There is a broad consensus among leaders of American higher
education and throughout the society that it serves that the 1990s will
represent a period of significant change on the part of our
universities if they are to respond to the challenges, opportunities,
and responsibilities before them. Indeed, many institutions have
embarked on major transformation agendas similar to other sectors of
our society.

Anticipating these changes over a decade ago, the University of
Michigan set out to develop a planning process capable of guiding it
into the next century. The University leadership, working closely
with faculty groups and academic units, sought to develop and then
articulate a compelling vision of the University and its role and
mission for the twenty-first century. This effort was augmented by
the development and implementation of a flexible and adaptive
planning process. Key was the recognition that in a rapidly changing
environment, it was important to implement a planning process that
was not only capable of adapting to changing conditions, but capable
as well of modifying the environment in which the University would
find itself in the decades ahead.

The first phase of this effort was essentially a positioning strategy. A
vision was set to position the University of Michigan for a leadership
role in higher education for the next century. Through a series of
specific goals and associated initiatives, the University has become
stronger, better, more diverse, and more exciting — despite the
significant deterioration in its state support. But this strategy has
achieved leadership within the current paradigm of the research
university characterizing twentieth century America. It has become
increasingly clear that this paradigm may no longer be adequate to
respond to the great changes occurring in our society and our world.

It is now time for the University to consider a bolder vision, a
strategic intent, aimed at providing leadership during a period of
great change. This objective, termed Vision 2017 in reference to the
two hundredth anniversary of the University’s founding, is aimed at



providing Michigan with the capacity to re-invent the very nature of
the university, to transform itself into an institution better capable of
serving a new world in a new century. This transformation strategy
contrasts sharply with the earlier positioning strategy that has guided
us during the past decade. It seeks to build the capacity, the energy,
the excitement, and the commitment necessary for the University to
explore entirely new paradigms of teaching, research, and service. It
seeks to remove the constraints that prevent the University from
responding to the needs of a rapidly changing society; to remove
unnecessary processes and administrative structures; to question
existing premises and arrangements; and to challenge, excite, and
embolden the members of the University community to embark on a
great adventure.

The capacity for intellectual change and renewal has become
increasingly important to us as individuals and to our institutions.
The challenge, as an institution and as a faculty, is to work together
to provide an environment in which such change is regarded not as
threatening but rather as an exhilarating opportunity to engage in the
primary activity of a university, learning, in all its many forms, to
better serve our state, our nation, and our world.

The University of Michigan,
circa 1996

The University of Michigan today is better, stronger, more diverse,
and more exciting than at any time in recent memory. This bold
statement is supported by the following vital signs:

* National rankings of the quality of the University’s academic
programs are the highest since these evaluations began several
decades ago. A close examination reveals that the academic
reputations of our programs have increased more than most of our
peers over the past decade. Further, when rankings across all



academic programs and professional schools are considered, four
institutions stand apart: Harvard, Stanford, the University of
California, and the University of Michigan.

* Detailed surveys throughout the university indicate that Michigan
has been able to hold its own in competing with the best universities
throughout the world for top faculty. In support of this effort to
attract and retain the best, the University has increased average
faculty salaries over the past decade to the point where today they
rank #1 among public universities and #5 to #8 among all
universities, public and private.

* Through the remarkable efforts of our faculty, the University now
ranks as the nation’s leading research university, attracting more
federal, state, and corporate support for our research efforts than any
other university in America (last year exceeding $400 million).

* Despite the precipitous drop in state support over the past two
decades, the University has emerged financially as one of the
strongest universities in America. It is the first public and only
university in history to receive an Aal credit rating by Wall Street.
Our endowment has increased five-fold to over $1.6 billion. And
thanks to the generosity of our alumni and friends, with over a year
left in the Campaign for Michigan, we have already exceeded our $1
billion goal.

* We are making substantial progress in our efforts to restructure the
financial and administrative operations of the University, including
award-winning efforts in total quality management, cost
containment, and decentralized financial operations.

* A walk around the University reveals the remarkable
transformation in our environment as we approach the completion of
our massive program to rebuild, renovate, and update all of the
buildings on our campuses—a $1.5 billion effort funded primarily
from non-state sources.



* The University Medical Center has undergone a profound
transformation, placing it in a clear leadership position in health care,
research, and teaching.

* We have launched some exceptional initiatives destined to have
great impact on the future of the University and higher education
more generally, such as the Institute of Humanities, the Media Union,
the Institute for Research on Gender and Feminism, the Davidson
Institute for Emerging Economies, and the Tauber Manufacturing
Institute.

* And perhaps most important of all, through efforts such as the
Michigan Mandate and the Michigan Agenda for Women, we now
have the highest representation of people of color and women among
our students, faculty, staff, and leadership in our history. Michigan
has become known as a national leader in building the kind of
diverse learning community necessary to serve an increasingly
diverse society.

As we approach the twenty-first century, it becomes clear that the
University of Michigan has become not only the leading public
university in America, but that it is challenged by only a handful of
distinguished private and public universities in the quality, breadth,
capacity, and impact of its many programs and activities.

This progress has not been serendipitous. Rather it has resulted from
the efforts of a great many people following a carefully designed and
executed strategy. To illustrate, it is instructive to consider the
highest priorities and major accomplishments of these efforts over the
past decade.

The Priorities of the Past Decade

Academic Programs



The University of Michigan has long been characterized by academic
programs of unusual quality, breadth, and size. As we noted earlier,
various national rankings (e.g., the National Research Council
rankings of graduate programs, US News and World Report rankings
of undergraduate, graduate, and professional programs) suggest that
across the full range of undergraduate, graduate, and professional
programs, Michigan is matched in academic quality by only a
handful of other institutions (Harvard, Stanford, the University of
California).

A number of steps were taken to sustain and enhance the quality of
these programs during the past decade. Particular attention was
given to strengthening the University’s support of its core liberal arts
programs in the College of Literature, Science, and the Arts (LS&A).
This effort restored strong financial support and renovated or built
new high-quality facilities for its programs. Major investments were
made in the basic sciences, including new or renovated facilities for
chemistry, physics, biology, geology, and mathematics. Major
investments in both facilities and faculty were made in both Business
Administration and Engineering, resulting in the rankings of both
schools moving into the top five in the nation.

Several of the health science schools also improved dramatically. The
Medical School benefited from an array of impressive new research
facilities (MSRB I, II, and III) in addition to the massive building
program for new clinical facilities. The Dental School also underwent
a major restructuring. Nursing and Pharmacy benefited from new
facilities. The School of Information has undergone profound
changes as it evolves into the digital age as a school of knowledge-
resource management. Social Work, already ranked as the nation’s
leader, will soon benefit from a major new facility. And the Institute
for Public Policy Studies was elevated to the School of Public Policy
to recognized the growing importance of its instructional and
research programs.



There has also been extensive academic program and facilities
development on our two regional campuses, UM-Dearborn and UM-
Flint, led by energetic new leadership.

Education

There has been no more compelling —nor challenging —issue facing
the University in recent years that reaffirming its commitment to
undergraduate education. In the late 1980s, several steps were taken
to enhance the quality of our undergraduate programs, including the
commitment of $1 million a year to a University-wide Undergraduate
Initiatives Fund, building into our base operating budget a
commitment to upgrade all of the classrooms on the central campus,
providing major new facilities for undergraduate education including
the Shapiro Library, the Angell-Haven Computer Center, and the
Media Union, providing strong incentives for undergraduate
teaching such as the Thurnau Professorships, and stressing the
importance of teaching in faculty promotion and tenure decisions.

Similar efforts have occurred within each of our various schools
engaged in undergraduate education. LS&A has taken important
steps to revise and improve its introductory courses, receiving
national recognition for many of these efforts, including chemistry,
biology, and mathematics. It has introduced a broad array of seminar
courses taught by senior faculty for first-year students. There has
been an effort to create more learning experiences outside of the
classroom through efforts such as the Undergraduate Research
Opportunity Program, community service programs, and
living/learning environments in the residence halls.

So, too, many of our professional schools have moved rapidly to
restructure their educational programs. Of particular note have been
the massive transformation of the medical curriculum, the innovative
changes in the M.B.A. program, and the remarkable excitement
surrounding the evolution of library science into a new profession of
knowledge-resource management.



Michigan has played a national leadership role in graduate
education, both through its efforts to reduce the time-to-degree and
to create more opportunities for interdisciplinary majors.

Several of our professional schools have developed innovative, high-
quality continuing education programs. Of particular note have been
the Executive Management Education programs of the Business
School, generally ranked as the nation’s leader, and an array of
postgraduate professional education programs conducted by
Medicine and Law.

International education has also received high priority in recent
years. Following the planning efforts led in the late 1980s by the
Provost’s office, a series of steps were taken to broaden and
coordinate the University’s international activities. It joined its other
Big Ten colleagues as a member of the Midwestern University
Consortium for International Activities; it created a new International
Institute to coordinate international programs; and it established
strong relationships with academic institutions abroad. Of particular
note was the international outreach of the Business School, which
established overseas campuses in Hong Kong, Seoul, Paris, and
London.

Research

The University of Michigan has long been recognized as one of the
leading research universities in the world. The impact of this
research on the state, the nation, and the world has been immense.
For the past several years we have consciously set out to increase the
quality, scope, and impact of this important intellectual activity. By
putting into place strong mechanisms to encourage and support
research, by playing a major leadership role in determining national
research policy, and by attracting and developing scholars of world-
class quality, the University has moved rapidly to a position of world
leadership in its research activities. Beyond simply the ranking of the
University as the nation’s leader in the amount of research activity,
one can point to the examples provided by specific research activities



such as information technology, genetic medicine, ultra-fast optics,
public policy reform, and humanistic studies as evidence of the
excitement and impact of the research environment on campus.

The University has also taken a more aggressive stance toward
technology transfer. In the late 1980s it modified its intellectual
property policies to provide more faculty incentives for transferring
knowledge developed on the campus into the private sector. These
policies will be modified yet again in the near future to stimulate
even more activity. Advisory groups have been formed to assist in
technology transfer and small business development. The University
has also worked to build strong partnerships with private sector
companies and state and federal government agencies to stimulate
economic development such as the Flat Panel Display Center, the
Fraunhofer Institute, and the Tauber Manufacturing Institute.

Diversity

Throughout its long history, perhaps the most distinguishing
characteristic of the University has been its commitment, as stated by
President Angell, to provide “an uncommon education for the
common man.” It has aspired to provide an education of the highest
quality to all who have the ability to succeed and the will to achieve
and to serve all the people of our state. Yet, despite the degree to
which the University sought to broaden its commitment to
encompass gender, race, religious belief, and nationality, it has faced
serious obstacles to accomplishing this goal. Many of these groups
suffered from social, cultural, and economic discrimination. Simply
opening doors — providing access —was not enough to enable them to
take advantage of the educational opportunities of the University.

To address this challenge, the University of Michigan began in the
late 1980s to transform itself to bring all racial and ethnic groups
more fully into the life of the University. This process of
transformation was guided by a strategic plan known as The
Michigan Mandate. The fundamental vision was that the University
of Michigan would become a leader known for the racial and ethnic



diversity of its faculty, students, and staff —a leader in creating a
multicultural community that would be capable of serving as a
model for higher education and a model for society-at-large. The
Michigan Mandate has resulted in a far more diverse campus, with
the number of students and faculty of color doubling in number over
the past decade to the point today where they now represent 25
percent of the student body (9 percent African American) and 15
percent of the faculty (5 percent African American). Furthermore,
graduation rates of students of color are the highest among public
universities in America, while the success (tenure and promotion) of
faculty of color is comparable to that of majority faculty.

Drawing on this experience, the University of Michigan has recently
launched a second major initiative aimed at increasing diversity: The
Michigan Agenda for Women. The vision is both simple yet
compelling: By the year 2000, the University of Michigan will
become the leader among American universities in promoting and
achieving the success of women as faculty, students, and staff. There
has been significant progress on a number of fronts for women
students, faculty, and staff, including a number of women senior
faculty and administrative appointments, campus safety
improvement, and dependent care.

The University has also taken steps to eliminate those factors which
prevent other groups from participating fully in its activities. For
example, it recently extended its anti-discrimination policies to
include sexual orientation and extended staff benefits and housing
opportunities to same-sex couples. Massive investments in recent
years have been made in renovating University facilities in an effort
to provide better access for the disabled.

Economic diversity has also been a long-standing goal of the
University. Despite the necessity of rising tuition in the wake of
deteriorating state support, we have been able to maintain effective
financial aid programs that have preserved access to the University
by students from all economic backgrounds. This is demonstrated by



the high admissions yield in lower income groups and rising student
retention rates —now the highest among all public universities.

