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Campus of the Future, Honolulu, Hawaii, July 8, 2006 
© Ann Hill Duin, University of Minnesota 

 
Come gather 'round people 

Wherever you roam 
And admit that the waters 
Around you have grown 
And accept it that soon 

You'll be drenched to the bone. 
If your time to you 

Is worth savin' 
Then you better start swimmin' 

Or you'll sink like a stone 
For the times they are a-changin'. 

--The Times They Are A-Changin’ by Bob Dylan 
 
 

 
 
On July 1, 2006, three new colleges began at the University of Minnesota: 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/umnnews/Feature_Stories/A_transforming_U_takes_shape.html 
 
On July 1, the University of Minnesota, Twin Cities, went from 20 colleges to 17. 
It welcomed three newly created colleges--the College of Food, Agricultural and 
Natural Resource Sciences (CFANS); the College of Design; and the College of 
Education and Human Development (CEHD)--to campus, signaling its 
determination to ensure a brighter future for itself. 

Nearly two years ago, the University looked at the challenges it faced as an 
international research university. It saw that money allocated for higher 
education was shrinking; that competition was growing for the best students, 
staff and faculty; and that research funding was increasingly going to institutions 
engaged in collaborative, multidisciplinary work. If it stayed its present course, it 
would survive, but probably not in as strong a position as other universities that 
set new directions and flourished. 

So the University went to work setting up task forces, inviting community input, 
issuing recommendations and presenting to the Board of Regents its plan for 
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creating a new direction for the 155-year-old institution, one that would put it 
among the top three public research universities in the world within a decade. 

 
 
I am committed to excellence through engagement and partnership. For nearly 30 years, my 
teaching, scholarship, and administrative experiences have focused on collaboration and 
capacity building. After studying at a small liberal arts college, I taught elementary and then 
secondary music and English in Iowa, followed by teaching in a private school and in 
companies in Japan. For the past 25 years, I mainly have worked at the University of 
Minnesota, first as a research assistant, then as a teaching assistant, then later as assistant, 
associate, and full professor, then as a vice provost, and most recently as an associate dean.  
 
Based on this broad perspective, I share this “autobiographical” case study of strategic 
positioning at the University of Minnesota, and more specifically, my use of the Blueprint for 
Smart Change as I worked to provide transformational leadership in the development of 
Newco. “Newco” was the transitional name first used by then Vice President and Dean 
Charles Muscoplat, and soon attached to one of three new colleges—the College of Food, 
Agricultural and Natural Resource Sciences--created as part of the University of Minnesota’s 
strategic positioning process.  
 
Irene Karpiak (2005), a scholar of lifelong learning, emphasizes that adult learning and 
development continue throughout life, and such development is geared toward greater 
inclusiveness and understanding of complexity.1  She notes how C.G. Jung (1954) called this 
process individuation or becoming all that one is capable of becoming,2 and that E.H. 
Erikson (1980) later termed integrity as enlarging one’s perspective to encompass more than 
just one’s own history.3 Karpiak describes how autobiographical writing works to send the 
writer on an archeological dig to recall, remember, revisit, and review earlier events and 
experiences. Therefore, woven throughout this case study are snippets of autobiographical 
writing as largely defined by Karpiak: 

From: http://www.extension.usask.ca/cjuce/articles/v31pdf/3114.pdf 
 
Whereas life writing—autobiography—was limited in the past to more or less 
famous people, more recently it has come to be used by a more general, wider 
public as a means of personal development through life-review, self-reflection, 
and self-definition (Gornick, 2001)… Autobiography…encompasses not only 
artistic and literary dimensions, but also the scientific and philosophical… 
Autobiography can serve educational goals, not only personal, but also societal, 
which extend into improving professional practice and strengthening civic life and 
the public good. 

 
Patricia Hampl, Regents Professor at the University of Minnesota, further defines memoir 
writing as a way to write what one knows, and more importantly, to find out what one knows. 
As such, memoir writing should include both “story telling” and “essay” elements.4 Thus, in 
constructing this case study, I have written what I know about strategic positioning at the 
                                                
1 Karpiak, I. (2005). More than artistry: The integral aspect of autobiography. Canadian Journal of University 
Continuing Education, 31(1), 87-107. 
2 Jung, C.G. (1954). The development of personality (R.F.C. Hull, Trans.). In CW 17, The development of 
personality (pp. 28-48). Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
3 Erikson, E.H. (1980). Themes of adulthood in the Freud-Jung Correspondence. In J. Smelser & E. Erikson 
(Eds.), Themes of work and love in adulthood (pp. 43-76). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
4 Hampl, P.  (1999) in I Could Tell You Stories. New York: W.W. Norton and Co. 
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University, and more specifically, how I worked to build capacity for shared leadership in the 
development of Newco. The writing of this case study also has allowed me to discover 
implications regarding the use of the blueprint for smart change. 
 
A first step in memoir writing is to define core values, attitudes and perspectives. In addition 
to my longstanding commitment to education, I am deeply committed to the land grant 
mission. In my cover letter when applying for my current position as associate dean, I wrote 
the following:   

I have been deeply committed to the Land Grant Mission. This mission means that we must 
be determined to extend the riches of science and the arts for the benefit of all; it is our 
responsibility to make education accessible and to develop research-based education that 
serves public needs. 

 
Vice President and Dean Charles Muscoplat, who served as dean of the College of 
Agricultural, Food and Environmental Sciences (COAFES) at the time of this strategic 
positioning process, summarized this mission as “people, prosperity, and economic growth 
and development” in an occasional paper titled The Land Grant University: Mission 
Accomplished or Mission Impossible? 

From: http://www.coafes.umn.edu/July_8__2004.html 
 
The land grant mission is complex, and stems from not only the 1862 and 1890 
Morrill Acts, but also the Hatch Act of 1887 and the Smith-Lever Act of 1914.  
One cannot derive the definition or original legislative intent of "land grant" by 
simply reading the original legislation.  Historical context is essential… early 
leaders saw the sale of public lands as direct revenue for a new and struggling 
nation. But over time and contentious congressional debates, they saw with 
clarity and wisdom the donation of public lands as a magnificent indirect 
revenue:  When the people are well educated, they will prosper.  When the 
people prosper, the state and the nation prosper. And so, the land was given to 
the states for colleges to educate the people - and to achieve an astounding 
return on investment. 

The Morrill Act became a part of a more comprehensive economic policy to 
promote national prosperity and increase government revenue through donation 
of public lands...  Our country's leaders at the time viewed education, not as a 
discrete, but rather an inherent component of economic development and 
prosperity.  Their actions provided for the education of the people as a public 
good that brought wealth to individuals and to the country as a whole… 
 
As both supporters and critics of higher education debate the level of investment 
of state funds in the University and other state institutions, they should keep 
three points in mind: 1. An investment in people is the critical component to 
success for our state and our nation. 2. Education is prosperity. 3. The University 
of Minnesota, with its unique research base, is economic growth and 
development. 

 
I began my position as associate dean for academic programs and student affairs in COAFES 
on February 4, 2002. Shortly thereafter the state of Minnesota found itself in a severe budget 
shortfall. Minutes from the Board of Regents’ Finance and Operations Committee meeting 
on April 11, 2002, report the following: 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/regents/minutes/2002/april/finance.html 
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The legislature has addressed $1.85 billion of the state’s $2.3 billion projected 
budget shortfall for 2002-2003. Under the plan, the University of Minnesota will 
receive a $23.6 million funding cut to its base 2002-2003 operating budget. 

 
Mere months later, we received news of the next, and far worse, state budget crisis. 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/urelate/kiosk/0103kiosk/deficit.html 
 
As the 2003 legislative session begins, lawmakers are staring down the barrel of 
what Governor Tim Pawlenty calls "a big honkin’ deficit" in Minnesota’s budget, 
both for the remainder of this fiscal year as well as the next two-year cycle 
(biennium)… the state’s revised budget forecast, released in early December, 
projects that the deficit will climb to $4.56 billion by the end of the 2004–05 
biennium with an immediate shortfall of $356 million for the rest of this fiscal 
year (ending June 30). The budget forecast sent shock waves throughout the 
state. 

 
The University of Minnesota -- despite its unique research base and land grant mission as a 
foundation for economic growth and development – received a cut of $185M from its base 
state funding. This was the largest such cut at the time to any public higher education 
institution in the United States. Such a cut brings an institution to change. 
 

Blueprint for Smart Change 
 

The Next Generation Organization of higher education will require focus on preserving 
foundational tenets of the past, maintaining critical mission and services in the present, and 

creating a well-defined toolkit of core components for moving into the future.  The next 
generation organization of higher education must be more like a catamaran than a large ship 

of state. Leaders will need to understand the building blocks for smart change. 
--Linda Baer, Ann Hill Duin, Don Norris 

 
Together with Linda Baer, Senior Vice Chancellor for Minnesota State Colleges and 
Universites, and Don Norris, President of Strategic Initiatives, Inc., we have defined smart 
change as the aggressive application of change management principles -- engagement, shared 
leadership, and transformative goals -- to develop institutional capacity and create systemic 
change. 5 The “Smart Change” process brings focus to planning within the rapidly changing 
environment of declining economic conditions; increasing enrollments and demands for new 
programs and services; demands for accountability and use of technology to expand access 
and reduce costs; and new opportunities, markets and competitors. The smart change process 
values change as a core asset and attends to the future through a focus on principles over 
practices, data analysis over myth, leadership over management, continuous over episodic 
improvement, communication over soundbites, the system over silos, and partnership over 
competition. 
 
