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Abstract
The purpose of this study is to describe the context, magnitude and effects of
organisational change that took place at the University of Botswana (UB) from
1990 to present. The study should provide useful insights for those who may wish
to conduct studies of institutional change, and those who continue to work as
change agents in African and other developing country universities. Reflections on
organisational change that are contained in this study are made from the vantage
point of an observer who had the opportunity to participate in university teaching
and management as well as working in tertiary education broadly.
It is argued that, when in the mid-1980s organisational restructuring was first
contemplated at the University of Botswana, there was no major management
crisis that could cause the institution to collapse tomorrow. Restructuring of the
institution, was part of a proactive, forward planning process to help the University
prepare for effective management and control of anticipated expansion. The
university examined its administrative, organisational and academic structures with
a view to decentralising and / or consolidating or merging certain functions in
order to be effective in view of the projected increase in the numbers the
University would experience in the coming years.
Organisational restructuring at UB was part of a broader global managerial
revolution which began in the United States in the 1950s, got underway in Britain
and was given an impetus by the changes wrought by the Thatcher Government.
Restructuring was intended to address problems of overworked senior
management; a weak middle management; a weak administrative and technical
support staff; inefficient, costly, overstaffed and under-utilised operating levels; a
reward system that had little relation to performance; and poor staff morale.
After most aspects of organisational restructuring were implemented at UB,
unprecedented administrative paralysis, logistical failure and inexplicable delays
crept into the system, giving the impression that “the left hand did not know what
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the right hand was doing”. There was uncertainty, helplessness, cynicism, low
morale and a sense of despair as predictable, understandable and, therefore,
acceptable outcomes became a thing of the past. Demands for explanations of
inaction, delays and unacceptable decisions punctuated Minutes of Departmental
and Faculty level committees.
Positions of administrative responsibility held by academic and non-academic staff
assumed unprecedented importance. Authoritarian arbitrariness and top-down
communication increasingly replaced open and transparent consultation,
democratic participation, consistency, predictability and relative efficiency within
the institutional decision-making system. The collective wisdom of a cosmopolitan
collegiate with a rich tapestry of international experiences that informed
institutional decision-making was quickly replaced by varieties of executive
imposition, bureaucratic manipulation, administrative slight of hand and politics of
loosely-coupled coalitions, which were facilitated, to a large extent, by the use of
the newly established university-wide computer-based communication network
that linked everyone into an electronic mail group.
As a result of policies of exclusion that came with restructuring, the stature and
relative importance of professors of the university and heads of academic
departments were diminished. Statutes were promulgated to remove professors
and heads of department from the university senate, which is the body legally
responsible for formulating and carrying out academic policies, plans and
programmes of the university; including devising and regulating courses of
instruction; supervising research, regulating the conduct of examinations, and
regulating the award of degrees, diplomas and certificates, among other things.
This meant that professors and heads of department lost a strategic statutory forum
through which they could develop a common understanding of the evolving
philosophies and principles that inform the development of the university, its
policies, plans and programmes that can only be meaningfully initiated in the
various departments where they work. The most senior academics, with a wealth of
expertise and experience in higher education lost a forum to make effective
contributions as well as an opportunity to learn, on a continuous basis, the
university culture, strategic direction, and central strategy of the leadership as the
university adjusts to changing conditions over time.
The new managerial ethic, which places administrators before academics, and
systematically excludes them form meaningful participation in building the
character and traditions of the university, has denied the institution creativity and
vitality. Although strategic plans are produced from time to time, there is no sense
of collective identity, common purpose, sense of coherence and widespread

