenance of this intellectual free-for-all which ensures that no orthodoxy is free from evaluation and criticism. This ferment is essential to the genius of the university and to the democratic genius that is America. The American university is created by and in turn sustains democratic institutions.

It follows, of course, that the leadership needs and challenges of the university must reflect this remarkable and challenging institutional environment, albeit one whose very culture is resistant to the exercise of leadership understood as the exercise of executive authority. Such resistance is a consequence of the ferment required by the democracy of ideas.  

In addition, this resistance derives from the highly decentralized systems by which universities are organized and governed. Schools, departments, institutes, centers, and the like form a network of associations that are variously organized, funded, and governed. Despite what an organizational chart might look like, no ordinary organizational structure exists to govern by means of a traditional hierarchy. Inevitably, commitment and identity in the university tend to be directed to the parts rather than the whole. I am reminded of one of Clark Kerr’s most memorable aphorisms: “A university is a group of mutually antagonistic fiefdoms held together by a parking problem!”

At the same time, however, the external demand for and requirement of leadership and accountability in the university is growing from public and private agencies. We thus face a growing dilemma. As an organization resistant to the exercise of central authority, we nonetheless confront public requirements for accountability, and increasingly so, that demand leadership authority. Indeed, one consequence of the university having moved to the center of the economic order is that oversight and the expectation of effective outcomes have inevitably followed. With growing influence has come growing oversight.

The consumer movement has overtaken American higher education in recent decades. A symptom of the rise of consumerism, as well as a cause of it, is the proliferation of college guides and rankings. These are the “consumer reports” for our “industry,” and shoppers compare price, value, and durability as they might when choosing a car or a dishwasher. Consumers demand value and measures of accountability, and consumers serve in the legislature and on university boards.

As the university has gained importance and influence, it has attracted the attention of government regulators of every sort: local, state, and federal. The days when our schools were “society’s pets”—places for the youthful gaiety of football games, parties, and fun—are long past. We must meet and pass every standard—legal and regulatory—that other large institutions, public and private, confront. Whether it is the IRS, the FTC, the EPA, HIPPA, OSHA, or any of the other regulatory acronyms, the university must have its regulatory house in order.  

Casual, decentralized leadership systems staffed by volunteer committees are inadequate to the challenge this new regulatory environment presents. The university has been required to professionalize its administrative staff to meet these requirements, which has met with criticism on many campuses. The fact remains that regulation from external agencies must be matched and managed by competent professionals. Universities are now sometimes described by faculty, not in praise, as “bureaucratic” or “corporate.” So we have become.

It is increasingly common for presidents and chancellors to be called “CEO’s,” an expression never heard a few years ago. “CEO” perhaps embodies this tension I am describing, for this very title suggests a kind and scale of authority that is uncongenial within the culture of the university.

Shared Authority

Given that leadership must inevitably be exercised in a particular institutional context, it is essential to appreciate the unique purposes specific to each setting. The special context of the university as an institution bears this point out.

First of all, universities themselves are remarkably different. While they may all formally do the same or similar things, their missions and cultures are different. I do not mean merely that schools differ according to type—a liberal arts college is different from a technical or community college or a private university is different from a land grant institution. I mean rather that institutions of the same type—be they colleges or public or private universities—have quite different notions of the way in which the work of the institution is to be conducted. Universities form unique cultural environments. One fallacy of college rankings is the assumption that because universities all grant degrees, they are alike in what they do and can be compared as differing instances of the same enterprise. While similar in what they do, colleges and universities are substantially different in how they regard their purposes. Knowledge is infinite, but education is finite. Therefore, schools are inevitably specialized.

Thus, the first and most obvious task for any institutional leader is to know his or her own institution intimately and thoroughly. The need to know an institution and its people well poses a particular difficulty for a newly chosen leader, especially one coming from outside that university. In its simplest terms, the dilemma for the new leader is that the first thing a university community wants to know is what this person proposes to do. Without knowing the institution thoroughly, however, it is impossible, even dangerous, to render specific decisions except in the case of some immediate problem or crisis.  

The essential strategy for the newcomer is to conduct a careful institutional audit, listening rather than speaking, and to postpone any substantive decisions until such time as the institution, its problems and people, are thoroughly consulted and understood.  In this instance, the new leader is the pupil and the university is the teacher, helping the leader come to understand the culture and the people of this place and the challenges being faced.

What most characterizes the university as an organizational type is its radical decentralization. Sometimes centralization/decentralization is discussed as a matter of optional organizational style, some managers preferring greater or lesser autonomy in sub-units. I mean something stronger. A university by its nature and purpose must be a decentralized organization and must be administered as such. Crucially, the work of the faculty, which is the work of the university, is organized through departments, schools, and centers. That work, conducted in these organizations, is the structure upon which the entire work of the university rests.  

The academic expertise gathered at the departmental level is of the highest order. That expertise, together with the traditional entitlements of academic freedom, means that academic organizations must be given broad latitude in determining what they do and how they do it. Curriculum, faculty selection and development, and student advising are of necessity under departmental authority.  There can often be planning that attempts to coordinate and strengthen the work of various academic centers. But what has been called the “tyranny of departments” is a way of life and an essential feature of the university at work.  The expertise determining the work of teaching and scholarship can be “coordinated,” but it cannot be “managed” without reference to its own specialized academic function.

Nor is it just the faculty and the academic organization that is the source of the decentralized influences in the university. A university is a complex set of overlapping constituencies, all of which are complexly organized, and all of which have legitimate roles to play, depending on the issues involved, in the life and work of the university. In addition to the faculty, there are students, staff, alumni, parents, the donor publics, athletic associations, legislatures, trustees, educational organizations and associations, accrediting bodies, and civic partners.  This list is by no means exhaustive. Each of these groups exercises a centrifugal force, distributing the sources of influence and rendering the exercise of hierarchical executive authority impossible over a broad range of subjects.

This decentralized character of the university has accelerated in recent decades by the professionalization of the faculty. A generation ago, it was common for aspiring scholars following graduate school to serve a single institution for an entire career. There was such a figure in our own family, a person who occupied heroic status in our family. My grandmother’s cousin, Gleason Bean, had earned a Ph.D.—at Harvard, no less. To our family in a small Alabama town, that was a singular achievement. Following graduate school, Professor Bean joined the faculty at Washington and Lee and became an essential part of the life and work of that school for his entire career. He was—I knew him in his retirement years—wedded to that school and its people. His first and only loyalty was to Washington and Lee.

Faculty members now regard their primary professional peers as colleagues in the same fields in other universities as well as their own departments. Academic careers are more likely to be mobile, and institutional loyalty has been compromised by this change in the structure and organization of American intellectual life. Faculty do not simply serve a university but a scholarly discipline. The university is a location for the practice of a profession defined by colleagues and professional organizations across the country and increasingly around the world.

As well, the Cultural Revolution of the sixties and seventies had a greater impact on the university than on most other institutions in society. Many themes of the Cultural Revolution emerged on America’s campuses. An anti-institutional and anti-authoritarian attitude (“Never trust anyone over thirty!”) was an essential part of that climate and culture. Of course, the graduates of that era now serve in positions of academic importance across America. This general distrust of authority further conditions the way in which leadership is regarded, especially as the external requirements of accountability are being ever more exercised toward the academy.    

The substantive work of the academic environment, as well as this highly decentralized organizational setting, contributes to the atmosphere of criticism and dissent in the university. Faculty members spend their lives working to expose existing intellectual problems to critical scrutiny with the hope that new and more adequate answers to questions in their disciplines can be found. The quest for the new, the novel, the unrecognized​​, or even the revolutionary is the work of teaching and scholarship. No one ever won a Nobel Prize, not even a summer research grant, by claiming that the status quo is right and adequate. The academic mind lives to question existing orthodoxy and that habit of mind is prone to extend to the administrative environment of the university. There is thus an academic basis for the general concern with which faculty regard the organization and administration of the university. In the university, the old slogan is reversed: “Those who can teach, do. Those who cannot, go into administration.”

Even though in various university departments the skills and work of administration, leadership, and organizational development are taught, there is general disregard for the special and specific exercise of those very same skills in the university setting. The central administration of the university represents a constant imposition of central authority that the academic community is constitutionally disposed to resist.

University leadership thus is caught between a climate and culture that resists the imposition of external standards and the demands from various public agencies that these standards be applied, and applied rigorously. Perhaps in some past era, universities were generally left alone to do “their own things” based upon a public consensus that universities were good places doing good things.  The combined influence of tax revolts, consumerism, and the strength of regulatory agencies means that such a happy time is gone for good. When tax revenues decline, higher education is often high on the list of things to cut.

The university and those who exercise leadership there must find new ways to address this environment of accountability, all while preserving the special genius of the university as a place devoted to the process of discovery and to the preparation of our citizens for lives of service and accomplishment.

  The Pool of Future Leaders

Other obstacles to leadership bear mentioning, other institutional characteristics that have the effect of limiting the leadership function in the context of the university.

First, the character of the academic mind and preparation for service in the academy obviously determines the likely pool of leadership talent. To pursue a terminal degree is a formidable challenge in time, effort, and money. Such an undertaking will often require five years or more with all of the attendant sacrifices of foregone income and extended student status. Those who choose this project are a special breed. They are, first and foremost, intellectually gifted, the best and brightest products of our undergraduate programs. Their talent and academic motivation have generally attracted the attention of faculty mentors, and they have received consistent academic encouragement and support. Such people have a clear academic motivation and are drawn to the domain of ideas and discovery. Those of academic inclination, when they discover that they can be paid to read, study, and write about their interests, want no other life and can imagine no other vocation so ideal and rewarding. The last thing such people as a group have in mind for their lives is to “push paper.” There is a general disdain or disregard for the work of administration—given the primacy of the academic ambitions for which they were prepared. Thus, the pool of individuals likely to be interested in and talented at administrative leadership is inevitably small, and the motivation in the academic environment for administrative work is often absent, especially in the earliest years of an academic career.

Various programs at universities and at the American Council on Education address the problem of university leadership. But the absence of a sizeable pool of academically trained and successful scholars who are interested in careers in educational leadership is a chronic problem for leadership in the academy.

Unlike businesses where talented young executives are put on a fast track, the academic organization generally operates according to a fixed seniority system. The position of department chair, for instance, tends to rotate among the senior staff in an academic department. This system militates against the possibility that a reasonably young academic, early in his or her career, might occupy a department chairmanship. Thus, very few young scholars are given the opportunity for the position of departmental chair to be an early formative experience for a career in educational administration.

The department chair is a critical position. Indeed, one could argue that it is the single most important administrative position in the university.  In departments, members of the faculty are hired, curricula established, students advised, and, critically, promotion and tenure decided. While these decisions are reviewed outside departments, the departmental outcome is presumptively determinative. Thus, this position of chair is especially critical in understanding the work of the university at its basic level, and it provides a vitally important learning experience for potential academic leaders.  

In addition, the decision of the university community in recent decades to make department chairs a rotating position has been a mixed blessing. In an earlier day when department chairs were appointed for indefinite terms, they exercised a great deal of authority, and that authority was immediately adjacent to the work of the faculty. Now that the position rotates, faculty members are often reluctant to make difficult decisions that might adversely affect their colleagues, knowing that one or the other of those colleagues will be the occupant of the chair in just a year or two.

The selection process for leadership positions in the academy, based primarily on committees representing the decentralized centers of influence in the academy, also has a limiting potential on leadership in the university. Each committee member acts to protect and support the special interests and concerns of the separate represented domains. Successful candidates must, therefore, impress the committee that nothing adverse will happen to the interests of any of the assorted programs represented by the committee.  

Search committees take on a kind of corporate personality, each member typically posing the same set of questions to each candidate arising from that committee member’s domain of concern. These committees also work to limit the internal contention that might result from the conflicts among and between their various interests. This effort at consensus effectively means that any committee member who objects vigorously to the candidacy of any particular individual can effectively veto that candidate. Search committees generally operate with a de facto blackball system.

Candidates with forceful and passionately held views on relevant subjects, assuming the interview process surfaces those opinions, are not likely to survive committee selection. Nor do candidates survive who are idiosyncratic or eccentric in any respect. All of us have known talented candidates whose personality cannot be chosen in a process of selection where committees are the primary vehicle.

This search process frequently works to the disadvantage of internal candidates who have been involved in local decision-making, inevitably controversial, and are regarded as problematic by disadvantaged interests. This is not always the case, of course. Knowing the personalities on the committee, internal candidates can sometimes navigate these conflicts with better information and diplomatic skills.

Fixed academic attitudes are also at work in university executive searches.  A typical faculty opinion is that there is no specific and unique talent or requirement for the work of educational administration. Thus, excessive attention is given to the academic qualifications of candidates, and not enough, if any, given to the talents and competencies of effective leadership. A frustrated trustee serving on such a committee once remarked to me, “The committee acts as if they are hiring a faculty colleague or a research professor, not a leader.” That frustration is often legitimate. Faculty committee members are looking naturally for people like themselves, not necessarily those with the talent of leaders.

The selection process can resemble a human demolition derby, a car race in which jalopies crash into each other until only one remaining car is moving.  That car, of course, is also damaged, but it is at least running. The search process often amounts to such a process of candidate demolition and sacrifices the characteristics of a meritocratic process. It is, however, a process that often serves to protect and secure the decentralized academic interests of the committee members.  

The transition period into a new position of responsibility within the university is fraught with leadership risks. The question to which everyone wants an answer is, “What is this new leader going to do?” People reasonably expect the new officer to have something substantive to say. The dilemma, of course, especially for a new person coming from the outside, is that he or she does not know what is required. Thus, new university officers go through a very difficult and challenging process of trying to establish credibility while taking a period of time—as long as possible or necessary—to ascertain what steps would be most constructive.

 
The old adage about having a single chance to make a first impression bears particular attention during periods of transition. A new officer must solicit advice and assistance from as many seasoned veterans as possible. Early presentations to important constituencies must be carefully crafted, with special attention to the interests and concerns of the audience. As soon as I was named president of Wake Forest, I began to get, as you can imagine, large amounts of mail and publications from all segments of the university. I noticed immediately that no two pieces of correspondence and no two publications looked alike. There was no standard institutional signature, no standard graphic identity.  

This struck me at once as a problem needing a quick solution. So shortly after I arrived, with the help of design consultants, and with the involvement of a fairly small—clearly too small—group of participants, the new administration promulgated a new logo and graphic design requirements. The result was what I did not know then to expect but should have. The new design requirements were interpreted as everything from an invasion of territorial prerogatives to an attempt to abolish the historic seal and diminish the motto of the university. We held firm, and the new design standards were in time accepted. For a period I was dubbed the “logo cop” since people would get from me copies of documents and publications marked and noted that had not meet the new design criteria.  

A much broader and better process was needed. I made a mistake of some importance in a period of transition. People care, rightly so, about their own graphic identity, and control over such matters as publications is often a matter of contention. I learned from the experience.

Lastly, tenure in the executive offices of universities tends to be relatively brief. These numbers fluctuate over time. In good economic times tenures are longer. To make fundamental changes in educational programs or organizations is not of weeks or months, but of years and may often take longer than an administrator has years in office. To conceive plans, to win support for those plans, to garner the resources such plans might require, and then to put those plans in place, requires a time cycle likely to meet or exceed the expected terms of senior officials. These frequent transitions in office are themselves an adverse factor on the leadership structure of universities. Leadership changes are disruptive, and shorter terms in office will inevitably mean reduced influence and authority in such offices.

 Leaders As Teachers

Three general separate but related subjects fall under the broad interdisciplinary subject of leadership. The first involves personality: what are leaders like? This question has its origins in the charismatic or “great man” view of leadership that regards leadership as a particular form of human genius, akin to musical or artistic genius. Though more or less discredited, there still is necessary interest in the personal qualities and characteristics of those who are successful leaders.

The second general topic is the function of leadership: what is it that leaders do? This involves a general analysis of the leadership role in organization.  The functions identified range broadly from generic values and mission to strategy and planning. What leaders do is a distinct question from what leaders are like. 

A third more general subject involves performance: how does leadership render organizations effective? What are the requirements, including leadership and organizational relationships, that cause groups and organizations to be maximally effective or “high performing.” Leadership is one feature among others of organizations that achieve their goals.

I will focus on just the first of these questions: the qualities of persons required to lead effectively in the setting of the university. 

There is, indeed, a social paradox when we consider the matter of leadership in America. American universities produce the finest graduates in the world. And while universities may conspire against the active creation of leadership within its ranks, other organizations and institutions do not. Indeed, business and military organizations, for example, are specifically and continually focused on leadership and leadership development. Organizations like CCL assist groups of every size and description in putting in place systems that will facilitate the development of the leadership capacity for the future. There is a great deal of public initiative and effort on this subject with the best-trained talent pool in the world.

Yet, when it comes time to fill a critical position in a place of great leadership importance, there are never enough talented applicants. In the key positions within the hierarchy of American organizational life, executives seldom report that there were ample highly qualified candidates from which to choose.  All of us who do executive selection—in the university or in our other associations—can testify to this talent deficit.

Of course, many candidates are functionally qualified, having the background and experience that the position would seem to require. What is often missing, however, are those personal qualities that are always more critical than qualifications. Thus, the question of the personal as well as the functional talent of potential leaders remains central.  

I wish to pose the idea that pedagogy is the process that most helpfully guides the conduct of leadership in the university. Given the university setting as it has been described, the work of leadership is best regarded as a kind of teaching, with policies and proposals being regarded as pedagogical exercises calculated to inform, explain and, in the best cases, persuade.

Teaching is a collective process involving and requiring leadership. A teacher in a classroom occupies a leadership position. At one level a deliberative rather than a practical process aimed at outcomes, teaching involves the presentation of problems for common and collective consideration, the discussion of proposed solutions to those problems, and often the selection of the solution that seems optimal after evaluation.

Teaching also presupposes a structure of authority, the definition and control of the pedagogical process being under the leadership and guidance of the teacher. However, the authority of the teacher rests in the deliberative process itself, in the mastery of the content being considered. The process of teaching generates outcomes, as all of us who have been given grades are acutely aware, so the process involves purposeful choices.

What set of personal qualities should we seek in leaders appropriate to the climate and culture of the university?

The first personal requirement for leadership as a form of teaching is a passion for ideas, a love of learning. A university leader must, above all, love the university as a place of learning and discovery. This does not mean that university leaders should be in every case professional academics, though that qualification will be generally desirable. It is necessary, however, that the university mission be embraced with passion and dedication.  

That is a vital requirement, of course, because universities are from the perspective of a corporate leadership culture, entirely maddening. (Business leaders who become business school deans regularly report this.) As an organization, the university is, as a result of its decentralized character, generally inefficient in its decision-making. Leaders in the university need a teacher’s passion for learning and the consequent acceptance of the environment for leadership in this unique organizational context.

A second personal requirement is a high tolerance for process. In a decentralized organization with overlapping and sometimes conflicting mechanisms of governance, there is seldom a simple path from a proposed change, large or small, to its actual implementation. It is necessary to regard this process of deliberation and exploration as one in which every opportunity for instruction and the exchange of views is exploited. A university leader cannot control this process, complex and often controversial, as a business executive might. Rather, the process must inevitably be seen as one in which better ideas and better outcomes are presented and advocated, and in which disagreements and conflicts of opinion are aired. 

Essential to good teaching is effectiveness at communication. The essence of teaching is communication. No duty of the university leader can be regarded as more important than communication in directing processes of deliberation and in being the spokesperson and advocate for the university to its vast array of internal and external constituencies. In this present media age, an essential requirement of university leaders is that they be confident and competent communicators with a microphone or a television camera in their faces.  

The communication requirement, in pedagogy and leadership, is of supreme importance. In the process of leadership selection in the university, communication looms large, even paramount, in the minds of selection committees. What a selection committee will certainly know after an extensive interview is whether a candidate is a good communicator. What will inevitably be less certain is the quality of the ideas being put forth. Thus, effective communication is a necessary requirement but does not guarantee the success of the university leader. Long and effective engagement with ideas as a teacher and researcher helps insure that candidates are substantive and not merely glib.

Lastly, teachers as leaders of deliberative processes must have a high tolerance for criticism and dissent, for when ideas are advanced, they will likely provoke criticism, including personal criticism. Whatever an individual may say about the thickness of his or her skin, no one likes to be criticized and held up to public disregard. However, in a decentralized institution, populated by brilliant people who are armed with the weapons of academic freedom and great intellect, leaders may often find themselves the subject of intense, even bitter, criticism.  The typical teacher-researcher has few experiences of being in the crossfire. The ability to face criticism and still render outcomes without regard to conflict is a major test of whether a teacher has the capacity to be a leader of the academic enterprise.

In the end, the personal requirements for leadership in the university correlate closely with a range of talents particular to effective practitioners of the art of pedagogy.  

Conclusion
Let me present an illustration of what this notion of leadership as pedagogy looks like in operation. The leader in this case was our conference chair, Dave Brown, then provost at Wake Forest.

In the early 1990s, Wake Forest faced a number of important questions.  As we evolved from a teaching to a teaching and research institution, the faculty required more time for research. Without compromising our instructional programs, this required hiring additional faculty. In addition, our student academic casualties were overwhelmingly in the first year. Since our admissions are selective, our guiding assumption is that we should graduate everyone we admit. We needed major changes in our first-year experience for students.  Technology was presenting us, like schools everywhere, with major challenges.  Uniformity and universality would be required to have a robust environment available to everyone, with the result that our academic program could realize the full benefits of technology. We were moving at different speeds in different directions in information technology across the institution.

As provost, Dave chaired a program-planning group that he charged with the task of dealing comprehensively with these and other issues. Over the course of almost two years, the committee held town meetings and put forward report drafts and revisions of drafts. Since curricular charges were involved, proposals had to pass the undergraduate faculty. We had a full-blown campus discussion, complete with student demonstrations!

Since these plans required a large proposed tuition increase, for an entire year our Board of Trustees discussed these proposals and their financial implications. This was a period of rising concern about hikes in tuition—a quite specific concern of our trustees—and we had to be certain that we could afford to implement whatever plans might be adopted. Thus, an educational or pedagogical process for our trustees went on in tandem with our planning group.

In 1996, the committee proposed, the faculty passed, and the trustees adopted what we then called the Plan for the Class of 2000. (This plan took four years to implement fully.) It involved major changes to the first-year experience, new faculty positions with no enrollment increase, and uniform universal technology.  Each student would be given a personal computer as part of the cost of tuition.  The trustees approved a graduated increase in tuition of $3,000 per year.  This plan brought substantial and important changes across our university.

What is notable about this effort, in retrospect, is not just its successful outcomes (there were particular concerns about the board’s willingness to raise tuition so dramatically), but how thorough were the processes of deliberation, discussion, and conferral.  Of course, there was dissent throughout the process and at the end.  But, there were opportunities throughout the study for the university community to be involved in the discussion.  Dave Brown did a masterful job as our teacher, assisted by many members of the faculty and the administration.

Though the problems and outcomes were much less significant, I would contrast the Plan for 2000 with the process referred to earlier regarding our graphic identity.  That process was flawed, and in a certain sense failed, because it did not provide the community the deliberation and consultation that might have engaged the community in the problem and the solution.  Had our process been more deliberative, our implementation would have been more effective and timely.

In short, our challenge then may have succeeded better had we approached this policy change as an exercise in learning that stressed, to carry the metaphor, not just lectures but discussion, with participation encouraged from each and every member of the class.  Expecting—and I dare say even welcoming—the atmosphere of criticism and dissent would have produced the results characteristic of the teaching process itself: new and more adequate solutions to the issue at hand.

Ultimately, the leadership challenges presented by the unique culture and organization of the university are best addressed by the very skills—what I have called the “genius”—that most inform these distinct characteristics.  These talents are, I have said, the quest for the new, the novel, and the unrecognized.  All are the bedrock and foundation of the process of critical inquiry.  Importantly, they are also key aspects of leadership.

The teaching that informs this notion of leadership is not “be still while I instill.”  The teaching I refer to is deliberative and interactive, involving mutual give and take.  Administrative leadership in a university is likely to be effective if policy development and change is conceived as an exercise in teaching and learning aimed at deliberation, clarification, and selection.  

And though the proposition may sound anathema to university faculty, good teachers do effective university leaders make.

Personal Qualities for University Leadership 

Tim Sullivan, President, College of William and Mary


The organizers of this conference have chosen to tackle a tough subject. Great leaders are hard to find. Great leadership is even harder to explain. This is true despite what seems to be the perpetual production of books about leadership and the exponential growth of self-described experts who make a fine living telling the less well-informed what leadership really means.


What nearly all of these experts and authors produce is a kind of white noise—full of catch words—half-clever phrases—and seven, or ten, or twenty steps which guarantee that doing the footwork will make you the leader of your dreams.


Where can we turn for better thinking? To an unlikely source. Of obscenity, the late Justice Potter Steward famously wrote, “I can’t define it, but I know it when I see it.” Substitute “leadership” for “obscenity” in Justice Stewart’s formulation—and we have the beginning of wisdom that trumps just about any highly hyped book on leadership that I know. 