The Blueprint for Smart Change described in this paper was developed by Linda Baer, Judith 
Ramaley, President of Winona State University, and myself during our collaborative work 
over this past year (2005-2006). Although the University of Minnesota did not follow the 
Blueprint for Smart Change as part of its strategic positioning process, I largely followed this 

                                                
5 Baer, L.L., Duin, A.H., & Norris, D. The Next Generation Organization: Strategic Planning for Smart 
Change. WCET Annual Conference, San Francisco, November 2005. 
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framework from my position as an associate dean in one of the colleges at the University—
the College of Agricultural, Food and Environmental Sciences--a college that became part of 
the new merged College of Food, Agricultural and Natural Resource Sciences. I worked to 
provide shared leadership to build capacity and manage the change. 
 
The following Smart Change Blueprint includes key questions related to the principles of 
engagement, shared leadership, and transformative goals. One can use these questions as a 
guide while working to develop the case for change, build capacity for it, manage the change, 
and launch and assess it. I follow this framework throughout the remainder of this paper as I 
document the development of Newco.  
 

 
This second grid indicates how such a process occurred in the development of Newco. 
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1. Develop the Case 
 
Nearly every summary of the ongoing strategic positioning process at the University of 
Minnesota begins by noting its heritage. 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/twincities/01_abt_gen_ci.php 
 
Founded in 1851 as the state’s land-grant institution, the University of Minnesota 
is one of the state’s greatest assets and one of the most comprehensive 
universities in the United States. Through its strategic positioning plan, the 
University is making strides to become one of the top three public research 
universities in the world within a decade. At all its locations—Twin Cities, Duluth, 
Morris, Crookston, and Rochester—the University is moving in a new direction to 
meet the challenges of the 21st century… 
 
The University offers myriad educational opportunities for its 60,000 students in 
more than 370 fields of study. The University of Minnesota, Twin Cities (UMTC) 
has the most comprehensive academic programs of any institution in the state 
and the widest range of graduate and professional programs… 
The University is the state’s only major research university and brings in more 
than $500 million in sponsored research awards annually—more than 98 percent 
of all research dollars coming to higher education institutions in Minnesota. 
 

Throughout my 25 years at the University of Minnesota, I have watched strategic planning 
attempts begin with great expectations and end as great failures. Chief among these was 
Commitment to Focus back in the late 80s.  

From: http://www.alumni.umn.edu/printview/The_U_s_Big_Balancing_Act.html 
 
In 1985, then–Interim President Ken Keller recognized that the landscape of 
higher education was changing. Keller outlined an ambitious plan, "A 
Commitment to Focus," with the goal of making the University one of the top five 
public universities in the nation. 
 
Keller’s plans called for toughening entrance standards, bolstering graduate 
education and research, reducing undergraduate rolls, and recognizing the 
emerging role of state colleges, which were already beginning to educate a 
growing percentage of the state’s undergraduate students. "Perhaps the most 
important notion was not trying to be all things to all people," recalls Keller. From 
the beginning, he saw "access versus excellence" as a flawed debate. "It made 
little sense to set this up as a false dichotomy—quality or access—because access 
without quality is access to nothing," says Keller. 
 
Keller’s ideas initially enjoyed strong support within the University community, 
and he became permanent president later in 1985. But Keller soon ran into a 
political buzz saw. Although enrollment was already in decline due to post–baby 
boom demographic trends, the popular perception was that the University would 
begin turning away thousands of young Minnesotans. Keller’s plan was seen as 
elitist, an affront to the University’s vaunted tradition of access. 
 
As other controversies flared, Keller resigned in 1988, his work unfinished. The 
history books tell us that Keller’s Commitment to Focus was cast aside. But today 
the University has come to look increasingly like the institution that Keller 
envisioned. 
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The University’s next president, Nils Hasselmo, served from 1989 to 1997 and began 
University 2000, a plan to improve the undergraduate experience.  

From: http://www1.umn.edu/sesqui/history/features/recent/feature03.html 
 
The great achievement of the Hasselmo administration was improving 
undergraduate education. In his State of the University address in 1993, 
Hasselmo gave the name University 2000 to his strategic vision for the 
University, and shaping the undergraduate experience on the Twin Cities campus 
was the cornerstone of the plan. 
 
The efforts have paid off. Class sizes are smaller. More introductory classes are 
taught by senior faculty. Students are arriving at the University better prepared, 
and more are from the top 25 percent of their high school classes. Graduation 
rates are improved. Registration lines have disappeared as students register 
online. 

 
Next, President Mark Yudof, 1997-2002, broadened this work to include both undergraduate 
and research initiatives. He also streamlined Central administration, appointing one 
Executive Vice President and Provost, Robert Bruininks, to replace the previous three-
Provost system, and determining that accountability should rest in the colleges. 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/urelate/kiosk/6.97text/transition.html 
 
The philosophy is to "decentralize to the maximum possible extent," so that 
authority, responsibility, and accountability are with the colleges and 
departments where they belong, Bruininks says. "I think it's workable."  

 
President Yudof also instituted a new budget model that resulted in tuition income flowing 
directly to collegiate units. 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/urelate/kiosk/5.98text/budget.html 
 
The U's new budgeting framework means more money is going directly to the 
colleges these days…In other words, say Yudof and Provost Robert Bruininks, the 
U's new budgeting framework--built on incentives for managed growth (IMG) that 
give more money directly to colleges--may be both blessing and headache: 
Colleges have more money to spend, but also more responsibility for figuring out 
how to spend it. 

While colleges forged full speed ahead to increase enrollment and do more and better 
teaching as a means to increase revenue, they also became more accountable through a 
system wide Compact planning process. Then Provost Bruininks gave the following update 
on the first round of Compact planning to the Board of Regents on October 9, 1998. 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/regents/minutes/1998/october/cow.html 
 
Provost Bruininks presented a report on the 1997-98 compact process and 
outcomes. Thirty-one major University units participated in the compact process. 
A compact is a jointly-written management agreement between the 
campus/college/support unit and the administration that addresses the strategic 
issues and priorities of the unit. The philosophy of the compact process is to 
improve alignment of broad University goals with the directions, investments, 
actions, and results of campuses, colleges, and service units. It is intended to 
create an atmosphere of collegiality, peer relationships, and a focused discussion 
of the unit's and the University's mission, values, and priorities and to promote 
decentralized authority, responsibility, and accountability. A number of goals 
were established to support the process that ultimately will provide for the 
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implementation of an ongoing process that will improve management of 
University resources and public accountability. Priorities set for the 1997-98 
compact process included: advancing academic excellence; expanding 
educational access; achieving diversity; connecting the University to the 
community at large; and promoting a climate of quality service. 

 
While these efforts served to increase internal competition for students and subsequent 
resources, no comprehensive strategic planning had occurred for some time until the current 
president, Robert Bruininks, who began in 2003, started to implement the goals set forth in 
his inaugural speech.6 In this speech he quoted British author John Goldsworthy who stated 
that, “If you don’t plan the future, you won’t have one,” and he emphasized key values that 
have preserved, sustained, and enriched the University: excellence, diversity, academic 
community, and service. President Brininks, armed with immense understanding from over 
three decades of previous service to the University, was ready to sharpen its research 
mission, improve student learning outcomes, and better align our partnership with the 
community to improve society. 
 

 
 

Come senators, congressmen 
Please heed the call 

Don't stand in the doorway 
Don't block up the hall 

For he that gets hurt 
Will be he who has stalled 

There's a battle outside 
And it is ragin'. 

It'll soon shake your windows 
And rattle your walls 

For the times they are a-changin'. 
--Bob Dylan 

 
After a year of addressing the budget cut described earlier, President Bruininks hired Senior 
Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost E. Thomas Sullivan in July 2004, and 
strategic positioning began later that month. To launch the effort, Provost Sullivan began by 
building the case in an email message-- Building Excellence Through a Coherent Vision --to 
the entire university community. 7 

From: http://academic.umn.edu/provost/reports/aug032004.html 
 
We need a coherent vision of the future of this University, one that will continue 
to build excellence through enhanced quality in our teaching and research.  We 

                                                
6 Advancing Knowledge: A Partner for the Public Good (see 
http://www1.umn.edu/pres/00_images/pdf/inaugural_address.pdf). 
7 The complete timeline for the strategic positioning process can be found at 
http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/calendar.html 
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now confront fiscal realities quite different from but a few years ago, including 
lower state support (together with an eroding tax base) and higher health costs.  
It is now clear that incremental changes or marginal cuts are no longer viable or 
sufficient to sustain our future.  We have entered a transformative era for higher 
education in the country and in Minnesota.  There is a certain urgency for 
fundamental changes.  We can start by ensuring that each decision aligns 
resources, whether from public or private sources, with the academic and 
intellectual priorities of the University.  This necessary alignment is a precondition 
to building a coherent focus on excellence.  To ensure that we stay focused, we 
need to engage in careful strategic thinking and planning so that we are able to 
maintain a coherent institutional vision and implement it in an efficient and 
effective way… 
 
Strategic thinking and planning imply that priorities will be set.  In setting 
academic priorities, a focus on quality is the most important measure, along with 
1) examining how each program relates to and is central to the mission of the 
University and 2) whether we have a comparative or unique advantage by 
supporting or enhancing particular programs.  If we are to be successful in 
building excellence at each task within our mission, we need to evaluate carefully 
the balance between capacity and demand.  This will help us identify where there 
are efficiencies, economies of scale, and ultimately effectiveness.  In the end, this 
process should inform our decisions and validate our actions… 
 
In sum, the President and I ask you to join us in a partnership that will challenge 
each of us to think and act creatively to address the new realities and challenges 
confronting our University.  I am confident that this partnership will be 
stimulating and rewarding for our University.  If this public university is to 
continue to be a public good for the citizens of Minnesota, we must recommit to 
the notion that we should be engaged only in teaching, research, and public 
service that adds significant value and quality to our state and the country.  This 
will require difficult choices, but with choices there are new opportunities. 