Campus Life

Much attention over the past several years has been focused on
improving the quality of campus life for students, faculty, and staff.
Key in this effort has been the leadership of the Office of Student
Affairs. A series of actions were taken to improve campus safety,
including the development of a campus police organization; major
investments in campus lighting and landscaping; and special
programs such as the Sexual Assault and Prevention Center, the
Night Owl transportation service, Safewalk, and the Task Force on
Violence Against Women. Student leadership joined with the
administration in developing and implementing a new code of
Student Rights and Responsibilities. Broad programs have been
undertaken to address the concerns of substance abuse on campus,
with particular attention focused on alcohol consumption and
smoking.

Efforts have been made to enhance opportunities for learning in the
student living environment and through extracurricular activities.
Our intercollegiate athletics programs have been restructured to
broaden the participation of women and to integrate student-athletics
more effectively into the life of the broader campus community.

Financial Strength

Over the past decade state support has declined in real terms by 23
percent. This continues a three-decade trend which has seen state
appropriations drop from 70 percent of the University’s operating
budget in the 1960s to 11 percent in FY1995-96. Yet the University
has managed to not only maintain but enhance its quality and
capacity to serve through a three-tiered strategy:

* effective cost containment
e wise management of resources



* aggressive development of alternative
revenue sources

More specifically, the administrative costs of the University now rank
among the lowest of our public and private peers. The
implementation of sophisticated, effective programs for managing
the assets of the University has resulted in five-fold growth in its
endowment to over $1.6 billion. Further, the loss in state support has
been compensated, to some degree, by growth in revenue from
tuition and fees, sponsored research grants, private gifts, income on
endowment, and auxiliary activities such as hospitals, housing, and
continuing education. Particularly important in this effort was the

launch of the ongoing Campaign for Michigan, already exceeding its
$1 billion goal.

As one measure of the effectiveness of these efforts, in 1994 the
University became the first public institution in history to have its
credit rating raised to Aal by Wall Street (with hopes for achieving
the top Aaa rating within the next year or so).

Private Support

For some time it has been recognized that increasing private support
of the University, both through private giving and income from
endowment, would be a critical element of adapting to a future of
increasingly constrained state support. Key elements in this effort
were the conduct of successful fund-raising campaigns and a
sophisticated asset management strategy for endowment. The
University set a goal for the year 2000 of building private support—
annual gifts plus income distributed from endowment—to a level
comparable to state appropriation (currently $288 million/year).

During the past decade, private giving has tripled to $150 million per
year, the endowment has increased five-fold to $1.6 billion, and we
have exceeded the $1 billion Campaign for Michigan goal with over
one year to go—hence soon to become the first public university in
history to successively mount a $1 billion fund-raising campaign.



From the perspective of our goal, in 1995, private giving (including
endowment income) to the University amounted to $225 M —clearly
on track to exceed our state appropriation within the next few years.

Financial and Organizational Restructuring

To respond to the precipitous decline in state support and the
growing commitments of the University, a number of steps have
been taken to better attract, deploy, and manage resources. For
example, broad strategic planning activities such as the Provost’s
Advisory Committee on Excellence (PACE), the Advisory Committee
on University Budget (ACUB), and the transformation process of the
University Hospitals have led to the implementation of an effective
University-wide total quality management program (M-Quality).
The University has restructured and repositioned the management of
both its endowment and operating capital. It has moved toward
more realistic pricing of University services, through increased
tuition and fees and the negotiation of indirect cost rates for
sponsored research. And during FY1995-96 we will be bringing up
the necessary administrative systems to allow the implementation of
a new resource and cost allocation system, value-centered
management, that will provide both strong incentives and adequate
management control at the unit level as a key step toward more
efficient operation.

As evidence of the effectiveness of these efforts, financial
comparisons now rank the University’s administrative costs (as a
percentage of total expenditures) third lowest among the Association
of American Universities (AAU). Yet another sign of the efficient use
of resources arises from noting that while essentially all of the
University’s programs rank among the top ten in academic quality,
Michigan ranks fortieth in the nation in terms of expenditures per
student (or faculty). Indeed, it has been able to provide an education
of the quality of the most distinguished private universities at
typically one-third the cost!



There has been a major restructuring of the auxiliary enterprises of
the University, ranging from auxiliary operations such as University
Hospitals, University Housing, and Intercollegiate Athletics to
University-owned corporations such as Veritas and M-Care.

Key in this first phase of financial restructuring has been the building
of effective leadership and management teams, extending from the
Executive Officers to the lowest management levels. The
restructuring of the University’s Personnel and Affirmative Action
programs into a far more sophisticated Human Resources operation
will be important to further progress.

Rebuilding the University

One of the great challenges faced by the University through the 1980s
was the need to address an aging physical plant. Within recent years,
a combination of low interest rates and construction costs, state
capital outlay, private support, and support from auxiliary activities
have enabled the University to launch a massive effort to rebuild the
Ann Arbor campus. The Medical Campus has led the way with
almost $1 billion of new construction over the past decade. The last
remaining facilities necessary to complete the North Campus are
underway (the Francois-Xavier Bagnour Building (FXB), the Media
Union (ITIC), and the Engineering Center). The South Campus has
seen great activity, with the renovation or construction of most
athletic facilities now complete. In addition, major new facilities have
been provided to support business operations (Wolverine Tower, the
Campus Safety Office, and the M-Care complex). The UM Medical
Center is developing a new campus in northeast Ann Arbor for
primary care.

Perhaps most encouraging has been the recent progress in addressing
the needs of the Central Campus, with most of the major work now
complete (the Shapiro Library; the Physics Laboratory; the Angell-
Haven Connector; the Social Work Building; and major renovations
of East Engineering, West Engineering, C. C. Little, and Angell Hall).
Indeed, we estimate that the remaining projects necessary to



complete the entire rebuilding of the Ann Arbor campus now amount
to less that $100 million —a quite realistic goal for the next several
years.

Similar progress has been made on our regional campuses with major
new academic facilities. UM-Dearborn has benefited from new
classroom and laboratory facilities, while UM-Flint has brought on
line a new science laboratory, library, and administrative center.
UM-Flint also will be given the AutoWorld site, along with funds for
site preparation, by the Mott Foundation, as the first stage of a major
expansion of the campus.

While the rebuilding and/ or major renovation of most of the campus
during the past decade has been an extraordinary accomplishment, of
comparable importance has been the massive effort to eliminate the
deferred maintenance backlog that arose during the 1970s and 1980s.
Further, major efforts have been made to provide ongoing support
for facilities maintenance so that such backlogs do not arise in the
future.

There has also been substantial effort to improve the landscaping and
appearance of the campus. With the completion of the major
construction projects on the Central Campus and North Campus,
new master plans for landscaping have been developed and
launched, including the Ingalls Mall and Diag projects on the Central
Campus and the “North Woods” landscaping plan for the North
Campus.

Information Technology

Four important themes are converging in the final decade of the
twentieth century:

* the importance of the university in an age in which knowledge
itself has become a key factor in determining security, prosperity, and
quality of life.



* the global nature of our society.

* the ease with which information technology —computers,
telecommunications, multimedia — enables the rapid exchange of
information.

* networking, the degree to which informal cooperation and
collaboration among individuals and institutions is replacing more
formal social structures such as governments and states.

Michigan continues to play a significant leadership role in all of these
arenas. Our management of NSFnet has now evolved into the
NREN, the National Research and Education Network, the backbone
of the Internet and the precursor of the “information superhighway.”
Already this effort links together over three million computers, 25,000
networks, 1,000 universities, 1,000 high schools, and over twenty-five
million people worldwide.

Moreover, the University has achieved a position of national
leadership in the quality of the information technology environment
it provides for students, faculty, and staff. Through close cooperation
with industry (e.g., IBM, Apple, MCI, HP, Sun, and Xerox), the
University has frequently been among the first to develop and install
major new technology. Its computing and networking environment
is among the most sophisticated in the world. It has managed the
transition from time-sharing mainframe systems to client-server
networks and continues to provide access to state-of-the-art
technology.

Through innovative programs such as the Fall Kickoff Computer
Sales, the Residential Hall Computing Program (Rescomp), and the
unusual array of on-campus computing clusters and centers —
including massive facilities such as the Media Union—it has
provided students with extraordinary access to this technology.

The University is also playing a leadership role in the “digital age,”
through its leadership of the national digital library project, the



evolution of its School of Information into a “New School” focused
on digital knowledge management, and the Media Union which will
quickly make Michigan a national leader in the development and use
of multimedia technologies.

Strengthening the Bonds with External
Constituencies

Much of the effort of the past several years has been directed at
building far stronger relationships with the multitude of external
constituencies served by and supporting the University. Efforts were
made to strengthen bonds with both state and federal government,
ranging from systemic initiatives such as opening and staffing new
offices in Lansing and Washington to developing personal
relationships with key public leaders (e.g., the Governor, the White
House). A parallel effort has been made to develop more effective
relationships with the media at the local, state, and national level.
These have included major media campaigns such as the Big Ten
public service announcements and the Science Coalition. More recent
efforts have been directed toward strengthening relationships with
key communities including Ann Arbor, Detroit, and Flint.

The major political changes in Congress and in state government in
the fall of 1994 necessitated significant changes in our strategy,
including major new investments of resources and time. This new
political climate will require a far more strategic effort by the
University in the years ahead.

Transformation of the UM Medical Center

Some of the most significant accomplishments of the past decade
have occurred within the University Medical Center. Even as the
new Replacement Hospital Project was being completed, the
leadership of the Medical Center was already moving ahead with a
dramatic transformation effort designed to reposition the UM
Hospitals for the rapidly changing health care environment.
Through efforts such as an award-winning total quality management



program, cost reductions, incentive compensation, and the aggressive
development of new health care delivery components such as M-
Care, the UM Hospitals became one of the most successful academic
health centers in the nation.

More recently, through the joint effort of the UM Hospital Director,
the Dean of Medicine, and the clinical chairs, a series of additional
steps have been taken that have strengthened the UM Medical Center
even further. These include the merging of the Clinical Service Plans
and the UM Hospital bottom line, the establishment of a nonprofit
corporation, the Michigan Health Corporation, designed to enable
equity investments with private sector partners, the development of a
new medical center campus for primary health care, and the
exploration of mergers or alliances with other major health care
organizations in Michigan.

Intercollegiate Athletics

Intercollegiate athletics at Michigan are not only an important
tradition of the University, but they also attract as much public
visibility as any other University activity. While Michigan has long
been known for the success and integrity of its athletics programs,
here too a rapidly changing environment demanded significant
changes. The highly independent operation of the Athletics
Department had led to serious problems in the 1980s, such as the
major rules violation in the baseball program, the detachment of
athletes and coaches from the rest of the University, and the
increasing financial pressures on the programs.

To this end, actions were taken in the late 1980s and early 1990s to
better align Michigan athletics with the academic priorities of the
University. Student-athletes were provided with the same
educational and extracurricular opportunities as other Michigan
students. Coaches were provided with more encouragement for their
roles as teachers. And clear policies were developed in a number of
areas including admissions, academic standing, substance abuse, and
student behavior consistent with the rest of the University.



So too, a series of steps were taken to secure the financial integrity of
Michigan athletics. Cost-containment methods were applied to all
athletics programs. The gate receipt revenue-sharing agreements
with other Big Ten institutions were renegotiated to provide more
equitable treatment for Michigan. A major fund-raising program was
launched. More sophisticated use of licensing was developed. And
major improvements in athletics facilities were completed, including
Michigan Stadium (both returning to natural grass and
infrastructure repairs), Canham Natatorium, Keen Arena, Yost
Arena, a new Tennis Center, new fields for women’s sports, and a
new varsity track. As a result, the Athletics Department has now
become the most financially successful program in the nation.

Of particular note was the major effort made by the University to
provide women with the same opportunities for varsity competition
as men. Major additional investments were made, both in existing
women’s programs as well as in the addition of new programs
(women’s soccer, women’s rowing, and women’s lacrosse). Michigan
became the first major university in the nation to make a public
commitment to achieving true gender equity in intercollegiate
athletics by 1998.

Michigan also played an important leadership role in intercollegiates
at the conference and national level. It played a key role in
restructuring revenue sharing agreements within the Big Ten, in
helping to better position the conference with respect to television
agreements, and in building a stronger alliance with the Pac Ten. At
the national level, Michigan strongly supported the effort to gain
presidential control over intercollegiate athletics and restructure the
NCAA.