Why do I say that? Because I believe that Emerson was right when he wrote, “There is properly no history—only biography.” To my mind, leadership—at least the real thing—is the unique expression of a singular person operating in an on/off environment. Under these circumstances, the chances of drawing repeatable lessons about leadership are slim to none. Of course, it is possible to study leaders and to discern something at least marginally useful about which to talk or to write.  We

know the drill. We have heard most of it a thousand times. It goes like this. Great leaders must be both tactically and strategically gifted. Great leaders must have the confidence to choose good people and give them room. Great leaders must have the power to dissemble—that is to make marginal people or irrelevant ideas seem important if the larger needs of the organization are thought so to dictate. You will find this latter point listed in every encyclopedia of leadership. Just look under the entry titled “justifiable hypocrisy.”


Forgive me if I suggest that such lessons tell us little about he critical qualities that make great leaders in the university or in any other context. What lies at the heart of the mystery of great leadership is what lies in the heart of a great leader. And penetrating the secrets of the human heart is among life’s most daunting tasks. Which is why I think the literature of leadership focuses far too much on delineating rules of conduct and far too little on examining traits of character of individual leaders. It should be the other way around. The study of character should be the starting place for any serious examination of leadership.


I know that I was not invited here to expound at length on my personal theory of leadership. That is good, because I don’t have one. I do want to offer some brief thoughts about just a few of the personal qualities without which great leadership is not possible. Some of what I say will be thought trite. It probably is, but what is trite is often true and conceals something significant that we tend to overlook, or at least not connect properly to a larger and more important insight.


INTEGRITY—Without a powerful sense of personal honor, leadership is impossible. Brains, Beauty, wit, soaring eloquence or a single-digit handicap add up to nothing without an honesty that compels moral choice even under the hardest circumstances. Another great judge, Elbert Tuttle, said it very well: “For what is a share of a man worth?” he asked. “If he does not contain the quality of integrity, he is worthless. If he does, he is priceless. The value is either nothing or is infinite.”


LOVE—The power of love is like none other. The context of leadership, transforming inspiration comes when the leader loves his institution—its people and its values. Mere affection will not do. There must be a passionately felt union of values between the leader and the institution he leads, a union that has been made impregnable by love.


WILL and FOCUS—The distractions of the moment are numberless. We all know them. We need not name them. Some of those distractions must claim our time. Steve Sample’s paper makes that very clear. Yet through all the trivia and the insistent selfish agendas of the perennially self-obsessed, the true leader must see with unfailing clarity the larger objectives he not merely seeks to achieve—but which he must achieve. Let me quote another thought from another one in my judicial pantheon. Justice Holmes wrote: “If you want to hit a bird on the wing, you must have all your will in a focus. You must not be thinking about yourself—you must be living with your eye on that bird. Every great achievement is a bird on the wing.”


PERSPECTIVE—Great leaders are ambitious. I suppose that goes without saying. But, ambitious for what? Success comes in many varieties. Winston Churchill identified two. “There are two kinds of success,” he said, “initial and ultimate.” What he didn’t say is that most of us settle for initial success and hope that the ultimate takes care of itself. That is a mistake, although an understandable one. The great leader needs the ability consistently to turn away form the sweet sound of applause earned by short-term victories if such victories diminish, as they often do, the chance for ultimate triumph. This is hard to do, because it requires the suppression of ego and the nearly universal appetite for personal commendation. It means we must tolerate the misunderstandings or 

the criticisms of others whose abilities or responsibilities are smaller. The president’s perspective must be unique—it must run deeper and extend further than that of anyone else. That is why the president must be steady in his will to ultimate success.


SELF-DENIAL—When a president of Washington College (soon to be Washington and Lee), General Lee was asked by a young mother what she should teach her son, “Madame,” Lee replied, “teach him to deny himself.” No leader dares ever forget that. Leadership in the end is the act of inspiration taken to its highest level. Leadership that is magical has a magical effect upon others. We may all hope for moments of magic in our lives as leaders. Some of us will never be so lucky; others will. We enhance our chances greatly if we see ourselves truly as the servant of others. It is not enough to support and encourage our subordinates, we must believe and act on the belief that the success of those who work with us is not is not merely important—it is more important than our own success. Which is another way of saying that the fate of the institutions we lead must always matter more than what happens to us, and we will find incredible strength in turning away from praise and glory if we do so because we love our institutions more than we love our own ambitions. 


This list of virtues is not exhaustive, but it is critical. Each of the qualities I described is a necessary condition for leadership whose legacy will last. And as Emerson said, or at least almost said, we will find more useful insights into the secrets of leadership by studying great lives rather than great events. The trick is to work inside out; that is, from the study of the leader within acting upon the challenges and the circumstances he encounters without. Even doing this, of course, we may fail in our quest to understand the true nature of the special gifts of a great leader. We should not be surprised. So often in life we discover that what is supremely important is also supremely mysterious.

Searches and Succession Planning

Graham Spanier, President, Pennsylvania State University

I’ve been in higher education administration for 27 years.  I was a young, assistant professor, troublemaker. No one took actions on my reports. I got frustrated. At 28 I became the equivalent of a department chair. Back then I believed that leadership wasn’t something one could train for. I tend to learn from the mistakes of others.

Over the years, I’ve changed my mind about succession planning.   Because university administration has become so complex (legal, legislative relations, etc.), it will be increasingly important consciously to prepare leaders for their roles in HE.

Searches and Succession Planning

In addition, I think we are doing ourselves a disservice when we are so narrowly focused on process that we forget that there are people around us who are phenomenally good. There are several persons at Penn State who would make wonderful presidents. We must balance process and cultivating new presidential talent.  
I also think there are different personality types. I may not myself have been a candidate for a training program, but there are many others who would be.

I hope that my academic training contributes to my being a better administrator—e.g. intense curiosity about people, etc. I can’t honestly recall making direct connections between my own discipline and leadership.

There’s a lot of talent around us.  One’s particular discipline or background may not mean too much in the end. It’s a shame when too much weight is given to one’s discipline in the presidential search process.

Caveats and Characteristics

At Penn State we identify at least 3 rising stars at the university and they spend a year with a vice president. This is an internal program. Here are some of the things I point out.

1. No one should move into administration unless he/she respects the role of an administrator. When an individual agrees to do an administrative job only as a self-sacrificing service to the institution, this is a disservice to everyone.  We need administrators who care about what they are doing!  

2. Don’t even consider administration if you can’t tolerate disagreement, anger. Not only will your picture be in the paper from time to time, but also the student paper may feature you with flattering cartoons. Petitions, letter-writing campaigns are all destined to make you feel bad. One must be prepared to feel bad, survive it, and bounce back quickly. People must be prepared to be blamed for things that aren’t their fault. As one’s arena broadens, the more one gets credit and criticized.  If one has the need for constant reinforcement, administration isn’t the thing.

3. An administrator should not accept a position unless he/she is ready to make every decision on the basis on what’s in the best interest of the institution. A lot of people fail by asking what’s in their best interest, or how do they hold on to this job longer? People shouldn’t move into administration if they are afraid to lose their job. There has to be a certain level of integrity, of principle.

Chapter 7 

The Contrarian’s Guide to University Leadership
Steven B. Sample, President, University of Southern California
Introduction

Few institutions last as long as universities—and precious few are as difficult to lead. The long-term leader of a university succeeds not because he follows a formulaic approach to academic leadership; rather, such a leader follows what I call a contrarian approach.  

Clark Kerr observed that since the year 1520 only about 85 institutions have remained continuously in existence. They include several Swiss cantons, the Roman Catholic Church, and the parliaments of the Isle of Man, Iceland, and Great Britain. But some 70 of the 85 institutions that have survived continuously for the past half millennium are universities.   

The very things that make a university so stable—its myriad traditions and entrenched and tenured constituencies—are what make it so hard to govern.  Many excellent academicians felt equipped to lead a university, but crashed and burned within a few years’ time. Most brought with them a lot of conventional wisdom about academic leadership. And even when such conventional wisdom was billed as unorthodox or new and improved, it typically reflected a set of false assumptions about how universities and human beings work.

The contrarian academic leader works hard to see things through the eyes of others while at the same time assiduously cultivating her intellectual independence. That allows her to bring her own approach to making decisions, breaking new ground, and handling what we shall call the less prestigious aspects of university leadership.

University Leadership: Is It in You?

The first step along the path of contrarian academic leadership requires brutal self-honesty: Am I meant to be a university leader?
One of the shrewdest insights about leadership I ever heard came from a man who—although outstanding in his academic field –wanted nothing to do with being a leader himself.



In the spring of 1970, when I was 29, I learned I had won a fellowship from the American Council on Education which would allow me to serve an administrative internship with Purdue University President Fred Hovde for the 1970-71 academic year. I was elated by the opportunity. Despite having only recently been awarded tenure and promoted to associate professor of electrical engineering at Purdue, I was already leaning toward a career in administration.  With the ACE fellowship, I would be able to spend a considerable amount of time learning about university governance without having to give up my research grants or my graduate students.


Soon after the award was announced, I happened to bump into a colleague, Vern Newhouse, who was a highly-respected senior member of the electrical engineering faculty.  


“So, Sample,” Newhouse said, “I see you’ve won some sort of administrative fellowship in the president’s office.”


“Yes, that’s true,” I said.


“And you’ll be learning how to become an administrator?”


“I suppose so.”


“And then you’ll probably want to be president of a university somewhere down the road?”


“Well, I don’t know. I guess I’ve thought about it now and then,” I said, somewhat disingenuously.


He smiled and said, “Personally, I’ve never had any ambition whatsoever to be an administrator. I am totally inept at managing things. Why, as you may know, I can’t even manage my secretary or my graduate students. But I’ve been a careful observer of ambitious men all my life. And here, for what it’s worth, is what I’ve learned: Many men want to be president, but very few want to do president.” And with that he wished me well and walked away.


My experience over the last third of a century years tells me that Professor Newhouse was absolutely right. Leadership is a peculiar kind of calling.  University leadership roles, particularly at the level of a president or chancellor, aren’t necessarily appropriate for those who have achieved distinction in academic positions which may be, in a formal sense, lower on the totem pole.  Nor should such persons, however gifted they may be, necessarily want to take on positions of leadership in the institutions of which they are a part.  

Personally, I love “doing” my university presidency. The challenges, the rewards, and even the headaches make it a unique privilege. But I recall that my co-teacher for an undergraduate course in leadership, management expert Warren Bennis, was once asked during a lecture at Harvard University whether he truly loved his job (at that time) of serving as the president of the University of Cincinnati. He paused for what seemed to him an eternity, then responded, “I don’t know.” That moment helped him discern where he could make his greatest contribution—as a teacher and a mentor to leaders, not as a university leader himself. It’s no coincidence that his greatest books on leadership came after that fateful night at Harvard.  


Bennis’s example shows that there is no shame, and often much merit, in an academician’s simply deciding he’s not equipped to have power and authority over, and responsibility for, a large number of followers.

The Contrarian’s Approach to Substance vs. Trivia


University leaders must frequently subordinate the things they’re most interested in, or which they feel are most important, to the urgent (but often ephemeral) and sometimes trivial demands of others. These others may include lieutenants, the media, politicians, protesters, board members, parents, employees, finan​cial analysts, faculty committees, and organizers of black-tie dinners. As I always tell those who aspire to academic leadership, “Along with helping to guide and shape one of the most noble and important institutions in society, a university president must also kiss a lot of frogs!”


In this regard I have deduced Sample’s 70/30 Formula for Top Leadership to wit: Under ideal con​ditions up to 30 % of a top leader’s time can be spent on really substantive matters, and no more than 70 % of his time should be spent reacting to or presiding over trivial, routine, or ephemeral matters. In one sense this formula is very counterintuitive. In an age in which management literature always focuses on vision, most people assume big-picture things should dominate a CEO’s agenda.  


Fresh​men presidents often enter the fray determined to spend most of their time as true leaders (i.e., working on issues that really count), while delegating all the seemingly unimportant parts of their job to staff. Such naïfs are generally gone in a year or two, victims of a dragon born of minutiae which could have been easily slain in its infancy, but which suddenly grew to man-eating proportions. In other words, most of a top leader’s time must necessarily be spent dealing with trivia and ephemera if he wants to survive and maintain his effectiveness as a leader over the long haul.


The real danger implicit in Sample’s 70/30 Formula is that the 30% of a top leader’s effort devoted to important matters (such as independent thinking and inspiring his followers) may shrink to 20%, and then to 10%, and then to 5%, and finally to nothing, as the press of routine and relatively trivial matters ultimately con​sumes all of his time and energy. I know scores of university presidents who find themselves in this position, and who feel impotent and unhappy as a result. It requires enormous discipline for the top leader in an organization to maintain the substantive component of his job near the 30% level.


Thus the person who wants to do president (as opposed to simply be president) should be delighted with a 70/30 split in favor of trivia over substance.  By contrast, people who need a higher percentage of substance in their lives should stay away from top leadership positions altogether.

Contrarian Recruiting

If you’ve decided you’re equipped and eager for both the trivia and the substance of academic leadership, and you have been given the opportunity to exercise your ability in this arena, your next step is to assemble a leadership team.  

Teddy Roosevelt once observed, “The best executive is the one who recruits the most competent men around, tells them what he wants done, and then gets out of their way so they can do it.”  I buy that (if we include women as well as men), with the qualification that a university leader should not merely get out of the way of his lieutenants, but actively assist them and forge them into an effective team.

In the spring of 1971, Fred Hovde was finishing the 25th and final year of his presidency of Purdue University. As a newly-tenured associate professor of electrical engineering at Purdue, I was now participating in an ACE fellowship program that allowed me to work closely with President Hovde for the entire year.  

As we walked across the campus one day, President Hovde explained to me how he was agonizing over whether to appoint a particular person to fill a key vacancy in his administration. I naïvely asked him if he thought this candidate were “the right man for the job.” And Hovde stopped and said, “Steve, that’s the wrong question to ask. There’s no such thing as ‘the right man for the job.’ The appropriate question to ask is, ‘Is he the best man available for the job within the time frame in which I must fill the position?’”

Hovde went on to note that a near superstar is the wrong person for a particular job if someone better is available. And conversely, a truly mediocre candidate may be the right person for the job if he’s better than anyone else who’s available, and if you absolutely must fill the position right away.  

This illustrates one of the trickiest parts of major-league university leadership—the inevitable trade-off between whom you’d like to have as a lieutenant, and who can actually be recruited within the time that’s available for making the appointment.  

Contrarian Management: Work for Those Who Work for You

Once the contrarian academic leader has a team in place, she must again go against conventional wisdom if she is to forge them into an effective unit.  

One of the most important lessons I learned in this area occurred in 1971 when I was named the deputy director for academic affairs of the Illinois Board of Higher Education. There I learned a great deal from the board’s chairman, George Clements, who had made a name for himself as the man who built the Chicago-based Jewel Tea Company into a major national grocery chain. 

When I first arrived at my post, Mr. Clements gave me some basic advice about leadership. “Steve,” he said, “you should spend a small amount of your time hiring your direct reports, evaluating them, exhorting them, setting their compensation, praising them, kicking their butts, and, when necessary, firing them. When you add all that up, it should come out to about 10% of your time.  For the remaining 90% of your time you should be doing everything you can to help your direct reports succeed. You should be the first assistant to the people who work for you.”  

Powerful contrarian advice—and rarely followed. Even a university head who subscribes to the contemporary democratic theories being taught in the business school finds it difficult to think of his lieutenants as his equals, much less as his bosses. But that’s exactly what Mr. Clements was saying: “Work for those who work for you!” If you’re not in the process of getting rid of a lieutenant, bend over backwards to help him get his job done. That means returning his phone calls promptly, listening carefully to his plans and problems, calling on others at his request, and helping him formulate his goals and develop strategies for achieving those goals. It’s not simply that you should be your lieutenant’s staff person, you should be his best staff person.

Virtually all leadership experts, whether they subscribe to traditional or au courant theories, depict leadership as a glamorous and majestic calling.  But the contrarian university president isn’t fooled. He knows that effective day-to-day leadership isn’t so much about himself, as it is about the men and women he chooses to be his chief lieutenants. He knows that a lot of the things on his own plate will be minutiae and silliness, while his lieutenants will get to do the fun and important things.  

Decision-Making for the Contrarian Academic Leader

A contrarian university president doesn’t make decisions before he needs to and doesn’t make more decisions than he has to. In particular, he never makes a decision that can reasonably be delegated to a provost, vice president or other lieutenant.

Even in small colleges and universities there are compelling reasons why a leader should consistently delegate most decisions to selected ones of his lieutenants. The first has to do with time constraints. Making a good decision is hard, time-consuming work, and no leader can make many good decisions in a month’s time, much less in a day or a week. So he needs to carefully reserve for himself only the most important decisions, and cheerfully delegate the rest.

A second major factor in favor of delegation is that it helps develop and nurture strong lieutenants. A leader can’t expect his lieutenants to grow and grow up unless he gives them the opportunity to make real decisions that will have real consequences for the institution, without their being constantly second-guessed by the leader.  

Finally, the contrarian leader who is willing to delegate almost all decisions to lieutenants has an opportunity to build a much stronger and more coherent university than does the leader who tries to make all the decisions himself.   



Within the art of delegating decisions, there is the need on occasion for a university leader to appear to be making decisions when in fact he is not. In April of 1992 the City of Los Angeles became engulfed in a horrific and bloody riot, triggered by a jury’s acquittal of several police officers who had beaten an arrested motorist named Rodney King. In actual fact, the rioters left USC untouched, but at the height of the disturbances (which surrounded the university’s campus) we fully expected to suffer widespread arson, looting, beatings, and even murder.  



Fortunately, the university had a well-developed emergency plan for dealing with a catastrophic earthquake. One of our vice presidents, surveying the growing mayhem from the top of a university building during the early hours of the riot, said to himself, “This looks like an earthquake to me!” and forthwith ordered the implementation of our earthquake emergency plan. With that, students from outlying housing were brought in to temporary quarters in the central campus, every university police officer and all physical plant staff were called back to active duty, the perimeter of the campus was secured, observers with radios were placed atop strategic buildings, phone banks were set up to deal with tens of thousands of calls from parents of students and families of staff, and a centralized command-and-control post was opened to coordinate the entire business.



What was the president’s role during the three days of rioting? I walked around and showed the flag, so to speak. I shook hands, chatted with students and staff, asked questions, listened to people tell their stories, and gave out copious compliments and reassurances. Everyone thought I was in charge, making seventeen decisions a minute, but I really wasn’t. Instead, all the decisions were being made by people who had been trained for months in the handling of a catastrophic emergency.  



Was my presence on campus useful? Yes, very. The fact that the president of the university was highly visible night and day during the riots gave everyone a sense of security, which probably helped reduce panic and improve cooperation among our students and staff. But in terms of decision-making I was careful to delegate everything to lieuten​ants while taking full responsibility for whatever might go wrong.  



A leader should also be careful not to rush into making decisions that lie beyond the scope of his authority. In the late 1980s, when I was president of SUNY-Buffalo, our law school faculty decided to ban representatives of the judge advocate general corps from recruiting in the law school building because of the federal government’s policy prohibiting homosexuals from serving in the armed forces. The matter was quickly appealed to me. Rather than jump precipitously into the hornet’s nest of gays in the military, I decided first to find out who actually had the authority to ban various persons from using a particular university building. Was it the faculty for whom that building was home? The president? The SUNY-Buffalo Governing Council? The chancellor of the SUNY System? The SUNY System Board of Trustees?



Eventually everyone, including even the law school faculty, agreed that the authority to prohibit certain persons or groups from using university facilities lay exclusively with the president. This process of pinpointing the locus of authority automatically transformed the law faculty’s action from an actual banning of the JAG corps, to a simple recommendation to the president that the JAG corps should be banned. This transformation in turn changed the nature of the decision I had to make, because in academic circles it is one thing for a university president to decline to approve a faculty recom​mendation, and quite another for him to overturn a decision which the faculty feel is legitimately theirs to make.



Moreover, if it had turned out that the authority for banning people from the law school building lay exclusively with the law faculty and not with the president, then I would have been absolved from making any decision at all.  I might have publicly expressed agreement or disagreement with the faculty’s decision, but I wouldn’t have had to take responsibility for it.



The foregoing example is instructive as to why a university leader should avoid, whenever possible, engaging in a two-front war when it comes to decision-making – that is, quarrelling simul​taneously over who has the authority to make a particular decision, and what the decision should be.

The Contrarian’s Guide to Innovation



At the heart of contrarian academic leadership is a certain intellectual and creative independence that allows the leader to find new horizons of opportunity and novel solutions for seemingly intractable problems. Toward this end the leader must work assiduously to cultivate in himself and in his advisors the capacity to think free—free, that is, from all prior restraints. It’s popular these days to talk about thinking out of the box or brainstorming, but thinking free takes that process to the next level, staying in a mode of inventiveness long after one has left one’s bounds of comfort.  



Thinking free was the secret to many of my successes as an inventor of electrical devices, and very naturally translated into an effective tool for university leadership. The key to thinking free is first to allow your mind to contemplate really outrageous ideas, and only subsequently apply the constraints of practicality, practicability, legality, cost, time, and ethics. Thinking free is an unnatural act; not one person in a thousand can do it without enormous effort.

   

It’s well known among engineers that the most important inventions in a particular field are often made by people who are new to that field--people who are too naïve and ignorant to know all the reasons why something can’t be done, and who are therefore able to think more freely about seemingly intractable problems. The same is true of the leadership of universities: it’s often fresh blood and a fresh perspective from the outside that can turn an ailing organization around.



When my wife and I were interviewing in the early 1980s for the presidency of the State University of New York at Buffalo (a.k.a. the University at Buffalo, or simply UB), we saw a university with great underlying strengths and numerous superficial problems. Unfortunately, the problematic surface was all that was perceived by most of UB’s constituencies at the time.



Never in our lives had we encountered a university that was so down on itself, or that was held in such low esteem by so many of its own faculty, students, administrators, townspeople, and alumni. The body politic of the university seemed to be bruised all over—whenever we touched it, no matter how gently, it seemed to quiver and shrink back a bit. There were also formidable economic and political obstacles blocking UB’s development.  



However, from my wife’s and my perspective, we saw that the inner core, the infrastructure if you will, of the University at Buffalo was in exceedingly good health, and that the possibilities for advancing the university were much greater than many realized. The next nine years more than justified Kathryn’s and my seemingly unfounded optimism. By the end of that period UB had been elected to the prestigious Association of American Universities (only 61 of the more than 3,500 colleges and universities in America are members of the AAU; UB was the first public university in New York or New England to have been elected), sponsored research funding had tripled, applications for admission had doubled, we had completed or begun construction of more than two million gross square feet of new buildings at a cost of more than $400 million, UB was raising more private funds each year than all the other SUNY campuses combined, and U.S. News and World Report had named UB as one of the five most rapidly-rising universities in the country.



Was it a miracle? No. Was the president a genius? No. It was just that my wife and I, coming from our experiences at the University of Nebraska, Purdue University and the University of Illinois, were able to see UB and its surrounding community from a very different perspective. In other words, our thinking about UB was freer and less constrained than that of our colleagues and peers in Western New York.

Conclusion:  The Need for Contrarian Academic Leadership

Studies of leadership are often unduly influenced by nostalgia and the benefit of hindsight. During a crucial juncture in the American Revolution, members of Congress openly doubted the abilities of the Continental Army’s commander-in-chief, George Washington. Historian Norman Gelb notes that John Adams, at a dark hour of the war, wrote in his diary: “Oh, Heaven! grant Us one great Soul! …  One leading mind would extricate the best Cause, from that Ruin which seems to await it.”   

Washington obviously carried with him no mystical blueprint for unlimited success, no formula or checklist that worked miracles in every situation.  He did, however, bring a contrarian’s approach to leadership, combining deliberate and effective decision-making with imagination, courage, and grueling hard work.  

Today’s academic leaders need that same contrarian approach. They can’t copy anyone else’s approach on the way to excellence; in fact, they often can’t even maintain their existing position without doing things in new ways. The playing field of academic leadership is being reshaped dramatically by economic and social forces. The ongoing commercialization of education is both a threat and an opportunity, and university leaders will need enormous amounts of creativity and self-discipline to balance the traditional values of the academy against the potential benefits of the marketplace.

Within this realm of uncertainty and possibility, the contrarian leader recognizes that his calling is an art, not a science. Effective management may be a science—although I have my doubts—but effective leadership is purely an art. In this sense, leadership is more akin to music, painting and poetry than it is to more routinized endeavors. And just as there is no one true theory of art, there is no true theory of leadership. 

This makes the contrarian academic leader’s experience at times more exhilarating than that of other leaders, and at times more excruciating. But it will always be his experience – one for which he willingly takes responsibility. And what could be a greater or more meaningful adventure in leadership than that?