 
How will you engage the organization and community? 
 
Provost Sullivan led a task force of “well-informed faculty and staff” in the creation of 
working documents that would serve as the starting point for discussions then held through a 
series of town hall meetings.  

From: http://academic.umn.edu/provost/reports/oct212004.html 
 
The taskforce's work has resulted in two draft documents. The first document 
contains a preliminary list of our framing concepts, our goals, vision, mission, 
values, organizational culture and strategies. The second document outlines a set 
of potential planning criteria for evaluating programs and setting priorities. 
President Bruininks and I have taken both of these draft documents to the Board 
of Regents for its review. We would now like to share these drafts with the larger 
University community for input. 
 
To facilitate this important consultation process, we have set up a special Web 
site. Please visit www.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning, where you can 
access both working documents, as well as some additional background material. 
Once at this site, you will find a response link you can click to send back to us 
your comments and suggestions. 

Additionally, I will host a series of Town Hall meetings, during which I will outline 
both documents and take your questions. Further information on dates and 
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locations will be distributed soon. 

Once we receive feedback from the University community as well as outside 
constituencies, the taskforce will finalize a strategic positioning paper and take it 
back to the Board of Regents for the Board's final review. To accomplish this, we 
need your input by November 15, 2004. 

 
As part of engaging the organization, Provost Sullivan met with multiple groups including 
the leadership council for the College of Agricultural, Food and Environmental Sciences 
(COAFES). At these meetings he would explain the strategic positioning process and invite 
comment on the seven criteria that would be used to evaluate programs and establish 
priorities for the future. 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/summary.html 
 

– Centrality to Mission 
– Quality, Productivity, and Impact 
– Uniqueness and Comparative Advantage 
– Enhancement of Academic Synergies 
– Demand and Resources 
– Efficiency and Effectiveness 
– Development and Leveraging of Resources 
 
Our foremost priority must be to advance academic quality, and to do so during 
constrained financial times. The key will be to manage change strategically and to 
continuously improve. We may need to modify programs and relationships to 
expand academic synergies and reduce operating costs. We may need to 
eliminate programs and services that are less essential to our core mission or 
where we do not enjoy a distinct quality, competitive and comparative 
advantage. We may need to add or expand programs where the promise and 
potential are high. A great university must renew itself and seize opportunities.  A 
great university must balance depth and breadth. Choices and tradeoffs will be 
necessary. 

 
What plan will lead to the development of transformative goals? and Who will work 
together to share goals and expectations? 
 
To begin development of a strategic plan, Provost Sullivan asked each college to submit two 
documents: The first, due shortly thereafter in September, 2004, asked each collegiate dean 
to highlight faculty issues and trends. While not shared publicly on the web site, most deans 
readily shared these with each other, and most emphasized the University’s overriding issues 
as the need to attract and retain the best and the brightest faculty; to increase access to bright 
students; and to promote greater interdisciplinary work. The second document, no more than 
10 pages long and due December 1, 2004, asked each college to describe its core mission and 
activities as related to the seven criteria noted above. Again, these documents were not 
shared publicly. 
 
At this time, Dean Muscoplat asked me to lead the development of these documents for the 
College of Agricultural, Food and Environmental Sciences. To do so, I followed a model of 
shared leadership that followed the principles noted here. 
 
According to J. K. Fletcher and K. Kaufer (2003), as organizations move from being seen as 
machines with leaders at the top who control the process to being seen as living, dynamic 
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systems of interconnected relationships, new models of leadership emerge. These new 
models “conceptualize leadership as a more relational process, a shared or distributed 
phenomenon occurring at different levels and dependent on social interactions and networks 
of influence.”8 Simply put, “shared leadership is a process through which individual team 
members share in performing the behaviors and roles of a traditional, hierarchical team 
leader.”9  
 
Models of shared leadership “reenvision the who and where of leadership by focusing on the 
need to distribute the tasks and responsibilities of leadership up, down, and across the 
hierarchy. They reenvision the what of leadership by articulating leadership as a social 
process that occurs in and through social interactions, and they articulate the how of 
leadership by focusing on the skills and ability required to create conditions in which 
collective learning can occur.” Shared leadership has many names including partnership-as-
leadership, distributed leadership, and community of leaders. According to V. Moxley and S. 
Maes, there generally are five requirements for the partnership model to work: 

From:  http://www.k-state.edu/iaa/index.html 
 

– Balance of power 
– Shared purpose or goal 
– Shared responsibility for the work of the group 
– Respect for each person (or entity) 
– Partnering in the nitty-gritty (working together in complex, real-world situations) 

 
According to T. Woodbury (2006) in Building Organizational Culture—Word by Word, a 
conversation about a shared vision marks the beginning of the process. 

From: http://www.pfdf.org/leaderbooks/L2L/winter2006/woodbury.html 
 

The transformation of the organization as a whole is only achieved through the change and 
growth that takes place within each member of the group…A conversation about a shared 
vision marks the beginning of the process. People do not invest in the vision of a current or 
past leader; they invest in their own vision. Reaching a shared vision can only be 
accomplished with a language and process that promotes inclusion and connection of 
everyone concerned. 

 
Thus, I began such a shared conversation with the COAFES leadership council. This group 
was made up of about 40 people representing on-campus unit heads, some center directors, 
heads of research and outreach centers around the state of Minnesota, and directors of 
functional areas (human resources, budget and finance, information technology, 
development, communications, alumni). The following are my notes from one of the early 
discussions (9.4.04) that illustrates how collegiate leaders struggled with strategic positioning 
and determining how to respond to the Provost’s request to describe what is “core” for the 
college. 

 
Goal – figure out how to change the university. 
What will we do differently? 

                                                
8 Fletcher, J.K., & Kaufer, K. (2003). Shared leadership: Paradox and possibility. In C.L. Pearce & J.A. Conger 
(Eds.), Shared Leadership: reframing the hows and whys of leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 
pp. 21-47. 
9 Houghton, J.D., Neck, C.P., & Manz, C.C. (2003). Self-leadership and Superleadership: The heart and art of 
creating shared leadership in teams. In C.L. Pearce & J.A. Conger (Eds.), Shared Leadership: reframing the 
hows and whys of leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, pp. 123-140. 
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What is critical to the survival of this college? Is each faculty line critical to the college? 
Pressure of relevance to legislature; if we are to maintain our status among peer institutions; 
need to recruit top faculty and students. 
We are a college with an applied or translational mission. However, we must do the basic 
research in order to do top translational research. 
The future is “make cheese that prevents colon cancer”; it is not “make more cheese.” 
Where are we the best in the nation in research? 
Cluster programs; systems-based approaches. 
Energy 
Environment 
BTUs vs. bushels 
Being good for local needs is not sufficient. We operate on an international stage. 
Whatʼs the one thing? – to be distinctive w/o being laundry listing. 
Need to move from this conversation to a strategic plan. Randomness of losses of faculty… if 
we lose faculty, are they just gone? What will we protect? What will we grow?  
Core mission is to create and disseminate knowledge about ag, food, environmental science 
– according to our priorities. It has to be a 20,000-50,000 foot view of the college. Visionary 
document that doesnʼt mention everything, but mentions enough… 
Self-promotional document about why weʼre great. 
Mission must be so critical and distinct enough; clarity and a tad specificity. 
Interdisciplinary, ties to priorities. 
Weʼre really developing the next system of agricultural systems.  
Need for specificity; strategic planning that comes after; we have to take into account our 
research strengths; what we can leverage from extramural funding; how we fit with the 
national agenda 
It might not be just research; alignment but also synergies and interaction among faculty. 
Priorities are our strategic vision. Provide examples of what weʼre doing. Use this framework. 
We have specific demands that we have to deliver. 
Look at this as an opportunity for how we will use this as our strategic plan. 

 
Members from this council then volunteered to be part of weekly meetings and email in 
which they contributed sections and met to continue to discuss and debate: What is core?  
 
Similar to the points made in the above discussion, COAFES’ first document on issues and 
trends began with reference to our land grant mission while also challenging prior 
perceptions of this mission. 
 

Land grant colleges in the United States received their mandate to teach in 1862. One of the 
oldest colleges within the University of Minnesota, the College of Agriculture convened its first 
classes in 1869. From the beginning, the College of Agricultural, Food and Environmental 
Sciences (COAFES) was intentionally designed for the public good; that is, we provide a 
seamless flow from basic to translational research all the way to the end consumer.   
 
However, make no mistake: This long tradition has undergone a cultural and practical 
transformation resulting in a college that has moved far beyond “bushels per acre” thinking.  
 

The opening section to the second document (December, 2004) --Centrality to Mission—
further built on this distinctive mission: 
 

COAFES plays a lead role in keeping Minnesota competitive and connected as new 
challenges and discoveries abound in genomics, plant and animal biology, the relationship of 
food to health, the inter-relatedness of eco-systems, renewable energy, the promise of 
biocatalysis and bioinformatics, and the economic, communication, and ethical issues 
associated with these new discoveries. Our mission is to be a worldwide center for excellence 
in basic and translational research in this “new agriculture.” 
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Although these collegiate documents from across the university were not made public, they 
were shared with the first Central Strategic Positioning Task Force, whose members used 
them in framing the first system-wide report, The University of Minnesota: Advancing the 
Public Good – Securing the University’s Leadership Position in the 21st Century, released in 
February 2005. This report strongly emphasized the need to focus on students, faculty, 
organizational culture, priorities, and engagement. Similar to the COAFES’ documents, this 
report emphasized the need to no longer preserve the status quo: 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/summary.html 
 
To reach our goal to be one of the top three public research universities in the 
world, we must focus attention on five strategic action areas. We must: 

– Recruit, nurture, challenge and educate outstanding students who are bright, 
curious, and highly motivated 

– Recruit, mentor, reward, and retain world-class faculty and staff who are 
innovative, energetic, and dedicated to the highest standards of excellence 

– Promote an effective organizational culture that is committed to excellence 
and responsive to change 

– Exercise responsible stewardship by setting priorities, and enhancing and 
effectively utilizing resources and infrastructure 

– Communicate clearly and credibly with all our constituencies and practice 
public engagement responsive to the public good. 