The impact of these efforts has been seen on the field as well as in the
financials. While once Michigan was content to be successful
primarily in a single sport, football, today it competes at the national
level across its full array of twenty-two varsity programs. This is
evidenced by the fact that it finishes each year among the top five



institutions nationwide for the national all-sports championship (the
Sears Trophy). During the past eight years, Michigan has gone to
four Rose Bowls (football), three Final Fours —including a NCAA
championship (men’s basketball) — three hockey Final Fours (ice
hockey). It has won over fifty Big Ten championships, dominated the
Big Ten in men’s and women’s swimming (including winning the
NCAA championship), men’s and women’s cross-country, women’s
gymnastics, men’s and women’s track, and women’s softball. And it
has provided some of the most exciting moments in Michigan’s
proud sports tradition — Desmond Howard’s Heisman Trophy, Steve
Fisher’'s NCAA championship, the Fab Five, Mike Barrowman’s
Olympic Gold Medal, Tom Dolan’s national swimming
championships, and on and on ...

Cultural Changes

Some of the most important changes occurring at the University over
the past decade involve our various cultures. For example, the
student culture has now evolved far beyond the distrust and
confrontation born in the 1960s and characterizing student-faculty-
administration relationships throughout the 1970s and 1980s. Today,
a very strong sense of mutual respect and trust characterizes students
and the administration, particularly on the part of student
government and, amazingly enough, even on student publications
such as The Michigan Daily. Students have stepped up to important
leadership roles in the University, accepting responsibility and
providing important visions for our future.

The University’s commitment to diversity through major strategic
efforts such as the Michigan Mandate and the Michigan Agenda for
Women would not have been possible without a major change in the
campus climate. Diversity is now not only tolerated but it is
recognized as essential to the quality of the University. While there
are inevitable tensions associated with an increasingly diverse
campus community, there is a real effort to view these as an
opportunity for learning how to prepare students for an increasingly
diverse world.



Other elements of the University have seen major changes in values
and attitudes. Michigan Athletics has moved far beyond a simple
focus on a winning football program to an acceptance of the view of
athletes as students and coaches as teachers. It has reaffirmed the
importance of the integrity of its programs and committed itself to
true gender equity for women’s athletics.

Through both development and alumni relations, alumni of the
University have come to understand the importance of their financial
support as state support has eroded. Further, they have responded to
our invitation to become far more actively involved in all aspects of
University life.

Changes have occurred far more slowly in the faculty culture,
because of its complexity and diversity. Fundamental academic
values still dominate this culture —academic freedom, intellectual
integrity, striving for excellence —as they must in any great
university. However, there seems to be a growing sense of adventure
and excitement throughout the University as both faculty and staff
are more willing to take risks, to try new things, and to tolerate
failure as part of the learning process. While we are not yet where we
need to be in encouraging the level of experimentation and
adventure necessary to define the future of the University, it seems
clear that this spirit is beginning to take hold.

New Initiatives

During the past decade, a great many initiatives have been launched
that hold great potential both for the University and for higher
education. Examples include:

Media Union (ITIC)

Institute for the Humanities

Institute of Molecular Medicine
(GeneTherapy)

Center for the Study of Global Change



Community Service/ Americorps

Flat Panel Display Center

Tauber Manufacturing Institute

The School of Information

Living/Learning Environments

21st Century Project

Women in Science and Engineering (WISE)
Davidson Institute for Emerging Economies
New Music Laboratory

Institute for Women and Gender Studies
Rescomp/Angell-Haven

Direct Lending

Responsibility Center Management (RCM)/Value Centered
Management (VCM)

M-Quality

Incentive compensation experiments
Presidential Initiative Fund

Undergraduate Initiative Fund

National Leadership

As yet another measure of the University’s leadership, we are clearly
the national leader in the following areas:

Quality of academic programs across all
academic and professional disciplines
Quality achieved per resources expended

Faculty salaries (among publics)
Research activity
Financial strength (among publics)
Information technology environment
Intercollegiate athletics

Health care operations

The Challenge of Change



We can all take great pride in what the Michigan family — Regents,
faculty, students, staff, alumni, and friends —has accomplished
during these stressful times. Working together, we have indeed built
the finest public university in America — perhaps the finest in the
world. But we have built a university for the twentieth century, and
that century is rapidly coming to an end. The university that we have
built, the paradigms in which we have so excelled, may no longer be
relevant to a rapidly changing world.

The America of the twentieth century was a nation characterized by a
homogeneous, domestic, industrialized society —an America of the
past. Our students will inherit a far different nation—a highly
pluralistic, knowledge-intensive, world-nation that will be the
America of the twenty-first century.

Many believe that we are going through a period of change in our
civilization as profound as that which occurred during the
Renaissance and the Industrial Revolution —except that while these
earlier transformations took centuries to occur, the transformations
characterizing our times will occur in a decade or less! The 1990s are
viewed as the countdown toward a new millennium; we find
ourselves swept toward a new century by these incredible forces of
change. However, the events of the past several years suggest that
the twenty-first century is already upon us, a decade early. We live
in a time of breathtaking change, at a pace that continues to
accelerate.

It is instructive to consider some of the powerful forces of change
affecting both our society and its institutions.

Themes of Change in Our Society

Demographic Change

The New Majority: We are becoming more diverse, more pluralistic
as a people. Indeed, almost 85 percent of the new entrants into our
work force during the 1990s will be people of color, women, or



immigrants. Unlike most other advanced nations with whom we
compete economically, the United States is becoming a truly
pluralistic society. Indeed, some of our major urban centers have
already become a combination of first- and third-world populations.
The pluralism that we see in America today is far more complex than
it has been in the past because it is touched by race and the ravages of
slavery. Further, the bonds that have held our society together in the
past are shakier, and those disenfranchised among us are more
alienated. Yet our challenge is not merely to address the problems
associated with increasing pluralism, but rather to draw strength and
vitality from the rich diversity of our people.

The Internationalization of America

Our population, economy, and commerce are becoming ever more
interdependent with other nations as the United States becomes a
world nation, a member of the global village. For example, the
startling political transformation of Eastern Europe and the Soviet
Union has already changed the entire context of international
economic, political, and military relations for decades to come. But
beyond commerce and national security, there is an even more
important reason to pay attention to the trends of
internationalization. The United States has become the destination of
many of the world’s immigrants. With falling fertility rates,
immigration may soon become the primary determinant of the
variability in our population. As we have been throughout our
history, we continue to be nourished and revitalized by wave after
wave of immigrants coming to our shores with unbounded energy,
hope, and faith in the American dream. Today, in a very real sense,
America is evolving into the first true “world nation” with not simply
economic and political ties, but also ethnic ties to all parts of the
globe.

The Post-Cold-War World

As peace has broken out, so too has disappeared the principal
rationale behind many of the major federal investments of the past
half-century, including, in particular, the American research
university. As the priorities of a new social agenda form in the years



ahead, it seems clear that there will be a major shift in public
investments. Far from benefiting from a peace dividend, the research
university, along with many other knowledge-based institutions in
our society, may find itself at considerable risk.

Spaceship Earth

As the world population continues to grow, it is increasingly clear
that humankind is permanently altering the planet itself. Whether
through consumption of limited natural resources, deforestation,
depletion of the ozone layer, or the buildup of greenhouse gases, it
seems imperative that our generation accept its responsibilities to the
next by becoming better stewards of spaceship Earth. Sustainable
human existence may well become the most serious challenge of the
twenty-first century.

The Age of Knowledge

We are rapidly evolving into a society in which the key strategic
resource necessary for prosperity and social well being have become
knowledge itself, that is, educated people and their ideas. In this
world, knowledge will play the same role that in the past was played
by natural resources or geographic location or labor pools. Put in
another way, while forces such as land, guns, and money drove the
past, ideas will be the driving force of the twenty-first century.

Themes of Change for Higher Education

The Rising Costs of Excellence and the Limits on Resources

Higher education is suffering the consequences of structural flaws of
national and state economies. The growing imbalance between
revenues and expenditures are undermining support for essential
social institutions as governments struggle to meet short-term
demands at the expense of long-term investment. The effort to adapt
to limited resources is made more difficult by the fact that—at least
within existing paradigms of teaching and scholarship — the costs of
excellence have been growing considerably faster than the available
resource base.



The Changing Relationships with

Diverse Constituencies

The modern research university is accountable to many constituents:
to its students, faculty, staff, and alumni; to the public and their
elected leaders in government; to business and labor, industry and
foundations, and the full range of other private institutions in our
society. A major challenge is posed by the diversity —indeed,
incompatibility — of the values, needs, and expectations of the various
constituencies served by higher education. The future of our colleges
and universities will be determined in most cases by their success in
linking together the many concerns and values of these diverse
groups, while they respond in an effective fashion to their needs and
concerns.

The Difficulty in Comprehending the

Modern University

The modern research university is complex and multidimensional.
People perceive it in vastly different ways, depending on their
vantage point, their needs, and their expectations. Unfortunately,
most people —and most components of state, federal, and local
governments — can picture the university “elephant” only in terms of
the part they can feel, e.g., research procurement, student financial
aid, and political correctness. Few seem to see, understand, or
appreciate the entirety of the university. No one seems to
understand or care that shifting state or federal priorities, policies, or
support aimed at one objective or area will inevitably have an impact
on other roles of the university.

Intellectual Challenges

Many of the most significant challenges before higher education
today are intellectual in nature. The knowledge of the world is
available almost literally “out of the air” with modern
computer/communications networks and digital libraries. Beyond
access to vast amounts of knowledge, we have also entered a period
of great intellectual change and ferment. New ideas and concepts are
exploding forth at ever-increasing rates. We have ceased to accept



that there is any coherent or unique form of wisdom that serves as
the basis for new knowledge, as oral and visual communication
begins to challenge our traditional writing and reading culture.
Clearly, the capacity for intellectual change and renewal has become
increasingly important to us as individuals and to our institutions.

The Changing Role of the

Research University

As we enter an age of knowledge, the university finds itself regarded
as a key economic, political, social, and cultural institution as the
result of extraordinary transformations occurring throughout our
nation and the world. Beyond our traditional missions of teaching,
research, and service, the university today is expected to play a
broader role in providing the intellectual capacity necessary to build
and sustain the strength and prosperity of our society. Society has an
increasingly vital stake in what we do and how we do it. Given the
divisions in society-at-large, the tensions between tradition and
change, liberty and justice, social pluralism and unity, nationalism
and internationalism, it is no wonder that we find ourselves the
battleground for many competing values and interests, both old and
new. The more important question is whether we can survive this
new attention with our missions, our freedoms, and our values intact.

The Pace of Change

Both the pace and nature of the changes occurring in our world today
have become so rapid and so profound that our present social
structures —in government, education, the private sector —are having
increasing difficulty in even sensing the changes (although they
certainly feel the consequences). Institutions can hardly be expected
to understand such changes sufficiently to respond and adapt. It
could well be that our present institutions, such as universities and
government agencies, which have been the traditional structures for
intellectual pursuits, may turn out to be as obsolete and irrelevant to
our future as the American corporation in the 1950s. There is clearly
a need to explore new social structures capable of sensing and
understanding the changes and capable of engaging in the strategic
processes necessary to adapt or control change.



Some Themes of Change Specific to the University of Michigan

The Erosion of State Support

During the past three decades, the percentage of the University’s
operating budget supported through state appropriation has
dropped from 70 percent to 10 percent. It seems increasingly clear
that this trend is unlikely to reverse itself. There is limited will and
capacity to support higher education compounded by a weakened
economy and other social needs. The result is that the state will at
best be able to support higher education at the level of a
comprehensive four-year college. Political pressures will make it
increasingly difficult to put a priority on state support for a flagship
institution and instead will drive a leveling process in which the state
appropriation per student is equalized across the state.

Intrusion on University Autonomy

During the past decade we have seen increasing signs of intrusion
upon the traditional autonomy of the University by state
government, federal government, the community, and the media.
Examples include: state government’s attempts to control tuition,
enrollment (e.g., instate/outstate mix), programs, and facilities
projects. There are increasing efforts by the press to control the
University through the use of the Open Meetings Act and the
Freedom of Information Act, and the city government is attempting
to constrain University operations and assess it for city-provided
services.

Federal Intrusion

Both because the University is one of the nation’s leading research
universities, and also because the Michigan Congressional delegation
has had among its members an unusual number of chairs of key
investigative committees, the University finds itself under an
increasing burden of federal regulation, audits, and other demands
for accountability. This has been made even more serious by a shift



in federal attitude toward universities from a partnership
relationship to that of procurement-contractor.

Political Issues

The University has always had an exceptionally active political
climate on campus. As such, it not only has attracted an unusually
large number of special interest groups, but it draws intense external
political pressure on many issues. When coupled with the increasing
hostility of the media toward higher education, this political tension,
while no doubt “invigorating” to the learning environment, can also
erode public understanding, trust, and confidence in the University.
(The recent wars over “political correctness” are an excellent case in
point).

Adapting to a Time of Change

As one of civilization’s most enduring institutions, the university has
been extraordinary in its capacity to change and adapt to serve
society. The university has changed considerably over time and
continues to evolve. A simple glance at the remarkable diversity of
institutions comprising higher education in America demonstrates
this evolution.