Sample’s Golden Mean and Other Comments 

Larry Faulkner, President, University of Texas at Austin

It is a pleasure to have the opportunity to comment on Steve Sample’s paper, which is really an appetizer for his marvelous book, The Contrarian’s Guide to Leadership. I commend it to everyone here. There is no academic leader in America whom I admire more than Steve. What he has accomplished is remarkable, and through it all he has remained both humane and largely in good humor. His paper here and his book highlight favorite methods of his that might actually be practiced and learned by others. Of course, Steve’s success also rests in large measure on sheer talent, and there is no way for any one of us to better ourselves in that direction. But we can better our methods, and Steve has put forward some useful ideas for this forum.


I admire Sample’s Golden Mean, which is the abbreviated name I give to his rule of 70/30. Steve makes the point that a large part of a presidency is inevitably consumed with the countless small tasks, events, and acts that are required to maintain both momentum and the community of the university. A president or chancellor who resents these things and attempts to delegate his or her share of them will indeed soon trade away both momentum and community. Sample’s Golden Mean places the ideal fraction of the time dedicated to them at 70%, a sound figure, I believe. That leaves 30% of the time, in the ideal, for what Steve calls “substance,” by which he means engagement with that much smaller number of matters that will shape the future of the institution in a significant way. He goes on to highlight what we have all experienced, which is the tendency for time for substance to be traded away, so that the 70% becomes 80%, 90%, or even 100%. By setting out the rule of 70/30, Steve provides a really valuable guideline against which all of us can, and should, continually evaluate our use of time.


In his writings on leadership, Steve Sample places tremendous emphasis on thinking. “Thinking gray” and “thinking free” are ideas that he covers in his paper here. But for now, I want to just stress the thinking itself. Time to think evaporates so easily for a president, chancellor, or provost; yet, without serious thinking there is no real chance that an institution will do other than drift in the winds of fashion and passion. All of us, if we are honest, will admit to having seen a great deal of that kind of drift in the American academic world during our careers. I believe that the lack of time committed to serious, independent, creative thinking is one of the reasons for the surprising homogeneity of structure, identity, and approach to mission that we see across America today. We rightly celebrate the diversity among America’s institutions of higher education, but among those institutions the approaches to curriculum, finance, admissions, intellectual scope, and interface with the public do not vary so much, despite tremendously varied missions. Perhaps we would be a lot more effective in addressing the enormous challenges before us if we took more time to think and innovate, rather than being so prone to mimic our peers.


Central to Steve Sample’s philosophy is a concept of conversation, which shows up in this very principle of trying to preserve 30% of the time for substance. But, he also says something else in his paper related to this idea: 

Making a good decision is hard, time-consuming work, and no leader can 

make many good decisions in a month’s time, much less in a day or a week. So he needs to carefully reserve for himself only the most important decisions, and cheerfully delegate the rest.

What strikes me about this passage is not the admonition for us to delegate. All of us have heard that many, many times. The important idea is the way Steve sets out decision–making as a process, involving not just the ability to decide, but also the time required for careful study, for listening, for evaluation. There is only so much capacity for all that, and it needs to be expended carefully, almost according to a budget. This is an important concept that most of us disregard pretty regularly.


Finally, let me comment on the situational effectiveness of a leader, simply because I believe that there is a make-or-break aspect to it. Steve makes his point on this topic with his doubts about how the great Washington would fare in the political or military scenes of this day. The success of every leader is critically dependent on the match between that leader and the culture of the organization or society to be led. If the leader does not understand the culture intimately and is not fundamentally resonant with it, sheer leadership talent and superb technique rarely count for much. Substantial risks always attend both the decision by an institution to appoint a new leader and the decision of the leader to accept. Most factors that will ultimately determine success or failure can, at the time of appointment, be discerned darkly or not at all. But resonance with the culture is a factor that does lend itself to fair evaluation by both sides even in the stage of courtship, and it merits great weight in the decisions reached by all parties.

Chapter 8 

Virtue and Leadership: Good Leaders Must First Be Good People 

Albert Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State University
            Those invited to contribute essays for this forum were asked to “begin with an incident or issue that has impacted the author’s presidency.” Writing, as I

am, at the end of a 13-year tenure at Colorado State University and a 35-year career in higher education, my choice is not to begin with a specific incident, but

rather with a reflection on the leadership environment in which higher education operates today, an environment that is greatly changed from that in which most of

us have spent the majority of our careers. 

            Not long ago, The Chronicle of Higher Education ran an essay by Clara Lovett, president emerita of Northern Arizona University, bemoaning the

“dumbing down” of the college presidency, recalling the golden age of such academic leaders as Clark Kerr and Theodore Hesburgh and decrying a system that too often “screens out potential intellectual and educational leaders in favor of men and women who look, speak, and act like candidates for political office.”

Certainly, these words ring painfully true for many college presidents who spend their mornings grappling with state legislatures and their evenings courting alumni and donors. There no longer seems much time for thoughtful discussion about deeply held philosophical ideals, for reflection on the role of the university in society or for the sorts of interactions with students and faculty that drew many of us to higher education in the first place. Still, I would suggest this is not a trend limited to the academy. The role of the college president today increasingly parallels that of leadership in any large organization, demanding not only academic and administrative credentials but media savvy, political awareness, business acumen, strategic prowess and enormous stamina. We live in a time when our country and our system of higher education cry out for leadership; yet good people of passion and ability shrink from the call, unwilling to risk the all-consuming demands of the job and disheartened by the ruthlessness and meanness that so often define contemporary public roles. Any examination of leadership, therefore, cannot be divorced from the times, nor can university leadership be examined outside of the context of the larger society in which our institutions exist.

            Clearly, American society and the American dream are different now from what they were just a short time ago, changed dramatically over the last few

decades. Family, community, church, and government—the traditional pillars of our society--have different meanings and play different and less central roles in our lives. Even the greatest Pollyanna among us would have to admit that social responsibility and civic duty, if acknowledged at all, are too often hollow cliches,

with fewer and fewer people willing to defer personal gratification in the interest of broad societal benefit. Certainly tensions have always existed between

individual rights and the public good. But the emergence of this extraordinary emphasis on "self" over the past three decades has fostered a society that seems

paralyzed by deepening internal strife and division. Instead of strengthening the relationships among us, we seem intent on isolating ourselves, refusing ownership

of, and even contact with, the world around us. We seem a nation and a people in perpetual anger. When we view ourselves and our surroundings in this way,

we must ask, "Where do we go from here"? How does one begin to be a "leader" in such an environment? How do we keep good people from resigning important positions of leadership in despair, muttering quietly, "I really don't need this kind of abuse"?

            Don't think me a cynic. I'm not. Still, one cannot help but be frustrated by "leadership" as it now seems to be practiced in our country, by the general lack

of decorum among those who set our nation's example. Television commentators rub their hands with glee over every potential scandal, no matter how insignificant. Politicians act as if bipartisanship were the moral equivalent of crossing the River Styx. Corporations have adopted polite euphemisms like "down-sizing" to separate their operations from the people who compose them. In so many ways, we are reminded, daily, that virtue and leadership are too often at odds, as if one is incompatible with the other. In recent months, The New York Times has provided a dramatic illustration of this, demonstrating what transpires when leadership becomes more about the pursuit of power and prestige than about making good choices. Reporter Jayson Blair was exposed for having manufactured sources and stories out of his imagination. And while his misdeeds are now well-known, the far more serious question is how some of the news industry’s most prestigious leaders could not only sanction but reward such behavior. The experience of the Times’ leaders is far more telling than that of Blair himself. Blair’s editors did not set out to deceive; they were not engaged in any sort of conspiracy—they had no malevolent plan, nor were they grossly incompetent. Instead, they allowed themselves to become distracted from their responsibilities by the pursuit of prestigious prizes and an overwhelming competitive spirit. What transpired was simply the result of small daily decisions, choices made, problems overlooked, questions that went unasked and unanswered, egos allowed to run unchecked, leaders who permitted flattery to overwhelm their judgment. As one Times reporter commented, “It was pretty evident . . . that a sense of decency was either taken for granted or lost in the rush to pursue news with that high competitive metabolism rate.” And all of this led over time to a lowering of standards and to an overall failure of leadership at one of the most trusted and respected organizations in the world.

            So, what does all of this mean for higher education? The challenges facing college and university presidents are not materially different from those in charge of any other large organization, but the responsibility for leading with virtue is greater because of the role that our institutions play in society. Even in an era of budget reductions and intensified competition from “fast-food” education providers, higher education remains our society’s conscience—institutions that are empowered to question and challenge, that are expected to instill values and character, and that are perceived as standing for more than the pursuit of a healthy bottom line. 

            Before going any further, I should note that I claim no particular expertise on the topic of leadership. I have long felt leadership to be a matter of common sense, courage and intuition, nurtured by experience, and framed and directed by personal character.  Good leadership is a bit like a great work of art—difficult to describe, but you know it when you see it. Also, I believe in the possibility, with help perhaps, that great leaders will emerge from each generation—leaders who can restore our faith, return us to our foundations and help us to look toward the future with optimism and spirit. 

            One of the greatest challenges facing higher education today is to help our students understand the vital link between leadership and those values that sustain a democratic society—to nurture an understanding of what it means to lead, and to lead responsibly.

            Leadership is more than a combination of boundless energy and missionary zeal. A true leader is neither fanatic nor bully nor prophet. A leader is someone who has a vision of what the world ought to be and a desire to help in turning dreams to reality. A leader is one who knows the geography of her own interior . . . who relies not on trendy techniques or cute catch-phrases to make decisions, but on the values that compose her very core. We expect our leaders to have a glimpse of the future, of a time and place better than now. We expect them to coalesce and focus our concerns and dreams and inspire us to action in pursuit of this collective vision. But more important, we want to trust our leaders, to have faith in them, to be assured of their virtue and know they will make the right choices. Viewed in this way, virtue really becomes the basis of trust and, thus, of leadership.

            To me, virtue is not at all complicated—it is the embodiment of what is good and right in human life, the embrace and exercise of values that teach us how to be better people. The choice of values we hold dear, like the style of leadership we employ, is an intensely personal act. I doubt there is a unique set of values that defines virtue, but my own list would include truth and integrity, competence and commitment and, above all, compassion. And here’s why.

            I include truth because without it achieving intellectual equilibrium seems virtually impossible. Rationalizing to avoid the truth is one of the easiest things we do. How often do we lie to ourselves to bring comfort in our isolation, selfishness, and cynicism? Truth, it seems, is our only viable bridge to reality.

            Integrity, surely is our most precious commodity. It is the quality that allows us to remain steadfast in our convictions, to resist the temptations of power, status and money. It is the voice of conscience, the inner compass that allows us to steer a steady and true course.

            Through competence we assure our usefulness—to ourselves and others.  Competence is an acknowledgment that one of our most important duties as

human beings is first to determine and then to cultivate our abilities. I believe all of us incur a special debt to the world from the simple act of being: We owe our best efforts to humanity simply because we are a part of it.

            Commitment is not just duty or obligation or responsibility. It instills a reason to be, a passion for life. Commitment, in whatever form, expresses an unwillingness to lead a mediocre, half-lived life.

            Perhaps our most uniquely human quality is compassion. Moving toward a better world seems to require at least two critical ingredients: an acceptance of those things about ourselves and others that we or they cannot change; and a recognition that "reverence for life" is not merely a noble phrase, but a necessity for survival. The root of compassion is a willingness to suffer with others. It is a willingness to take on, not guilt, but the responsibility that comes with being human. It is a recognition that we are, indeed, are our brothers' keepers.

            Virtue, it seems, derives from the interplay of all these values—how they function together. On their own, they don't amount to much. Lacking integrity and truth, committed and competent criminals are in great supply. Lacking compassion, subjective truth becomes the rationale for much evil. Commitment on its own may lead to fanaticism. Compassion alone can lead to helplessness and despair. Even integrity, without these other values, can be reduced to rigidity and narrow-mindedness. But taken together, these values can lead one toward virtue—each depends on another and only together are they complete. And such values derive their greatest power when applied, not merely to the individual, but to the individual in society.

            Of course, we can have leadership—even effective leadership—without virtue, and we often do. Virtue is not something you earn along with your college diploma. Highly intelligent people will not automatically choose "good over evil." But virtue enhances the probability that leadership will be effective and good. Virtue allows one to take the high ground; to transcend the petty, the routine, and the mundane; to fight the urge to succumb to temptations of power, or status, or money; and to pursue a true course for collective good. I can think of few challenges where this is more true—and more important—than in leadership of our colleges and universities. So, how can we, as individuals and presidents, define and foster the kind of leadership that inspires confidence and assures success? Warren Bennis has written extensively on the subject of leadership, and he tells us it is not easy "to learn to be a leader":

"There is no simple formula . . . that leads inexorably to successful leadership. Instead, it is a deeply human process, full of trial and error, victories and defeats, timing and happenstance, intuition and insight. Books can help you understand what's going on, but for those who are ready, most of the learning takes place during the experience itself."

            I agree with Bennis that so much of what we can learn about the true nature of leadership must come from the pain and risks of personal experience. Yet, at the same time, the fundamental essence of our choices and our actions will reflect our values and perspectives—our own individual understanding of what it means to “do the right thing.” Stated more directly: Good leaders must first be good people.

            For more than 25 years, I’ve been keeping mental notes about things I think I’ve learned from personal experience about the nature of leadership. Ten years ago, I started to write what I call “My List: Assertions on Organizational Leadership.” This list has now grown to 40 assertions—and it changes occasionally, in keeping with my own sense of understanding and maturity. Some of these statements describe relationships to people, some are crucial to organizational progress and harmony, others presume to provide advice directly to leaders. From this list, I would like to isolate six points that seem particularly relevant to the challenges of leaders in complex organizations. Each assertion carries its own story and recalls for me a special experience that has shaped my

own understanding of leadership. 

            But first, why do leaders fail? For years, I’ve been intrigued and puzzled by this question. And here I don’t include the incompetent or the ill-prepared. My query is directed toward the perils of those thoughtful, intelligent, imaginative and insightful leaders, knowledgeable in the art of successful leadership. There are many from this group, national figures and others, who end their careers by resigning in disgrace, who are ushered out with fanfare or simply disappear, never again to be heard from—or worse, remembered. Such sorry events are invariably preceded by signs of impending failure: a dean who readily takes credit for all positive events but points fingers and assigns blame for failures; the CEO who continues to muscle through a decision long after all others have observed the folly of his original choice; the president who discounts the dignity of even a single individual—janitor or Nobel Prize winner; the supervisor who has not yet learned to say “good job” or “thank you”; the colleague or friend who finds fault in just about everything; and the list goes on. Are there ways to avoid failure and improve the odds of success? Perhaps. That, for me, has been the purpose of my list. Each observation on the list has grown out of a personal experience, and the following points seem particularly relevant for this forum:

1. Leaders must forego the luxuries of pessimism, cynicism, negativism, irresponsibility, and at times, independence.    

Nearly 30 years ago, shortly after accepting my first administrative position, my chemistry colleagues held a gathering to celebrate my change in status and to wish me well. We were a close-knit group and often found excuses to come together socially. Over time, I have come to observe, with few exceptions, that chemists are highly opinionated, hold strong views on virtually every topic, and possess a ready willingness to share their insights with all who will listen; I, as a chemist, am no exception. At my celebration party, as usual, it became my turn to offer a recitation on politics, our wretched university administration, or the sorry state of the departmental budget, and, as usual, I expected to be challenged, dismissed or ignored. To my surprise, the room fell silent, and everyone listened as I began to speak, nodding in agreement and smiling approvingly. Feeling encouraged, I began to embellish and take risks. “For once,” I thought, “they appreciate my wit, intellect and persuasive oratory.” And then, suddenly, truth sank in. Their attention, deference and courtesy had little to do with me or what I was saying. A week earlier, my remarks would surely have been rebutted or, more likely, simply ignored. But now, I had been given elevated stature, and my comments—as tired, mundane or outrageous as ever—were likewise accorded special status. What could this mean?

            Since that time 30 years ago, I have noted this reaction of individuals and audiences thousands of times. And I have learned from these experiences that people in positions of power, authority and responsibility incur an awesome obligation to others—an obligation that must be acknowledged and accommodated. When you’re a leader, your constituents depend on you in ways they don’t depend on others; they see you differently, listen to you more intently and completely. The people who look to you for leadership believe what you say, even if you don’t entirely believe it yourself! Your moods become their moods, your uncertainties become their uncertainties. And so, as leaders, we relinquish a portion of our discretion; we may no longer embrace or exhibit the qualities of sadness, cynicism, or pessimism that have the power to damage our organizations or the people within them. As leaders, we must believe in the future and its

Possibilities—or no one else will. 

            Each of us has his or her own image of a leader; we have deeply held beliefs about the comportment and behavior of our teachers, doctors, college presidents and others who seek our trust and loyalty. In spite of our temporary move toward individual isolation, we remain a people who generally harbor great respect and affection for our nation’s institutions and the stewards to whom we commit their care. And we are disappointed, often unforgiving, when our expected images are betrayed. In other words, leaders are and must be held to a higher standard—an observation surely worth remembering.

             2. Great institutions are seldom built by giant leaps, but rather by small steps taken consistently in the same direction. And progress is faster if one first effects common understandings of culture and values.

            Throughout much of the 1980s, as executive vice president and provost at Washington State University, I spent a great deal of mental energy worrying about planning and decision-making processes that could ‘guarantee’ institutional improvements in quality, stature and responsiveness to the needs of all clientele. When my daughter was born in 1988, I made a request of the Board of Regents for paternity leave; it was granted, and I became the first father at WSU to be formally granted such leave—which was conditioned; however, on my using any ‘extra time’ to do research on strategic planning. During this period, I read much of the work of noted authors and theorists on leadership, organizational management and behavior, strategic planning, and the structure and culture of successful organizations. From this period of study and reflection, I uncovered what seemed a critical ingredient of consistent organizational movement and success. My readings revealed that there are only a few organizations, IBM and Microsoft among them, that achieve greatness by huge leaps forward, and those rare few do so because they are fortunate “to introduce a new order of things.” Most other stellar organizations—profit, non-profit, public and private—reached their lofty status slowly, over long periods marked by steady and consistent progress. This observation led me to the question: Is it possible to design a management and/or leadership strategy that will ensure “steady and consistent progress”?

            Consider the example of a four-man-sculling team. If each member of the team executes his task in flawless harmony with the others, progress is faster and along a precisely determined channel. Universities are diverse places and in fulfilling their mission welcome discord, controversy, and dissent; believing that the path to truth and discovery can never truly be scripted. But, there are some aspects of the university, like other organizational entities, where harmony does produce success. What happens, for example, when a university community has strongly held common views about such matters as institutional vision, values, priorities, culture, operating philosophy, and so on? When such common understandings are strongly embraced throughout the university by faculty and staff, they determine the outcome of thousands of daily decisions made across the institution. ‘Common understandings’ produce solutions and directions that are faithful to institutional aspirations and most often lead to enhanced productivity and steady and consistent progress. 

            The central task of the leader, then, is the creation of an environment of common understandings. In addition to greater assurance of progress (there are no guarantees!), there are significant correlative benefits, including greater confidence in the delegation of authority to lower levels, a greatly enhanced sense of community and purpose, and a strengthened foundation of trust and open communication.

            The “Common Understandings” planning project, initiated at Washington State University and later transported to Colorado State University has, I believe, served both institutions well. At Colorado State, it has been the driver of our current status as the institution of choice for Colorado resident students, enrolling and graduating more in-state students than any other four-year campus in Colorado. It has also guided our efforts over the past decade as we’ve achieved record levels of research funding, private giving and legislative support; as we’ve revamped and strengthened our undergraduate core curriculum; as we’ve brought about a physical transformation of our campus; and much more.

3. Communication must be open, honest, direct and often. Versatility in communication is a skill worth developing. 

            First, I think it’s critical always to remind ourselves that “listening” may be the most important part of communication. And the truly skilled have even learned to listen while talking! Good communication, including listening, is necessary to build trust—and trust is the basis for moving, in concert, toward commonly held goals. Building trust demands that those in leadership roles make the effort to develop empathy with all affected stakeholders, to walk in their shoes as you would your own.

            On becoming president of Colorado State in 1990, I joined a campus with a significant history of achievement and a wealth of positive attributes. But it was also a campus experiencing the consequences of numerous changes in leadership in the president’s office over a dozen years. Phrases that described campus relationships at that time were “polarization between faculty and administrators,” “absence of trust,” “independent silos,” and “a pervasive sense of on-campus isolation.” The Faculty Council complained bitterly about salaries falling behind those of peer institutions and privately accused the administration of hiding resources and directing them toward non-academic priorities. This complex of concerns was clearly symptomatic of a near-complete breakdown in communication across all levels and in all directions. There was little hope of getting to the real business of the university until a way was found to restore trust and begin to build community.

            Within a couple of weeks, I made two promises to the faculty: First, I promised that future salary increases would be sufficient to make progress annually in closing the gap between Colorado State and its peers. We kept our promise to the faculty and funded salary increases through a combination of new revenues and internal reallocation of resources. Second, I promised to create an open budgeting process where faculty representatives to the University Budget Committee would have full and unrestricted access to all financial data available to the administration. I also emphasized that real shared governance implied and demanded full accountability by all—faculty and administrators alike. These two promises were honored meticulously and did much to restore trust and set the stage for broad institutional progress. These actions were quickly followed by a wide range of communications initiatives that sought to engage faculty, staff and students in the life of the university. These included regularly scheduled events on and off campus, “walkabouts,” lunches in student dining halls, special events for retired faculty and staff, open and frequent dialogues with faculty and student groups, and, it seems, every conceivable gathering in all possible venues involving all constituent groups. Written communication in the form of a periodic President’s Letter, statewide op-ed pieces, press releases, and direct mailings to alumni and friends became an indispensable way of informing our many publics about institutional values, priorities, and policies.

            The object of good leadership is to move an organization from one place to a better place, and in the end to feel good about the chosen path. Sustainable progress, however, is unlikely to occur without the trust and commitment of all stakeholders. How can this occur? We all want to be close to our leaders, know that they see and hear us, speak to us as individuals, and understand our pain, our fears, and our dreams. For the leader, this means developing a special resonance with each of the many people and groups important to the success of the organization. It means truly understanding and embracing the history, culture and perspectives of these diverse groups, as the basis of empathy for their concerns and aspirations. It means talking to people, all people, on their terms as

individuals and in their “language,” developing comfort in inner city and rural communities, corporate boardrooms, communities of color, across all income and

social strata, and with media and legislatures. When the leader begins to hear whispers that, “She’s one of us—she understands us,” the connection has been made. The challenge, then, is to continue to nourish the relationship and never to betray it, even unwittingly. One seldom, if ever, recovers from acts of betrayal, no matter how sincere the contrition. This is hard work, but for the leader who can muster this true and sincere brand of versatility in communication, the rewards are well worth the effort.

4. Diversity in people and ideas is a cornerstone of organizational strength. 

            A few days ago, in the wake of the U.S. Supreme Court’s ruling on the University of Michigan’s affirmative action programs, the following headline appeared on the front page of the Denver Post: “(Governor) Owens Slams Race as Factor.” The editorial page proclaimed, “Diversity Still a Hot Topic on College Campuses.” The same headlines could have been written in 1970 or 1990; how much have we progressed? The following paragraphs are taken from my 1995 State of the University Address and seem as timely today as then:

          “ . . . (O)ur mettle as a community has faced no greater test in recent years than that posed today by the ongoing divisive debate surrounding affirmative action. We all have been aware of what is happening nationwide around this issue—of the charged rhetoric that serves to demonize those on either side. It is an environment that attempts to pit fairness against quality, as if the balance of the two were an impossible ideal...

            “A national debate such as this one has the potential to cause much damage, to create divisions and wounds that take generations to heal. And sadly—amid all the oratorical warfare—it seems we have forgotten why affirmative action was created in the first place: to give all people, regardless of race, gender or ethnicity, the opportunity to participate in a meaningful way in the wealth and opportunities our society has to offer—to enjoy the same rewards for hard work and a good, fulfilling life that are enjoyed by the majority population. Quite simply, the goal is to give all people the opportunity to live life with dignity. That simple goal seems to have been forgotten in the zeal to roll back affirmative action and achieve political advantage.

            “How important is diversity to a university? Diversity, in its myriad forms, is as essential to the university as books and classrooms. Without diversity of people, ideas, perspectives, cultures, lifestyles and more, achievement of the university’s mission is impossible. Without diversity, pursuit of objective truth becomes a hollow, inaccessible abstraction. Without diversity, the university does not reflect society and thus cannot relate to society. Without diversity, our efforts to criticize and judge our world have no basis, no foundation. In other words, without diversity, there can be no university!”