 
With courage, conviction, and creativity, we must develop and implement 
strategies in each of these five areas. Preserving the status quo guarantees 
decline: the University’s stature will diminish, we will weaken our ability to 
function effectively as a talent magnet and a center of innovation for the state, 
and the quality of life in Minnesota consequently will decline. If we accept this call 
to action, we will become one of the top three public research universities in the 
world, we will improve the human condition, and we will improve the quality of 
life in Minnesota, the country, and the world. 

 
In this same time frame, President Bruininks focused on engagement with external 
organizations throughout the state. In his 2005 State of the University address, he stated the 
following: 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/pres/02_speeches_050224.html 
 
Expanding and deepening the University’s partnerships must include civic and 
business organizations. Over the past six months, the University has been 
cooperating with the Itasca Project, which was initiated by some of Minnesota’s 
leading CEOs, who were concerned that Minnesota was not paying enough 
attention to the state’s future. Led by James McNerny, CEO of 3M, the Itasca-
University task force identified the need for closer collaboration between the 
University and the business community as critical to the region’s future. This 
exciting new opportunity has allowed the University new levels of credibility 
among business leaders, who are increasingly conveying the importance of the 
University to public policymakers. 

As an engaged university, the University of Minnesota is involved in many other 
partnerships…Our most important partnership, however, remains the one we 
have with the state. 
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Then, on March 30, 2005, eight months after strategic positioning began, two committees 
charged with developing academic and administrative recommendations delivered their 
reports to University President Robert Bruininks. Among the 31 recommendations in the 
academic task force report were the following two recommendations with critical 
implications for COAFES: 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/pdf/SP_Acad_Task_Force_Report.pdf 
 

A reconfiguration of the College of Biological Sciences, Institute of Technology, 
College of Agricultural, Food and Environmental Sciences, and College of Natural 
Resources is recommended for consideration as is the creation of a new Institute 
of the Environment…  
 
In addition, the Academic Task Force recommends for consideration that the 
Food Science and Nutrition Department be relocated with several possibilities 
suggested. 

 

 
 

Come mothers and fathers 
Throughout the land 
And don't criticize 

What you can't understand 
Your sons and your daughters 

Are beyond your command 
Your old road is 
Rapidly agin'. 

Please get out of the new one 
If you can't lend your hand 

For the times they are a-changin'. 
--Bob Dylan 

 
2. Build Capacity 
 
During my years as an associate dean, I had worked a great deal with other associate and 
assistant deans in charge of academic programs in their respective colleges. Together with 
Mel Baughman, an assistant dean in the College of Natural Resources (CNR), and Dan 
Gallaher, an associate dean in the College of Human Ecology (co-home of the Department of 
Food Science and Nutrition), I had spearheaded a number of partnerships including the 
development of a St. Paul Campus Career Center, http://www.stpaulcareers.umn.edu/.  As 
deans in charge of undergraduate programs, we had met monthly with Central Admissions, 
the Council of Undergraduate Deans, and the Council for Enhancing Student Learning. These 
ongoing commitments resulted in our sharing rides as we went from St. Paul to Minneapolis 
for various meetings, and a result of spending time together was that we shared ideas, 
generated trust, and began to construct partnerships with a win-win orientation. 
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Stephen Dent, author of Partnering Intelligence, has found that “70% of all alliances fail 
because they don’t put enough effort into building the relationship up front.” Those with 
greater individual capacity for partnering have these characteristics:   

From: http://www.partneringintelligence.com/index.cfm 
 

– Past/future orientation in decision making 
– Comfort with change 
– Win-win orientation 
– Comfort with interdependence 
– Ability to trust 
– Self-disclosure and feedback 

 
The fact that we had worked to develop this level of trust proved invaluable for Mel (CNR) 
and myself (COAFES). After a month (April, 2005) of presidential consulting with deans, 
faculty, staff, students, governance groups, regents, and community members and outreach 
through newspapers, radio, and television, President Bruininks made his recommendations 
public on May 6, 2005. One such recommendation was the following: 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/pdf/umn_exec_sum_pres_rec.pdf 
 
We will integrate CNR with the academic units of the current College of 
Agricultural, Food and Environmental Sciences to create a new expanded college 
focused broadly on food systems, environmental science, policy, and renewable 
resources. 

 
After public hearings on the recommendations, the Board of Regents approved them on June 
10, 2005. The real task now lay ahead: to create the “newly expanded college.” 
 
How will you develop trust and foster information exchange? 
 
To develop trust and foster information exchange, Mel and I met early in May 2005 and 
developed a plan for a series of faculty lunches that the two of us would host. Over 120 
faculty from our two colleges (representing about 40% of the faculty) attended eight lunches 
held between May 30 and June 9. The following is a summary that we developed for our two 
deans: 
  

The purpose for these lunches was to connect our faculty in an informal setting – to share 
expertise, ideas, and concerns as we move forward on the creation of a new college. 
 
Many great common interests were identified. As for concerns raised, those that were 
mentioned several times included the following: 
--The need for more informal meetings like these lunches to foster interaction. Several groups 
recommended that the St. Paul Campus move forward on establishing a “campus club” here. 
--The need to promote partnering and interdisciplinary work (and funding support for these 
efforts). 
--The concern by tenure track faculty regarding new tenure homes and associated votes from 
people they have not worked with for very long. 
--The need to develop principles for creating departments or units before developing the 
structures themselves. 
--The hope for greater involvement by EEB and Plant Biology; the need to broaden all work 
with CBS, IT, and the AHC / Med School. 
--Difficulties with current policy and associated infrastructure: SPA issues; IMG issues (need 
to track SCH by instructor vs. departmental designator) 
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--The need to bring in outstate supporters, to work with industry as we develop new 
programs. 
--The hope to resolve the name of the new college somewhat soon. 
--The need for strong recruitment (co-recruitment) of students. 
--The fact that the undergraduate curricula has great possibilities across units (bio…, 
environmental…) 
 
Visions for the new college included our becoming “the other health college” or “the Carlson 
School of Resource Management.” All who attended look forward to assisting as best 
possible in the upcoming task forces and subcommittees. 

 
Some faculty insisted on not beginning any “heavy lifting” until descriptions of the new 
college were developed as part of the next set of task forces yet to be launched in September, 
2005. However, the first week of July, Mel and I attended a Central Admissions meeting 
where we learned that in order for students to apply for admission to our new college (for 
Fall 2006), admissions material would need to have a paragraph describing the new college – 
live on the web site on July 1, 2005. Collaborating on its development, we wrote the 
following description: 

From: http://admissions.tc.umn.edu/admissioninfo/fresh_colleges.html 
 
In fall 2006 the College of Agricultural, Food and Environmental Sciences and the 
College of Natural Resources will merge into one college. This new college will 
continue to offer nationally recognized undergraduate majors related to 
agriculture, food, business, and the environment. Graduates will be well prepared 
to address environmental, social and economic challenges in producing safe and 
healthy foods while sustainably managing the natural resources on which they 
depend. Students receive a well-rounded education in science and liberal arts 
while focusing on forests, pre-vet and/or livestock, fish and wildlife, bio-based 
products, engineering, nutrition, insects, plants, soil, water resources, and 
related disciplines. Graduates work in private businesses, public agencies, and 
nonprofit organizations or pursue graduate degrees. 

 
Who will share responsibility for development of the initiative?  
 
As I reflect on Summer 2005, a number of outstanding examples of shared leadership come 
to mind: One is the leadership of Assistant Vice President and Chief of Staff Carla Carlson 
who brought together all those who worked in areas related to external relations in COAFES 
and CNR. She and her staff compiled short descriptions of what every staff person did, and 
these descriptions—shared at a day-long retreat--helped people begin to share and compare 
their various roles related to external relations. 
 
Another example is that of the Information Technology Professionals (ITPs) across the 
colleges. Many of these ITPs had previously worked together on projects done 
collaboratively with the colleges and with Central. I had been part of an early administrative 
task force related to how to improve information technology across the system, and in 
meetings with our collective administration, we decided that this area might be a pilot test of 
how we would bring later groups, e.g., human resources and budget and finance, together as 
well.  
 
To begin the discussions with the ITPs, we shared the guiding principles that Dean 
Muscoplat and Dean Susan Stafford (CNR) had developed to guide groups as they came 
together to merge programs, services, or systems: 
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– Equal representation (CNR and COAFES) 
– Self interest will not prevail; expect all to act in the interest of the University 
– Go for innovation 
– Best serve students in the most progressive way 
– People will be heard (open process) 
– Statute of limitations; no “rear view mirror” thinking 
– Fluid exchange of expertise so boundaries donʼt get in the way__ 
– Co-chairs of each (one from CNR; one from COAFES) 
 

Interestingly, although nearly a year had passed since the Provost had begun the strategic 
positioning process, though we had begun to bring these various service groups together, and 
despite the fact that the Regents had approved the creation of this new college, again, some 
faculty and staff across the two colleges still questioned whether this merger would happen.  
 