The challenges and changes facing higher education in the 1990s are
comparable in significance to two other periods of great change for
American higher education: the period in the late nineteenth century
when the comprehensive public university first appeared and the
years following World War II when the research university evolved
to serve the needs of postwar America. Many are concerned about
the rapidly increasing costs of quality education and research during
a period of limited resources, the erosion of public trust and
confidence in higher education, and the deterioration in the
partnership between the research university and the federal
government. Our institutions will be affected even more profoundly
by the powerful changes driving transformations in our society,
including the increasing ethnic and cultural diversity of our people;
the growing interdependence of nations; and the degree to which



knowledge itself has become the key driving force in determining
economic prosperity, national security, and social well-being.

One frequently hears the primary missions of the university referred
to in terms of teaching, research, and service. But these roles can also
be regarded as simply the twentieth century manifestations of the
more fundamental roles of creating, preserving, integrating,
transmitting, and applying knowledge. From this more abstract
viewpoint, it is clear that while these fundamental roles of the
university do not change over time, the particular realization of these
roles do change —and change quite dramatically, in fact. Consider,
for example, the role of “teaching,” that is, transmitting knowledge.
We generally think of this role in terms of a professor teaching a class
of students, who, in turn, respond by reading assigned texts, writing
papers, solving problems or performing experiments, and taking
examinations. We should also recognize that classroom instruction is
a relatively recent form of pedagogy. Throughout the last
millennium, the more common form of learning was through
apprenticeship. Both the neophyte scholar and craftsman learned by
working as apprentices to a master. While this type of one-on-one
learning still occurs today, in skilled professions such as medicine
and in advanced education programs such as the Ph.D. dissertation,
it is simply too labor-intensive for the mass educational needs of
modern society.

The classroom itself may soon be replaced by more appropriate and
efficient learning experiences. Indeed, such a paradigm shift may be
forced upon the faculty by the students themselves. Today’s students
are members of the “digital” generation. They have spent their early
lives surrounded by robust, visual, electronic media —Sesame Street,
MTV, home computers, video games, cyberspace networks, and
virtual reality. They approach learning as a “plug-and-play”
experience. They are unaccustomed and unwilling to learn
sequentially —to read the manual —and are instead inclined to plunge
in and learn through participation and experimentation. While this
type of learning is far different from the sequential, pyramid
approach of the traditional university curriculum, it may be far more



effective for this generation, particularly when provided through a
media-rich environment.

It could well be that faculty members of the twentieth-first century
university will be asked to set aside their roles as teachers and
instead become designers of learning experiences, processes, and
environments. Further, tomorrow’s faculty may have to discard the
present style of solitary learning experiences, in which students tend
to learn primarily on their own through reading, writing, and
problem solving. Instead, they may be asked to develop collective
learning experiences in which students work together and learn
together with the faculty member becoming more of a consultant or a
coach than a teacher.

One can easily identify other similarly profound changes occurring in
the other roles of the university. The process of creating new
knowledge — of research and scholarship —is also evolving rapidly
away from the solitary scholar to teams of scholars, perhaps spread
over a number of disciplines. Indeed, is the concept of the
disciplinary specialist really necessary —or even relevant—in a future
in which the most interesting and significant problems will require
“big think” rather than “small think”? Do we need such specialists
when intelligent software agents will soon be available to roam far
and wide through robust networks containing the knowledge of the
world, instantly and effortlessly extracting whatever a person wishes
to know?

So, too, there is increasing pressure to draw research topics more
directly from worldly experience rather than predominantly from the
curiosity of scholars. Even the nature of knowledge creation is
tending to shift away from the analysis of what has been to the
creation of what has never been — drawing more on the experience of
the artist than upon the analytical skills of the scientist.

The preservation of knowledge is one of the most rapidly changing
functions of the university. The computer —or more precisely, the
“digital convergence” of various media from print to graphics to



sound to sensory experiences through virtual reality —has already
moved beyond the printing press in its impact on knowledge.
Throughout the centuries the intellectual focal point of the university
has been its library, its collection of written works preserving the
knowledge of civilization. Yet today, such knowledge exists in many
forms — as text, graphics, sound, algorithms, virtual reality
simulations —and it exists almost literally in the ether, distributed in
digital representations over worldwide networks, accessible by
anyone, and certainly not the prerogative of the privileged few in
academe.

Finally, it is also clear that societal needs will continue to dictate great
changes in the applications of knowledge it excepts from universities.
Over the past several decades, universities have been asked to play
the lead in applying knowledge across a wide array of activities, from
providing health care, to protecting the environment, from rebuilding
our cities to entertaining the public at large (although it is sometimes
hard to understand how intercollegiate athletics represents
knowledge application).

This abstract definition of the roles of the university has existed
throughout the long history of the university and will certainly
continue to exist as long as these remarkable social institutions
survive. But the particular realization of the fundamental roles of
knowledge creation, preservation, integration, transmission, and
application will continue to change in profound ways, as it has so
often in the past. In part, the challenge of change, of transformation,
is a necessity simply to sustain our traditional roles in society.

There is an increasing sense among leaders of American higher
education and on the part of our various constituencies that the 1990s
will represent a period of significant change on the part of our
universities if we are to respond to the challenges, opportunities, and
responsibilities before us. A key element will be efforts to provide
universities with the capacity to transform themselves into entirely
new paradigms that are better able to serve a rapidly changing
society and a profoundly changed world.



If American higher education is to respond to the challenges,
opportunities, and responsibilities before us, universities must
develop the capacity to transform themselves into entirely new
paradigms that can serve a rapidly changing society and a changed
world.

We must unshackle the constraints that prevent our institutions from
responding to the needs of a rapidly changing society, remove
unnecessary processes and administrative structures, question
existing premises and arrangements, and challenge, excite, and
embolden members of our university communities to embark on this
great adventure. Our challenge is to provide an environment in
which such change is regarded not as threatening but rather as an
exhilarating opportunity to engage in learning, in all its many form:s,
to better serve our world.

A Heritage of Leadership

Who will determine the new paradigm for the university of the
twenty-first century? Who will provide the leadership? Why not the
University of Michigan? After all, in a very real sense, it was
Michigan that developed the paradigm of the public university
capable of responding to the needs of a rapidly changing America of
the nineteenth century, a paradigm that still dominates higher
education today. In a sense, Michigan has been throughout its
history the flagship of public higher education in America.

Although the University of Michigan was not the first of the state
universities, it was the first to free itself of sectarian control and
become a true public institution, governed by the people of its state.
So too, the act establishing Michigan in 1837 was regarded as the
most advanced and effective plan for a state university, a model for
all the state institutions of higher learning which were established
subsequently. From its founding, Michigan was identified with the
most progressive forces in American higher education. It was the
tirst to blend the classic curriculum with the European approach that



stressed faculty involvement in research and dedication to the
preparation of future scholars. It was the first university in the west
to pioneer in professional education, establishing its Medical School
in 1850, its engineering courses in 1854 and its Law School in 1859.
The University was among the first to introduce instruction in
zoology and botany, modern languages, modern history, American
literature, pharmacy, dentistry, speech, journalism, teacher
education, forestry, bacteriology, naval architecture, aeronautical
engineering, computer engineering, and nuclear engineering.

The University of Michigan has frequently been a source of major
paradigm shifts in higher education. For example, the formation of
the Survey Research Center and associated Institute of Social
Research in the 1950s stimulated the quantitative approach to the
social sciences so common today. Michigan pioneered in the
development of time-sharing computing in the 1960s and again in the
1990s took a leadership role in building and managing the Internet,
the information super highway that is now revolutionizing our
society. The activism of Michigan students has frequently changed
our society, from the Teach-Ins against the Viethnam War in the 1960s
to Earth Day in the 1970s to the Michigan Mandate in the 1980s. In a
similar fashion, Michigan has played a lead role in public service,
from the announcement of the Peace Corps on the steps of the
Michigan Union in 1960 to a lead role in the new AmeriCorps in 1994.

Nothing could be more natural to the University of Michigan than
challenging the status quo. In a sense, change has always been an
important part of the University’s tradition. Michigan has long been
the prototype of the large, comprehensive, public research university,
with a serious commitment to scholarship. It has been distinguished
by unusual breadth, a rich diversity of academic disciplines,
professional schools, social and cultural activities, and intellectual
pluralism. It has benefited from an unusual degree of participation
by faculty and students in University decisions. And throughout its
history, Michigan has long been known for a spirit of democracy and
tolerance among its students and faculty. Over a century ago,
Harper’s Weekly noted that “the most striking feature of the



University of Michigan is the broad and liberal spirit in which it does
its work.”

The Vision

Like many large organizations, strategic planning exercises at the
University have proceeded through a variety of mechanisms, formal
and informal, centralized and distributed among various units. Most
efforts during the past decade have begun with an effort to articulate
a vision of the University’s future. Despite the great diversity of
planning groups, visioning efforts generally converged on two
important themes: leadership and excellence.

The general sense among those who have participated in these
planning exercises is that the quality of the University and its
leadership —both as an institution and in the achievements of its
people —will determine its impact on society, the state, the nation,
and the world. Leadership and excellence have characterized the
University throughout its history. The University was the first truly
public university in America. Perhaps as much as any institution, the
University of Michigan defined the nature of higher education in the
twentieth century. Michigan’s distinctiveness and strength have
evolved from the power of focused quality that it shares with the
most selective private institutions and the diversity, openness, and
breadth that it shares with the best large public universities.

We have attempted to capture the heritage of our past and this
aspiration for the future in a simple vision statement that borrows a
phrase from the University’s famous fight song, “The Victors”:

Vision 2000: “The leaders and best . ..”

The University of Michigan should position

itself to become the leading university of the twenty-first century,
through the quality and leadership of its programs and through



the achievements of its students,
faculty, and staff.

Note that this vision emphasizes both leadership as an institution and
the development of leaders among members of the University
community, all based on a foundation of excellence in our programs.
Vision 2000 recognizes that the central task of the University, a task
that separates it from all other social institutions, is the creation of an
environment where the quality of the mind and its performance is
always the central concern. It recognizes that the spirit most likely to
develop leaders is a disciplined use of reason, enlivened by daring
and the courage to experiment, and tempered by respect for what we
can learn from others. At the institutional level, our mission is to
further distinguish ourselves among universities as genuine
innovators and pioneers, always challenging ourselves to extend our
capacities, strengths, and resources.

This leadership vision requires a comprehensive strategy that
improves and optimizes all of the key characteristics of the
University: quality, capacity (size), breadth (comprehensiveness),
excellence, and innovation. As a result of the positioning strategy
associated with Vision 2000, the University of Michigan has made
considerable progress over the past decade. Indeed, one could argue
that the University of Michigan today is not only the leading public
university in America, but that it is challenged by only a handful of
distinguished private universities in the quality, breadth, capacity,
and impact of its many programs and activities.

The Strategic Intent

However, even as we take pride and satisfaction in the achievements
of the Vision 2000 strategy, we must turn to greater challenges. It is
now time for the University to consider a bolder vision aimed at
achieving excellence and leadership during a period of great

change —in the language of strategic planning, a strategic intent. A



strategic intent for an organization provides a “stretch vision” that
cannot be achieved with current capabilities and resources, forcing an
organization to be inventive and to make the best use of resources.
The traditional view of strategy focuses on the fit between existing
resources and current opportunities; strategic intent creates an
extreme misfit between resources and ambitions. Through this, we
are able to challenge the institution to close the gap by building new
capabilities.

This strategic intent, termed Vision 2017 in reference to the year of
the two hundredth anniversary of the University’s founding, is
designed to provide Michigan with the capacity to re-invent the very
nature of the university, to transform itself into an institution better
capable of serving a new world in a new century.

To develop a more challenging vision of the University’s future, it is
appropriate to begin with descriptors that convey both our most
cherished values and our hopes for the future. The following are
shared values that have played important roles in the Michigan
tradition:

* Excellence

* Leadership

* C(ritical and rational inquiry
* Liberal learning

* Diversity

* Caring and concern

e Community

* Excitement

Beyond this, we might also choose from among the many past
descriptors of the characteristics of the University, those that are
important to preserve:

e “The leaders and best . ..”



* “An uncommon education for the common man (person) .

7

* “A broad and liberal spirit . . .”

* “Diverse, yet united in a commitment to academic excellence
and public service . ..”

“A center of critical inquiry and learning . . .”

* “An independent critic and servant of
society ...”

e “A relish for innovation and excitement . ..”

* “Freedom with responsibility for students
and faculty . ..”

“Control of our own destiny comparable to  private universities .