            This was an important statement for our university and has been referenced countless times since it appeared in 1995. But the convictions that lie beneath those words guided the hands and hearts of our community long before that. One of my early experiences at Colorado State offers an example. In 1991, after tiring of the conflicting, though honest, reports from vice presidents and others about the climate our campus offered to students of color, I decided to create a structure that removed buffers and allowed me to see the university directly through the eyes of our students. This structure took the form of a group called the President’s Multicultural Student Advisory Committee; it reported directly to me and was staffed by the president’s office. The group has usually numbered about 30 students, chosen through an application process and comprising mostly students of color, although it is open to all. At each meeting, I reiterate the role of the group and my expectations for it, which are simple: I want to be able to see the university through a student’s eyes. When there are problems, I want to be able to call on students for help in crafting solutions and in putting these solutions into action. More than anything else, we want all our students to have a great experience at Colorado State—and these meetings give me a chance to tell this group, directly, that I value and care about them. True passion—as conveyed through thoughtful language and behaviors—is a critical aspect of leadership. When a leader lacks passion, or conveys an artificial or even blind enthusiasm for an issue, it will be noticed and it will undermine the trust that people have for that leader. As well, the president is the keeper of the culture, and his influence should neither be underestimated nor used unwisely. That is why, when meeting with groups such as this advisory committee, there can be no proxy, no stand-in, for the president. These students sense my passion for their concerns, they believe me, and because they do, they build a true connection to the university and become our ambassadors, both within and outside the institution. 

            In the early 1990s, around the time this group first came together, campuses around the country were wrestling with the idea of building Black and Hispanic houses or “cultural centers,” allowing students to isolate themselves in the name of comfort and cementing their cultural identity. But at Colorado State, we realized that if we were to do that, we would confound the reason all our students are here—to learn, to gain skills, and to develop the capacity to deal with whatever the world throws at them. To have access to all our country has to offer, students of color have to at least be bicultural, to understand and be able to cope with the majority culture as well as their own. To isolate them takes away their opportunity to develop those skills. And so, while it’s important to provide

new students with a safe haven, a refuge in which they can feel comfortable and at home during their transition to college life, it’s equally important to push them out after a time and encourage them to become fully engaged and a part of the greater community. 

            At Colorado State in the early 1990s, we had a series of advocacy offices situated in disparate locations around campus, and the members of the Multicultural Student Advisory Committee argued that if we could bring these offices together in a central location, increasing their accessibility and availability to the entire campus community, ultimately all our students would benefit. So, at the urging of the student committee, we built an addition to the Lory Student Center and found a way to create new and enriched spaces. The students developed the idea, I became its champion, and together, we were able to make it happen. The result has been a wonderful addition to our institution and has promoted overall pride in the campus and community. 

            The value of surrounding oneself with a diverse group of people cannot be overstated. As presidents and CEOs, we want to make the best possible decisions for our organizations, take maximum advantage of opportunities, solve problems and relieve pressures in the best way we can. I have not yet found that one person who has the knowledge, the experience, and the resources that will always lead inexorably to the right solution. When different talents and insights are brought to bear on a problem, we increase our odds of making the best choice for the institution. If I surrounded myself only with people who looked like me, thought like me, and behaved like me, I might add to my personal comfort and security but would add no substantial value to the institution; under such circumstances, one plus one, plus one, plus . . . can only ever be equal to one. Diversity provides the possibility, at least, of synergy.

            Many well-meaning presidents and CEOs may subconsciously start to feel threatened by the young vice president who’s energetic, ambitious, articulate, and talented. This is a trap in which many good leaders are ensnared, but one has to ask: If you deserve to be the president, why should you worry about such things? Do your institutions a favor and hire people of good character, support them well and let them excel. It works!

5. Genuine humility keeps ones feet firmly planted. And true humility consists of at least two main ingredients: An awareness that any aspect of one’s life can collapse in an instant—and sincere gratitude it has not. 

            All of us, no matter our role or occupation, can be lulled into believing our own press—fancying ourselves to be better and more important than we actually are.  Those in positions of leadership can fall prey to flattery, to the conviction that they alone have the right answers, or in the worst possible case, that they are above the law and the rules don’t apply to them. Regrettably, people in positions of power and authority are quite susceptible to such temptations, as news headlines remind us all too frequently. How can we avoid becoming so divorced from reality that we allow ourselves to stray down this wayward path? We need, in this world, a perspective that allows us to be grounded and have our feet firmly planted. Our worlds can change unexpectedly and in an instant . . . as bad as things are, they can always be worse.

            For me, this awareness was accentuated following the birth of my youngest daughter, Sadie. Sadie was born 12 weeks premature, and her tiny, fragile body endured more trauma in the first months of life than most of us will confront in a lifetime—heart surgery, infections, retinopathy of prematurity, intravenous feedings, and more. During the long weeks of her hospitalization, I remember feeling afraid to answer the telephone, fearing the phone call that would end it all, change my life, rob me of the child we loved and had wanted and planned for. Thinking back, I can still feel the sense of helplessness, desperation, and unending anxiety—all of which were a conscious recognition that I, who was so used to being in charge, had absolutely no control over something that meant more to me than my own life.

            Sadie lived, and today at age 8, she is healthy, whole, beautiful, and smart with the brightest smile imaginable. And as for me, I continue every day to feel grateful, thankful, and truly blessed. I’m also changed. The experience made me more patient, more tolerant, more understanding, and a bit less certain. I learned the real value of such phrases as “thank you,” “great job,” and “you made a difference.”

            While I don’t recommend that everyone come to this realization through the same route, understanding our own inability to control all the forces around us is important to good leadership. Certainly, it reveals our dependence on others for the success of our own efforts. But what about those times when we get airborne – and we will? How do we know it, and what can we do about it? These may be the most important questions of any in these pages. Because the problem is purely personal and often emotion-laden, the solution is not within us as the affected party. Consequently, in my experience, it has been critical to have people in my life, and close, who cared enough about me to tell me the truth, even when I didn’t want to hear it, and even when I might be hurt by it. There aren’t very many people who are willing to tell a CEO that he’s “full of it,” so leaders who seek balance must also seek ways to encourage their trusted lieutenants to summon the courage and will to be candid and truthful about such delicate but crucial matters. Our lives balance, at times, on precariously high wires, and we need to cherish those people who consistently help guide us back to the safety of solid ground.

6. Seek always to turn adversity to advantage; look for the “silver lining,” the ray of hope and opportunity. 

            Why is this so important? It is during times of stress that both the need for leadership and the risk of failure are greatest. It is also true that such difficult times offer the greatest opportunities for change and progress. Such opportunities occur within most organizations once or twice a year (more if we are really unlucky) always unexpected and uninvited, but providing an invaluable window to communicate to the public what the institution stands for and what it values. At these times, the positive alignment of institutional will and courage is heightened and most are willing to accept leadership and direction. Such times should not be squandered by seeking only to restore the institution to its former self. These are times to reach as high as possible and make the institution better in significant and sustainable ways. At Colorado State University, periods of crisis have produced some of our most notable achievements and enduring changes—a few offered in sparing detail can illustrate the point: 

Illustration #1. In 1992, an atmosphere of fear and intimidation in the Colorado State football program led to the firing of the popular head coach. The decision angered many alumni and fans, to the point where my family and I received death threats and torrents of hate mail. Still, I knew that any other decision would have been a betrayal of the institution’s values and the trust placed in me as its president. And more than that, I was bound by the

dictates of my conscience: It was the right thing to do. To have the courage of one's convictions is a prerequisite for effective leadership. I was not prepared, though, for the newspaper treatment of these events. Some vocal sports reporters and commentators sided with the coach, castigated me, and reported opinion as if it were fact. Newspapers pressed the story, kept it alive, embellished it, and used it as a basis for a raft of “feature articles.” The incident became surreal, nightmarish, and interminable. The “play” ended when several of the most celebrated football players called a press conference and described a football program more disturbing than anything even I had suggested. I observed, as well, the emotional investment and stridency of alumni and fans; and noted how quickly many people tried to distance themselves from me—vice presidents, colleagues, even people I’d thought were my friends—doubted my presidency would survive the crisis and moved rapidly to avoid casting their lot with mine. It was a lonely time, and I must admit I could, in hindsight, have handled some things better.

                        But these events allowed our campus to make a significant statement about the role of the student-athlete and the relationship of athletics to the greater university. They also sparked in me a resolve to create an athletic program that would be a source of institutional pride, built on the best notions of integrity, fair play, and an emphasis on athletes as students first. In the 10 years since those dark days of 1992, our football program has won its conference championship six times, participated in seven bowl games, and is viewed by many nationwide as a model program. As a postscript, it was an important, though troubling, reminder that relationships are often little more than veneer for people in positions of authority, and those who stand beside us in times of crisis deserve our deepest gratitude and respect. 

Illustration #2. In summer 1993, a group of skinheads attacked an African-American high school student in downtown Fort Collins, during a time when the student was in our town to participate in a pre-collegiate program on the Colorado State campus. Rather than simply bemoaning the callousness of those who could perpetrate such an act, the community of Fort Collins with leadership from the university, seized the opportunity to rally and pledge openly and loudly its commitment to eliminate discrimination. The resulting campus-community partnership has led to wide-ranging efforts, including a vibrant celebration each year of the Martin Luther King holiday and enhanced community support services for people who find themselves confronting racism and intolerance. In part because of this galvanized spirit of community, Colorado State has experienced record enrollment of students of color in each of the last six years. And many would now say we have become a warm and inviting place for all who come to work and study here.

Illustration #3. The Fort Collins flood of 1997 devastated the Colorado State campus and resulted in physical damage estimated at approximately $140 million. People in our community died during the disaster. On our campus, faculty saw their offices, along with years of their work, washed away. Library books were swept from the shelves, turning up blocks away in the street. Entire buildings became uninhabitable overnight.

            And all of this occurred only a handful of weeks before school was scheduled to begin. It was, without question, the most devastating experience our campus has endured, and we easily could have lapsed into an era of self-pity and doubt. But the obligations of leadership were clear: We knew that while we could repair buildings and fix computers, the human psyche is much more fragile. If we didn’t tend to people and treat them well, we could lose forever our most precious asset and any physical recovery would be a hollow victory. And so, as an institution, we pledged to do everything possible to make people whole: to restock personal libraries, make faculty spaces better than ever, and create a fund managed by faculty to cover faculty losses! We vowed that classes would start on schedule, and that we would rebuild our institution to make it better than it had ever been before. And we succeeded! From this tragedy, the University has been able to create a strong and ongoing sense of unity and community. What’s more, the campus is now much better physically, programmatically and aesthetically than ever.

Illustration #4. As at every college and university in the country, the 2001 World Trade Center bombing caused considerable angst and fear on campus. Students, many of whom were too young to have had any real experience with war and the loss that results, questioned how such a thing could have happened  and whether such acts of terrorism could somehow be prevented in the future. While feelings and emotions about 9/11 were still quite raw, the Chancellor of the University of Denver and I talked about how our campuses, together, might channel this questioning spirit into an opportunity to engage our campuses and the statewide community in a compelling discussion about our nation and its role in the world. The result was a joint effort, “Bridges to the Future: American History & Values in Light of Sept. 11th,” a yearlong series of programs, discussions and

activities that focused on the values we profess as a nation and how those play out in our practices and politics. Through “Bridges,” we were able to direct some of the fear and frustration of 9/11 into a renewed sense of civic commitment and responsibility, a spirit that will continue to serve and inspire our state for some time to come.

Conclusion

           From each of these crises, our institution was able to emerge stronger and better than it had been before. Why? During a crisis, cynicism, dissent, and resistance are muted or in full retreat. There is, as well, a resolve and unity of purpose that inspire concerted action. At few times can one match the unique opportunity of deft and skillful leadership to harness and direct the shared values that bind and unify a campus community.

            Unfortunately, there is no tried and true recipe for successful leadership, no magic formula to make the outcome certain. Still, as each of my examples

illustrates, successful leadership involves seizing every opportunity to teach, to listen, and to learn from those with whom we interact. And I also know this: If the

pursuit of virtue guides the hands and hearts of those we choose as our leaders, the road ahead holds great promise. Stated once more, good leaders must first

be good people. In the end, it really is as simple as that.

            As I noted at the beginning of this essay, the climate for contemporary leadership is more combative, more complex, and at times more frustrating than

any of us would wish. Clearly, the challenges of leading any large, diverse organization are great, and the personal and professional demands placed upon today’s leaders are daunting. But in the end, leadership offers unparalleled rewards to those who accept the call. In committing these thoughts to paper, I’ve had an opportunity during the last days of my presidency to reflect on the past 13 years—the pleasure and hard work that have helped to bring about a transformation in our campus and its sense of mission and identity. And two of leadership’s greatest rewards seem particularly clear to me now: It is a privilege to have the opportunity to be involved in something important and lasting; and it is an honor to be in a position to have an impact on the lives of other people. I am most grateful for both opportunities.

Serving Other People Rather Than Serving Yourself

William Gordon, Provost, Wake Forest University

I couldn’t read Al Yates’ paper without remembering this quote by General Schwarzkopf. Schwarzkopf said that great leadership almost always arises from a potent combination of character and strategy. He added that if you must be without one of those, be without strategy. This quote doesn’t downplay leadership skill. What it emphasizes is that good leadership is almost always dependent upon personal qualities and characteristics, personal values, even character.    

Virtue and Goodness


There are two things in the paper I really appreciate. First, in talking about leadership outside the traditional leadership literature, Al actually uses the terms “virtue and goodness.” When university presidents gather, those are words we usually avoid, partly because they are difficult to define. We avoid them because they are difficult to assess. For me, I feel a little uncomfortable when people talk about a close examination of virtue and goodness because I’m afraid I wouldn’t escape from that examination completely unscathed. I think it makes us a little uncomfortable to focus on that kind of dimension. But, if you do look through the Chronicle of Higher Education for the last year, it’s almost as if we’ve been inundated with story after story of presidents who failed leadership efforts that are tied in some way to matters of virtue. So, I found it refreshing that when we are talking about leadership in more conceptual terms, that we’re calling this by its name.


One of the other things that I appreciated in the paper was that Al didn’t leave us wondering about how he defined virtue. He laid out that constellation of values that, from his perspective, reflect virtue and promote leadership. He’s very careful to say that he’s not trying to convince us that there’s this magic list. He says that everyone would have their own list. What’s important here is that he did in fact try to define virtue for us.


Monk, you obviously think this is important. You think that when you’re interviewing someone, you look at these things. I was impressed with what David said about going around and looking at the qualities of the people on his leadership team, what’s there and what’s missing. If virtue and goodness are such important contributors to leadership, and if we as universities are in the constant process of trying to attract leadership to our campuses in terms of students and faculty and staff, one of our prime responsibilities is to develop effective leadership. We need to know what it is. People keep taking a stab at it. But getting a more concrete idea of what virtue really is, what values reflect it, is an important thing to know.

Servant Leadership


Leadership tends to be one of those things that people will often look at and say, oh well, it’s a hard thing to define, but you’ll know it when you see it.   There are apparently a lot of universities lately that have not known it when they’ve seen it. They failed to look for it very hard at the outset, or, they failed to see the absence of it. So, at some point in time, in terms of taking something that is ill-defined, it’s time to start applying a definition to it. It’s probably important for institutions to take stock in their leadership.


Al, your suggestion that everyone will have their own list gives me a little bit of license and permission. I’m going to say there’s one thing we touch upon repeatedly.   

There’s something I would add to your list.  It’s not so much a value, as a motive for seeking leadership positions or a predisposition. You almost said it this morning, David, when you started talking about the orienting toward others. That critical thing that may be missing, that I believe contributes to virtue and that I believe promotes effective leadership, is this genuine desire to serve an institution or to serve other people rather than serving yourself.  
We have a leadership forum every year that Tom Hearn sponsors, for student leaders. They always have a keynote speaker. This year the keynoter was Wake Forest’s new chaplain, Tim Auman. Tim has become a celebrity on this campus as well as throughout Winston-Salem because he is the first non-Baptist chaplain Wake Forest has ever had. That created a little bit of a stir throughout our community and certainly on campus. It has given Tim a real challenge in terms of taking on that leadership position. He spoke for a while at the forum about what it’s like to become a celebrity. That was interesting in and of itself.   How do you go from not having a high profile to having a high profile?   

Then, he really focused his remarks, as he was talking with students, on a distinction. The distinction made was between what he called a celebrity leader, someone who seeks leadership positions because of the limelight, and status, and personal benefits that are normally associated with those positions, as opposed to what he called the servant-leader. The servant leader is a person who pursues leadership out of a genuine desire to serve an institution and its people.  

The parallel, Al, was to read your paper having heard that presentation because just as you say—sometimes people without virtue can lead very effectively. One of the points he made to students was that celebrity leaders who are more focused upon themselves can in fact be effective, but it’s more by happenstance. It happens when the personal agenda of that leader happens to overlap with the goals of the institution. But, in the long term, he said that it’s the servant leader who’s going to be more effective.  

He gave a number of examples. If you’re responsible for creating an institutional vision, the people who are servant leaders are drawn to an institution and its people because they have an affinity and respect for the values and principles in that community.

In order to create a realistic institutional vision, that vision in some way must reflect the values of that institution and its people. That’s a much easier thing to do if you yourself have bought into those values.   

A second thing that the institutional of vision promotes is making sound decisions when looking outward, beyond the institution. Decisions can be made on the basis of institutional concerns, not personal values. That sounds trite, but it’s a powerful difference. When you are making decisions on the basis of those institutional concerns, I think you will usually find a person who has entered that leadership position because they have a certain respect for and confidence in the people in that organization. The leader trusts the people in the organization. They engage people in the decision-making process much more often. They tend to give credit where credit is due. Successes occur because everyone is looking beyond themselves.

I think there are a number of things that flow from that simple distinction.  I’m not sure if that kind of orientation grows out of the values that Al is talking about or whether that orientation itself causes people to display those kinds of values that are good for the institution and leadership. I don’t know which comes first.  

The only other point I would make, Al, relates to my experience as president of the University of New Mexico. Sometimes doing the right thing is struggling in an impossible situation and never coming to a conclusion in your own mind that is right. That is one of the most difficult things you ever have to do. I know that following the situation I had thousands of letters and e-mails over a period of two weeks. I was asked to write an op-ed piece. I said that we had the luxury of doing what is right because whatever we do we’re going to lose substantial support for this university. But even as I wrote that, I had no idea of what was right. 

Leadership Models: From Wylie Coyote to Homer

 Larry Penley, President, Colorado State University
In reading Tom Hearn’s paper I found myself struggling with the issue of culture. I find it helpful to ask four questions: (1) how does one lead? (2) What does one do? (3) To what end does one lead? (4) Under what constraints does one lead?

I connected each of these questions with a separate person or character.  First, how does one lead? I connect that with Homer. What does one do? I connected with Michelangelo. The third, to what end does one lead? I connected with Father Wojtyla. Under what constraints, I connected with Wylie Coyote, the cartoon character.

Under What Constraints

I’ll start with Wylie Coyote, under what constraints. Wylie Coyote can be thought of as a leader. He has vision. He has focus. And he’s really persistent at going at that roadrunner. And usually we think of leadership in terms of vision, persistence, and focus. So, there’s a certain connection between Wylie Coyote and leadership.  

            Of course equally significant is understanding the constraints that Wylie Coyote faces. The constraints are extremely important in understanding that cartoon. He never succeeds. He uses outrageously innovative approaches to capture the roadrunner, and it’s always entertaining. Indeed, in this environment one does not expect the roadrunner to lose. One doesn’t expect Wylie Coyote to win. If the roadrunner lost and Wylie Coyote won, we wouldn’t watch it anymore. It wouldn’t be entertaining.  

So, the constraints are really important in making this a successful cartoon. It is why I try to teach myself that culture always trumps strategy. When I think about strategy I try to remind myself that indeed it is the culture that will allow me to succeed. Strategies are very much a sidelight to that. Greg Farrington said yesterday, “after all you are a community, and the community has values” reminding me once again that it is the culture that is so important. The constraint to work within the culture and its values is what allows the leader to foment change and accomplish something. I use Wylie to remind myself of the constraints of culture and to work within them.

To What End?

 To what end does leadership intend? I connect this question with Father Boteewa (Pope John Paul II). As a catholic, I found myself having a great deal of trouble understanding this fellow. It goes back to the very first day when Yolanda (my wife) and I were in Venezuela. I was teaching as an assistant professor. We were on one of the little buses when we heard that John Paul I died. Everyone was quite upset. Very quickly a second pope was chosen who also took the same name. This particular pope had been enigmatic to me: why did he behave the way he behaved?  

Gradually I began to understand that he didn’t act as most popes. He was fundamentally a priest. He behaved as a priest. As a priest he is a particular kind.  He comes more out of the Eastern tradition. He is a contemplative. He believes that the priest stands between us and the unknown, us and God. As a priest, he bridges the chasm between what we are and can be. He acts as a means of revelation. This is central to his conception of self, and what a good priest does. Wojtyla represents for me the question of “to what end?” for a leader. 

One has a precedent view, I believe, if one is a good leader of what institutional opportunities there are in a university. Developing this view, the leader defines the institution’s future in light of what this leader believes lies ahead. There is an acceptance, I suspect, in a good leader in a university of a responsibility to build a culture that reaches forward, that bridges from what we know now to what could be known or what end result we would like to have for the institution. Victor Hugo said, “good government consists of knowing how much future to introduce into the present.” Leadership as well, I suspect, consists of knowing how much future to introduce into the present; but, perhaps more importantly, recognizing that good leadership is introducing the future into the present. I focus upon John Paul II, not in his role in the papacy, but in his role as a priest.

What Does A Leader Do?

The third question was, “What does one do as a leader?” I relate to that with Michelangelo. I suppose that’s because I’ve always taken the story that was once told to me about Michelangelo so very seriously. Again, it’s a reminder to myself about how to lead. When Michelangelo was asked, “How in the world do you create such beauty?” He replied so simply “The beauty is already in the stone.  All that I do is remove the ugly parts.” When I think of leadership I think of Michelangelo’s story. The real action is what leadership is about; it’s not the visioning. So many of our faculty are very bright, intellectually-capable people, but all are not leaders. What they don’t understand is what Michelangelo is saying about revealing that beauty and the hard work that’s necessary in a stonecutter. 

Jim [Barker] yesterday commented that he found himself doing a lot more rowing than steering. To me that’s what Michelangelo was talking about. Or when Freeman [Hrabowski] was depicting himself walking around campus and talking with campus, interacting with students—he was talking about the acting part of this. When leadership is described as something abstract, I am reminded of the hard work that leadership really is about—the step-by-step work of using a hammer and a chisel, and the humility that is required of the stonecutter.

How Does One Do It?

The fourth question is “how does one do it?” I connected that with Homer.  Because all of us still read the Odyssey, all of us understand the great stories that Homer created. Homer developed a mythology of symbolic images and narratives that still speak to the human experience today. It speaks to us because it speaks about culture, about human culture. What a leader does is exercise a Homeric responsibility to bring to life through narrative and metaphor what we cannot easily express for ourselves. It’s a teaching responsibility, one that creates meaning about the future through the symbolization process. The Homeric responsibility is carried out step-by-step through communication, discourse, dialogue, and debate—the very thing we see in universities.  

By virtue of metaphor, the leader captures a reasonable probability about the future and uses the existing culture to bridge from where we are to where we might be. 

Summary

In summary, under the constraints of an institutional culture, a leader provides for an end state by the hard work of symbolizing dreams and hopes for the future of the faculty, staff, and students of the university. The leader exercises a Homeric responsibility as a stonecutter, like Michelangelo, to reveal the future under the constraints of what we hope is not the digital world of Wylie Coyote.

Vision, Transparency, and Passion

David Hardesty, President, University of West Virginia.

Good Afternoon. Before I comment on Dr. Yates’ paper, I want to thank those responsible for getting us together here today to discuss leadership, a topic in which I have had far more than a passing interest.

I think it vital for those of us “ . . . immersed in the day-to-day activity of taking people from one place to another,” as Dr. Yates would say, to share our experiences. Howard Gardner said that telling stories is one of the most effective tools for a leader. Dr. Yates’ reflections on his own experiences made his paper especially insightful for other leaders.

We learn about leadership both through a vast literature that includes theoretical reviews, case studies, and biographies, and through our daily experiences. As we accumulate experiences, our readings become more meaningful.

Today, I will respond to Dr. Yates using both my experiences and the insights of others gained through reading.

All of my remarks are predicated on strong agreement with the axiom of his paper, and that is leaders must first be good people. Like the “golden rule,” the simplicity gives his theme timeless strength. It has been my experience that trust and integrity are among the most admired traits of leaders. Virtue, however defined and perceived, goes a long way to getting leaders over rough spots in the road. I can think of many examples where leaders have made mistakes, misspoken, or have even taken a few misguided steps. Where those leaders have had the confidence of their constituents, they have been largely excused for temporarily failing to meet expectations—for being human. What is not excused, and what can rightfully destroy credibility, is a perceived breach of trust or lack of integrity.

Against this backdrop, Dr. Yates teases out a number of lessons—a few of which I want to underscore.