Richard Wilson (2006), in a recent article on a failed academic planning effort at California 
State Polytechnic University (Cal Poly Pomona), contends that the design of “context-
sensitive academic planning processes requires stakeholder discourse about organizational 
culture as well as discourse about the choices in planning approaches.”10 In the case of Cal  
Poly Pomona, the failure to address issues in organizational culture impeded agreement on a 
planning process and ultimately stopped the effort. Wilson states that “The dynamic nature of 
organizational culture requires hybrids of planning theory types, particularly hybrids that 
include immediate feedback and self-assessment to facilitate midstream adjustments.” 
Wilson refers to the earlier work of Bean and Kuh (1984) who summarized the challenges of 
university planning as identifying goals, developing mechanisms for participation, providing 
information and facilitating communication, recognizing interdependence, and providing 
resources. Thus, a first step in sharing responsibility for development of an initiative is to 
recognize the differences in academic and organizational cultures. A second step is to 
develop mechanisms for participation and communication across these cultures.  
 
In the case of Newco, shortly after the Regents’ vote, the administrative leadership of the two 
colleges began meeting together. The Deans Council made up of deans, associate, and 
assistant deans, met weekly, and the College Leadership Council made up of the deans plus 
unit heads and directors of functional areas (e.g., HR, development, IT, budget and finance, 
etc.) met together twice a month. In these early meetings, organizational and cultural 
differences began to emerge.  
 
According to William Tierney (1988), organizational and cultural assumptions can be 
identified through “stories, special language, norms, institutional ideology, and attitudes that 
emerge from individual and organizational behavior.”11 Tierney offers a six-item framework 
of organizational culture--environment, mission, socialization, information, strategy, and 
leadership—which I use here to describe differences observed during these early meetings. 

                                                
10 Wilson, R. (2006). The dynamics of organizational culture and academic planning. Planning for Higher 
Education, April-June, 2006, 5-16. 
11 Tierney, W. G. (1988) Organizational culture in higher education, Journal of Higher Education, 59 (1), pp. 2-
21. 
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 College of Natural Resources College of Agricultural, Food and 

Environmental Sciences 
 

Environment Informal More formal 
Mission Focused; service to forestry and 

the environment 
Diverse, yet more restricted by 
commodity groups 

Socialization Unified; one large family; strong 
identification with the college 

Subcultures; strong identification with 
departments and centers 

Information Informal; less structure; one to 
one exchange; full participation 
by faculty/staff 

More formal, systemic, less 
participation by all faculty and staff at 
the college level 

Strategy Reactive; departments (faculty) 
determine policy 

Proactive; collegiate alignment with 
central University policy & initiatives 

Leadership Leadership by personality Leadership by structure and delegation 
 
Some of the organizational differences likely were due to the fact that COAFES was nearly 
four to five times larger than CNR (faculty, staff, numbers of students, budget, etc.) and thus 
systems were in place to serve the larger collegiate entity. However, more important is the 
major difference in mission: those from CNR mainly work with natural landscapes; those 
from COAFES mainly work with managed landscapes. Some from CNR point to agriculture 
as the main culprit for problems in our ecosystem; some from COAFES promote new 
agricultural practices as ways to improve our environment.  
 
Alongside these cultural differences was the fact that strategic positioning continued to move 
full speed ahead. In Fall 2005, the President and Provost launched 35 task forces to begin 
system wide academic and administrative restructuring (see 
http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/implementation_taskforces.html). 
 
The Academic Task Force—College Design: CNR/COAFES/CHE was charged with the 
following mission due in a few months. 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/tf_acad_cnr_coafes_che.html 
 
To create a plan for integrating the College of Natural Resources, the College of 
Agricultural, Food and Environmental Sciences, and the Department of Food 
Science and Nutrition, with the goal to enhance the University’s potential to 
become one of the premier research institutions in the world dedicated to food 
systems, environmental science, renewable resources, and policy, consistent with 
the University’s goal to become one of the top three public research universities 
in the world. 

 
Of significance was the fact that all discussions and deliberations of the 11 members of this 
task force were confidential, with only procedural updates to be made public. 
 
How does one begin to address these cultural differences while at the same time initiate 
development of a new college?   
 
How does one promote engagement and shared leadership when all task force discussions 
are not to be made public? 
 



   
  Newco, p. 19 

Based on principles of smart change—engagement, shared leadership, and transformative 
goals—I proposed to the combined Deans Council that we develop a set of working groups 
across CNR/COAFES/CHE.  

From: http://intranet.cfans.umn.edu/Working_Groups.html 
 
Twenty working groups were integrated under three clusters to most efficiently 
share information with the Task Force.  The chairs of each Working Group 
convened as the cluster committee to ensure integration of efforts and to avoid 
inconsistent efforts and duplication. 

 
The primary purpose of the working groups was to support the Academic/College Design 
Task Force in completing its charge from the President and Provost. As such, the Central 
Task Force could send questions to the various working groups, and the groups could 
respond with their best thinking on these questions. While the Task Force could not then 
continue a transactional conversation, at least the recommendations from the working groups 
to the Task Force could be made public, and all faculty, staff, and students of Newco could 
have a greater sense of engagement with the process of developing a new college. 
 
A secondary purpose of the working groups was to begin the hard work of creating the 
programs, management, and overall relations associated with the new college. Here the 
purpose was to get to know each other, share and compare various programs and processes, 
locate best practices across the University and nation, and develop recommendations for that 
area, program, or service within Newco. 
 
Land Grant Mission Cluster 
 
 
Curriculum Development  
Departmental Structure 
Extension 
Graduate Programs 
International Programs 
Minnesota Ag Expr Station 
Outreach and Engagement  
Research 
Student Services 

Management and 
Administration Cluster 
 
Budget and Finance 
Capital Planning 
Collegiate Constitution 
Human Resources 
Information Technology 
Space Planning 
 

Internal/External Relations Cluster 
 
Alumni Relations 
Communications and Marketing 
Constituent Relations 
Development 
Government Relations 

 
Together with Mel Baughman, we developed the following guiding principles for the 
working groups.   
– The process encourages inclusive participation of faculty, staff, students, alumni and 

friends. Working Groups and Cluster Committees are encouraged to seek broad input into 
their specific discussions. 

– All discussions should be consistent with the University of Minnesota’s mission as a land 
grant university and the new, expanded college focus areas stated in the Regents-
approved recommendations. 

– All discussions will be respectful of the past traditions of the colleges and their respective 
units, with a vision that builds a new, expanded college for the future from the 
foundations and strengths of the past. 
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As evidence of the power of this structure to engage people and promote shared leadership, at 
a time (Fall 2005) when faculty and students were incredibly busy with a new term, over 260 
people volunteered to be part of these groups! Around 200 people served on the groups, with 
the additional volunteers providing responses to the working group recommendations. 
 
What documentation will detail the transformative goals? 
 
Two forms of documentation detailed the mission and transformative goals for Newco: the 
report from the CNR/COAFES/CHE Task Force, and the reports from the 20 working 
groups.  
 
The final report from the Task Force can be found at 
http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/tf_final_reports/cnr_coafes_che_final.pdf. 
As stated in this report,  

The mission of the New College is to promote creative scholarship supporting 
agriculture, food systems, and natural resources. 

And their recommendations 
…include having world class faculty and outstanding students, formation of 
transitional clusters of departments for development of synergies and principles 
for reconfiguration. Such clusters would serve as a platform for strengthened 
teaching and outreach efforts and growth in competitive research funding.  We 
also recommend establishment of a University-wide Institute of the Environment, 
enhancement of interdisciplinary efforts with other units, expansion of scholarly 
activities related to translational biology, and further development of public 
engagement. 

 
Of greatest discussion has been the formation of these “transitional clusters of departments,” 
now known primarily as intellectual clusters. Some immediately assumed that these clusters 
signaled new combined departments. Documentation from faculty focus groups (see the Task 
Force report, p.16) indicates the initial questions surrounding the “cluster” concept, questions 
that remain even now, five months after the release of the report: 
 

Professor Swackhamer [Task Force co-chair] presented the concept of grouping 
departments into clusters. These clusters would be non-administrative, 
intellectual groupings to foster communication, efficiency and synergy.   
  
The concept of clusters was seen more favorably than the concept of divisions by 
both senior and junior faculty. Faculty value collaboration and communication but 
were cautious about embracing the idea. The benefits of departmental clusters 
were not apparent and would need to be clearly articulated.   
  
A number of faculty members said they already collaborate across departmental 
lines. They thought the cluster structure merely added a bureaucratic layer 
without adding any real benefit.  
Some faculty seemed willing to be persuaded that a departmental cluster would 
work, but overall the faculty wanted more details about:  
How would clusters be organized?   
Who would administer the clusters?  
Are the clusters mandatory?  
How flexible could the structure be?  
How would departmental clusters benefit faculty and departments?  
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All working group reports can be found at http://intranet.cfans.umn.edu/Working_Groups.html. People 
worked diligently on these working groups, trusting that the Task Force would read their 
recommendations, despite the fact that they would hear nothing in response to their work until 
the release of the first draft of the CNR/COAFES/CHE Task Force report. The Task Force 
acknowledged this effort in their final report: 

 
Associate Deans met with task force to create specific charge statements for certain working 
groups that addresses the deliverables for the task force:  
Department Structure, Curriculum Development, Outreach/Extension/Public Engagement, 
Graduate Programs, Undergraduate, Research. Reports from these working group 
data/reports were reviewed by task force members. 