7

Undergirding these values and characteristics would be aspirations
that characterize “the fundamentals,” those actions and goals that
must receive high priority to achieve our vision:

* Attracting, retaining, and sustaining the most
outstanding people (students, faculty, staff)

* Achieving, enhancing, and sustaining academic excellence in
teaching and scholarship

* Optimizing balance between quality,  breadth, scale, excellence,
and innovation

* Sufficient autonomy to control our own destiny



* A diversified resource portfolio, providing a stable flow of
resources necessary for leadership and excellence regardless
of the ebb and flow in particular areas (state, federal,

private giving . . .)

* Keepin’ the joint jumpin!

In this spirit, then, let us suggest one possible model for the
University of Michigan that is built on a foundation of our traditional
values and a recognition of the challenges and opportunities that we
will face in the decades ahead. We have identified this model as
Vision 2017, the year when the University of Michigan will begin its
third century of serving the state, the nation, and the world:

Notice that we have arranged around this core of values and
characteristics a number of paradigms of the university:

The State-related, but

World-supported, University

A university with a strong public character, but supported primarily
through resources it must generate itself (e.g., tuition, federal grants,
private giving, auxiliary enterprises).

The World University

As a new world culture forms, a number of universities will evolve
into learning institutions serving the world, albeit within the context
of a particular geographical area (e.g., North America).

The Diverse University (or “Transversity”)
A university drawing its intellectual strength and its character from
the rich diversity of humankind, providing a model for our society of



a pluralistic learning community. A university in which people
respect and tolerate diversity as they live, work, and learn together as
a community of scholars.

The Cyberspace University

A university that spans the world (and possibly even beyond) as a
robust information network linking together students, faculty,
graduates, and knowledge resources.

The Creative University

As the tools for creation become more robust (e.g., creating materials
atom-by-atom, genetically engineering new life forms, or generating
artificial intelligence or virtual reality with computers), the primary
activities of the university will shift from a focus on analytical
disciplines and professions to those stressing creative activities (i.e.,
“turning dreams into reality”).

The Divisionless University

The current disciplinary (and professional) organization of the
university is viewed by many faculty members as increasingly
irrelevant to their teaching, scholarship, and service activities.
Perhaps the university of the future will be more integrated and less
specialized through the use of a web of virtual structures that
provide both horizontal and vertical integration among the
disciplines and professions.

The University College

It seems clear that we need to develop a new paradigm for
undergraduate education within the complex environment provided
by a comprehensive research university. This “university college”
should draw on the intellectual resources of the entire university: its
scholars; libraries; museums; laboratories; graduate and professional
programs; and its remarkable diversity of people, ideas, and
endeavors.

The Catholepistemiad



Since education will increasingly require a lifetime commitment,
perhaps the university should reinvent itself to span the entire
continuum of education, from cradle to grave. It could form strategic
alliances with other components of the educational system and
commit itself to a lifetime of interaction with its students/graduates,
providing them throughout their lives with the education necessary
to meet their changing goals and needs.

The New University

Could we create within our institutions a “laboratory” or “new”
university that would serve as a prototype or test bed for possible
features of the university of the twenty-first century? The “New U”
would be an academic unit consisting of students, faculty, and
programs. Its mission: to provide the intellectual and programmatic
framework for continual experimentation.

The Knowledge Server

Perhaps the triad mission of the university — teaching, research, and
service —is simply the twentieth-century manifestation of the more
fundamental roles of creating, preserving, transmitting, and applying
knowledge. While this fundamental “knowledge server” definition
of the university does not change over time, it seems clear that the
particular realization of these roles is changing rapidly (e.g., digital
convergence, collective learning, strategic research).

While none of these would be appropriate alone to describe the
University as it enters its third century, each is a possible component
of our institution, as seen by various constituents. Put another way,
each of these paradigms is a possible pathway toward the University
of the twenty-first century. Each is also a pathway that we should
explore in our effort to better understand our future.

To be sure, any of these visions of the University of Michigan, circa
2017, would require significant change in our institution. As it has so
many times in the past, the University must continue to change and
evolve if it is to serve society and achieve leadership in the century
ahead. The status quo is simply not an acceptable option.



Hence, our strategic intent, the Vision 2017, is aimed at providing
Michigan with the capacity to re-invent the very nature of the
university, to transform itself into an institution better capable of
serving a new world in a new century.

Vision 2017

Re-inventing the University

Our objective for the next several years is to provide the University
with the capacity to transform itself into an institution better capable
of serving our

state, our nation, and the world.

This transformation strategy contrasts sharply with the earlier
positioning strategy, Vision 2000, that has characterized the past
decade. It seeks to build the capacity, the energy, the excitement, and
the commitment necessary for the University to explore entirely new
paradigms of teaching, research, and service. It seeks to remove the
constraints that prevent the University from responding to the needs
of a rapidly changing society; to remove unnecessary processes and
administrative structures; to question existing premises and
arrangements; and to challenge, excite, and embolden members of
the University community to embark on a great adventure.

So how does an institution as large, complex, and tradition-bound as
the modern research university transform itself to fulfill its mission,
achieve its vision, and move toward its strategic intent? Historically,
we have accomplished change using a variety of mechanisms:

* buying change with additional resources



* building the consensus necessary for grassroots support of
change

* changing key people
* through finesse and stealth of night

* a “Just do it!” approach, that is, top-down decisions followed
by rapid execution (follow  ing the old adage that “it is better to
seek forgiveness than to ask permission”)

For the transformation necessary to move toward the major
paradigm shifts that will likely characterize higher education in the
years ahead, we need a more strategic approach capable of staying
the course until the desired changes have occurred. Many
institutions already have embarked on major transformation agendas
similar to those characterizing the private sector. Some even use
similar language as they refer to their efforts to “transform,”
“restructure,” or even “re-invent” their institutions. But, of course,
herein lies one of the great challenges to universities, since our
various missions and our diverse array of constituencies give us a
complexity far beyond that encountered in business or government.
For us the process of institutional transformation is more complex.

Through earlier efforts to restructure the University of Michigan (e.g.,
the “smaller but better” effort of the early 1980s) and from the
experience of other organizations in both the private and public
sector, several features of transformation processes should be
recognized at the outset:

* First, it is critical to define the real challenges of the
transformation process properly. The challenge is usually not
financial or organiza  tional. Itis the degree of cultural change

required. We must transform a set of rigid habits of
thought and arrangements that are incapable of responding to
change rapidly or radically enough.



* True faculty participation in the design and implementation of
the transformation process  is necessary since the transformation
of the faculty culture is the biggest challenge of all.

* The involvement of external groupsisnot  only very helpful but
probably necessary to  provide credibility to the process and assist
in putting controversial issues on the table (e.g., tenure
reform).

* Unfortunately, no university —and few organi- zations in the
private sector —has been able to achieve major change through
the motiva tion of opportunity and excitement alone. It has taken
a crisis to get people to take the transformation effort seriously;
sometimes even this is not sufficient.

* The president must play a critical role as leader and educator
in designing, implement- ing, and selling the transformation
process, particularly to the faculty.

To summarize, the most important and difficult part of any
transformation process involves changing the culture of the
institution. It is here that we must focus much of our attention in the
years ahead. We seek both to affirm and intensify Michigan’s
commitment to academic excellence and leadership. We seek to
build a greater sense of community and of pride in and commitment
to the University. We also seek to create a greater sense of excitement
and adventure among students, faculty, and staff while aligning the
University to better serve a rapidly changing society.

The necessary transformations will go far beyond simply
restructuring finances to face the brave new world of limited
resources. They will encompass every aspect of our institution,
including;:

* the mission of the university
* financial restructuring
* organization and governance



general characteristics of the university
intellectual transformation

relations with external constituencies
cultural change

A key element will be efforts to provide the university with the
capacity to explore new paradigms that are better able to serve a
rapidly changing society and a changed world. We must remove the
constraints that prevent our institutions from responding to the needs
of a rapidly changing society and remove unnecessary processes and
administrative structures. We must question existing premises and
arrangements and challenge, excite, and embolden the members of
our university communities to embark on this great adventure. Our
challenge is to work together to provide an environment in which
such change is regarded not as threatening, but rather as an
exhilarating opportunity to engage in learning, in all its many form:s,
to better serve our world.

Another challenge is simply to understand the nature of the
contemporary university and the forces that drive its evolution. The
public still thinks of us in very traditional ways, with images of
students sitting in a large classroom listening to a faculty member
lecture on subjects such as literature or history. Our faculty members
have more of an Oxbridge image, thinking of themselves as dons and
of their students as serious scholars. The federal government thinks
of us as just another research and development contractor or health
provider, a supplicant for the public purse. Yet the reality is far
different—and far more complex.

In many ways, the university today has become the most complex
institution in modern society —far more complex, for example, than
corporations or governments. We are comprised of many activities,
some nonprofit, some publicly regulated, and some operating in
intensely competitive marketplaces. We teach students; we conduct
research for various clients; we provide health care; we engage in
economic development; we stimulate social change; and we provide
mass entertainment (. . . athletics . . .). In systems terminology, the



modern university is a loosely coupled, adaptive system, with a
growing complexity as its various components respond to changes in
its environment. We have developed a transactional culture, in
which everything is up for negotiation. In a very real sense, the
university of today is a holding company of faculty entrepreneurs,
who drive the evolution of the university to fulfill their individual
goals.

But, while the entrepreneurial university has been remarkably
adaptive and resilient throughout the twentieth century, it also faces
serious challenges. Many contend that we have diluted our core
business of learning, particularly undergraduate education, with a
host of entrepreneurial activities. We have become so complex that
few, whether on or beyond our campuses, understand what we have
become. We have great difficulty in allowing obsolete activities to
disappear. Today we face serious constraints on resources that no
longer allow us to be all things to all people. We also have become
sufficiently encumbered with processes, policies, procedures, and
past practices that our best and most creative people no longer
determine the direction of our institution.

To respond to future challenges and opportunities, the modern
university must engage in a more strategic process of change. While
the natural evolution of a learning organization may still be the best
model of change, it must be augmented by constraints to preserve
our fundamental values and mission. We must find ways to allow
our most creative people to drive the future of our institutions.

Our challenge is to tap this great source of creativity and energy
associated with entrepreneurial activity, but in a way that preserves
our fundamental mission and values. We need to encourage our
tradition of natural evolution but do so with greater strategic intent.
Instead of continuing to evolve as an unconstrained transactional
entrepreneurial culture, we need to guide this process in such a way
as to preserve our core missions, characteristics, and values.



The vision of positioning the University of Michigan as a leader of
higher education for the next century is both important and
challenging. It involves achieving leadership and excellence within
the present paradigm of the university in America, of polishing the
status quo, of becoming the very best “university of the twentieth
century” that we can become.

The transformation process is designed to move beyond this, to
provide the University with the capacity to transform itself into new
paradigms more capable of serving a rapidly changing society and a
profoundly changed world. Our real objective is to build the
capacity, energy, excitement, and commitment necessary for the
University to move toward such bold visions.

A diagram depicting this evolution from a positioning to a
transformation strategy is shown below:

The goals proposed to move the University toward both the
leadership positioning Vision 2000 and the paradigm-shifting Vision
2017 can be stated quite simply:

Goal 1: People
To attract, retain, support, and empower exceptional students,
faculty, and staff.

Goal 2: Resources
To provide these people with the resources and environment
necessary to push to the limits of theirabilities and their dreams.

Goal 3: Culture



To build a University culture and spirit that values:
* adventure, excitement, and risk-taking

* leadership

e excellence

* diversity

* caring, concern, and community

Goal 4: The Capacity for Change

To develop the flexibility, the ability to focus
resources necessary to serve a changing society
and a changing world.

Although simply stated, these four goals are profound in their
implications and challenging in their execution. For example, while
we have always sought to attract high-quality students and faculty to
the University, we tend to recruit those who conform to more
traditional measures of excellence. If we are to go after “paradigm
breakers,” then other criteria such as creativity, intellectual span, and
the ability to lead become important.

We need to acquire the resources to sustain excellence, a challenge at
a time when public support is dwindling. Yet this goal suggests
something beyond that: we must focus resources on our most
creative people and programs. And we must acquire the flexibility in
resource allocation to respond to new opportunities and initiatives.

While most would agree with the values set out in the third goal of
cultural change, many would not assign such a high priority to
striving for adventure, excitement, and risk-taking. However, if the
University is to become a leader in defining the nature of higher
education in the century ahead, this type of culture is essential.

Developing the capacity for change, while an obvious goal, will be
both challenging and controversial. We must discard the status quo
as a viable option; challenge existing premises, policies, and
mindsets; and empower our best people to drive the evolution —
perhaps, revolution — of the University.