First, I want to lift up Dr. Yates’ assertion that leaders need to have an understanding of their environment, a vision for where we ought to go and, most of all, integrity in their decision-making.

In recent years, I have been thinking a lot about the term “transparency” in connection with leadership. I agree with Dr. Yates that in a large complex organization like a university, the traits of integrity, competence, commitment, and compassion are evidenced, or not, by the actions and the words of its leaders. I think organizations easily sense when a leader is inconsistent in his commitment, or when his integrity seems dependent upon convenience.

Law judges render opinions. The reasons for their decisions provide the moral support undergirding the rule of law. Leaders also make decisions daily, and I think that the reasons for those decisions should be as obvious as the judge’s reasoning. In fact, the reasoning of the leader should be so obvious as to give clear guidance to other members of the leadership team and constituencies that their own decisions clearly align with the organization’s previously announced mission, vision, values, goals and objectives. 

To the degree that everyone in an organization is a leader, and I believe this is especially true in higher education, it is important to be transparent—absolutely clear—about what you value and what you expect. Dr. Yates makes this point as well by positing that progress is accelerated when a leader is able to affect a common understanding of culture and values.

I became president of WVU a little over 8 years ago. It is not important to detail the environment I observed, other than to say I left little doubt among the university’s constituents about what the core value of the institution would be: student-centeredness. The simplicity of this value made it robust enough to serve as a common denominator for decision-making across campus. I later expanded the value to one of being “other-centered,” which had added relevance for our hospitals and extension service. The point was that we had to be outwardly focused on those we serve: students, patients, research partners, 4-Hers, and the many others who depend on a land-grant like WVU. By giving the decision-making process this kind of centrifugal force, the values, mission, and goals of the organization more easily aligned and the rewards came back in spades. 

Second, Dr. Yates causes us to reflect on change at different points in his essay.
Society changes—it inevitably changes. In many respects, what we do is accommodate societal change on our campuses. We actually model changes and should do so constantly. There are very few institutions (the church and government come to mind) which are as interactive with society as are universities. We are usually the first to understand the implication of significant events such as the dawn of the Internet, the launching of the genome project, or the war in Iraq. For this reason, what happens on campuses is often a reflection of and a facilitator for what will happen next in society. This certainly presents the opportunity for those of us in higher education to help bring about the changes we clearly see as needed in society.

As Dr. Yates shared through a story, a leader will need the courage to persevere, especially when the need for change is not readily supported. This courage can come from unexpected sources—a letter, a friend, a book, or a family member. One of the most memorable examples in my experiences occurred several years ago when I proposed putting faculty in the residence halls to serve as academic mentors for our freshmen. As you might expect, there was some initial skepticism from some who did not believe the role of a university extended outside the classroom. During a faculty meeting where I was fielding criticisms for the proposal, I asked how many in the room had sons or daughters attending WVU. Only a few hands went up. I asked how many had sons or daughters in the residence halls. One hand remained up and that faculty member said, “Implement this plan as fast as you can.” Today, the resident faculty leader program is one of the hallmarks of our campus. That faculty member helped give me the courage to persevere.

Of course, leaders do not always have the opportunity to set forth methodically a case of change. I am reminded of John F. Kennedy’s response when a little boy asked him how he got to be a hero. He simply said, “Son, they shot my boat out from under me.” Dr. Yates suggests that out of crisis can come our most notable achievements and enduring changes.

I think it is helpful to distinguish between what causes insights about what needs to be done on the one hand, and how we actually get things done on the other. The onset of a crisis can help us see our needs clearly. But planning how to respond is equally as important as the recognition of the need to change. Often, the decisions will be real-time, made without the benefit of complete information. Remember, General Eisenhower said the first thing he had to do when the troops hit the beach at Normandy was to throw out some of their plans. But they would not have reached the beach without a plan. As leadership scholars Heiftetz and Linsky say, “A plan is today’s best guess. Tomorrow you discover the unanticipated effects of today’s actions and adjust” (p. 73)
. I believe Dr. Yates would remind us that while plans may change dramatically, the integrity of leaders and the values upon which they base decisions should not.

Third, I echo Dr. Yates’ strong commitment to diversity—expressed in both his words and his deeds. 

Dr. Yates asserted that “The value of surrounding oneself with a diverse group of people cannot be overstated . . .when different talents and insights are brought to bear on a problem, we increase our odds in making the best choices for our institution.” Different insights and talents are rooted in one’s learning style. Similarly, Howard Gardner asserts that there are 7 intelligences and none of us possesses them equally.

About seven years ago, our provost requested that all of us on our leadership team be tested for leadership proclivities and talents. We took a leadership style inventory developed by Bernice McCarthy. What we found was that our leadership team was in fact diverse, not only in color and background, but also in our approaches to problems. We expect our provost to ask for data, because he is highly analytical. We have others who simply shout, “Let’s go! Let’s at least try this,” without really thinking through the practicalities. We also confirmed that once we decide where we want to go, we have some who are best at actually getting the tasks done. We even have dreamers among us.

Most importantly, we found that we need all of our distinct “voices” in the room to best address critical issues. We try to remember this in the hiring process. For this reason, at the beginning of every search, we don’t say we are simply going to replace the person who has retired or left the campus. We ask rather “How shall we re-define this job now that we have the opportunity to do so? What kind of leadership qualities does the team need now?”

Fourth, in talking about humility, I think Dr. Yates is advising us to recognize the limitations of our own abilities as leaders.
We cannot “fix” everything and must rely on the contributions of others, especially those that simply ground us in the gravity of our own flaws. To this point articulated well by Dr. Yates, I would like to add an insight from Ronald Heifetz and Marty Linsky’s book entitled Leadership on the Line. I was so impressed with this book that our university co-sponsored a statewide forum on leadership and used various chapters of the book as the topics for breakout sessions. The authors differentiate between technical and adaptive problems. Technical problems are those that can be readily resolved. Leadership on technical problems is derived from expertise. If our facilities do not meet our needs, we generally know what to do.

 
Adaptive problems require cultural change that people will often perceive as imposing a loss. Resolution requires engaging people in the process, communicating, consensus-building, lifting up values, addressing the organizational culture, setting clear goals—all the faculties expected of a leader. A department’s culture is not centered on students. This is an adaptive problem that will require fundamental changes within the culture of the organization.

Heifetz and Linksy suggest that some of a leader’s biggest failures are caused by treating an adaptive problem as a technical problem. Perhaps, too often leaders fail to differentiate when they should use authority or rely on the authority of others and when they should use their facilitation skills. I think this relates to the humility that Dr. Yates advises will serve us well.

I want to add my own spin to Dr. Yates’ encouragement that things can always get worse. A former law partner of mine said to me after I lost a case, “Dave, things are never as bad as they seem or as good as they seem.” I have repeated this same life lesson to myself too many times to count, and it’s both lifted me up and kept me grounded. It reminds me not to get too down or too confident. 

Lastly—and only because of time limitations—I want to end by amplifying Dr. Yates’ theme of passion—the fire in the belly for what we do. Passion, which I believe is beyond commitment, gives us stamina.

Dr. Yates reminds us that, “In the end, leadership offers unparalleled rewards to those who accept the call.” I am at a university because I experienced the transformational education of three universities and have been associated in supporting one of them all of my adult life. As a result, my wife and I, both of whom are graduates of our institution, feel a strong passion for doing the very best job we can. We also feel humbled by the extent to which others depend upon us. In the end, we have come to know that we are simply common people trying to do the common sense thing in a position of uncommon responsibility.

Mark Twain, in Life on the Mississippi, writes about the importance of reminding each other of the passion that first drew us to our field. He remembered his early days as a riverboat captain and how exhilarating it was to be on the river, experiencing the beautiful elements of nature on the mighty Mississippi: the ripples in the water glistening under the sunset, the canopy of branches lining the bend. Later in his life, however, he came to regard the eddies in the water, the onset of darkness, and the branches over the river as constant threats to his boat. He dreaded these sights. He had forgotten what drew him to the river in the first place: his love for the work!

Many of us have been in higher education for a long time and have been presidents for many years. I still get as excited for new student orientation and commencement as I was my first year. I still jump at the chance to recruit a student or write a reference for one of my former students. I still cherish the times I get to talk to alumni who share stories of campus and their successes in life. We all feel run down form time to time, and every person has days when responsibilities overshadow our spirit. But, I encourage all of us to remember whey we came to the river in the first place. We came to positions of leadership because higher education transforms lives and in doing so, it has made America a great nation and a better place.  

Leading Enduring Challenges

Chapter 9

Hard Choices for Hard Times: Preserving Quality Through Program Elimination
William E. Kirwan, Chancellor, University of Maryland System

Introduction.  In the spring of 1988, the Maryland General Assembly enacted a major piece of legislation restructuring public higher education in the state. For decades, the state had maintained two independent systems of higher education institutions: five degree granting campuses of the University of Maryland and eight comprehensive campuses of a state college and university system. Each system operated under the authority of a governing board.

As a result of the 1988 legislation, these two systems were merged into a single entity known as the University System of Maryland with a single governing board. The legislature was careful to differentiate the missions of the various campuses in the new system and designated the University of Maryland, College Park as the state’s “flagship” university mandated to “maintain programs and faculty that are nationally and internationally renowned.” The legislation designated College Park as the state’s number one higher education funding priority, calling for it to have a funding level comparable to the best-funded public universities in the nation.

Over the previous two decades, College Park had made steady progress in advancing the quality of its programs, especially its graduate programs. By the end of the 1980s, it could boast of 8 to 10 programs ranked among the top 25 (public and private universities) according to the National Research Council’s decennial rankings. It also had a top rated honors program that attracted exceptional students, but its regular admissions programs were not generally seen as a “top choice” by talented high school graduates in Maryland.

As President of the University of Maryland, College Park at the time, I worked to achieve and enthusiastically greeted the actions of the General Assembly and the entire campus community looked forward with great excitement as to what we would accomplish. These feelings were reinforced by a generous budget appropriation for the academic year 1989-90 and by the initial appropriation for 1990-91. Unprecedented levels of investments were made in core programs. Faculty and student recruiting surged. Morale was high. The future seemed bright. And then something totally unexpected happened.

Early in the fall semester of 1990, a phone call came from the state’s budget officer explaining that Maryland’s tax receipts were unexpectedly down and the budget was out of balance. Since the state’s constitution requires a balanced budget, he explained that funds from the initial 1990-91 appropriation would have to be withdrawn. We were assured that this preemptive action would fix the problem and things would soon get back to normal. Quite the opposite occurred.

As it turned out, Maryland was at the leading edge of the early 1990’s national economic downturn and the state’s economy got worse, not better. Over the course of two years, the university’s budget was cut a half dozen times. By the time the “bleeding” stopped, General Fund support had been reduced by 20%, or $40 million. The euphoria that ushered in the new legislation was replaced by despair. While budget cuts are always a blow to campus morale, their impact is multiplied when they occur so closely on the heels of generous commitments and heightened expectations.

The university’s leadership was faced with a difficult dilemma: how to maintain the university’s aspirations and the progress toward its ambitious goals in the face of such a dramatic reversal of fortunes. The actions taken and the process followed are the subject of this essay, offered with the hope that there are relevant lessons to be learned for the current economic crisis facing so many colleges and universities.

The Path Forward. As the cuts mounted, I quickly recognized that we faced both a short term and a long term problem: the need to balance the budget by the end of the fiscal year and the need to begin a process to stabilize program budgets, protect our priorities and restore a sense of momentum to the campus community. For any university, there are few choices available in order to address the short-term problem—freeze hiring, withdraw vacant lines, re-capture uncommitted operating expenses, defer maintenance, etc. With the pressing urgency for securing funds, such steps cannot adequately protect programmatic priorities. Funds must be found wherever they exist. (N.B. In those days, universities in Maryland where not permitted to maintain a reserve to address emergency fiscal situations. Fortunately, that operational constraint has now been removed.)  

The greater test and challenge was to demonstrate to both the internal and external communities that the university’s aspirations for excellence would not be curtailed. Additionally, we needed to demonstrate that even though the state had to suspend its commitment to the enhancement of the university, the university would find a way to maintain its momentum until the state’s economy rebounded.  Tuition was, of course, one source of revenue that the university could tap . . . and did through larger than normal increases. Compounding the problem, however, was the fact that the university had just begun an enrollment reduction plan, supported by the state in its halcyon budget days, whereby undergraduate enrollment was to be reduced by 20% over five years, with the state providing additional funds to offset the loss of tuition revenue. Through a rather transparent “shell game,” the state was able to claim that it met this commitment to the enrollment plan throughout the economic downturn. The enrollment reduction plan, though a huge challenge given the resource realities, was extremely important for the university and was a prime example of why we needed to find resources to investment in our strategic priorities.

 
It was clear both practically and politically that the university could not rely on tuition increases alone to sustain its momentum. We needed to look within our existing resources to determine how we could shift funds from programs of lower priority to those of higher priority. Administrative and service programs were given specific and ambitious targets for reallocation.  

Of course, as is the case today, most of a university’s budget is in its academic programs and that—both then and now—is a much tougher nut to crack. Unless it’s cracked, however, the amount available for reallocation is modestly incremental.  

Thus, it was decided that we had to take a comprehensive look at substantial program reductions, closures and eliminations. Given the shared governance traditions on the campus, it was also clear that this could only occur with the active participation and collaboration of the Campus Senate.

The Process. As we began the reallocation process, two principles became self-evident. First, the Senate leadership would need to be engaged from the start and have substantial input at each major step along the way. Fortunately, the Senate leadership was invested in the high aspirations of the university administration and became an important partner in the reallocation and restructuring effort.

The second overarching principle was that the effort would require extraordinary patience. We could handle the short-term budget issues. It was the long-term planning that we had to get right and make a success through a shared responsibility with the larger campus community.

From the start, there were several objectives in mind. First and foremost, we needed funds to invest so that we could sustain and enhance the quality of our best programs and protect our highest priorities, such as the enrollment reduction plan. Equally important, we needed to demonstrate to the campus community that the administration was serious about continuing the drive for excellence and was willing to make tough-minded decisions to move toward the university’s shared aspirations. There was also a third objective. We wanted to send a signal to the state about the depth of our commitment to building excellence, thereby positioning ourselves as a university worthy of renewed investment when the economy rebounded.

The first step was to convene the Senate Executive Committee, review the state of the budget, and impress on committee members the damage that would be done if we allowed our cuts to be across the board. I emphasized the need to take significant actions to reallocate resources among the academic programs, even if this meant eliminating some departments. I explained that major shifts of resources would be done through a careful process of review that would include the Senate as an active participant. I asked the Senate to provide me with a set of criteria to be used in the consideration of major program reductions or eliminations. The Senate was eager to support the effort. The criteria they produced (in record time) proved to be extremely valuable and included: the quality of programs as measured by the NRC and other reputable ranking studies; their centrality to the university’s mission; enrollment demand for programs; and the impact program reductions would have on our service commitments to the state and on minorities and women. The establishment of these criteria before the program review process began gave the process added credibility.

The second step was to create a 16-member Academic Planning Advisory Committee (APAC) to advise the provost and me as we began the detailed review of where program reductions should occur. The majority of this group was comprised of leading faculty members representing a cross section of academic programs at the university. It also included two deans, two department chairs, a Senate representative and two student leaders.

Once the criteria were developed by the Senate, the provost asked each dean to develop a report indicating how they would accommodate permanent budget reductions of up to 10%. The deans were instructed that they could not make across-the-board cuts, that their recommendations had to follow the Senate’s guidelines and that their recommendations had to be based on considerable input from the college community.

While the colleges were developing their plans, APAC was reviewing extensive data on the colleges and departments, including quality indicators and enrollment trends. By the time the college reports were submitted, APAC was in position to give informed advice and counsel to the provost. The provost developed a preliminary set of recommendations and submitted them to me on March 1, 1991, six months after my initial meeting with the Senate Executive Committee and seven months after our first budget cut. 

The provost’s initial recommendations included the elimination of two dozen degree programs, seven academic departments and a college. It was made clear that an effort would be made to find all tenured faculty in eliminated departments new tenured homes in a related disciplines, and that courses in programs recommended for elimination would be continued for a reasonable period of time to allow currently enrolled students to complete their degrees.

Needless to say, the program elimination recommendations were met with mixed feelings on and off the campus. Many applauded the boldness of the decisions while others, including most especially alumni, faculty and students from the affected programs, raised a howl of complaint. Most will agree in the abstract that program eliminations in the face of budget exigencies are a worthy thing to consider. However, as soon as a specific program is named, detractors abound. Demonstrations, lead largely by alumni and students, took place in front of the administration building on several occasions and letter-writing campaigns were launched.

As part of the initial planning process, we had decided that once programs were recommended for elimination and departments were recommended for closure, open hearings would be held so that the affected units could make their case for continuation. APAC selected faculty review committees for each department recommended for elimination. These committees continued to study the data on the departments, held open hearings (to which members of the Senate committee on Programs and Curricula were invited), and sought advice from national experts in the affected disciplines. This phase of the process continued over the summer and into the fall of 1991.  

By December of 1991, roughly 14 months after the initial budget cuts, the provost’s final report based on recommendations from APAC was completed and sent to me. This document was given to the Senate with my strong endorsement and recommendation. Early in the spring semester of 1992, roughly 18 months after the initial round of budget cuts and my first meeting with the Senate Executive Committee, the Senate took final action on the report.  

The Result. The Senate voted overwhelmingly to eliminate 29 degree programs, eight departments and one college. The closest vote had a 70% majority. All others had in excess of an 80% majority. Non-tenured faculty in affected departments were given notice following established procedures. Where appropriate, some tenured faculty in these departments were relocated to departments in related disciplines. Others chose to take an early retirement option. 

As a result of the program closings and other reallocations, $13 million was made available for redirection to programs of higher priority. This represented nearly one-third of the entire budget cut assigned to the university by the state. These resources together with increased tuition revenue, enabled the university to recapture its momentum. 

The overall effort gained considerable praise from state leaders and the Board of Regents. It also received favorable editorial comment in the media. It contributed to a renewed enhancement effort by the state during the latter half of the 1990s and first two years of this decade. Regrettably, some of these gains have been erased by a new round of budget cuts tied the current economic downturn.

The university’s push for excellence has continued unabated since the completion of the restructuring effort. In the latest U.S. News rankings, College Park is tied with the University of Texas at the top of the second tier of national universities (53rd). Thanks to the enrollment reduction plan and the university’s rising reputation, admission to College Park has become highly competitive. The average SAT score for this fall’s entering class of roughly 4000 students is about 1270. Of course, these advances result in significant part from actions subsequent to the reallocation effort, including most especially the leadership of the university’s current president, Dan Mote, effective leadership at multiple levels of the university, and the generous budget investments by the state mentioned above.  Nonetheless, I believe the restructuring effort played a critical role by enabling the university to continue with its reenrollment reduction plan and invest in other priorities, thereby, sustaining the aspirations and momentum of the university at a critical juncture in its development.

Lessons Learned. The eighteen month long budget restructuring and reallocation process at College Park was all consuming for the campus community. It had a positive outcome but the gains came at some considerable cost.  For most of the participants, decisions had to be made and a process developed without the benefit of prior experience. As a result, mistakes were made along the way. With the passage of time, it is instructive to look back and to list some of the most important lessons learned. These include the following:

1. Be confident the juice will be worth the squeeze. The energy and effort required to complete a major reallocation process is enormous. It is difficult for the campus to focus on other initiatives and activities until the process is complete. Unless considerable savings are likely, the effort is not worth the expenditure of physical and emotional energy.

2. Engage the shared governance bodies from the outset. Nothing is more sacred to shared governance organizations than their role in faculty rights and curriculum matters. Any hint that the administration has already decided the outcome of a process before the governance organizations are consulted will doom the effort to failure.

3. Define the process at the beginning. The credibility of the process is crucial. This can only be achieved if the “rules of engagement” are established through a collaborative process at the outset, not as the need for decisions arises.
4. Patience is a virtue but it comes at a cost. It is tempting to approach a major restructuring effort with the idea that it is best to make the decisions, get them over and get on with the real business of the university. Given the fundamental nature of the issues at stake, however, such an approach is doomed to failure, as it will create irresolvable tension between the faculty and the administration.   


In the College Park effort, the recommendations were discussed in so many forums and over such a period of time that the emotion (as well as the participants) had been exhausted by the time of the final vote of the Senate.


But, patience also has its price. Targeted departments were left in a state of limbo for many months. Alumni of those departments were irate, students and faculty were frustrated, all of which kept the campus in a state of tension for a considerable period of time. 

1. Data rules! It is to be expected that qualitative judgments will play a role in the final decisions on most important matters. But especially in matters as sensitive as the continuation of programs, the decisions need to be informed by reliable and extensive data gathered in a timely manner. A uniform data set was complied on all departments, which departments had a chance to review and correct. This proved to be very useful and added to the credibility of the process. 
2. Mind the media. Perhaps the single biggest mistake we made was a “sin” of omission. We did not put the same strategic thought into communicating the process and its purpose with the media as we did with the campus community. We assumed, naively, that what we were doing would be of little interest outside the university. We were wrong.  We grossly underestimated the interest of the media in the demonstrations and the letter writing campaigns and this was a mistake.  It placed us in a defensive mode in explaining our actions. A perception was created of a university in great distress, not one committed to taking bold steps to preserve its best programs and protect its highest priorities.  Although the story eventually got told for what it was, the short-term damage to the university in terms of public perception was regrettable.
3. Celebrate the accomplishment. To successfully accomplish a budget reallocation of the magnitude described above requires the physical and emotional energy of a substantial portion of the campus. While it is essential to show sincere compassion and support to those who have lost their departments, it is also important to recognize those who have made the process work. It is equally important to talk about the results of the efforts to the larger community. There can be no doubt that the legislature, the Governor, the business community, and the public at large took note of what we had done and this resulted in long-term benefits to the university.
A Final Thought. With the perspective of hindsight, I can say that the effort undertaken by the university to restructure its academic programs and departments was an important and valuable step. Among other things, it enabled us to eliminate departments that were no longer of significant value to the university. And, as noted above, it had both a real and symbolic impact on our drive to improve the quality of the university. It is not, however, an exercise to be entered into lightly or often. The investment of both physical and mental energy is enormous. It is a nearly all-consuming activity.

The determination of the conditions when such an effort should be undertaken is difficult to define. Obviously, it would be best it institutions had in place an ongoing process to weed out programs no longer central to the university’s mission. But that is not the norm in academe. The presence of an economic crisis is certainly a necessary condition for such action but it is not sufficient. It requires a consensus among the administrative and faculty leadership that dramatic action is required to preserve important institutional priorities and goals. I also believe it is something a president would do only once during his or her tenure and, in any case, not more than once per decade in the life of the university.

Reflections on Hard Choices 

John DeGioia, President, Georgetown University
My comments come from the perspective of a private university where our sources of revenue a fairly predictable, and our endowment is a fairly insignificant portion of our total income. When there is a downturn in the economy, we don’t suffer as much as public institutions.

Enrollment management is not an issue in our context. We have a deep pool.

In the last decade there have been three different situations where we’ve looked to downside. Out of those I drew a few lessons.

In early 1992-93 (a period of general retrenchment when we were doing relatively well) we decided we needed to reduce operating budgets. The rationale wasn’t clear. Everyone was doing it, so we should do it. It really became a question about whether we could do the rough thing and cut budgets. This was a dumb decision. There was no strategic aspect. We cut to cut. We cut fund raising and project management.

The second instance was in the fall of 1992 when about 120 families who had never qualified for financial aid had become, in their upper years, eligible.   This was worth about $2 million in additional operating expenses (in a budget of about $140 million). We were going to look very carefully at eliminating our commitment to need blind financial aid. We would cope by eliminating our commitment.

The third instance was just after that, we faced a crisis in our medical school. Over the period 1996 to 2000, we lost $200 million in cash in our medical center. We made a decision to sell our hospital (in 1998). It took 26 months from decision to sell and sale. The hospital was contributing about 15% to the overall university overhead. We had to absorb that. We did it a year ahead.  

A couple of lessons that emerged:

Lesson 1. When preparing to cut you need to achieve as deep a grasp as possible of the impacts of the proposed cuts. These are fragile ecosystems.  You need to understand the key points in those systems when making reductions.  

I was driving by our hospital the other day. Our partner (on whose board I serve and to whom I give a full day a week) lost $28 million in the year just ended, on the hospital. As a building, I thought, it’s not very attractive. The infrastructure within the building, I know, is even more unattractive. If they were to give me the building back, I’d take it but I would knock it down. We didn’t sell buildings here. We sold a whole ethos of a medical center. It’s still losing money.  But it’s very valuable.  

What sustains that place, the culture and ethos, isn’t really very definable.  What did they buy? They didn’t really buy a business because you wouldn’t have bought this one. They bought a mission to be a partner with us in academic medicine. They bought a certain quality. It is the best medical care in the city. It’s where you want to be taken care of.  