 
 
Manage the Change 
 
Judith Ramaley (2002), President of Winona State University (in Minnesota), in her work on 
institutional culture and transformative change, writes the following:12 

From: http://www.winona.edu/president/1489.htm 
 
Our institutions are changing all the time but for the most part these changes do 
not make a big difference, either because the results are confined to an isolated 
segment of the organization or because the environment is not responsive. To be 
considered truly transformational, the initiative must alter the culture of the 
institutions by changing select underlying assumptions and institutional 
behaviors, processes, and products; it must be deep and pervasive, affecting the 
whole institution; it must be intentional; and it must occur consistently over time 
(Eckel, Hill, & Green, 1998).13 

 
In the case of the University of Minnesota, strategic positioning was not confined to Newco; 
rather, it permeated the entire multi-campus institution. Other academic task forces addressed 
issues beyond the development of the new colleges, issues including research, graduate 
reform, undergraduate reform, faculty culture, diversity, preK-12, and international 
directions. While most faculty attended to these academic task forces, other critical task 
forces were well underway, task forces that were indeed working to change “select 
underlying assumptions and institutional behaviors, processes, and products.” Chief among 
these in terms of its impact on Newco was the Administrative Task Force with its charge as 
follows: 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/tf_admin_admin_structure.html 
 
The goal of this task force is to transform the “centralized vs. decentralized” 
administrative structure at the University into a “defined-distributed” model.  This 
task force will reexamine and redefine which administrative and support service 
are best delivered centrally, which best by individual colleges and units, and 
which best by sharing or clustering services across colleges and units.  These 
models will be created within a common, integrated administrative infrastructure 
that is as seamless to users as possible.  Without commonality, the University 
cannot compete against other educational and research institutions and cannot 
otherwise effectively leverage limited resources. 

                                                
12 Ramaley, J. (2002). Moving mountains: Institutional culture and transformational change. In Robert M. 
Diamond (Ed.), A field guide to academic leadership (pp. 59-74). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
13 Eckel, P., Hill, B., & Green, M. (1998). On change: En route to transformation. Washington, DC: American 
Council on Education. 
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About this time, in a meeting that Mel and I had with an Associate Vice President in Central, 
he remarked, “Ann, Newco has been so focused on the academic task force working on the 
mission for Newco, when the real change will come with the implementation of the 
recommendations from the Administrative Structure Task Force. You won’t know what hit 
you.” 
 
Who will share responsibility for managing the initiative? 
 
Soon after the Board of Regents vote in June, 2005, Dean Muscoplat came to my office and 
said, “Ann, you have one ‘main thing’ for the coming year: Make the merger happen.”  He 
then asked that I represent him at all Wave One meetings in Central. “Wave One” was the 
term that Central used to describe the six colleges that were, as part of the strategic 
positioning process, being merged into the three new expanded colleges. 
 
Two separate Wave One meetings were held in Central each month: one chaired by the 
Provost with discussion centering on the overall development of the new colleges, and one 
chaired by the Vice President of Human Resources with discussion focusing on personnel 
plans and associated issues. The deans, interim deans, or their designates attended these 
meetings.  
 
Directors of functional areas 
Two days before the Christmas holiday period began, the VP of HR, at such a Wave One 
meeting, shared with us a document describing the process for determining the leads (i.e., 
directors) of seven functional areas in each new college: alumni, budget and finance, 
communications, development, human resources, information technology, and student 
services. We were asked to read this document and then pass it back in to the VP at the end 
of the meeting. The document stated that all of the current directors of these functional areas 
across the six existing colleges (N=42 or the six collegiate directors across the seven areas) 
would be told, upon returning from the holiday break, that they would not automatically have 
a position in one of the three new colleges. Rather, each person would have to apply for one 
of the now 21 positions across the three new colleges. 
 
This news was gut wrenching. 
 
In discussions with co-scholars Linda Baer and Judith Ramaley, we have termed this event a 
“wild card” in the course what largely had been a smart change process. While I was focused 
on engagement, shared leadership, and transformative goals, and while 20 working groups 
were well on their way toward articulating new goals and organizational structures, and while 
the directors of these areas from CNR and COAFES were serving on the working groups, 
collaborating in the development of new combined functional areas, they now were told that 
they would have to compete with each other for the lead position of the functional areas they 
were creating together. Furthermore, those to whom these directors would report (often, 
associate deans) were not allowed to interview nor appoint the new directors, as Central HR 
assumed that each current college might simply prefer to appoint its own current directors.  
 
Thus, to “ensure fairness”, the process went as follows: 
– Each person in a current functional area director position decided whether or not to apply 

for one of the new director positions. 
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– Four vice provosts interviewed those who decided to apply for a new lead position.  
– An additional person from Central who represented the functional area (e.g., the CIO for 

the interviews for the directors of information technology) joined the vice provosts for 
the interviews.  

– The vice provosts forwarded recommendations to the Provost. 
– The provost and/or his designate visited with the current dean(s) of each new college to 

discuss the finalist(s). 
– The finalist(s) forwarded for each director position met with interested faculty, staff, and 

students from Newco at an informal breakfast session. 
– Those attending forwarded comments on the finalist(s) to Central HR. 
– The comments were shared with the dean(s) of Newco. 
– The dean(s) and provost (or his designate) determined who would be the lead of each 

functional area. 
 
Personally, the holiday break held little “holiday” for me. Knowing what would happen in 
early January, while on a trip with my family, I found myself making calls to Central HR, 
asking for clarification, explaining the need for better understanding of this process, and 
while being respectful, also emphasizing my dismay at what lay ahead upon my return to 
work in January. 
 
How does one assist those who have been collaborating in the design of new services—to 
then compete with each other for lead positions in the new college? 
 
In the case of COAFES, immediately after our functional area directors learned that they 
would have to apply for new positions, another associate dean and I met with them to offer 
our help in the upcoming weeks as each person worked to decide whether or not to apply for 
one of the new positions. 
 
Model plans for the functional areas 
Concurrent with this “wild card” event was a request from Central for new plans for the now 
eight functional areas (the above areas plus a plan for space and facilities). Mel and I learned 
of this request at the first Wave One meeting in January 2006, and initial plans for all eight 
areas were due two weeks later. These plans were to be consistent with the goal of the 
Administrative Structure Task Force:  

From: http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/tf_admin_admin_structure.html 
 
The goal is to deliver services as close to users as possible but to provide services 
using a shared, centralized model where there are significant economies of scale, 
where there is a critical mass of expertise required to provide effective services, 
or where emerging issues can be addressed effectively only by pooling resources 
across schools or units… an integrated administrative services framework is 
necessary for the success of the University’s transformation.    

  
The short time frame (two weeks) did not allow for engagement of the sort that the previous 
working groups had facilitated; however, because each working group had addressed 
possible organizational structures, in a number of cases the plans now developed could 
simply be an extension of working group recommendations.  
 
Mel and I plus other members of the Deans Council used these working group reports as a 
springboard for the development of these functional area plans. To their credit, current 
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directors from both CNR and COAFES, although concurrently being asked to compete with 
each other for lead director positions, because they previously had developed levels of trust 
through a shared leadership model, now came together again and assisted in the development 
of these plans. The draft plans were forwarded to Central where the same team of vice 
provosts reviewed them, along with the additional person appropriate to each area, e.g., the 
CIO or his designate for the IT area plan.  
 
Reinvestment of administrative savings 
On March 29, 2006, Provost Sullivan sent a letter of response regarding the new 
organizational structures to Deans Muscoplat and Stafford. This letter further confirmed the 
University’s intent to promote a “single enterprise” mindset and implement the goals set by 
the Administrative Structure Task Force: to capture efficiencies and increase the 
effectiveness of service by promoting best practices taking advantage of economies of scale, 
taking advantage of a greater professionalization of administrative staff, and increasing 
connections with central administration.  
 
The letter also stated the estimated savings that single enterprise best practices structures 
should bring to Newco: $1.8M, to be captured first in FY06 (700k) and the rest in FY07 
(1.1M). The captured savings would be put into a strategic positioning reinvestment account 
to be used for funding academic initiatives. 
 
Newco department heads as well as faculty and staff were extremely disturbed by the process 
for developing plans for the eight functional areas, the process for determining the directors 
of these areas, and the $1.8M to be captured from administrative savings across the 
functional areas. Ramaley (2002) notes the following: 
 

Most deeply buried in a culture, and only brought to the surface when open 
challenges to leadership occur, is the sense of identity, belonging, and citizenship 
in a community of like-minded people. Unfortunately, transformational change 
efforts may disturb this cultural layer. When this happens, the resulting 
emotional response may be either anger or cynicism. The predominant emotion 
depends on the primary out-come of change. If the results mostly show that the 
“new way” has some problems or faults, the result is likely to be cynicism on the 
part of people who were willing to go out on a limb and try it. If the outcome 
seems to suggest that there were some genuine advantages to the old way, 
senior members of the campus community may become outraged at the efforts 
of others to meddle with perfectly good programs and processes that did not, in 
their opinion, need to be meddled with in the first place. Cynicism slows down the 
change process and may derail it because its proponents abandon the effort. 

 
The above challenges resulted in both anger and cynicism. The outcome—whether the new, 
more centralized services present problems or that the old way had more advantages than the 
new—remains to be seen. However, to facilitate discussion regarding the potential impact of 
more centralized services, the department heads asked to begin meeting weekly with the 
associate deans to discuss the change and its associated budget and personnel implications. 
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New budget model 
Also concurrent with the above changes was the implementation of a new budget model.14 
The instructions for the new budget model began as follows: 

From: http://www.budget.umn.edu/budget/FY07docs/FY07_Academic_Unit_Budget_Instructions.pdf 
 

The distribution of FY07 budget instructions begins a new chapter in the evolution 
of the University’s strategic planning and budgeting process.  As with the 
implementation of the original incentives contained in Incentives for Managed 
Growth (IMG) in 1996, the new budget framework introduces new transparency, 
better predictability, improved efficiency and cost control, and fosters a more 
information rich discussion regarding institutional goals and objectives, an 
improved alignment of service units to support the academic mission and an 
improved focus on academic unit goals and objectives.  
  