Strategic Initiatives

To achieve transformations across these areas that move the
University toward Vision 2017, we have organized the effort through
a series of strategic thrusts or initiatives. Each strategic thrust has
been designed as a self-contained effort, with a clearly-defined
rationale and specific objectives. However, all such initiatives are
chosen to move the University toward the more general (and
abstract) goals of Vision 2017. Further, care was taken to monitor and
coordinate carefully the strategic thrusts, since they interact quite
strongly with one another.

Below we have identified the strategic initiatives associated with each
of the goals of Vision 2017:

People

To attract and sustain exceptional students, faculty, and staff, the
following strategic initiatives have been developed:

Recruiting Outstanding Students

The University needs to place more emphasis on identifying and
attracting students of truly exceptional ability. Key in this effort will
be a major expansion of merit scholarship programs such as the
Bentley Scholars. Extending the dual admission practice of the
Interflex program to other professional and graduate programs will
also be useful in attracting outstanding students. We also need to
reduce the disciplinary barriers between various graduate and
professional programs to attract the very best graduate students.



A Recommitment to High-Quality Undergraduate Education

The University should make a renewed commitment to high quality
undergraduate education that draws on its full resources. In
particular, the University should strive to develop a unique paradigm
for undergraduate education appropriate for a comprehensive
research university that integrates its multiple missions of teaching,
research, and service.

Recruiting Paradigm-Breaking Faculty

We should allocate base resources toward the recruitment of truly
exceptional faculty through a University-wide process similar to the
“Target of Opportunity Program,” perhaps coupled with institution-
wide appointments such as University Professorships.

Next Generation Leadership

We need to develop and select leaders for key University roles who
relish the challenge and excitement of leading during a period of
change and transformation.

Human Resource Development

The University should give higher priority to human resource
development throughout all areas of the institution. The major
restructuring of our human resources organization was an important
first step. A renewed commitment to education, training, and career
planning for both staff and faculty is also important.

Resources

As with any transformation effort, significant attention must be
focused on the acquisition and deployment of the resources necessary
for excellence and leadership. Many of the strategic initiatives
associated with such an agenda are already well underway:

Adjusting to the Disappearance of State Support
The only prudent course is to assume that state support will continue
to decline for the foreseeable future, from its present level of 10



percent of our total budget (and 17 percent of our General and
Education Fund) to perhaps 7 percent (and 10 percent) by the end of
this decade. We must seek alternative sources to compensate for the
continuing loss of state support.

Balancing this decline in state support will be the extraordinary
opportunities afforded by a society that is becoming increasingly
knowledge-dependent. One might well characterize higher
education as the ultimate “growth industry” of the twenty-first
century. With vision, skill, and commitment, the University should
have little difficulty generating adequate resources to sustain its
quality, breadth, and capacity. It should be able to do so while
protecting its fundamental character as a public institution —
although, of course, the nature of the “public” it serves will broaden
far beyond the state to include the nation and the world.

Key to this effort to accommodate declining state support will be the
University’s ability to determine its own destiny, to take the steps
necessary to move in new directions in new ways. In this sense,
protecting the constitutional autonomy of the University may prove
far more important —and perhaps far more challenging — than
sustaining the current level of state support.

Building Private Support to Levels Adequate to Replace State
Support

For some time it has been recognized that increasing private support
of the University, both through private giving and income from
endowment, would be a critical element of adapting to a future of
increasingly constrained state support. Key elements in this effort
were successful fund-raising campaigns and a sophisticated asset
management strategy for endowment. The University set a goal for
the year 2000 of building private support—annual gifts plus income
distributed from endowment—to a level comparable to state
appropriation ($280 million/year). With private support increasing
from $75 million/year in 1988 to $225 million/year in 1995, we are
well on track to achieve this objective. One might even envision a
time when the endowment income alone will exceed the University’s



state appropriation —although this might be interpreted more as a
measure of our pessimism about future state support than our
optimism about growth in the University’s endowment.

New Methods for Resource Allocation and Management

We will be taking a series of important steps to restructure the
University financially to enable us to respond better to the challenges
and opportunities of the 1990s. We have already moved beyond the
constraints of incremental fund accounting to adopt all-funds
budgeting and management. Over the next few years, we hope to
move toward Responsibility Center Management in which academic,
administrative, and auxiliary units of the University will retain all
unit-generated revenues (e.g., tuition, research support, private gifts,
and auxiliary income) with the associated responsibility of covering
all unit-driven costs. Funds to support centrally provided services
and subvention of key academic units will be generated through a
small tax on unit expenditures. More extensive use of competitive
pricing and outsourcing of services will be necessary to enable units
to better control costs and streamline internal operations. This new
system is aimed at three objectives:

* to allow resource allocation decisions to be driven by the values,
core mission, and priorities of the University rather than dictated by
external forces.

* to provide a framework for such decisions consisting of knowledge
of the true resource flows throughout the University.

* to allow both academic and administrative units to participate as
full partners with the central administration in making these resource
allocation decisions.

Asset Management

A sophisticated and effective investment strategy for managing the
financial assets of the University has been developed and put into
place during the past several years. Largely as a result of this
strategy, the endowment of the University has been increased from



$280 million to $1.6 billion over the past six years, with a goal of
achieving an endowment of $2.5 to $3.0 billion by 2000. Further, the
University has also put in place a central banking structure to better
manage its roughly $1.5 billion of working assets.

Development of Flexible Resources (“Venture Capital”)

To move the University forward will require more flexibility to
support new initiatives and change. While the Responsibility Center
Management system should provide some of this capacity, it will be
important to attract or reallocate sufficient “venture capital” to
support the array of initiatives associated with University
transformation throughout the next several years.

Rebuilding the University

One of the great challenges faced by the University through the 1980s
was the need to address an aging physical plant. Within recent years,
a combination of low interest rates and construction costs, state
capital outlay, private support, and support from auxiliary activities
have enabled the University to launch a massive effort to rebuild the
Ann Arbor campus. The Medical Campus has led the way with
almost $1 billion of new construction over the past decade. North
Campus facilites will be complete with the Francois-Xavier Bagnoud
Building (FXB), the Media Union (ITIC), and the Engineering Center.
South Campus athletic facilities are now complete. In addition, major
new facilities have been provided to support business operations
(Wolverine Tower, the Campus Safety Office, and the M-Care
complex).

Perhaps most encouraging has been the recent progress in addressing
the needs of the Central Campus, with most of the major work now
underway or complete (the ULGI/Science Library; the Physics
Laboratory; the Angell-Haven Connector; the Social Work Building;
and major renovations of East Engineering, West Engineering, C. C.
Little, and Angell Hall). Indeed, we estimate that the remaining
projects necessary to complete the entire rebuilding of the Ann Arbor
campus now amount to less that $100 million — a realistic goal for the
next several years.



New Market Development

As both the need for and capacity to deliver educational services
become increasingly decoupled from space and time, the University
needs to explore new markets for its activities. Possibilities range
from on-campus programs, such as summer sessions and continuing
education to worldwide educational programs facilitated by
multimedia computer networks.

Culture

Among the more difficult challenges will be initiatives designed to
stimulate changes in the “institutional culture” to respond to a
changing world.

Stimulating a Sense of Adventure, Excitement, Risk-taking

It is clear that during a period of rapid change, the capacity of the
University to try new things, to be adventurous and experimental,
will become increasingly important. Indeed, the unusual size,
comprehensiveness, and quality of the institution should provide it
with an unusual capacity for such risk-taking. Ironically, the
Michigan culture today is rather conservative and adverse to risk.
We must create a more fault-tolerant community, in which risk-
taking is encouraged, failure is anticipated and tolerated, and
creativity and innovation are prized. While there are many
approaches to this effort, perhaps one of the most attractive is to
launch a number of major experiments aimed at exploring various
possible paradigms of the University of the twenty-first century.
Among these efforts might be included the New School experiment
involving information technology and society, the Media Union
(ITIC) that can explore both the cyberspace university and creative
university themes, the Gateway Campus aimed at exploring the
university college theme, and the New University, that seeks to build
an ongoing laboratory for exploring future university structures.

Sustaining the University’s Commitment to Diversity



Although the University has made great progress in achieving
greater diversity among its students, faculty, and staff through
strategic efforts such as the Michigan Mandate and the Michigan
Agenda for Women, it is clear that such efforts need to continue to be
among the very highest priorities of the institution. Many members
of the University community have stepped forward to embrace the
importance of diversity and commit themselves to these programs.
Many others continue to resist such changes. Hence this agenda
must continue to receive the highest level of attention from all
members of the University leadership.

Aligning Privilege with Accountability, Responsibility with
Authority

We must take steps to better align responsibility with authority and
privilege. All too often those who are responsible for various
decisions or goals do not enjoy the authority or trust necessary to
accomplish these objectives. Then, too, there are those, including
many members of the faculty, who are in positions of great privilege
and yet are reluctant to acknowledge their responsibility and
accountability to the University or the society it serves.

Aligning Faculty/Staff Incentives with Institutional Priorities

While the highly decentralized, entrepreneurial culture of the
modern university is remarkably adaptive to change, faculty
generally move toward individual or local unit goals rather than
embracing institutional goals. As we have noted, part of our
challenge is to tap the extraordinary energy of this entrepreneurial
spirit and align it with institutional goals. Key in this effort will be
the establishment of strong incentives, such as incentive
compensation and promotion criteria, that reflect the broader goals of
the University.

Continuing Efforts to Improve the Quality of Campus Life

Much attention over the past several years has been focused on
improving the quality of campus life for students, faculty, and staff.
As mentioned earlier in this document, many actions have been taken
to improve campus safety, including a campus police organization,



lighting and landscaping, and special programs. A code of Student
Rights and Responsibilities has been implemented, and programs
have been introduced to address the concerns of substance abuse on
campus.

Efforts have been made to enhance opportunities for learning in the
student living environment and through extracurricular activities.
Our intercollegiate athletics programs have been restructured to
broaden the participation of women and to integrate student-athletics
more effectively into the broader campus community.

Achieving a Commitment to Community, Tolerance, and Respect
The increasing specialization of faculty and the long tradition of
decentralization have eroded the sense of a learning community and
the commitment to general institutional goals. All too frequently
faculty, students, and staff focus primarily on professional goals
rather than on the welfare of the University. In part, because of the
very nature of academic inquiry, students and faculty tend to view
their roles more as critics of the University rather than members of
the Michigan family. We need to continue efforts to engage the
University community in both discussions and active participation in
determining the future of the institution.

Establishing a Sense of Pride In, Respect For, Excitement About, and
Loyalty To the University of Michigan

We need to re-establish a sense of pride in, respect for, excitement
about, and loyalty to the University of Michigan. The transformation
agenda is intended to involve more actively faculty, staff, and
students, seeking their engagement in determining the future of the
University. Beyond this, we will need a sophisticated strategic
communications effort to give members of the University a better
understanding of the challenges, opportunities, and responsibilities
facing the University.

Capacity for Change

Making the Case for Change (in place)



Our first objective must be to develop a shared vision for the future
of the University. This should include the development of a
compelling mission statement, along with an assessment of the
challenges, opportunities, and responsibilities facing the University
in the years ahead. As the first step in this process, extensive
discussions and planning exercises were launched involving faculty,
staff, and Regents of the University. Discussions were also held with
leaders of higher education and society more broadly. This dialogue
is now broadening to include other segments of the University
community, including additional faculty, staff, students, and alumni,
as well as an array of our external constituents.

Removing Barriers to Change

Universities, like most large, complex, and hierarchical organizations,
tend to become bureaucratic, conservative, and resistant to change.
We have become encrusted with policies, procedures, committees,
and organizational layers that tend to discourage change, creativity,
and risk-taking. We must act to streamline processes, procedures,
and organizational structures to enable the University to better adapt
to a rapidly changing world. To this end we will soon launch a
“process inventory” of the University to identify and remove barriers
to change. As part of this effort, we will analyze policies concerning
personnel (both faculty and staff), resource allocation, and program
review and modification.

We will continue to develop the capacity for change by re-
engineering processes, policies, procedures, and practices to achieve
greater flexibility and more responsiveness. Of particular concern
here will be modernizing our personnel policies and tackling the
difficult issue of faculty tenure and appointment practices. We also
must develop more capacity to make programmatic changes
consistent with institutional priorities (e.g., a redesign of the program
discontinuance policies).

Protecting the Autonomy of the University
One of the more important characteristics of the University is its
constitutional autonomy, as vested in the Board of Regents, which



allows the University to control its own destiny and adapt to change.
Unfortunately, in recent years this autonomy has come under attack
from a number of quarters. Michigan’s sunshine laws, now regarded
as among the most intrusive in the nation, have jeopardized the
operation of the University and its selection of leadership. All too
frequently state goverment has attempted to dictate key policies of
the institution, including tuition, nonresident enrollments, and
academic focus. Further, there has been a concerted effort by the
media to push the University toward a mediocrity that reflects a
broader populist, anti-intellectual strain in parts of our society. The
University must not only vigorously resist these threats to its
autonomy, but actively seek ways to re-establish its capacity to
control its own destiny.