              A key to the culture is the people. There’s a woman in our cancer center whose position would have been eliminated in the budget cut. No one really knows it, but I’m actually paying her salary right now. It’s kind of kooky. It’s only because I know what it means in that system that she stays. If she were to go, it wouldn’t be quite the same place. In the context of our medical center, this woman is crucial—yet she doesn’t cost us $200,000. 

Lesson 2.  When we had to cut 15% of our overhead, we got it back with 6 months of work and got it done a year ahead of time. I wouldn’t restore anything. When there was a rationale, a strategic objective, we were able to make cuts 10 times greater than the painful cuts we had made earlier when there was really no justification for the process. Yes, we are fragile, but we also are very resilient. Our ability to bounce back from tough blows is strong. This is in conflict with lesson one, yet there is validity to both lessons one and two. Our institutions are very resilient.
Lesson Three. When we began wrestling with the medical center in May of 1998, selling was right. We had to look at how we could reduce our overhead operating budget overall by 15%. We knew that would involve cutting positions, about 120 people. This is on a base of 4000. We looked at natural attrition rates.  We used all of the next 16 months to do it by natural attrition, not layoffs. Time is a real ally if you can use it, in terms of minimizing disruption to the organization.  

Lesson Four: A key issue through all these events is “how did we frame the problem?” When we owned it, we were always in control of the narrative. There were always counter narratives that are competing for the logic of the moment. When we weren’t certain, we were least effective. There were times we had to go through uncertainty.

Chapter 10 

Too Much Success?: Building Out the Master Plan for NC State’s Centennial Campus 

Marye Anne Fox, Chancellor, North Carolina State University
Steve Sample’s “The Contrarian’s Guide to Leadership” emphasizes the need for team work achieved by identifying highly capable associates with whom to work and then striving to work for them. It emphasizes thinking free and the need for artful listening to others’ views. Perhaps above all, it gives advice in determining “which hill you’re willing to die on.”

I provide here my personal view on one project at NC State that tested this advice. It illustrates how an effective leadership team in a public institution can be blocked, if a highly visible project is too successful too quickly and if key affected parties resist the changed model. I consider this a beautiful illustration of the wisdom Sample has offered us.

A New Home for Technology Transfer

When I was offered the Chancellorship at NC State University in 1998, I really could not refuse. That appointment offered a unique opportunity to build a wholly new campus at a highly respected, century-old institution that specialized in science and technology, and gave me the chance to formulate completely new relationships with private sector collaborators who would choose to locate there.  It was just the goal I had long, and unsuccessfully, sought in my previous role as Vice President for Research at the University of Texas. State laws there properly prohibited the university from inappropriately close business relationships, e.g., co-location, that might constitute self-dealing. These laws also mitigated the possibility that university activities might constitute direct competition with the private sector. Unfortunately, these reasonable goals, when enacted into law, also had the unforeseen consequence of inhibiting private–public partnerships that were critical for effective technology transfer. 

Centennial Campus Concept


North Carolina seemed to be more flexible. A decade earlier, then-Governor Jim Hunt had arranged for the transfer to the university of a parcel of 1000 acres of undeveloped state land immediately adjacent to NC State University’s main campus. His vision was that this land would be converted to an oasis for nourishing effective partnerships that would take innovative ideas from a basic research stage through to commercializable products and, hence, would yield jobs for North Carolinians.  

This was not to be a typical university research park where any connection to the university research was tenuous at best, with the main advantage to the university being income derived from land lease fees paid by companies that chose to locate on the campus. No, companies in fact would be forbidden from building or leasing space at all unless there was a direct and on-going relationship with one of NC State’s academic or research units. This relationship could involve collaborative research or commercialization, sponsored research contracts or grants, graduate fellowships or scholarships for students working in allied disciplines, consulting agreements with individual faculty members, joint sponsorship of seminars or lecture series, or employee appointments as adjunct professors, among others. These required partnerships also clearly distinguished these agreements from those undertaken independently by private sector firms.  

Hunt’s premise in proposing this generous land transfer was a 21st Century update of the land-grant that led to the founding of NC State in 1887.  Acknowledging this historical connection, this land transfer (like that granted as a consequence of the Morrill Act) was to be used for the benefit of the average North Carolinian. Originally, this mission centered on agriculture, and then later on “mechanic arts.” The current version was to focus on emerging technologies, on the inventions created by NC State students and faculty, spawning new businesses either through venture capital investment or through collaboration with their partners. By providing a completely green field approach, we believed we could together revolutionize the way technology transfer might be accomplished.  In recognition of the evolution in this thinking over the first century of the University’s life, this campus was designated as the “Centennial Campus.”

Physical Master Planning


The then-Chancellor Larry Montieth enthusiastically committed the University to this model, and charged a Physical Master Planning Committee to begin plans for broad community involvement in campus planning. In addition to the research space per se, the master plan would provide on-site access to facilities needed for full success in a knowledge-based society. Among the services to be provided were high speed broadband connections, quality restaurants, on-campus condominiums, a golf course to be constructed on otherwise unbuildable flood plain land, a hotel, and a conference center. With design supervision by Claude McKinney, the financial acumen of George Worsley, and the research expertise of Charles Moreland, the Board of Trustees of NC State and the Board of Governors of the University of North Carolina System enthusiastically approved the concept and the initial sequencing plans. First, facilities for collaborative research would be built, followed by those needed for auxiliary services as soon as the campus census would support them. The promise of such services was included in every subsequent lease negotiation.

Some time was required to develop the financing options by which further development could proceed, and extensive local negotiations were required when the city requested review of the tax status of university-owned buildings on university land when occupied by private companies. These negotiations also included transportation studies and agreements that a range of options for on-campus housing and food service options would be made available in order to decrease the impact on city traffic flow of a fully built-out Centennial Campus.

Our goal was to complement, not to compete with, private sector developers of research parks. Indeed, the rule of “no private sector competition by public agencies,” including universities, had been formalized in North Carolina law as the Umstead Act. A key component of any technology transfer success would require exemption from the Umstead Act. Only with this exemption could fees collected by lease be retained on campus for retiring construction and operating debt. This exemption was granted legislatively to the Centennial Campus soon after its financial model was approved.

Building the Centennial Campus Core

Building began in the early 1990s, first by constructing space to relocate the College of Textiles from the main campus to new space on the Centennial Campus. The College of Textiles was a logical first investment, given the close relationship between the college and the thousands of small and large textile mills dispersed about North Carolina. These businesses formed a mainstay of North Carolina’s manufacturing expertise and had created enormous wealth for individuals and the state. This first building and its operating costs were funded by state appropriation.

The next set of buildings was to be partnerships in which the university and private sector groups would invest together. At first, the private sector response was less than overwhelming. But soon after the College of Textiles became operational, other large and small companies and agencies began to seek to locate their research operations on the campus, all adhering to the principles of cooperation outlined above. Thus, for example, ABB, a major power equipment firm headquartered in Europe, built a facility for their sole occupancy, with no university investment required. They agreed to transfer ownership of the building to the university after 40 years of tenancy, and to allow the university veto authority for mission compatibility in the event that ABB wished to sub-lease to other succeeding firms.

A government agency, the US Weather Service, sought long-term lease space, and the university responded by assuming debt for the construction of a self-liquidating facility, with the debt to be retired by lease expense. This latter option led to the construction of a facility referred to as a Research Building, one in which the university held title and incurred debt, but was occupied by lease-paying partners.

The developer community was also interested in the evolving construction opportunities and two more facilities were proposed. One involved co-ownership in which debt was incurred jointly by the university and the developer (Partners Buildings) and the other in which debt was incurred, and ownership held, by a third-party private development partner (Venture Buildings). In both the Partners and Venture buildings, the same veto restrictions applied on the missions of leasing partners and on eventual transfer of ownership, as mentioned above.

Explosive Growth

With a demonstrated array of options for financing the new facilities, uncertainty about the financial viability of the Centennial Campus concept began to evaporate. When I arrived in August, 1998, about twenty private companies had chosen to locate on the Centennial Campus, fewer than three per year during the core construction phase. Quickly thereafter, additional location decisions were made by partners whose presence would change the campus’ character. For example, Lucent Technologies built a single occupant building and the Toxicology Department was reunited from nine separate sites dispersed about the Research Triangle into a single state-appropriated building. The North Carolina Technological Development Authority opened both laboratory and office incubator facilities. The Wake County School Board built a magnet middle school focusing on encouraging girls and members of under-represented groups to consider careers in math and science. This facility was to be operated in collaboration with an NC State educational research and training facility, ultimately to be called the Friday Institute for Educational Innovation.  

By the start of Fall 2000 classes, the number of private partners had grown to 58, achieving a growth rate that was 5 times faster than in the previous two-year period. In addition, a University and Community College Bond Referendum was passed in November of 2000, providing NC State with $468 million for capital construction, in which two major academic engineering buildings would be located on Centennial Campus. The North Carolina legislature also approved our request to allow development of underutilized pastureland adjacent to the College of Veterinary Medicine according to the Centennial Campus model, with an IAMS Imaging partnership to represent the first collaboration. And, in his last days of his fourth term in office, Governor Hunt responded favorably for our request for the transfer of an additional 200 acres adjacent to the Centennial Campus, expanding our options for further build-out.

The success of the Centennial Campus began to make national news:  feature articles appeared in the Chronicle of Higher Education, in Chemical and Engineering News, and in in-flight magazines for several airlines serving Raleigh/Durham; prominent mention was made of Centennial Campus as an example of forward looking partnerships in the Wall Street Journal, North Carolina magazine, in several professional society member journals, and in major North Carolina newspapers. In turn, the success of Centennial Campus was applauded by North Carolina’s governor, Mike Easley, and by leaders of both the North Carolina Senate and House. In turn, they swiftly passed legislation enabling any North Carolina public university to be exempt from the Umstead Act and therefore able to develop comparable technology transfer partnerships.

Clearly, a threshold for a critical census on the Centennial Campus had been attained so that full community service build-out could begin. There were now about 1500 private sector employees, 350 faculty, and 1500 students present each day on the Centennial Campus. Accordingly, contracts were signed with a private sector partner to begin condominium construction and a detailed business plan for the hotel/golf course/conference center prepared by an industry expert consultant was reviewed positively by both the Board of Trustees and the UNC Board of Governors. And although the national and state economies were showing signs of weakening, occupancy at the Centennial Campus was holding at greater than 97%, with a strong list of small and medium companies awaiting space availability. In contrast, a much higher vacancy rate prevailed at our neighboring Research Triangle Park.

A Sudden Shift


Then the terrorist attack of September 11, 2001 took place. Seemingly overnight, the economy softened, venture capital dried up, and tourism declined.  Lucent decided to cut back their Raleigh operations during the recent economic slowdown, and their building was sub-leased to Red Hat. NCTDA faced internal challenges, and was confronted with deep budget cuts in response to legislative scrutiny. Undercapitalized start-ups began to have difficulty attracting additional core investments for continued operations. But even in the face of these difficulties, the Centennial Campus maintained 97% occupancy.

Of significance to the Centennial Campus master plan, and to our conference complex in particular, troubles in the tourism industry led to a profound weakening of support of the North Carolina Hotel and Motel Association (HMA) for the hotel/golf/conference center. Unexpectedly, the HMA began vociferously to invoke concerns about the university’s fiduciary responsibility for public funds. A substantial concern of the HMA was that the hotel/conference center model, if successful, might also be extended to other universities, as our research collaboration model had been.  

The HMA also expressed reservations about competition between the university complex and the private sector. (Recall that the Centennial Campus concept was based on the exemption from the Umstead Act for universities capable of creating new businesses. This exemption, which allowed retention and reinvestment of lease revenue streams, had been approved twice for the NC State Centennial Campus and then later for the College of Veterinary Medicine Biomedical Campus through direct legislative action.) Suddenly, it seemed that our success had become a threat to one private sector. 

Neither a second independent consultant report authored by an industry group recommended by the HMA nor the endorsement of a expert internal study committee of the NC State Board of Trustees weakened this opposition. These concerns persisted even though both studies showed minimal or positive effects on private sector tourism and hotel utilization from this project. Nor were efforts successful in regaining broad support by value engineering the project to minimize costs and to assure that this would be a successful self-liquidating project.

Indeed, the HMA remained unsatisfied by these goodwill gestures and, in response, hired two well-known lobbyists to lead opposition to the project, even to the point of proposing legislative revocation of the Umstead exemption for NC State. Although the UNC Board of Governors had reviewed and approved the detailed Centennial Campus master plan several times during its evolution, they properly exercised their responsibility for prudent fiscal management by requesting yet another review of the revised plans. A likely consequence of this additional review, however, would be to slow down the project, possibly delaying an effective start-date until statewide economic indicators had begun to improve.   Approval by our legislative and executive officials would also be required, and any triggering decision might be deferred for at least a year because of a mismatch of the approval cycle and the legislative calendar.

The originally scheduled October Board of Governors review was deferred until the November meeting. After detailed discussion, the required fraction of private sector investment needed to trigger the operative business plan was increased on the floor of the meeting. With this new requirement for higher pre-construction fund raising, Board of Governors approval was affirmed by voice vote.

The project then required approval of the land lease by both the Joint Committee on Government Operations (a legislative conference committee) and the Council of State (heads of executive branch agencies, elected by state-wide ballot.) We were pleased that “Gov Ops” recognized the benefit of economic stimulation during a recession, and they approved the project by voice vote. But then the real pressure began, as the Council of State considered whether to allow the use of state land for the project. Rather than persisting in asking elected officials to incur political risk, with a potentially larger long-term cost to the university, we chose instead to back away, for a time, from the project. In the meantime, we would seek to raise private support as required by the Board of Governors. As another government official phrased it candidly: “You need to slow down. You’ve been too successful too fast.”

Lessons Learned

One of a university’s most cherished traditions is the willingness to learn from experience. As we explore viable routes to overcome the financial and political obstacles facing further development of support services on our Centennial Campus, we do well to reflect on lessons learned.  

The clearest lesson is that partnerships, even if successful for the greater community, can be threatening to a specific partner unless a clear benefit to that partner is convincingly anticipated. We should have sought actively, at each stage of our master planning, specific engagement and proactive involvement of the HMA in designing this project, rather than only exhibiting an openness to listening to their position. Perhaps then our decision-making process would have been more understandable to them and would have felt more collaborative. Without clear illustrations of how their association would benefit from our mutual progress, we assumed too much in expecting shared appreciation of the anticipated larger success.

A second lesson is that change of an accepted paradigm is always difficult.  In this project, we clearly encountered strongly held perceptions that universities should focus only on teaching, research, and service. We had not yet effectively convinced all of our partner communities that auxiliary support services can enhance these missions without major state financial investment. Innovative ideas, which are the lifeblood of a university, can be inherently threatening to those who have enjoyed great success in implementing other models.

And perhaps the most important lesson we have learned is: patience, patience, patience, even when success seems to be absolutely assured by action.  Recalling Sample’s advice that leadership is about ideas and values, I determined that this was not a hill I was willing to die on—at least not this year.

Chapter 11 

Presidential Leadership: Promoting High Achievement Among Minority Students in Science

Freeman Hrabowski III, President, University of Maryland-Baltimore County

I am now in my twelfth year as president, following the strong leadership of my predecessor and mentor, the late Michael Hooker, who helped establish minority student achievement as a high priority for the campus. During these years, our campus climate has shifted dramatically from one that routinely included black student protests to one that now celebrates high academic achievement among all of our students, including African Americans. 


This paper focuses on my leadership experience and lessons learned about what colleges and universities (in addition to corporate America and the professions) can do to increase the number of underrepresented minorities who excel in science and engineering.  

In response to the campus situation, the national paucity of minorities in S&E, my own research interests in this area, and the special interest of Baltimore philanthropists Robert and Jane Meyerhoff in the status of African-American males, we created the Meyerhoff Scholars Program in 1988. 


Unlike most colleges and universities in America (particularly in the South), UMBC was founded as an “historically diverse” institution; from its inception in 1966, any qualified student of any race has been admissible. With approximately 12,000 students and increasingly selective admission standards, the university enjoys a diverse student population (about 18 % underrepresented minority and 16 % Asian), with more than half of the undergraduates and 60% of the doctoral students pursuing S&E degrees. Although we have always been successful in educating white and Asian students in S&E, until the creation of the Meyerhoff Scholars Program, few African-American students succeeded in these fields. (We have had far more success over the years in preparing black students for law school and for graduate study and careers in the social sciences.)


The campus leadership decided to undertake a major initiative involving the math, science, and engineering department chairs, interested faculty from these departments, and other staff with the express purpose of understanding why students were not succeeding in these disciplines, and with the goal of improving their academic performance. When we examined data on black students’ grades and retention rates, we found that their mean grade point average was slightly below 2.0, compared to 2.5 for whites and Asians. In short, many of those protesting African-American students who had greeted me on my arrival at UMBC and had expressed disappointment about the campus climate, were not doing well academically. Admittedly, many of these students lacked the background needed to succeed—not simply in terms of high school grades, but also in study habits, attitudes about course work, and a willingness to accept advice about balancing school work, outside interests, and part-time employment.  


However, in order to create a supportive environment for minority students, we first needed to think about providing effective support for all students. Toward this end, we raised several basic, though very important, questions about the general student body. Who were our students and how were they doing academically? What were students’ perceptions about coursework and available support beyond the classroom? Did students feel isolated? Did students know what to do to succeed in terms of study habits, tutorial assistance, group study, and communicating with faculty? We found that large numbers of students, regardless of race, were not doing well in science and were very discouraged, often leaving science and sometimes the university. (One of my most important challenges was to emphasize to the campus the connection between student performance and the support we could generate from the state and potential donors.)


We found answers to these questions through a series of focus groups that included students, faculty, and staff. My most important role was to identify others on campus with influence and with the willingness to commit time and energy to these efforts. Based on what we learned during these discussions, we developed strategies for giving more support to students. Solutions included strengthening the tutorial centers, encouraging faculty to provide feedback to students earlier in the semester, encouraging group study, and helping students understand how much effort and time are required to succeed. (In fact, as one side effect of our new focus, UMBC’s tutorial centers have become places where students go in order to excel, rather than for remediation—eliminating the stigma often attached to tutoring.)


We looked closely at our admission standards for all students and recognized the need to make hard decisions about which applicants could succeed at the university. We focused on enhancing the first-year experience, strengthening our orientation programs, and doing a better job of communicating with new students about what it takes to succeed academically. But most important, we focused more attention on the quality of teaching and learning in first-year courses.    


Within this broader context, we were able to create a more positive climate for minority students. Our vision was to create a cadre of well-prepared minority students who would become leading researchers. It is important to stress that while we were working to improve the academic climate for minority students and to increase their numbers and strengthen their performance in S&E, we also were working to build our institutional capacity in these areas by building strategic partnerships with agencies and corporations, recruiting additional outstanding faculty, and substantially expanding our sponsored programs and physical facilities. In fact, over the past ten years, we have invested hundreds of millions of dollars to construct state-of-the-art facilities for engineering, information technology, and physics, and we have renovated our biological sciences and chemistry buildings. To state the obvious, we found that in order to produce more minority science graduates, we needed to continue building our science and technical infrastructure while drawing more students of all types into the research.


In addition to securing more state funds for capital projects, we sought additional private funding to support this initiative. While exploring possible funding sources and talking about this issue, I was fortunate to meet Robert and Jane Meyerhoff through an introduction by the president of the Abell Foundation in Baltimore. Combining the Meyerhoffs’ interest in supporting young African- American men with the university’s objectives, we launched the Meyerhoff Scholars Program with an initial gift of $500,000 in 1988. This gift was one of my first major successes in fundraising. Over the past decade, these donors have contributed $8 million to the program, and we are raising about $2 million per year to support Meyerhoff Scholars.    

The Meyerhoff Scholars Program – Lessons Learned and Outcomes


One of the program’s distinguishing features is its operating assumption that every student competitively selected has the ability not only to graduate—given appropriate opportunities and resources—but also to excel, because the program engenders an expectation of excellence. Collectively, the program’s components create an environment that continually challenges and supports students, from their pre-freshman summer through graduation and beyond.  Program components are the substance of the initiative: (1) recruiting top minority students in math and science, culminating in an on-campus selection weekend involving faculty, staff, and student-peers; (2) providing a summer bridge program that includes math, science, and humanities coursework, training in analytic problem solving, group study, and social and cultural events; (3) offering comprehensive merit scholarship support and making continued support contingent on maintaining at least a B average in a science, mathematics, or engineering major; (4) actively involving faculty in recruiting, teaching, and mentoring the Meyerhoff students; (5) emphasizing strong programmatic values, including outstanding academic achievement, study groups, collegiality, and preparation for graduate or professional school; (6) involving the Meyerhoff students in sustained, substantive summer research experiences; (7) encouraging all students to take advantage of departmental and University tutoring resources in order to optimize course performance; (8) providing academic advising and personal counseling; (9) ensuring the university administration’s active involvement and support and soliciting strong public support; (10) linking the Meyerhoff Scholars with mentors from professional and academic S&E fields; (11) encouraging a strong sense of community among the students (staff regularly conduct group meetings with students, and students live in the same residence halls during their freshman year); (12) involving the students’ parents and other relatives who can be supportive; and (13) continuously evaluating and documenting program outcomes (e.g., studies funded by the Sloan Foundation and the National Science Foundation
).  


By all measures, the program’s positive outcomes are striking. Nearly 560 competitively selected undergraduates have enrolled since the first class of 19 Meyerhoff Scholars launched the program in fall of 1989. Since the first group of graduates in 1993, nearly 350 Meyerhoff students have earned degrees in S&E disciplines, with 85 % matriculating into graduate and professional programs at institutions nationwide. As of fall 2003, approximately 200 students are enrolled in the program. According to recent data, UMBC ranked first in the nation in the number of undergraduate biochemistry degrees awarded to African Americans, producing nearly one-third of the national total. (It also ranked second in the number of undergraduate biochemistry degrees awarded to minority students, in general, and fourth in the number of undergraduate biochemistry degrees awarded.
)  Most important, the program’s graduates are part of a pipeline of minority and female Ph.D.s, M.D.s, and M.D./Ph.D.s. Our evaluation also shows that graduates of the program are nearly twice as likely to persist and graduate in an S&E discipline than their student-peers who declined offers of admission to the program and chose instead to enroll at other universities.  


Many of our most productive faculty and department chairs are actively involved in the program. Too often, in many of the nation’s programs for minorities in science, we do not find large numbers of researchers engaged in the initiative. Our faculty also have developed innovative instructional approaches.  One of our science departments, for example, has made a required first-semester course more interesting to freshmen by using a team-teaching approach and by having senior faculty discuss their research in relationship to concepts introduced in the course, so that students can see connections to real-life science. In the process, students also sense the faculty members’ enthusiasm for their work.  Most important, minority students are more likely to succeed if they receive support from faculty. We observe this when faculty interact with minority students beyond the classroom, e.g., in campus residential life activities, when they are encouraging minority students to be involved in initiatives related to their major, when they invite the students to work with them in their research, and when they know not only the students’ achievements and successes but also the special challenges and problems they may be facing. Most important, the success of minority students should be viewed as an institutional priority, not simply a minority issue.


Success with undergraduates has led us to focus attention in more recent years on replicating the program at the graduate level at UMBC.  Like most institutions, we encourage our undergraduates to enter doctoral S&E programs elsewhere. The graduate Meyerhoff Fellows Program has been funded chiefly by the National Institutes of Health and is directed by the campus’s Howard Hughes Medical Institute (HHMI) Investigator, a biochemist and recipient of the 2000 U.S. Presidential Award for Excellence in Science, Mathematics, and Engineering Mentoring. Its success has prompted other campus initiatives designed to increase diversity at the graduate level. All of these initiatives build on many of the effective strategies of the undergraduate program. Our success was recently recognized by the Council of Graduate Schools/Peterson’s Award for Innovation in Promoting an Inclusive Graduate Community and an award from NSF’s Alliances for Graduate Education and the Professoriate (AGEP).


We are now serving as a model for a variety of colleges and universities.  The new question facing us is how to apply what we have learned to support these students beyond their undergraduate experience. It is clear that while they are pursuing their graduate degrees at other universities, they need support, direction, and mentoring in thinking through next steps in their careers. For example, after completing graduate programs, should they go on to a university or industrial career? And if they want to work in a research university, should they first focus on a post-doctoral experience and then compete for a faculty position? Questions like these abound, and while we might assume that they should be receiving advice from their doctoral advisors, the quality of the support they receive is uneven. We therefore are identifying and developing systematic approaches for working with program graduates throughout their graduate studies. In fact, we now have additional funding to help graduates focus on some of these decisions, and we are developing a network of researchers from universities, corporations, and national agencies who can help these young researchers in making career decisions, including identifying potential faculty or professional research positions.  

Lessons in Leadership

It is easy to tell how important an issue is to a campus by looking to see who “the players” are and who takes ownership of addressing the issue. To what extent are the president, provost, and appropriate deans, chairs, and faculty involved?  These and other senior campus leaders have instrumental roles to play in creating a healthy institutional environment that promotes the high academic achievement of all students, including minorities. Regarding minority achievement, are selected senior faculty and other campus leaders involved in recruiting talented students and placing them with professors and others who are sensitive to minority issues and can serve as mentors?   