While there are many new features to the budget framework, one critical factor is 
to understand the manner in which investments will be made on an annual basis.  
It is important to recognize that the University will make investment decisions for 
both service units and academic units.  In the past, much of the academic budget 
framework relied on the concept of a distinct compact pool.  While not 
abandoning the need for ‘investment pools’, the new process will evoke a broader 
“all funds” framework for reviewing and approving investment decisions. 

 
One unit, the Academic Health Center, explained this new model as follows: 

From: http://www.ahc.umn.edu/budgets/faq/home.html 
 

The new budget model distributes all State Operations & Maintenance (O&M), 
tuition, and other generated income directly to the colleges, and then bills back 
central costs to the schools so that each school pays its share of University 
central operating costs.   

The new model provides a stronger management tool for school leadership to 
align revenues with expenses to support the mission of the University.  Also, the 
new model provides greater transparency, allowing individual schools to see costs 
for facilities used, energy consumed, and services of central units.  The goal is 
that this transparency will lead to greater accountability for the cost effectiveness 
of services delivered. 

The new budget model distributes central costs, organized into 9 discreet cost 
pools, across all colleges and academic program centers throughout the 
University.  The 9 cost pools are as follows: Facilities Utilities; Facilities O&M; 
Debt & Leases; Research Administration; Libraries; OIT; Student Services; 
Administrative Services; and General Purpose Classroom Scheduling.  These 
costs were previously paid by Central Administration. 

 
In short, managing the merger—amid major personnel and budgetary change—demanded 
shared leadership. In addition to weekly meetings with heads, the associate deans held many 
intense meetings with the budget and finance director, HR director, and data analyst, as well 
as with the Newco Faculty Consultative Committee and the Leadership Council. 

                                                
14 An overview of the University of Minnesota’s budget models from 1992 to the present can be found at 
http://www.budget.umn.edu/budget/int_bud_model_overview.pdf. 
To learn more about this type of budget model as well as performance scorecards, I encourage you to read 
Massy, W.F. (2003). Performance-based resource allocation (pp.274-305). Honoring the trust: Quality and cost 
containment in higher education. Boston: Anker Publishing Company, Inc.  
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What reports will be used to share initial progress? 
 
Here I describe two reports used to share progress on the change underway in Newco. The 
first is the University of Minnesota’s first use of the performance scorecard; the second is the 
University’s continued use of a Compact planning process, a process that now includes each 
unit’s performance scorecard and budget planning effort. 
 
Performance scorecard 
A key question of the overall strategic positioning process is “How will the University know 
when it is there?” That is, how will we know when we’re “top three in the world”? To 
monitor progress toward this goal, the Metrics and Measurement Task Force recommended 
the use of a performance scorecard approach. The “balanced scorecard” concept was 
invented by Harvard Business School Professors Robert Kaplan and David Norton.15 The 
scorecard concept provides a template for performance evaluation through expressing both 
organizational (e.g., growth in student credit hours) and financial goals (e.g., growth in gifts). 
As Massy (2003) states, “It [balanced scorecard] depends on criteria that are widely 
understood and accepted…It expresses criteria of interest to internal as well as external 
stakeholders, and it includes measures that require judgment as well as ones that re easily 
quantifiable” (p.297), and according to Kaplan and Norton (1996), to be successful, the 
measures should be part of the information system for all employees at all levels of an 
organization. 
 
In the case of the University of Minnesota, the scorecard was explained as follows: 

From: http://www1.umn.edu/systemwide/strategic_positioning/tf_final_reports_060512/m_&_m_final.pdf 
 
The purposes of the scorecard are to help inform the discussion between central 
administration and collegiate units, to identify significant trends related to 
collegiate goals, priorities, and funding, and to align units’ goals and work with 
the University’s overall aspirational goal.   The Office of Institutional Research 
developed the scorecards and a spreadsheet with the source data from which 
each individual scorecard was created, a parallel scorecard for the Twin Cities 
campus and source data, and a data dictionary.  (The scorecards can be found at 
www.irr.umn.edu/compact under the title “2006 College/Campus Profiles.”) 

 
And the following 18 indicators were included as part of the FY07 Compact development 
process: 

Undergraduate headcount enrollment  
Graduate and first-professional headcount enrollment  
Total headcount enrollment  
Total FYE (full-year equivalent) enrollment  
Undergraduate degrees granted  
Master’s degrees granted  
Doctoral and first-professional degrees granted  
Total degrees granted  
Tenured/tenure-track faculty FTE (full-time equivalent)  
Total faculty and staff FTE  
State O&M (Operations and Maintenance) expenditures  
Total expenditures  
Grant and contract awards  

                                                
15 Kaplan, R.S., & Norton, D.P. (1996). The balanced scorecard. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 
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Voluntary support:  gift production  
Carry forward:  central funds  
Direct instructional expenditures per FYE student  
Grant award dollars per tenure/tenure-track faculty member  
Tenure/tenure-track faculty as a percent of total faculty and staff  

 
The performance scorecard for Newco (now known as the College of Food, Agricultural and 
Natural Resource Sciences or CFANS) is shown below. To facilitate understanding of the 
scorecard concept and these criteria, I asked that it be posted to an intranet site for all 
department heads. In addition, we developed a similar scorecard analysis for every unit 
(departments and research and outreach centers) in CFANS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For Newco, I was asked to lead the development of the new college’s Compact planning 
process. To do so, I followed much the same type of shared leadership process as that for the 
development of the strategic directions documents discussed earlier in this paper. Overall, we 
consulted widely with faculty and staff in the development of this Compact. Each unit (23 
total Departments, Research and Outreach Centers) developed a compact; these were posted 
on a college intranet to enhance collaboration; weekly meetings were held for input toward 
the collegiate compact and budget; and directors of Graduate Study also provided input.  
 
 
 
The performance scorecard process, to be effective, should reflect the values of a learning 
organization. Again, according to Ramaley, in a learning organization, change is based on a 
valid body of knowledge and is rigorously assessed. To develop the capacities of a learning 
organization, support collaborative behavior, and establish a scholarly basis for action, 
according to Martin, Manning, and Ramaley (2001), that organization must do the 
following:16 
 

• Instill a discipline of reflection and a culture of evidence, insisting that everyone support their 
perspectives with real information (qualitatively and quantitatively derived), not just opinions. 
• Create new patterns of conversation and interaction that encourage and support; everyone 
is to be involved in defining the essential issues in a learning organization and transformative 
institution. 
• Engage in genuine conversation about difficult and controversial subjects as one way to 
disperse power and leadership throughout the organization. These conversations promote 
discipline and clarity of purpose rather than confusion about goals and actions.  
• Adopt a philosophy of experimentation, assessment, and management of reasonable risks. 

                                                
16 Martin, R., Manning, K., & Ramaley, J. (2001). The self-study as a chariot for strategic change. In J. Ratcliff, 
E. Lubiescu, & M. Gaffney (Eds.), How accreditation influences assessment. New Directions for Higher 
Education, no. 113. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
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• Create new ways to access information and a common base of acceptable knowledge about 
the institution and its performance and condition.  
• Create legitimacy for planning and assessment by documenting the research and practice 
from which the approaches are derived.  

 
Despite intense discussion by department heads as to relevancy of the data accessed in the 
development of these scorecards, these nonetheless represent a beginning toward the creation 
of such legitimacy for assessment. 
 
Compact process 
As mentioned earlier, these scorecards as well as new budget model implications would be 
part of the Compact meetings between colleges and Central. In the case of CFANS, I was 
asked to lead the development of the CFANS’ Compact planning process. To do so, I 
followed much the same type of shared leadership process as that for the development of the 
strategic directions documents discussed earlier in this paper. Overall, we consulted widely 
with faculty and staff in the development of this Compact. Each unit (23 total Departments, 
Research and Outreach Centers) developed a compact; these were posted on a college 
intranet to enhance collaboration; weekly meetings were held for input toward the collegiate 
compact and budget; and directors of Graduate Study also provided input.  
 
In our meeting with the Provost and his staff, we introduced the new college (CFANS) by 
sketching it according to Jim Collins’ Hedgehog Concept.17 According to Collins, those who 
build “good to great” companies are hedgehogs; that is, they  

…simplify a complex world into a single organizing idea, a basic principle or concept that 
unifies and guides everything. It doesnʼt matter how complex the world, a hedgehog reduces 
all challenges and dilemmas to simple—indeed almost simplistic—hedgehog ideas. For a 
hedgehog, anything that does not somehow relate to the hedgehog idea holds no relevance. 

 
The following represents the hedgehog concept for CFANS:  

 
 

                                                
17 Collins, J. (2001). From good to great. New York: Harper Collins.  
For an explanation of the hedgehog concept, see http://www.jimcollins.com/lab/hedgehog/. 
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Implications 
 
Faculty, staff, and students want to be part of partnering for smart change. They want to be 
part of a shared leadership process; they want to be engaged with the development and 
implementation process; and most want to be part of transformative change. People will be 
part of smart change if we preserve foundational tenets of the past, maintain critical mission 
and services in the present, and create a well-defined process for moving into the future. 
People will communicate and “trust the process of smart change” if we seek, value, and act 
on their contributions. People will become part of strategic positioning if we create a clear 
path for smart change. 
 
The principles of engagement, shared leadership, and transformative goals are critical. In the 
case of Newco, most strategic to success was shared leadership. Newco would have resulted 
only on the basis of “top down management” if it had not been for shared leadership. Shared 
leadership occurred at the vision/mission level through the wise co-chairing of the 
CNR/COAFES/CHE Task Force, and it occurred at the implementation level on a daily basis 
between Mel Baughman and myself. At every juncture, Mel and I compared notes and got 
down to work. We began and continued with utmost respect. We did not always agree, but 
never did I question his integrity and resolve to get the job done. 
 