Developing Spires of Excellence

While the breadth and capacity of our programs will continue to be
of concern, we believe that the University’s primary emphasis in the
decade ahead should be on program quality. Resource constraints
will require us to build “spires” of excellence in key fields, rather
than try to achieve a uniform level of lesser quality across all of our
activities. Only by attempting to be the best in key fields can we
establish appropriate levels of expectation and achievement.

It must be stressed here that we do not propose a goal of focusing the
resources of the University to build a few isolated spires of
excellence, in the manner of a small liberal arts college, for example.
Nor do we accept models which distribute resources to achieve a
uniform level of necessarily lower quality across all programs.
Rather, we believe that within each of our academic units—our
schools, departments, centers, and institutes —we should seek to
build a number of spires of focused excellence. In other words, the
general level of excellence in each of our academic units will be
achieved through the development of a series of sharply focused
peaks of excellence within the units. Even for those programs to
which we are unable to provide the resources to be absolutely first
rate, we would expect to achieve some peaks of extraordinary
excellence through the focusing of resources in selected areas. We



should continue to make every effort to avoid mediocrity; but
constrained resources imply that we will have some areas that are
very good as opposed to excellent.

Key in this will be developing the capacity to focus resources and to
prune or even discontinue programs. The current policies and
procedures of the University which make such efforts difficult, if not
impossible, should be revised and streamlined.

Restructuring Organization and Governance

As a third class of initiatives, it will be important to continue to
explore alternative corporate structures for the diverse range of
University activities. The current organization of the University into
departments, schools and colleges, and various administrative units
is largely historical rather than strategic in nature. To some degree it
is more a byproduct of our incremental style of resource allocation,
which presumes that units and activities continue unless a very good
case can be made for doing something else, rather than the
employment of a conscious strategy or intellectual objectives. As we
approach a period in which major, rapid transformation will be the
order of the day, we must assess whether such existing
organizational structures are capable of such transformations. Most
evidence suggests that while these units are capable of modest
internal change, they generally feel threatened by broader
institutional change and will strongly resist it.

We will need to consider alternative structures which cannot only
accept and adapt to change, but can actually stimulate it to some
degree. Indeed, many companies reorganize quite frequently simply
to stimulate change and fresh perspectives. We seek organizations
capable of releasing the creative energies of people.

For example, we will work to create more University-owned
subsidiary corporations similar to M-Care in our health system
development. We also are exploring the possibility of creating more
partnerships with independent foundations such as the Davidson
Institute and the Howard Hughes Medical Research Institute. The



involvement of the Board of Regents will be critical in all of these
activities.

As the University continues to grow to serve the needs of a
knowledge-driven society, we must evolve more sophisticated and
responsive organizational, management, and governance structures.
For example, it is clear that the present organization of our schools
and colleges is increasingly incompatible from intellectual, human, or
financial resource management goals. Our administrative
organizations also must be restructured to better support the
multiple missions of the University. With the appearance of more
University-owned subsidiaries to provide services, we may need to
experiment with alternative corporate structures such as holding
company models.

High-Performance Workplace Strategies

We need to help all units of the University to move toward more
progressive work environments and practices. Examples include
moving away from rigid, highly compartmentalized job definitions,
allowing more flexible workplace experiences, stressing staff career
development counseling and educational opportunities, and utilizing
incentive reward systems.

Re-engineering with Information Technology

We have only scratched the surface in our application of information
technology to the activities of the University. In particular, the rapid
evolution of networking and communications technology will release
the University from the constraints of space and time, permitting
students, faculty, staff, and external constituents to interact with our
programs from any place at any time. This technology will permit us
to re-engineer the work of the University to achieve higher quality
and efficiency. It also should provide better information to support
strategy development and decisions.

Renegotiating the Faculty Contract
One of the most difficult challenges to institutional change results
from the nature of faculty appointments. While tenure and the



disappearance of mandatory retirement policies are frequently noted
as barriers to flexibility, perhaps even more challenging is the
extraordinary degree of disciplinary specialization and the
narrowness of faculty roles resulting from our current hiring and
promotion policies.

Redefining the State Contract

Over the past three decades, state appropriations have eroded to the
point today in which the state is only a relatively minor shareholder
in the support of the University (10 percent). Perhaps it is time to
renegotiate the University’s “contract” with the people of Michigan,
redefining just what services the state should expect and what kind
of control it can exert for the ever-diminishing support it currently
provides.

Cross-Cutting Themes

There are several important themes which cut across the four goals
associated with Vision 2017. We propose each of these cross-cutting
themes be address by a series of additional strategic initiatives:

Educational Transformation

The University College

There is no more compelling —nor difficult —challenge facing the
University than reaffirming its commitment to undergraduate
education. We must develop an undergraduate experience that
draws on all of the University’s resources to prepare our students for
the twenty-first century. While some important steps have been
taken by individual schools and colleges, these have been largely
efforts to improve the current paradigms of undergraduate
instruction. Far more important —and far more challenging — will be
those efforts to create new paradigms for undergraduate education
that weave together the multiple activities of the University —



teaching, research, and service —with student academic programs
and residential life.

Michigan should develop a more coherent academic program for all
undergraduates, reducing the amount of specialization offered in
degree programs, and striving to provide instead a more general
liberal learning experience. We should rapidly expand experiments
in pedagogical alternatives into the classroom experience. This
includes collective learning experiences, the use of research and/or
creative projects, and the integration of community service
experiences into our educational programs.

The Gateway Campus

Unlike most professional degree programs, lower division
undergraduates have no geographial focal point for their education,
being dispersed across the campus. It has been proposed to build a
major complex, the Gateway Campus, sited across from the Hill
Residence Halls, to provide the “gateway” to a Michigan education.
One of the unique features in this plan would be to relocate our
principal exhibit museums into the complex, including the Museum
of Art, the Kelsey Museum, and an exhibit component of the
Anthropology Museum. Since the site is adjacent to other major
University facilities such as the Museum of Natural History, the
Power Center, Hill Auditorium, and Mendelssohn Theatre, this site
plan would provide a marvelous opportunity to design an
undergraduate experience around some of the most important
“artifacts” characterizing our civilization. The Gateway Campus is
estimated to cost roughly $150 million, and it would be funded
through both private gifts and University funds.

Living/Learning Environments

A more comprehensive undergraduate experience will require a
major restructuring of the student living environment and those
programs and facilities supporting extracurricular activities. Much of
undergraduate learning occurs through student interactions and
experiences in the residential environment. Over the years, the
University has launched a number of successful experiments in



building living/learning communities, e.g., the Residential College,
the Pilot Program, the Twenty-first Century Program, and the
Women in Science and Engineering Program. However, a more
comprehensive and strategic approach needs to be developed that
addresses the needs of not only those students living in University
housing, but those who live in other environments such as the Greek
system or independent living arrangements.

Linkages between Professional Schools and Undergraduate
Education

The presence of an unusually broad array of outstanding professional
schools is one of the great strengths of the University and clearly one
of the major factors in attracting outstanding undergraduates. We
should develop closer linkages between undergraduate education
and these schools, so that students can have the opportunity to
explore and choose among various careers. Further, many
professional school faculty seek a more direct interaction with
undergraduate students.

Restructuring the Ph.D.

While the Ph.D. degree continues to be a superb preparation for a
career in research and university teaching, it has become clear that
most Ph.D. students will continue on to other careers in the public
and private sectors. Further, the excessive specialization and length
of time characterizing many Ph.D. programs has been challenged by
recent national reports. Michigan should provide leadership in
examining and perhaps restructuring its Ph.D. programs to better
serve the students enrolling in them and the society they will serve.

Continuing Education and “Just-in-Time” Learning

In a knowledge-intensive society, learning must become a lifetime
commitment, both by individuals and by academic institutions.
Indeed, there are many who question whether the credentialling role
of the university through degrees will be increasingly augmented
and perhaps even replaced, to some degree, through the introduction
of “just-in-time” learning programs which provide just the
knowledge sought by students at particular times during their



careers. Several of our professional schools have already developed
leading programs in continuing education, including Business
Administration, Engineering, Medicine, and Law. A more
comprehensive University approach to such lifetime education needs
to be developed, perhaps including an institutional commitment to
provide any of our graduates with the educational services they need
throughout their lives.

Intellectual Transformation

Lowering Disciplinary Boundaries

The University should take steps to allow its students and faculty to
better respond to the extraordinary pace of intellectual change. Key
in this will be breaking down the constraints posed by disciplinary
organizations —e.g., academic units such as departments; schools and
colleges; and academic degree programs at the undergraduate,
graduate, and professional level. To allow faculty and students to
teach, study, and learn where the need and interest is highest, we
need greater flexibility. In this regard, we should develop more
flexible structures (e.g., centers and institutes) that span disciplinary
boundaries. More faculty appointments should span multiple
disciplines — perhaps even spanning the entire University. More
effort should be made to coordinate faculty appointments, academic
programs, research activities, and resource allocation among
academic units.

Integrative Facilities

Of particular importance will be the development of facilities that
integrate the activities of schools and colleges. For example, the
newly constructed Media Union on the North Campus is designed to
integrate the teaching and scholarship of Engineering, Music, Art,
and Architecture and Urban Planning through a sophisticated
information technology environment. The proposed Gateway
Campus will unite all of the faculty of the University, along with its
principal performance centers and exhibit museums in
undergraduate education.



The New University

One of the most exciting projects that will receive attention
throughout the remainder of this decade is “the New University.”
The idea is to create an experimental “university within the
University,” a prototype or test bed for possible features of a twenty-
first century university. An academic unit consisting of students,
faculty, and programs, the “New U” would provide the intellectual
and programmatic framework for continual experiment. This could
be a highly interdisciplinary unit with programs organized around
such overarching themes as global change, social infrastructures, and
economic transformation. It would span undergraduate, graduate,
professional, and continuing education, bringing together students,
faculty, and alumni to pool knowledge, work in teams, and address
real problems. It would be a crucible for evolving new disciplines
through interdisciplinary collaboration. Its programs would promote
the transfer of knowledge to society through collaboration,
internships, and exchanges of students, faculty, staff, and
professionals. The “New U” would also be a place to develop new
structural models for the University, to experiment with lifelong
education, new concepts of service, faculty tenure, leadership
development, and community building.

The Diverse University

Articulating the Case for Diversity

We must sustain and broaden our commitment to creating a
university characterized by great diversity. As with biological
organisms or ecosystems, the diversity of the University may be the
key characteristic that will allow it to flourish in a rapidly changing
environment. Diversity goes far beyond racial and ethnic
representation to include almost every aspect of the human
condition: race, gender, nationality, background, and beliefs. Our
challenge will be to build an institution in which people of different
backgrounds and cultural characteristics come together in a spirit of
respect and tolerance for these differences while working together to
learn and to serve society.



The Michigan Mandate and the Michigan Agenda for Women

While we have made great progress in achieving racial and ethnic
diversity through the Michigan Mandate, this must remain among
the highest priorities of the University. So too, the newly launched
Michigan Agenda for Women will be of great importance to the
University and to broader society. We must be steadfast in our
commitment to its success. As we move ahead, we must also engage
the campus community in a broader dialogue concerning the
importance of diversity to the future of the institution.

The World University

While sustaining our commitment to diversity through the Michigan
Mandate and the Michigan Agenda for Women, we expect to
broaden these efforts to build the character of the institution as a true
“world university,” attracting students and faculty from around the
world and educating our students to become true citizens of the
world.

The Faculty of the Future

The changing nature of the university —and the society it serves —
compels us to think carefully and creatively about the nature of the
faculty and of the University in the years ahead. For example, we
need to discuss the definition and role of the faculty, particularly in
the face of the great and growing diversity in missions and activities
of our various academic units (e.g., the contrast between clinical
departments in medicine and performance departments in music).
As the character of the faculty and its activities evolves, we must
rethink the privileges and responsibilities of faculty members,
including the nature of appointments, tenure, rewards, and
retirement. These will be difficult but important discussions that
should occur both within and among major research universities.

We will continue our efforts to work with the faculty to understand
its future role, opportunities, and responsibilities. For example, with
the end of mandatory retirement and the increasing pace of
intellectual change, it is clear that the idea of the faculty “contract”



with the institution needs to be reconsidered. Is the current faculty
career model still viable (i.e., a three-rank promotion structure
accompanied by academic tenure in the advanced stages)? Should
there be more thorough mechanisms for performance evaluation
throughout one’s career?

Other issues that should be addressed in the near future include:

* The nature of a faculty member’s responsibility to the University as
a whole rather than simply to a department or a school.