From everyday actions to symbolic gestures, the president and others can set the tone for the campus climate, providing and demonstrating their strong commitment in visible ways. Examples follow:

1. Building trust and confidence, focusing on principles and values most important to the campus, particularly during times of adversity. The early years of the Meyerhoff Program coincided not only with my new presidency, but also with a sharp downturn in the state’s economy, leading to major campus budget cuts and elimination of a small number of academic programs.  But having served the previous five years, first as vice provost and then executive vice president, allowed me to build the trust and confidence of my colleagues and students, chiefly by getting to know many of the faculty and their research interests, the academic challenges facing different groups of students, and people’s perceptions of one another. Equally important, faculty, students, and staff came to know me and my passion for excellence, my own research interest in increasing the numbers of students, especially minorities and women, in S&E, and my strong belief that universities are responsible for helping students grow both intellectually and personally. I also knew that in order to build trust and confidence, my messages needed to reflect honesty, fairness, and consistency, and that the difficult decisions we had to make needed to be based on widely accepted principles reflecting the university’s mission and values. It was imperative, for example, that when we made the difficult decision to eliminate our graduate program in African-American Studies in response to budget cuts, people knew that my motives were honorable, and that the decision reflected the fact that we simply lacked sufficient resources to be all things to all people and to be excellent in all areas. Given our research strengths in science, engineering, and public policy, certain programs were clearly a better fit than others in the light of severe budget constraints. 

Similarly, as we identified those areas in which the campus could distinguish itself in terms of diversity, doing so in an atmosphere of trust and confidence was critical. Given both our mission and what we knew about the backgrounds of our students, we chose to develop strategies to strengthen the performance of minority students in S&E. These efforts, which led to the creation of the Meyerhoff Program, not only benefited minority students but also helped to address the chronic performance gap between African-American students and white and Asian students. We recognized that it would be very difficult to have a healthy campus climate among the races if one group did not have a reasonable chance of succeeding. We also knew that we needed to raise our admission standards and focus on recruiting better-prepared students from all racial backgrounds.

2. Identifying allies among leading faculty and influential administrators who can be supportive of change. Making these changes clearly challenged the status quo, and to succeed we needed not only to build trust and confidence, but also to identify allies among leading faculty and influential administrators who would take ownership of the changes. We looked to these people to participate in ongoing informal discussions about possible strategies, practices, and approaches to changing attitudes and raising expectations of all constituents. For example, at the time, the new chair of our Chemistry Department who had been a professor in the medical school at Johns Hopkins University, honestly believed in the potential of talented minority students to succeed in science, and she was very helpful in focusing on strategies to improve their performance and that of all undergraduates. In my interactions with her and other leading faculty, I learned the importance of striking a balance between showing my strong interest in academic issues and the need to have faculty at the forefront of discussions and resulting actions.  

In the process, I also recognized the tendency among administrators and faculty to think about what students are not doing, rather than what we are not doing to help and support students. For example, the reasons often given for students not doing well in science are that they have a weak high school background, and they work too many hours in outside jobs while taking a full course load. While these factors are often legitimate, some of the leading faculty advocates for change also suggested that too often we failed to assign the best faculty to freshman science courses, that we gave freshmen very little feedback before midterms, and that we had not emphasized the importance of such practices as group study and tutorial sessions.

Another strategically vital, and somewhat sensitive, benefit of identifying respected allies is that they can be helpful in changing attitudes of people who are resistant to change. For example, as we were launching the Meyerhoff Program, some of my colleagues did not think that it was fair to have a special program for minority students, even though these students were not succeeding. Allies talked with their colleagues and helped them to understand how poorly minority students were performing and to realize that any lessons learned in working with minority students could be replicated in working with students in general, and this approach diffused what potentially could have been a substantial backlash.

Allies also served as change agents by helping those who had doubts about an initiative for minority students in science to examine the severity of the problem, including comparative data showing how few minority students succeeded in science relative to their white and Asian counterparts. In fact, before the Meyerhoff Program, we could not find any African-American students who had earned As in upper-level science or engineering courses in a variety of departments. The shortage of minority students who excel in these fields continues to be a problem on many, if not most, predominantly white campuses. In contrast, our campus now expects large numbers of these students to earn As and be actively engaged in research.

2. Aggressively and strategically pursuing external partnerships and funding, appealing to both the public and private sectors in order to augment institutional resources. Allocating institutional resources to support diversity through strong instruction, research, academic support, and special initiatives underscores how important this issue truly is. However, given the current period of severe budget constraints, it is essential to cultivate effective public and private partnerships. There is no substitute for providing entrepreneurial leadership, and in order to do so, the institution must clearly understand its mission, its strategic strengths and programmatic niches, its capacity, the broader community’s needs, and the interdependent environment in which it operates. Most important, perhaps, is the institutional attitude or mindset.  

Regarding the Meyerhoff Program, my colleagues and I have built strong relationships over the past 15 years with a variety of federal agencies, corporations, foundations, other universities, and individual donors who have given millions of dollars (and other forms of support) to the campus and the program to support student scholarships, faculty research, endowed chairs, and major programmatic initiatives. In addition, many have provided excellent opportunities for research internships. We discovered the importance of developing strong relationships with other institutions and organizations, and of documenting lessons learned and effective practices. It has been important for scientists on our campus to use their connections with scientists on other campuses, but it has also been important for my colleagues and me to know key leaders in national agencies, companies, and foundations.

For example, when it comes to diversifying faculty, universities can learn much from companies, which frequently are more proactive than universities in approaching minority students, offering them opportunities for internships, research experiences, and mentoring relationships, so that by the time they graduate and are hired, they have worked closely with the companies and have already developed professional skills and an interest in industrial research. Similarly, universities need to begin cultivating high-achieving minority students’ interest in academic research careers.  For example, a key component of our HHMI Scholars Program, designed to increase the number of minority biomedical researchers, involves the students engaging in research in their freshman year. After completing a research project on campus in their sophomore year, they work with off-campus scientists, especially HHMI Investigators, during subsequent summers.  

3. Helping to recruit and support faculty and administrators of color, or who are women, to reflect the diversity of the student population. Most of us would agree that we want students to have exposure to faculty and administrators from diverse racial backgrounds. We want our students to appreciate and value the talents and potential of all racial and ethnic groups. My colleagues and I have been vigilant in recruiting minority and women S&E tenure-track faculty; one point that has impressed minority candidates is our success with minority students. In fact, we have just successfully recruited a distinguished, senior-level African-American physicist to direct our Center for Advanced  Studies in Photonics Research. He is the first minority researcher in this discipline here, and he was clearly impressed by the faculty’s commitment to both excellence and diversity in science.    

Also, we have found that highlighting the success of administrators and faculty who have been effective in recruiting minority faculty encourages others to consider different approaches. Our modern languages department chair, for example, helped her colleagues appreciate the need to look beyond paper credentials when comparing candidates and to consider the candidates’ potential to add value to a department.  

5. Taking the lead in talking about the growing diversity on our campuses. 

Recognizing the need to discuss challenging issues is often the first step in providing leadership; facilitating substantive discussions with fellow administrators, faculty, and students is critical. It has been important for me to show an interest in minority S&E performance by being present at activities, raising questions, and talking about the issue’s significance. More recently, we have been focusing greater attention on supporting women faculty in S&E disciplines and increasing participation of women in these fields (as well as that of domestic Americans of all races). We have found that what we have done to increase minority participation has proven helpful in addressing issues involving women faculty and students. We have been collecting and discussing data on representation of women students and faculty by department, and conducting focus groups to learn more about their perspectives on instruction, academic support, and research opportunities. 

6. Visiting other campuses to learn from other effective models. I had the opportunity to speak at the tenth anniversary of Georgia Tech’s Focus Program, designed to recruit outstanding minority S&E graduate students.  Based on that model, my campus developed a similar initiative several years ago, the Horizons Program, which has been very effective in increasing our minority graduate enrollment substantially. Wayne Clough has provided both strong presidential leadership and a highly successful minority graduate recruitment model at Georgia Tech.      

7. Emphasizing the importance of helping minority students, particularly those in their first year (freshmen, transfers, and new graduate students), to feel welcome on the campus and become engaged. This area, in particular, reflects the change in campus culture that has occurred over the past decade.  In fact, our success in sensitizing the campus to the needs of first-year minority students has paid dividends for all first-year students, whose initial experiences both inside and outside the classroom are much more closely monitored by faculty and staff. First-year retention rates are strong for both white and minority students, with minority students actually enjoying slightly higher rates.  

8. Encouraging faculty and staff – minority and majority – to talk about issues involving minority students and to interact with the students beyond the classroom.  

I have found that in healthier campus cultures, people talk honestly about difficult issues, including race and academic performance, countering unhealthy resistance to change. Campuses with healthy cultures also find time to celebrate the successes of minority students and faculty. For example, we have celebrated the publication of faculty-student teams’ research findings in refereed science journals by framing enlarged reproductions of the journal covers and displaying them and pictures of the teams throughout the campus.  Some of our most highly regarded science faculty work closely in their labs with minority students, not only mentoring these students and helping them prepare for graduate school and research careers, but also serving as influential models for their faculty peers.

Regarding campus culture, I recently gave an address at another institution’s fall opening session for faculty and staff. The president had arranged for a group of students, including minorities, to talk with faculty and staff about their experiences on that campus. Some students talked about how isolated they had felt at the beginning of their freshman year and how close they had come to leaving because they did not think they could fit in or succeed. However, what was especially encouraging about the students’ experiences was that many of them could point to an individual faculty or staff member who had been critical to their success because the individual had established a personal relationship with them. The significance of this session was that the students were given the opportunity to talk about their experiences (and they made suggestions about how to help other students on the campus), and most important, that faculty and administrators heard new perspectives on this critical topic. The key point is that the campus’s senior leadership understood that everyone—faculty, staff, and students—needed to hear these students firsthand. Ideally, we also need to hear from those students who are not successful, including their perspectives and suggestions for improving their academic experience.

It may sound obvious, but it is important that presidents and other campus leaders take the time to understand the experiences of minorities (students and faculty) on the campus. (One of the lessons we have learned is that what works for minority students also tends to work for students in general.)  Presidents also should consider language they can use to create high expectations for minority students and to encourage these students to become engaged on the campus. It is critical, too, for presidents and other leaders to be vocal about encouraging faculty and staff to work with minority students to ensure that they get the appropriate academic and personal support they need in order to be challenged.  

Talking about the perspectives of minority students can be a sensitive matter. Even among high-achieving African-American students, I found that they often had been encouraged by others to think of themselves as victims.  In fact, one of the comments I most often heard when I arrived on campus in 1987 was that, “This is a racist place.” My colleagues and I worked closely with these students to change this mindset and to let them know how much was expected of them academically. In fact, in conversations with these students, I finally began to respond that we will find prejudice wherever we go and that they needed to understand that despite factors beyond their control—racism, discrimination, low expectations by some in society—they can control their own destiny, and thus beat the odds. My suggestion to these students over and over was that nothing takes the place of hard work and knowledge, and that even if someone on campus held stereotypical negative perceptions of them, that person would ultimately come to respect them if they were able to do the academic work. I felt comfortable assuring these students that the vast majority of people on the campus wanted them to succeed.  

So, based on my own experiences and observations, what practices have I found to be most helpful as a leader? Here are some of the most important lessons I have learned: being passionate about my work; having an active presence both on and off campus; focusing on both the substantive and the symbolic; demonstrating genuine intellectual curiosity about issues (even when I am tired); focusing on the best ideas and helping to broaden others’ thinking and to avoid parochialism; encouraging, even pushing, colleagues and myself to look in the mirror, focusing heavily on self-examination of our problem-solving efforts; encouraging ongoing interaction between the campus and effective external leaders; introducing best practices in academic and administrative areas that advance the institution’s mission; showing appreciation for the efforts and accomplishments of colleagues and students; and communicating priorities through deliberate use of both time and language.  

I often read and talk about literature on leadership to gain other perspectives on why what we are doing is, or is not, working. For example, in What Leaders Really Do
, John Kotter emphasizes several strategies we have found applicable—the importance of creating a sense of urgency, developing and broadly communicating one’s vision, and taking time to talk with people to ask questions, cajole, and persuade—helping others to take ownership of an issue.  Finally, in Geeks & Geezers: How Era, Values, and Defining Moments Shape Leaders
, Bennis and Thomas emphasize, above all, the importance of leaders being passionate about what they do.  The “geeks” are outstanding American leaders under 25 years old, and the “geezers” are leaders 70 years of age and older. What the authors discover is that, . . . every one of the geezers who continues to play a leadership role has one quality of overriding importance: neoteny. The dictionary defines neoteny . . . as “the retention of youthful qualities by adults.” Neoteny is more than retaining a youthful appearance, although that is often part of it. Neoteny is the retention of all those wonderful qualities that we associate with youth: curiosity, playfulness, eagerness, fearlessness, warmth, energy . . . Our geezers have remained much like our geeks—open, willing to take risks, hungry for knowledge and experience, courageous, eager to see what the new day brings. Neoteny is a metaphor for the quality--the gift—that keeps the fortunate of whatever age focused on all the marvelous undiscovered things to come.
   
Though my colleagues and I are not quite geezers, we have been successful largely because of just this attitude.

Building Trust

 Pamela Shockley-Zalabak, Chancellor, University of Colorado at Colorado Springs

The president is a role. The presidency is a process. The key question is “Are we moving on the issues that make the real difference, based on the core values of our institution?” To achieve these differences, it’s our responsibility to generate that sense of organizational trust. This is not to be confused with one’s own personal integrity.  
Key elements in building relevant organizational trust are the following:

1. Competence, especially managerial competence. 

2. Consistency, especially with the basic values of the institution.

3. Concern, especially for students and other primary constituencies.

4. Openness and honesty, especially in times of organizational uncertainty 

5. Identification, especially with the fundamental changes that are being advanced in ways that are consistent with the overall values of the university. 

People must be brought to understand the value of change.

Chapter 12

Crises In Waiting: A Future Challenge for University Presidents 

Pamela Gann, President, Claremont McKenna College
My remarks are primarily about the phase (I quote Gordon Gee’s paper): “I always believe that a university shall align its symbols with its values.”  

One of the most important issues that we must constantly address is race and ethnicity. If you look at our time and our country, what the University of Michigan did was not only important, it was incredibly essential. We know that nationally conservative organizations are organized around this topic. This area of race and ethnicity continues to be one of the primary agenda items of higher education.  

When we think about symbols we must consider not only building names, but scholarships and awards, traditional events, and venues for various university activities. Sensitivity levels should go very far down in the institution.  

In California, the Los Angeles Times likes to run historical stories. There was one on Fritz B. Burns. He made his millions right after the war in building middle class suburban houses. We’ve got Fritz B. Burns all over our campus, many gifts from his foundation. In this article, it was reported that many of his housing developments have restrictive covenants on them. Of course the covenants were overruled by the Supreme Court in Shelley versus Cramer but nevertheless I just quietly tucked that one away. We have a donor with an understandable position at the time but with what would be a totally unacceptable position today.  

We have notoriety as we accept or don’t accept gifts, depending upon the donor. I’m a very close friend with the former vice chancellor at Cambridge University. He had to decide whether to accept an international relations chair from the British American Tobacco Company. This was in 1996. This was in honor of their retiring CEO. It actually went to a vote of the faculty. The majority of the faculty approved the acceptance of the chair.  

Mercedes-Benz has been very much involved in Germany, in the Holocaust, in slave labor and so on. Gifts from that company to Cambridge and Oxford have also raised a lot of questions. How many generations do you go down with the taint?  

We have racial issues in the U.S. We have the history of interning Japanese. Race relations reparations is not an issue that’s going to go away. How long does a generation have to carry that particular taint, and how do you carry it in a university setting?

How do you relate to an alum who becomes an iconic figure but not for good things? At Duke some committee came out with a recommendation that Richard Nixon be given an honorary degree. Honorary degrees and commencement speakers are one of the ways we exhibit our most symbolic acts.  It was well known to Richard Nixon that a committee had recommended that he get an honorary degree. Because of objections from the faculty, he did not get it. 

It continues on and on with Richard Nixon. One of the students in my law class petitioned to have a moment of silence at our graduation in memoriam for him. Of course they hadn’t LIVED during this period. I knew what problems their parents would have with Richard Nixon. The students didn’t know that Nixon had been resigned from the bar in order to avoid being disbarred. They had no idea about what they were getting us into. The whole commencement is about honoring the students; not about a public debate stimulated by the speaker or the program. My compromise position was that we’d put an in-memoriam written statement in the program, but we wouldn’t say anything about it. Of course, I got blasted either way. It was all over the paper. It was in every imaginable newspaper that we were not willing to do a moment of silence in his honor. So, even at death, the issue continued to come forward. Even post-death the issue arose over a magnificent portrait of Nixon.

More recent is the whole issue of historians and plagiarism. I’ve been interested to see how presidents have reacted to that. I thought the Mount Holyoke president got it right the second time around, but wrong the first time. Doris Kearns Goodwin was on her board; she resigned. What does your organization stand for when members of your faculty or your board are raising integrity issues of this kind?  How do you manage these associations?

More recently (we’ve always talked about corporations and sports) there’s an Enron teaching award at the University of Houston. Do you keep that award?   Arthur Anderson Accounting Chairs?  There are dozens of those around the US.  

In anticipation of the possibility of future problems,  a few universities have decided not to take corporate naming gifts. That’s one way to address the question, but that’s certainly a minority of institutions.

We had another illustration of connections with corporate life. There was a trustee at Duke who was indicted during that issue of savings and loans. That was a big problem and a witch-hunt. One reaction was that we couldn’t be associated with someone who has been criminally indicted. As dean of the law school, I asked if they were crazy. I urged that a basic principle of our law is that one is innocent until proven guilty. The Duke board must stand by him until the verdict, even if ultimately he goes to jail. If he has good sense, he’ll resign from the board.  It’s totally inappropriate for you to force him to resign. The advice was taken. He was exonerated in the trial.  

The most recent incident at our college is the FBI agent who was picked up in Los Angeles relative to the Chinese-related leakage of secrets. He happened to be the parent of one of our students. His wife was president of our parents’ organization.

We’ve all had these situations. With multiple boards and advisory groups, numerous organizational partnerships, extensive external relations, and fund raising; we can’t anticipate how many people are out there who may in the future become involved in challenging situations. Our exposure is really quite significant. 
There is a new area called de-naming. Increasingly universities are developing policies. I guess you give a contract to your donor, say you love them to death, and make sure they know about this de-naming clause. [We don’t have this policy now, but some universities do.]  

Our successors are going to have problems. We can’t even imagine what they’re going to be, but they’re going to be there. The volume of them is likely to be even larger. Even today we are encountering these issues with greater frequency than our predecessors.  

Chapter 13 

Lessons Learned 


From the papers, the panelists, and the discussions—on all three weekends with three different sets of presidents—a few common and consistent themes emerged. As the chronicler of these forums, I have attempted to summarize the themes that emerged most often. Each of the ten themes is illustrated by quotes from the participants or responsible paraphrases.   


These themes represent the “lessons learned” by a group of highly successful presidents who have willingly shared their time and expertise so that other leaders, both within the academy and beyond, can themselves be even more effective.


Because these themes-lessons have grown from specific incidents in the leadership lives of specific individuals, your editor has chosen to present them in the collective “we.”  Hopefully, this will make the lessons more real, and motivate more people to take them to heart.

1. Advance University Values: We are the voice, chief implementer, and the lead advocate for the fundamental values of the university. Apply them to the big decisions! Use the bully pulpit both within and beyond the university!
“Leadership must reflect the nature and purpose of the institution and be exercised in conformity with the mission and structure being served.” Tom Hearn, Wake Forest

“Tie your programmatic aspirations with the university’s highest goal.” Wayne Clough, Georgia Tech

“ . . . the difficult decisions we had to make needed to be based on widely accepted principles reflecting the university’s mission and values . . . the institution must clearly understand its mission, its strategic strengths and programmatic niches, its capacity, the broader community’s needs, and the interdependent environment in which it operates.” Freeman Hrabowski, Maryland-Baltimore

*A key role of the institutional leader is “to keep alive a sense of oneness.” Phil Clay, MIT

“In order to create a realistic institutional vision, that vision in some way must reflect the values of that institution and its people.” Bill Gordon, Provost, Wake Forest

“The central task of the leader is the creation of an environment of common understandings.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

“It is advisable to take every opportunity you can to tell your institution’s own story in your own words.” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

“I believe that all presidents have the responsibility to tell the story of their mission, repeatedly. We need to tell the story again and again, with passion. . . . The president has a special responsibility to use crisis-opportunities to re-emphasize the basic mission in the minds of all constituencies.” Julianne Thrift, Salem

“Symbols matter, and so does substance.” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

“Culture always trumps strategy. . . . The constraint to work within the culture and its values I what allows the leader to foment change and accomplish something.” Larry Penley, Colorado State

“. . . these cases were going to continue to provide us with the opportunity to educate our campus and educate the public on the issues at stake and begin to heal some of the rifts that had developed on both sides of this important national issue.” Mary Sue Coleman, Michigan

“One must stay on message, speak in sound bites, not let the [the press and others] define the issues.” James Moeser, North Carolina-Chapel Hill

“In high magnitude events the absence of a president is so noticeable that there really isn’t any alternative lead, particularly in setting the tone and stating clearly the values and principles that are involved. The tactics flow from them, but if the values and principles aren’t clear, the tactical is a bit hollow.” Greg Farrington, Lehigh

“Transforming inspiration comes when the leader loves his institution, its people and its values.” Tim Sullivan, Washington and Lee

“[You need to have a] genuine desire to serve an institution and to serve other people rather than serving yourself.” Bill Gordon, Provost, Wake Forest

“An administrator should not accept a position unless he/she is ready to make every decision on the basis on what’s in the best interest of the institution.”Graham Spanier, Penn State

“Make moral and principle stands. …Ultimately the level of respect that society has for colleges and universities is going to be in direct proportion to the roles colleges and universities than in standing for something.” Greg Farrington, Lehigh

“People look to presidents of [academic] institutions to take a [moral] stand.” Scott Cowen, Tulane

“It’s a very sad commentary that the pain of acting to align our actions with the values of the university is frequently greater than the pain of doing nothing.” Molly Broad, North Carolina System

2. Honor Personal Convictions:  On a few critical occasions we have acted because we, personally, thought it was the right thing to do.   Have the courage of your convictions!  
“In order to weather forces that would have your job—or even your life—you need the courage that ground you in the sense that what you are doing is right.” Gordon Gee, Vanderbilt

“To have the courage of one’s convictions is a prerequisite for effective leadership.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

“Without a powerful sense of personal honor, an honesty that compels moral choice even under the hardest circumstances, leadership is impossible.” Tim Sullivan, Washington and Lee 

“[Effective leaders] possess a clear set of ethical standards which can be communicated and understood.” Charles Steger, Virginia Tech

“Because we inevitably find ourselves involved in controversy, often regarding basic principles, it is essential that we own and understand a set of basic values that we act to preserve and enhance.” Bob Bottoms, DePauw

“Good leadership is almost always dependent upon personal qualities and characteristics, personal values, even character.” Bill Gordon, Provost, Wake Forest

“Don’t let the crisis override your principles, but don’t let abstract principles get in the way either.” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

“[what’s important in a crisis] is consistency, candor, honesty, a bit of humility, visibility, and speed.” Greg Farrington, Lehigh

“It is important to be transparent—absolutely clear—about what you value and what you expect.” David Hardesty, West Virginia

“Openness, transparency, and candor are key attributes at the time of crisis.” Scott Cowen, Tulane

“Since people are going to be reading entrails, trying to decide who you are, tell them and tell them right from the beginning.” Larry Bacow, Tufts  

“We enhances of chances [for success] greatly if we see ourselves truly as the servant of others.” Tim Sullivan, Washington and Lee

“Leadership is service.” Jim Barker, Clemson

Virtue is the basis of trust, therefore leadership. Virtue is defined by the values of truth, integrity, competence, commitment, and compassion. “Trust is the basis for moving, in concert, toward commonly held goals.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

“Build trust and confidence.” Freeman Hrabowski, Maryland-Baltimore

“Prepare to lead in your own way and in your own style.” Andy Benton, Pepperdine

“Draw your own conclusions based upon what you see.” Larry Bacow, Tufts

“The first personal requirement for leadership as a form of teaching is a passion for ideas, a love of learning.” Tom Hearn, Wake Forest

“Passion gives us stamina.” David Hardesty, West Virginia

“True passion, as conveyed through thoughtful language and behaviors, is a critical aspect of leadership.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

“If you’re going to make a difference, you must have passion. A lot of people talk but change will not occur if one doesn’t have passion.” Wayne Clough, Georgia Tech