Over the past two years I have learned that “shared leadership” is lived on a daily basis. It 
cannot be manufactured at the moment one is called upon to lead a change initiative. As 
such, given the complexities and needs of higher education in a digital, global, 
interdisciplinary, and increasingly connected world, of all three principles—engagement, 
shared leadership, and transformative goals—I contend that shared leadership is prominent.  
 
For many of today’s leaders in higher education, shared leadership is a somewhat foreign 
concept. As such, it will take great resolve to build capacity for it at individual, group, and 
institutional levels. Higher education must become adept at shared leadership. We must 
foster and develop shared leadership at all levels of the organization, and we must protect and 
promote those who engage in such effort. 
 
I conclude this autobiographical case study without addressing the far right column of the 
Blueprint for Smart Change grid.  On July 1, 2006, CFANS officially began as a college; we 
are now entering the launch and assessment stage of this change effort. The University of 
Minnesota is currently conducting a national search for the new dean of CFANS, and a 
department head from a college other than CNR or COAFES is currently serving as interim 
dean of CFANS. It has been a privilege to lead in the first three stages of smart change for 
Newco. My current role is to support the interim dean in her work to launch and assess the 
change. She has begun work to address the development of the intellectual clusters, work that 
brings both excitement and angst to heads and faculty. Again, I contend that the success of 
this “launch” effort will depend on the commitment to and practice of the principles of 
engagement, shared leadership, and transformative goals. 
 
Essentially, these principles of smart change focus mainly on successful partnering. Thus, I 
share a quote from Tony Lendrum’s (2003) Strategic Partnering Handbook: 
 

Partnerships are all about trust, commitment and leadership at every level, shared vision, 
common goals, respect, the long-term view, resolving conflicts, flexibility, clear and effective 
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strategies, sustained competitive advantage, ownership, empowerment, attitude, innovation, 
removing hidden agendas, teamwork, people, suppliers, customers…communication, hard 
work, making/taking the time (a lot of it), cooperation, respect, win/win, compromise, risk 
taking, interdependence, sharing everything (information strategy, vision, people, ideas, risks 
and benefits), imagination, creativity, initiative, lateral thinking, friendship, centres of 
excellence, role models, over-delivering, unraveling/managing complexity, getting the basics 
right the first tie every time as appropriate, exceeding requirements and expectations, 
achieving world class/best practice—and a whole lot more.18 

 
On a somewhat chilly day back in April, just as I was placing money in a parking meter near 
the state capitol, my cell phone rang. It was the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Affairs who 
informed me that my home department, the Department of Rhetoric, would be moving to 
another college. You see, while I am an associate dean, I am also a professor. And another 
strategic positioning task force—Undergraduate Reform: Writing—has resulted in the 
upcoming move of the Department of Rhetoric (formerly in COAFES, now in CFANS) to 
the College of Liberal Arts (CLA). Thus, while I am tenured in the University of Minnesota, 
my home department is now in the process of transitioning to CLA as part of its role in 
leading the University-wide effort on improving the writing of our undergraduates. 
 
My head started spinning as I considered the implications of this change: in the current 
budget model, Rhetoric generates 25% of the tuition income that comes to CFANS; Rhetoric 
offers the only remaining large enrollment service courses (writing and speech) on the St. 
Paul Campus; Rhetoric faculty provide leadership in the student learning communities effort 
that resulted in a 10% increase in first to second year retention; and the list goes on. 
 
Lessons Learned 
 
There are many lessons to be learned from these first two years of strategic positioning at the 
University of Minnesota, and from the merger of CNR and COAFES to become CFANS.  
 
Few studies exist on collegiate mergers in the United States; however, Gordon Stewart 
(2003) reviewed merger activity from 1993-2003 in the further education sector in England.19 
Stewart pursued research on mergers in higher education for the following two reasons: 

From: 
http://taylorandfrancis.metapress.com/media/9a0hpnlyuj37jamngadt/contributions/w/r/3/1/wr31785685
871826.pdf 

 
First, there is a lack of scrutiny of a process [i.e., a merger] that is costly, and has 
considerable impact on the lives of students, staff and local communities. Secondly, there is 
the consequent absence of any well-grounded analysis or experience that can be used to 
inform the actions of those colleges that subsequently consider becoming involved in 
mergers. 

 
Stewart found one of the major faults with previous research on such mergers to be the heavy 
use of interviews with “governors and managers” involved in the mergers rather than with 
the faculty, staff, and students most affected by them. In the case of this autobiographical 
case study, I too represent a primarily administrative point of view, although I have worked 
                                                
18 Lendrum, T. (2003). The strategic partnering handbook: The practitioners’ guide to partnerships and 
alliances. Sydney: McGraw Hill Companies, p. 3. 
19 Stewart, G. (2003). College mergers: lessons to be learned from other sectors. Research in Post-Compulsory 
Education, 8 (3),  305-327. 
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to be as descriptive and honest as possible regarding the issues and challenges of the past two 
years.  
 
Stewart also points out that, while achieving curriculum objectives are officially regarded as 
the primary reasons for why colleges or institutions merge, in the end, “finance is the real 
objective that lies behind more publicly cited motives” (p.313).  Furthermore, Kay Harman 
(2002) maintains that higher education mergers too often address issues of finance, 
governance, and management rather than attending to the more important issues of human 
relations, culture, and communications.20 Anthony Buono et al. (1985), based on data on 
organizational culture and organizational climate from pre- and post-merger interviews, 
observations, archival information, and survey questionnaires, also contend that cultural 
issues are often either ignored completely or not understood,21 and Nancy Hubbard (2001) 
suggests that a “cultural due diligence” exercise be carried out prior to a merger so that 
critical cultural elements are better understood and addressed.22  Based on case study 
evidence from a large number of mergers, Hubbard also strongly recommends a 
comprehensive communication strategy that includes both informal and formal elements that 
are honest, presented consistently to both internal and external audiences, and believable.  
 
Some of the major concerns that Stewart (2003) points out also represent concerns that 
characterize this case: 
– Negotiations around mergers may of necessity be rushed and key implementation issues missed 

[note the short amount of time—2 weeks—to develop plans for the functional areas]; and 
– In-adequate pre-merger planning may give rise to mismatched expectations [little “due diligence” 

pre-merger work was done other than the strategic directions documents requested in Fall 2004]. 
 
Another study of mergers in further education in England from 1996-2000 provides 
additional guidance regarding factors that are most likely to influence the success or failure 
of a merger.23 Success factors include the following: 
 

– The merger is seen as essential for the survival of one of the partners. 
– A realistic impact and risk assessment of the merger has been concluded well in 

advance. 
– A business plan with measurable outcomes/outputs is in place with a critical path for their 

achievement. 
– There is full Board commitment…and a strong senior management team capable of 

planning and implementing the process. 
– Accommodation in both colleges has been closely examined well before the merger and 

a future strategy planned. 
– Preparatory training is made available to middle management and to all those who have 

a strategic responsibility for carrying forward the merger plans. 
– At least one of the merger partners must be financially robust and appropriate financial 

arrangements and support must be available. 
– There is an experienced financial manager with adequate support systems. 
– The merger is particularly focused upon support for the learner. 

                                                
20 Harman, K. (2002). Merging divergent campus cultures into coherent educational communities. Higher 
Education, 44, 91-114. 
21 Buono, A.F., Bowditch, J.L., & Lewis III, J.W. (1985). When cultures collide: The anatomy of a merger. 
Human Relations, 38,  477-500. 
22 Hubbard, N. (2001). Acquisition strategy and implementation. New York: Palgrave. 
23 An evaluation of mergers in the further education sector: 1996-2000. (2003). Jointly Commissed with the 
LSC: Centre for Education and Industry, University of Warwick. 
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– Enhanced operational support systems are in place and the associated additional costs 
recognized and planned. 

– A clear post-merger integration strategy is in place. 
 
And factors contributing to failed mergers include the following: 

– When the merger is seen as simply an ʻempire buildingʼ exercise; 
– Where asset-stripping is a prime motive; 
– When the main intention is to save money, or achieve economies of scale; 
– Where mergers are simply a response to funding body, or similar, pressure; and/or 
– When a federal approach is proposed, central management with direct control appears to 

be a sine qua non of merger. 
 
In the case of CFANS, only some of the success factors were in place, and given the great 
emphasis on administrative savings related to economies of scale, one could argue that the 
main intention was, in the end, to save money. 
 
However, the College of Food, Agricultural and Natural Resource Sciences opened its doors 
on July 1, 2006; it now moves into its launch phase. The task ahead now is one of continuing 
to integrate cultures and reconnect with our land grant heritage. To do so, I recommend that 
CFANS now develop a mission that clearly respects and encourages engagement, shared 
leadership, and transformative goals. CFANS should strongly support coalitions, alliances, 
and collaboratories that are already exist in the two colleges, and it should especially foster 
collaboration in the intellectual clusters and new strategic directions of future food and 
agricultural systems, biofuels, and global climate change. CFANS should cultivate 
relationships and networks among its faculty, staff, and students as well as external 
stakeholders, and CFANS administration should model such collaboration and shared 
leadership. Doing so will begin to integrate the cultures as people communicate more, and 
the ultimate pay off will be increased internal and external support and strengthened 
teaching, research, and outreach.  
 
It was a birthday, anniversary, or some such event that I no longer recall. But I will never 
forget the gift from my father-in-law some years ago: it was a simple picture of a weathered 
hand picking up a bit of black dirt from a field. The caption on the picture read: Under all is 
the land.  
 
Under all is the land. 
 
Under all is the land grant mission. 
 
Smart change begins and continues with knowing who you are. 
 
 
 
 
 