* The appropriate balance between long-term faculty appointments
and flexible staffing such as lecturers or research scientists.

* The nature of faculty responsibilities associated with extra-
academic student activities such as student life or organizations.

* The use of “distant faculty appointments,” e.g., faculty who rarely
set foot on the campus but rather telecommute to teach, conduct
research, or supervise student activities.

Serving a Changing Society

Further Evolution of the UM Health System

The evolution of the University of Michigan Medical Center into a
statewide health system will require careful attention. Of particular
importance will be the determination of the appropriate form of
leadership/governance for the Medical Center and its associated
academic units. So too, there will almost certainly need to be a
significant restructuring of the corporate organization of the system
to better enable it to thrive in a highly competitive health care
marketplace.

Research Applied to State and National Needs

The University should launch a series of institution-wide
research/service projects aimed at addressing issues of major state
and national importance, including global change, human capital,



health care, and the digital society. Beyond responding to the needs
of the society it serves, there is ample evidence that such efforts can
add great excitement and energy to our on-campus academic
programes.

University Enterprise Zones

The University should move ahead with a series of actions aimed at
regional economic development as part of the “university enterprise
zone” effort. Beyond revising policies and procedures to stimulate
technology transfer, the University should be prepared to make
significant financial investments in these activities. On a broader
scale, the role of the University (and Ann Arbor) as an economic
engine of the Midwest will become increasingly important.

K-12 Education

It seems essential that the University develop and implement a
broader strategy concerning K-12 education. Beyond the question of
charter schools, it is clear that the University has a responsibility in
this area. Although hundreds of faculty and staff are already deeply
involved with public schools, these efforts are uncoordinated and
rarely recognized. We need to establish a University-wide strategy.

Public Service

As it has throughout its history, the University must acknowledge its
public nature and be attentive to the needs of the society it serves.
While it is important that these efforts align naturally with the
University’s academic programs and objectives, it is also clear that we
will be asked in the years ahead to consider a very broad array of
activities in support of our public mission. Developing the capacity
to assess such opportunities and responsibilities, and then make
rational decisions about which to accept, will be important. We must
also develop the capacity to say “no” when a societal request does
not align well with our academic mission or could better be
performed by other institutions.

Preparing for the Future



Next Generation Leadership

Selection and appointment of leaders throughout the University who
have great vision, energy, and a sense of adventure will be key to
preparing for the future. Simply selecting leaders to maintain the
status quo will not be adequate. We must build a leadership team
that is committed to the necessary transformations in the University
and that relishes the role of leading during a time of challenge and
change.

Campus Evolution

High priority must be given to finishing the effort to “rebuild” the
Ann Arbor campus. Ongoing projects must be managed to
completion, and new projects must be launched to conclude the last
stages of the renovation of Central Campus. While we do not
anticipate the need for a great deal of new construction in the latter
half of the decade, there will be a few projects of great importance,
including the Gateway Campus. We also must continue our efforts
to build up our financial resources sufficient to eliminate the deferred
maintenance backlog and sustain our rapidly improving physical
plant.

Our campus facilities will need to continue to evolve so we can better
serve our various units and the surrounding community. For
example, the development of the outpatient care center in northeast
Ann Arbor will be a high priority. We also need to acquire or
develop additional facilities in south Ann Arbor to accommodate the
business and administrative operations of the University. The
University will continue to expand its off-campus activities, both
through extension services and computer networking.

Academic Outreach

We must examine the changing educational needs of our society to
better understand the changing marketplace for higher education. It
will be crucial to understand the appropriate role for the University
in distance learning and lifetime education. It also will be important
to explore and develop new paradigms of teaching, research, and
service if we are to serve a rapidly changing society. It is clear that in



a knowledge-driven society, we need to increase and broaden the
educational services we provide. For example, in a future in which
lifetime education becomes a necessity for a high quality of life, the
University must become involved to some degree with the full
continuum of education, from K-12 education through our traditional
degree programs at the undergraduate, graduate, and professional
levels to continuing education and intellectual enrichment. In this
regard, it will also be necessary to explore educational product
differentiation, e.g., contrasting between residential (campus-based)
educational programs and distance learning.

The Cyberspace University

Of particular importance will be the exploration of paradigms for
offering educational services based on sophisticated information
technology networks. Because of its leadership role in building and
establishing the Internet, the University is well-positioned to become
a leader in developing the paradigm of a “cyberspace” university, in
which students, faculty, and alumni are linked together worldwide.

Strategic Alliances

Over this longer time frame, it is clear that there will be a significant
restructuring in higher education. Anticipating this, we are exploring
and establishing strategic alliances with regional institutions (e.g., the
Big Ten universities), national institutions (e.g., the Tanner Group),
and international institutions (e.g., Europe and Asia). It will also be
important to explore alliances with other knowledge-based
institutions in the public and private sector (e.g., software and
entertainment companies or national laboratories and institutes).

Magic Bullets

There are two general approaches to changing organizations: In
“command and control” approaches, one attempts to initiate and
sustain the process through top-down directives and regulation. This
approach has limited utility in large organizations. The alternative
approach, more appropriate for large, complex organizations such as
the University, is to create self-sustaining market dynamics, e.g.,



incentives and disincentives, that will drive the transformation
process. Hence, for each of our major strategic thrusts, we need to
identify highly targeted actions, “magic bullets,” that create
incentives and disincentives and ignite the sparks necessary for
grass-roots change. This is where the real creativity in the design of
the transformation is needed.

We have tentatively identified the following focused actions as magic
bullets:

* The University College (“A Michigan Education”)
* The New University

* The Diverse University

* The Cyberspace University

* The Creative University

* The World University

* Responsibility Center Management (VCM)

* Restructuring of the UM “Corporate” Organization
* Redefining the Faculty Contract

* Redefining the State Contract

* Next Generation Leadership

* The Superfund and Merit Scholarships

* Research Applied to National and State Needs

e Academic Outreach



* Alignment of faculty/staff incentives with University priorities

The diagram on the following page provides a sense of how the
strategic initiatives, cross-cutting themes, and magic bullets
associated with Vision 2017 relate to one another:

Much of the preparation for this transformation agenda has already
occurred, including the launch of many of the major strategic thrusts.
The speeches and writings of the president have focused on
institutional change for the past several years. A series of planning
groups, both formal and ad hoc, have met to discuss the future of the
University. These have included the Strategic Planning Teams of the
late 1980s; the Futures Group in various guises; ad hoc meetings of
faculty across the University; the use of external consultants such as
C.K. Prahalad and Robert Zemsky; and several joint retreats of
executive officers, deans, and faculty leaders. A Presidential
Advisory Committee has met regularly on strategic issues for several
years. A special group of leaders and friends of the University
known simply as “The Visitors” meets quarterly with the leaders of
the University to evaluate and shape our transformation effort. Joint
luncheon discussions involving the deans and executive officers have
focused on the change process. Extended strategic discussions with
the Board of Regents have been initiated and will continue through
the transformation effort.

Several of the key steps in executing the transformation agenda
include the following:

Step 1: The Leadership Team

It is critical that the senior leadership of the University buy into the
transformation process and fully support it. The leadership for the
transformation effort should be provided by a team of executive



officers, deans, and directors, augmented by an advisory group of
faculty experts on organizational change and a board of visitors. A
possible leadership structure is diagrammed below:

Step 2: Involve the Regents in the Transformation Effort

It is essential that the Regents play an active role in the design and
execution of the transformation process. Key elements will include
informal discussions with the Regents, both one-on-one and in public
sessions; joint retreats with the executive officers on key strategic
issues; joint meetings with key University visiting groups such as the
President’s Advisory Council; and the preparation of position papers
to provide the necessary background for key decisions that the
Regents must make as the transformation effort moves forward.

Step 3: The Use of Advisory Bodies

In tandem with the leadership team-building effort, we must form
new advisory groups and begin to use those in place, including The
Visitors, the President’s Advisory Council, and the Change Group.

Step 4: Implementation of Strategic Communications Efforts
Effective communication throughout the campus community will be
absolutely essential for the success of this effort. Since there is
extensive experience in the design and implementation of such
communications programs in the private sector, we may want to hire
private consultants to help design and execute this effort.

Step 5: Launching Presidential Commissions

After the Transformation Team has identified the key strategic
thrusts, we would form a series of presidential commissions to study
the issues associated with these initiatives and develop specific
recommendations. These commissions should be chaired by our
most distinguished and influential faculty and populated with
change agents. Commissions we intend to launch in the year ahead
include:



The Faculty of the Future

The Intellectual Organization of the University
Simplifying Processes, Procedures, and Policies
Attracting and Nurturing the Extraordinary
(students and faculty)

Step 6: Igniting the Sparks of Transformation

As we have noted, key in the transformation effort will be the use of
highly targeted actions, the “magic bullets,” to create forces for
change at the grass-roots level. Several of these efforts have already
been launched, e.g., the Michigan Mandate, the Michigan Agenda for
Women, and Responsibility Center Management.

Step 7: Streamlining Processes and Procedures

Universities, like most large, complex, and hierarchical organizations,
tend to become bureaucratic, conservative, and resistant to change.
They become encrusted with policies, procedures, committees, and
organizational layers that discourage risk-taking and creativity. It is
important to take decisive action to streamline processes, procedures,
and organizational structures to enable the University to better adapt
to a rapidly changing world.

Step 8: The Identification and Activation of Change Agents

It is important to identify individuals at all levels and in various units
of the University who will buy into the transformation process and
become active agents on its behalf. In some cases these will be our
most influential faculty or staff. In others, it will be a group of junior
faculty. In still other situations, these agents for change may be key
administrators. We must design a process to identify and recruit
these individuals.

Step 9: Selecting Leadership for a Time of Change

Every opportunity should be used to select leaders at every level of
the University —executive officers, deans and directors, chairs and
managers —who not only understand the profound nature of the



transformations that must occur in higher education in the years
ahead, but who are effective in leading such transformation efforts.

Step 10: Focusing the Transformation Agenda

The transformation agenda we propose, like the University itself, is
unusually broad and multi-faceted. Part of the challenge will be
focusing members of the University community and its multiple
constituencies on those aspects of the agenda which are most
appropriate for their attention. For example, it is clear that the
faculty should focus primarily on the issues of educational and
intellectual transformation and the faculty of the future. The
Regents, because of their unusual responsibility for policy and fiscal
matters, should play key roles in the financial and organizational
restructuring of the University. Faculty and staff with strong
entrepreneurial interests and skills, should be asked to guide the
development of new markets for the knowledge-based services of the
University.

Step 11: Green-Field Initiatives

Experience has revealed the great difficulty in persuading existing
programs of an organization to change to meet changing
circumstances. This is particularly the case in a university, in which
top-down hierarchical management has limited impact in the face of
the “creative anarchy” of the academic culture. One approach is to
identify and then support “islands of entrepreneurism” — those
activities within the University which are already adapting to a
rapidly changing environment. Another approach is to launch new
or “green-field” initiatives that are designed from the beginning with
the necessary change elements. By providing these initiatives with
the necessary resources and incentives, faculty, staff, and students
can be attracted into the new activities. Those initiatives which prove
successful will grow rapidly and —if designed properly —draw
resources away from existing activities resistant to change. In a
sense, this green-field approach should create a Darwinian process in
which the successful new initiatives devour older, obsolete efforts,
while unsuccessful initiatives are unable to compete with ongoing



activities capable of sustaining their relevance during a period of
rapid change.

The University should develop appropriate metrics capable of
measuring the impact of the transformation process and the progress
toward goals. It also needs to develop a better capacity to benchmark
itself against peer universities and organizations in the public and
private sector. Of particular importance will be comparisons of costs,
productivity, and quality.

We also should develop the capacity to measure attitudes both on
campus and beyond. We have begun developing the capacity to do
polling to ascertain public attitudes about the University, but we
need to develop a program of sustained polling, internally and
externally.

There is an increasing sense among leaders of American higher
education and on the part of our various constituencies that the 1990s
will be a period of significant change for universities if we are to
respond to the challenges, opportunities, and responsibilities before
us. The task of transforming the University to better serve our
society and to move toward the visions proposed for the century
ahead will be challenging. Perhaps the greatest challenge of all will
be the University’s very success. It will be difficult to convince those
who have worked so hard to build the leading public university of
the twentieth century that they cannot rest on their laurels and that
the old paradigms will no longer work. The challenge of the 1990s is
to reinvent the University to serve a new world in a new century.

The transformation of the University in the years ahead will require
wisdom, commitment, perseverance, and considerable courage. It
will require teamwork. And it will also require a high energy level, a



“go-for-it” spirit, and a sense of adventure. But all of these features
have characterized the University during past eras of change,
opportunity, and leadership. After all, this is what the Michigan
spirit is all about. This is what it means to be “the leaders and best.”