 “You have to want to be involved, to have a passion, to be excited.” John Ryan, U.S. Maritime College

“Genuine humility, . . .  understanding our own inability to control all the forces, is important to good leadership.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State 

“[Focusing on ultimate goals] requires the suppression of ego and the nearly universal appetite for personal commendation.” Tim Sullivan, Washington and Lee

“I knew that I had to have . . . sufficient humility to acknowledge when I made mistakes and attend to the aftermath.” Edward Malloy, Notre Dame

“I try not to take myself as seriously as others take me.” Jim Barker, Clemson

“Don’t even consider administration if you can’t tolerate disagreement, anger.” Graham Spanier, Penn State

“Teachers as leaders of deliberative processes must have a high tolerance for criticism and dissent.” Tom Hearn, Wake Forest

“A little integrity is better than any career.” Emerson as quoted by Molly Broad, North Carolina System

“The leader must work assiduously to cultivate in himself and in his advisors the capacity to think free . . . ” Steve Sample, Southern California

3. Plan and Make Decisions: We must plan for the future and patiently guide others toward it.  Have a process and a plan!  Make decisions!
“If the issue is vital, stand up and take whatever heat that comes.” Jim Barker, Clemson

“The real action is what leadership is about: it’s not the visioning. . . . Good leadership is knowing how much future to introduce into the present.” Larry Penley, Colorado State

“Many men want to be president, but very few want to do president.” Steve Sample, Southern California

“Leaders both steer and row.” Jim Barker, Clemson

“We are responsible for creating messages for the future.” Pam Shockley-Zalabak, Colorado-Colorado Springs

Take the lead in talking about the issue.  Freeman Hrabowski, Maryland-Baltimore

“What administrators have to do in a situation such as this, ideally, is to weigh one type of hurt over the other and figure out which loss is the least costly to the University’s spirit and to its ideals.” Gordon Gee, Vanderbilt

“Be confident the juice is worth the squeeze.” William Kirwan, Maryland System

“The true leader must see with unfailing clarity the larger objectives he not merely seeks to achieve, but which he must achieve.” Tim Sullivan, Washington and Lee

Make your presence felt. Walk around and show the flag.  Steve Sample, Southern California

“Under ideal conditions up to 30% of a top leader’s time can be spent on really substantive matters, and no more than 70% of his time should be spent reacting to or presiding over trivial, routine, or ephemeral matters.” Steve Sample, Southern California

“Obtain a clear vision for where you want to go and how you want to get there.” Andy Benton, Pepperdine

“During my time as president I have made every effort to bring other Holy Cross religious into positions of leadership and responsibility so that they could constitute a core group of potential successors.” Edward Malloy, Notre Dame

“You can’t be prepared for every crisis, but you can be prepared.” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

“Have a well developed emergency plan.” Steve Sample, Southern California

“[My media advisors] relentless demands to think in advance about our reactions to various outcomes allowed me to learn how to shape our public presence on the substance of the cases. . . . Our most grueling discussions focused on the scenario of a possible defeat . . .” Mary Sue Coleman, Michigan

“[We] called together a standing body that had existed for some time at UW . . .” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

“Define the process from the beginning. The credibility of the process is crucial.  This can only be achieved if the ‘rules of engagement’ are established through a collaborative process at the outset, not as the need for decisions arises.” William Kirwan, Maryland System

“We had established clear consultative procedures, and we put them to good use.” Mary Sue Coleman, Michigan

“Avoid whenever possible quarrelling simultaneously over who has the authority to make a particular decision, and what the decision should be.” Steve Sample, Southern California

“When confronted by crisis, seek ways to ensure that your institution is not defined by the crisis itself, but by your response to it.” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

“I thought I could do things quickly, but not substantively. I found that I could do things substantively, but not quickly.” Jim Barker, Clemson

“Great institutions are seldom built by giant leaps, but rather by small steps taken consistently in the same direction.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

“The most important lesson we have learned is: patience, patience, patience, even when success seems to be absolutely assured by action.” Marye Anne Fox, North Carolina State

“Patience is a virtue but it comes at a cost.” William Kirwan, Maryland System

“Time is a real ally if you can use it, in terms of minimizing disruption to the organization.” John DeGioia, Georgetown

“Time pressures push presidents to avoid mistakes rather than make courageous moves.” Dale Knobel, Denison

4. Maintain Institutional Morale: We must lead in tranquil times and times of crisis.  Be as positive as possible!  Recognize that leaders are needed most in times of crisis!
“It is the responsibility of the president to engender an expectation of excellence, to create a culture of high expectations.” Howard Martin, Winston Salem State

“Leaders must forego the luxuries of pessimism, cynicism, negativism, irresponsibility, and at times, independence. …seek always to turn adversity to advantage; look for the ‘silver lining,’ the ray of hope and opportunity.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

“Be confident and inspire confidence.” Andy Benton, Pepperdine

“My most important objective during these stressful times was to maintain morale throughout the University community, and I worked toward that goal every day.” Mary Sue Coleman, Michigan

“[the role of the president is to] protect our priorities and restore a sense of momentum to the campus community.” William Kirwan, Maryland System

“In times of severe crisis, the president’s voice matters and it may be the only one that does.” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

5. Consult and Involve: We must accomplish most of our objectives through others. Build a quality team and give its members room to succeed!  Consult widely!  

“The essential strategy for the newcomer is to conduct a careful institutional audit, listen rather than speaking, and to postpone any substantive decisions until such time as the institution, its problems and people, are thoroughly consulted and understood. . . . A new officer must solicit advice and assistance from as many seasoned veterans as possible.” Tom Hearn, Wake Forest

“Engage the shared governance bodies from the outset.” William Kirwan, Maryland System  

“[I continue to] meet individually with a cross-section of faculty each year and get around to the various student residences for informal discussions.”  Edward Malloy, Notre Dame

“Ask experts for advice. They are very wise and they want to be involved. . . . There is wisdom in the counsel of many.” Jim Barker, Clemson

“Especially in crises, presidents need to involve and acknowledge all members of the college community.” Julianne Thrift, Salem

“Get out and visit in their offices.” Dale Knobel, Denison

*Listen to and understand students. They are “coming to us today with a popular culture that is at odds with civility and community.”  Phil Clay, MIT

“Everyone—faculty, staff, and students—needs to hear from students firsthand.” Freeman Hrabowski, Maryland-Baltimore

“A leader has to be sympathetic to [an opposing view], even if he is not sympathetic to its particular manifestation.” Gordon Gee, Vanderbilt

“We should have sought actively, at each stage of our master planning, specific engagement and proactive involvement [of the community] in designing this project, rather than only exhibiting an openness to listening to their position.” Marye Anne Fox, North Carolina State

“[Leaders should] make the effort to develop emphathy with all affected stakeholders, to walk in their shoes as you would your own.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

“I felt it refreshing to get so much feedback from all constituencies . . . even have people tell me that I was completely wrong.” John Ryan, SUNY-Maritime College
“The contrarian academic leader works hard to see things through the eyes of others while at the same time assiduously cultivating her intellectual independence.” Steve Sample, Southern California

“A second personal requirement [for leadership] is a high tolerance for process.” Tom Hearn, Wake Forest

“Encourage…trusted lieutenants to summon the courage and will to be candid and truthful,” especially when the CEO is “full of it.”  Al Yates, President 
Emeritus, Colorado State

“Communication must be open, honest, direct, and often.  Versatility in communication is a skill worth developing. . . . Successful leadership involves seizing every opportunity to teach, to listen and to learn from those with whom we interact.” Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

Communicate “priorities through deliberate use of both time and language.” Freeman Hrabowski, Maryland-Baltimore

“The best executive is the one who recruits the most competent men around, tells them what he wants done, and then gets out of their way so they can do it.” Teddy Roosevelt as quoted by Steve Sample, Southern California

Hire good people. Let them excel. It works.  Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

Diversity in people and ideas is a cornerstone of effective leadership. Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

Build a team with diverse skills.  Andy Benton, Pepperdine

“We found that we need all of our distinct ‘voices’ [perspectives] in the room to best address critical issues. . . . [As presidents] we can’t ‘fix’ everything and must rely on the contributions of others . . .” David Hardesty, West Virginia

“My most important role was to identify others on campus with influence and with the willingness to commit time and energy to these efforts.  . . . Identify allies among leading faculty and influential administrators who can be support of change.” Freeman Hrabowski, Maryland- Baltimore

“Building the team and sharing the message is critically important.” James Moeser, North Carolina- Chapel Hill

“Work for those who work for you. . . . You should be doing everything you can to help your direct reports succeed. . . . It’s not simply that you should be your lieutenant’s staff person, you should be his best staff person.”  Steve Sample, Southern California

“My challenge was to develop the capacity of those who were responsible . . . ”  Not to do their job. Tom Hearn, Wake Forest

“Never make a decision that can be reasonably delegated . . . ” Steve Sample, Southern California

“As president, one must work hard to create a system of colleagues that supports the institution as a whole.” Scott Cowen, Tulane

“To change the culture within an institution, one must involve and transform some of the faculty leadership.” Howard Martin, Winston Salem State

*Don’t “underestimate the significance of the direct assistance necessary to perform the [president’s] task effectively.”  Edward Malloy, Notre Dame

“I learned that lawsuits come with the terrain and that having expertise and good judgment in the Office of the General Counsel is extremely important.” Mary Sue Coleman, Michigan

“Any academic institution that has to rely upon its president for all its good ideas is a university in trouble.” Larry Bacow, Tufts

*Provide advance notice to affected constituencies. Gordon Gee, Vanderbilt

“[Recognize] the importance of distributing information from the University to the public on an ongoing basis during each crisis.” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

“Many media representatives are lazy: just plan for it.” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

“Mind the media.” William Kirwan, Maryland System

“Learning how to deal with the press is an essential lesson for college presidents.” Bob Bottoms, DePauw

“In this present media age, an essential requirement of university leaders is that they be confident and competent communicators with a microphone or a television camera in their faces.” Tom Hearn, Wake Forest

6. Mind the Date: We have found that data trumps hunches, opinions, and even instincts. Collect diverse opinions! Get the numbers!
“Data rules.”  William Kirwan, Maryland System

Take time for careful study prior to each major decision.  Larry Faulkner, Texas

“The time of transition between election and assuming the responsibility is a prime opportunity for putting together one’s leadership team, soliciting advice from experienced presidents, interacting with the members of the Board of Trustees and other major constituencies, and reading in the literature about presidential leadership and about higher education.” Edward Malloy, Notre Dame

“The first and most obvious task for any institutional leader is to know his or her own institution intimately and thoroughly.” Tom Hearn, Wake Forest

Visit other campuses to learn from other effective models.  Freeman Hrabowski, Maryland-Baltimore

“When preparing to cut [or to make any major decision], you need to achieve as deep a grasp as possible of the impacts of the proposed cuts. These are fragile ecosystems. You need to understand the key points in those systems when making reductions.” John DeGioia, Georgetown

“When facing a crisis, look to the institutions that have been there and done that and, when possible, learn best practices before you need them.” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

7. Exercise Our Priestly and Teaching Roles:  As presidents we are responsible for both an institution and a community. Accept your responsibility for counseling! Coach! 
“Our primary factor in the management of each crisis was to provide maximum institutional support to the families of the victims.” Phil Dubois, Wyoming

*Tend to people first. “If we didn’t tend to people and treat them well, we could lose forever our most previous asset and any physical recovery [from a Fort Collins flood] would be a hollow victory.”  Al Yates, President Emeritus, Colorado State

Show “appreciation for the efforts and accomplishments of colleagues and students” Freeman Hrabowski, Maryland- Baltimore

“We must build organizational trust, a trust that is dependent upon but extends beyond personal credibility.” Key elements in organization trust are competence, consistency, concern, openness and honesty and an understanding of the value of change.   Pam Shockley-Zalabak Colorado-Colorado Springs

“[A true leader] exercises an Homeric responsibility to bring to life through narrative and metaphor what we cannot easily express for ourselves.  It’s a teaching responsibility, one that creates meaning about the future through the symbolization process.” Larry Penley, Colorado State

“Celebrate the accomplishment.” Edward Kirwan, Maryland System

8. Don’t Ignore Self-Renewal: The presidency draws upon a broad spectrum of skills and provides many opportunities to be with very interesting people. Take advantage of these learning opportunities! Keep healthy!
“It seems to me that we need a lot more time to think, write, teach, and reflect.” Scott Cowen, Tulane

Save time to think.  Larry Faulkner, Texas

 “A final consideration that became clear during the first year of my presidency was the importance of a sense of balance in my personal life with regard to prayer, recreation, reading and scholarly engagement, and sufficient rest and relaxation.” Edward Malloy, Notre Dame

“You’re not a super hero.” Pay attention to your own health. Phil Dubois, Wyoming

Have a mentor outside your institution, especially if you’re a president who came to office from within. Charles Steger, Virginia Tech

“If you do make a mistake, don’t run away from it and don’t ever repeat it again.” Scott Cowen, Tulane

“It’s okay to make mistakes as long as you learn from them.” Larry Bacow, Tufts

“Always do a post-audit of a crisis and make sure you articulate lessons learned.   After it’s over it is important to sit down and analyze how we could do it better the next time.” Scott Cowen, Tulane

Encourage self-examination by yourself and others. Freeman Hrabowski, Maryland-Baltimore

Conclusion


As compiler of this volume, I am in awe at the quantity and quality of time so many talented and busy presidents gave to “the profession.” Our hope is that leaders who read this volume will select at least five or ten of the “lesson quotes” that are most meaningful to them. Our hope is that they will contemplate the opportunities in their own situations, and that they will act with more knowledge, more anticipation, and more confidence.

I 
� Murphy, 2003: p. 36, italics in original.





� Seymour and Moor, 2000: p. x.





� Seymour and Moor, 2000, p. 28.





� Murphy, 2003: p. 36.  Commenting on what most observers would probably say is the most difficult crisis ever to confront an American university or college, Murphy observed that, “[f]or many Americans, the name “Kent State” evokes images of a nation in conflict.  A single crisis decades ago forever defined that institution as a symbol of civil outrage and government run amok.”





5 Specific references to stories in the Chronicle of Higher Education dealing with each of these campus cases are available from the author upon request.





6 Readers interested in materials related to the University of Wyoming’s response to the murder of Matthew Shepard may wish to consult the University’s resource website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.uwyo.edu/News/shepard/" ��http://www.uwyo.edu/News/shepard/�.  Included in that collection is a video presentation I’ve prepared about the University’s role in the aftermath of the tragedy, including relevant news footage of the time.  Most of the following factual description is drawn from that presentation.  There is no comparable set of materials related to “The Eight,” but a poignant and powerful account can be found in S.L. Price’s, “Crossroad,” in Sports Illustrated magazine (November 26, 2001: pp. 86-99).  





7 A decision by the Governor later in the week to lower state flags on the day of Matt’s funeral as a “day of understanding” was widely criticized by veteran’s groups; I received no direct criticism for my action.





8 Although this decision ruffled the feathers of some donors who could not understand why we would not readily establish a Matthew Shepard memorial scholarship, it had the benefit of sending a clear message concerning our concern for support of the family.  In the end, the funds collected helped establish the Matthew Shepard Foundation (www.matthewshepard.org/) which, under the guidance of Judy Shepard, has initiated a broad-ranging set of educational and political initiatives dedicated to social justice concerns.  





9 I do not presume, in this essay, to attempt to provide any broader assessment of the significance of the murder of Matthew Shepard.   In the months and years that have followed, the traditional media have been followed by magazine writers, playwrites, documentary filmmakers, and amateur sociologists of all stripes seeking an explanation for the murder and insights into the community in which it occurred.     Nearly all of these folks stopped by the Office of the President at one time or another for a cup of coffee and some conversation.  Some listened well and accurately; some did not.  Although not an account with which I agree in all its particulars, the best overall treatment is Loffreda, 2000.  Beth Loffreda is a member of the Department of English faculty at the University of Wyoming.     





10 In this particular aspect of the management of the crisis on campus, I was able to draw upon personal experience.  During my student experience at the University of California, Davis, teach-ins were organized in response to the bombing of Cambodia.  Later in life at Davis, then serving as an administrator under Vice President for Academic Affairs Carol Cartwright and Executive Vice Chancellor Larry Vanderhoef, we organized teach-ins in response to campus reaction to the outbreak of the Gulf War.   Cartwright has been the President of Kent State University since 1990; Vanderhoef has been Chancellor at Davis since 1994.  





11 The text of my remarks may be found on the University of Wyoming Matthew Shepard Resource Page at:  http://www.uwyo.edu /News/shepard.  Congressman Barney Frank of Massachusetts saw fit to have those remarks entered into the Congressional Record (vol. 145, no. 46; Tuesday, March 23, 1990:  pp. E520-E521. 


  


12 Although technically eligible for the death penalty, both of the men convicted of the murder received life in prison without possibility of parole.  The Shepard family played a significant role in influencing the prosecutor and the judge not to impose the death penalty.  





13 Although numerous people privately praised or admonished me for my public endorsement of hate crimes legislation, not one member of my Board of Trustees ever said a word to me concerning the matter.   To their credit, my Board let me and the members of my administration manage the crisis as we thought best.  Later, I was pleased to see the Board recognize the Crisis Management Team with the Board’s highest honor, the Trustees’ Award of Merit.   





14 Although Elton John’s contribution of $50,000 to the fund initiated to establish a law school chair was received, we were unable to generate additional interest in the concept to raise the $1.5 million required.  Eventually, with the permission of John’s foundation, we redirected these funds to join an anonymous $1 million gift to underwrite a variety of diversity-related initiatives, including the Matthew Shepard Symposium for Social Justice.  The establishment of the Shepard Symposium is discussed later in this essay.





15 In addition to the activities organized by LGBTA, the campus administration arranged for a photographic exhibition of LGBT young people, “The Shared Heart” offered by artist Adam Mastoon, to be displayed in our union art gallery.  The theatre department offered its production of Angels in America.





16 The concert appearance by Peter, Paul, and Mary had been arranged in December, 1998, after I had watched a public television presentation of a Christmas concert they had once performed years earlier.  Their rendition of one particular song, “Light One Candle,” struck me as eerily reminiscent of the candlelight vigil we had held at the Newman Center on the Thursday prior to Matt’s death.  At my request, PP&M agreed to perform on the Homecoming weekend, almost a year to the day after Matt’s death. The performance was underwritten from a combination of privately donated funds, ticket sales, and a contribution by the Matthew Shepard Foundation.





17 Under our campus policies, I had the authority to suspend Haskins if his presence would disrupt the educational process or if he was determined to be a danger to the University community.  I felt that the former could be established only with experience. Although I would not hesitate to suspend a student accused of other kinds of violent offenses, such as murder or rape, I did not judge Haskins to be a danger to the campus. This was, to be sure, a judgment call. We certainly could have used Haskins’ suspension to “send a message” about alcohol abuse by students to the larger community.  My view, which I hold to this day, was that we needed to consider each case of student discipline on its own merits and that no one student should be served up to the media and the public to fulfill some larger institutional purpose, such as an expression of our concern about student alcohol use. In Haskins’ case, knowing that he was probably going to face the better part of twenty years in prison but be released as a convicted felon in his early 30s, he—and the larger society--was going to be far better off having earned his college degree than not.





18 Personal contributions accounted for all but $50,000 of this total. One $50,000 gift to endow a scholarship in memory of The Eight qualified for a state matching grant program that had been approved by the Legislature in March of 2001.  





19 My wife, Lisa, who had been stranded in Europe due to the disruption in air traffic in the aftermath of September 11, returned in time to begin attending funerals with me. During the period of her absence, of course, I appeared at numerous university functions alone, prompting rumors of our impending divorce.





20 Later, as many of the families became involved in efforts to influence the Wyoming legislature to adopt tougher drunk-driving legislation, this symbol emerged again in silver sterling renditions that the families had cast for their own use.  





21 We also extended an offer of University custodial assistance for any of the families that might wish it after they had removed their son’s personal effects from their local houses or apartments.  





22 In the 2002 legislative session, Wyoming enacted legislation reducing the blood alcohol limit for driving from .10 to .08. Families of The Eight were actively involved in lobbying legislators, including a press conference held in the Capitol Building that included photographs of the eight boys that we had used in the campus memorial service.  At the request of the families, I appeared at the press conference in support of their efforts.  





23 Highway 287 had also, within the recent memory of most Laramie residents, been the site of a serious injury to a member of the Wyoming women’s basketball team and the death of a football player hurrying back to Laramie for spring practice.





24 A day or two after the accident, I placed a personal call to the Director of the Wyoming Department of Transportation, urging that he give Highway 287 a high priority for widening and other changes that might make it more forgiving of driver error.  Even in the absence of drivers impaired by alcohol, the road is treacherous and leaves little room for drivers to make any mistakes.  





25 I had personally selected one of the parents to speak, largely because she was someone who was closely connected to the University through the Associated Parents of UW and through her mother, a long-time alumna previously recognized for distinguished service to the University.  Recognizing that this might be a matter of some sensitivity with some of the other parents, I invited each of them to communicate their thoughts to her for consideration in her remarks. 


 


26 As noted, I had consulted closely with the families about the use of the memorial funds.  Although a couple of the parents had hoped we would use some of the funds to compensate them for funeral expenses, I had rejected that use as inconsistent with the wishes of the donors as best as I could determine. In addition to the creation of an endowed scholarship, the funds were used for the physical renovations to team rooms and the purchase of items selected by the teams, including a hot tub and a large screen television. We also used the funds to defray the costs of the memorial garden itself.





27 In a volume packed with useful advice for presidents on nearly every conceivable topic related to University administration, former University of Texas President Peter T. Flawn makes only passing reference to the management of student protests, advising that the president should send a dean or vice president out to the front lines! (Flawn, 1990: p.15).  Steve Sample’s useful small volume on presidential leadership also makes only a small comment about the importance of the president in crisis management, principally to provide a “sense of security” to the campus community (Sample, 2002: pp. 75, 80). Addressing the challenges to presidents in the 1990s, Clark Kerr described them as a “mince pie” of issues, only two of which could be considered “crises”—the need to accommodate growing numbers of underrepresented students and some level of student unrest over issues such as the racial and gender composition of the faculty” (Kerr, 1994: 115, 126-128).  None of the other major volumes I consulted (Bloustein, 1972; Plante with Caret, 1990; Birnbaum, 1992; Crowley, 1994; Budig, 2002) mention the challenges of presidential leadership during crisis situations. 





28 See, for instance, Seymour and Moore, 2000; Ogrizek and Guillery, 1999; Heath, 1998; and Nudell and Antokol, 1988. The crises typically dealt with in these books involve those with near-term and long-term potential damage to a company’s reputation, including things like airplane crashes, oil spills, product safety problems, labor crises, economic boycotts, institutional scandals, disease outbreaks, and the like.





29 See Seymour and Moore, 2000: pp. 190-212; Ogrizek and Guillery, 1999: pp. 88-90.





30 Murphy (2003: p. 36), for instance, calls for universities to conduct “a crisis vulnerability assessment” through a comprehensive evaluation of “institutional operations and policies in areas that affect institutional operation,” followed by an “actionable crisis response plan” for identified areas of potential problems. While having a functioning “emergency response” plan to address major possible threats to the campus community or its physical assets is undoubtedly necessary in the post-September 11 world, few institutions would be able to afford the dedication of staff time and money required to prepare for all possible crises that might arise out of their daily operations.   


31 The academic literature (see, e.g., Ogrizek and Guillery, 1999: pp. 60-64) refers to this, rather distastefully I think, as “victim management.”  But the larger point is still valid in my view.  





32 Murphy, 2000: p. 37.





33 Another symbolic issue that attached to the Matthew Shepard tragedy was the question of whether there should be a physical marker or memorial of some type that could serve as a permanent reminder of the events of October 1998, in Laramie. I demurred, saying as gently as I could that I was not prepared to turn the campus into a cemetery. Rather, I encouraged those concerned with the creation of a memorial to participate in our campus memorial tree and bench program, which would have permitted a brass plaque to mark the planting of a new tree or the placement of a bench in Matt’s memory. No one came forward to do so and, in the interim, we have established the Matthew Shepard Symposium for Social Justice. Still, on occasion, passersby through Laramie will write to me expressing their concern that we have “done nothing” to memorialize Matt Shepard while we have a memorial garden to mark the death of The Eight.   





34 Loffreda, 2000, pp. 99-101.





35 The University of Wyoming’s nondiscrimination statements (applicable to admission, employment, and access to programs and services) now all include the same list of ten prohibited bases of discrimination:  race, color, religion, sex, national origin, disability, age, veteran status, sexual orientation, and political belief.  





36 As Provost at the University of North Carolina at Charlotte in the early 1990s, I dealt with a similar situation involving the protest by a fundamentalist religious group to a piece of art displayed in our senior art show.  By inviting the group’s leader to bring his protest on to campus, we were able to allow him to exercise his First Amendment rights and to simultaneously showcase the importance of those same rights to the student artist.  
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