3

understanding of the strategic mind-set required to pull together in the same
direction. An unhealthy sense of “us and them” has developed between the
academic community and those responsible for university administration and
management. In addition, feedback across formal institutional structures, from the
top to the bottom, from the bottom to the top and sideways, has become weak.
Organisational restructuring has resulted in isolation and insulation of academic
departments and administrative units, as well one section of the university from
another. The environment was characterised by passive aggressive discourse;
ambivalent dispositions; the development of parallel power structures, boys clubs,
and survival groups; and electronic mail information overload.
The ingenuity displayed by restructuring the University of Botswana and adapting
the concepts of strategic management to the organisation’s culture has not resulted
in a more effective management or running of the university. Instead, there is
tangible failure, decline and deterioration. In spite of forward planning in the light
of anticipated expansion, classroom facilities have been inadequate in size,
number, associated equipment and state of repair. Textbooks and other learning
materials have not always been available at the time when courses were taught.
With increasing teaching loads, there is reduced capacity for student supervision
and inadequate time for scholarly research.
In spite of organisational restructuring, the senior management are still
overworked; there is more iron-fisted centralisation; the middle management is still
weak, costly and overstaffed; the reward system has little relation to performance
and highlights the diminishing importance and prestige of the professoriate and
academics in general. To be sure, there are now more opportunities for nonacademic parallel progression, with the seductive suggestion that there is no need
to do what it takes to become Professor at the University. There is noticeable
deterioration of the academic environment, a reduction in employees’ enthusiasm
for work, an increase in job-related stress, a reduction in levels of job satisfaction,
a reduced sense of organisational commitment and poor staff morale. In the final
analysis, there is a disturbing decline in the quality of the core activities of
teaching, learning and research.
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Introduction
The study of change in higher education is an important part of the training and
work of academic managers who wish to become effective. It is important for
managers of institutions of higher education to understand the dynamics of change,
the background against which it occurs as well as the institutional history against
which changes are to be introduced. An in-depth appreciation of change is required
especially in an environment characterised by change that is expected to occur
more rapidly as we progress into the twenty-first century (Lewis and Smith, 1994).
Yet the study and documentation of change in institutions of higher learning in
developing countries has received little attention.
Some three decades ago, in the 1970s, many universities in developing countries
were fairly small-scale institutions catering to relatively small segments of society
and the economy within a predictable environment. During the 1980s and 1990s,
higher education in many countries experienced major change at an unprecedented
rate (Committee for Quality Assurance in Higher Education, 1995). And, the
environment in which institutions of higher education operate has been
characterised by changing conditions and conventions, which are changing faster
than they did in the past (Lewis and Smith, 1994).
Much of the change in higher education is part of the managerial revolution, which
began in the United States in the 1950s, got underway in Britain and was given an
impetus by the changes wrought by the Thatcher Government (Ingalls, 1995;
Rourke and Brooks, 1966; Temple and Whitchurch, 1989). The managerial
revolution has caught up in developing countries, and during the 1980’s
universities in these countries began, in many cases, to reform their organisational
structures and management practices (Saint, 1993), largely in order to cope with
unprecedented expansion and demand for improved efficiency (Sanyal, 1995).
Universities had to reduce expenditure per student, seek new sources of funding,
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cope with increased diversification, foster closer links with industry, and widen
participation through distance learning. Restructuring became the buzzword, and
change became the only thing constant in many developing country universities.
Restructuring of institutions of higher education in developing countries was
intended to address what Kiggundu (1989) had identified as the character of many
developing country organisations. In these organisations, senior management
tended to be overworked, putting in long hours attending to small details while at
the same time participating in a range of activities outside the organisation due to
an unwillingness to delegate. Middle management was found to be weak with no
independent action; either because of top management’s authoritarian style or
because middle management lacked technical skills and experience.
Administrative and technical support was also found to be weak and unable to
provide appropriate background research to assist executive decision-making. The
operating levels were inefficient, costly, overstaffed and under-utilised. The
reward system had little relation to performance, and as a result, staff morale was
poor (Kiggundu, 1989).

Method
The purpose of this study is to describe the context, magnitude and effects of
organisational change that took place at the University of Botswana beginning
around 1990 to present. The study employs participant observation and in-depth
interview techniques that seek to discover not only what happened, and how it
happened, but also how participants felt about the changes as they were being
introduced. The basic strength of participant observation done concurrently with
in-depth interviews is that the techniques help the researcher to develop a
subjective and interpretive understanding (verstehen). The researcher is able to
explore the thoughts, feelings, meanings and intentions of the respondents from
their worldview through the constructs that respondents use in their everyday
taken-for-granted word.
The study also employs ethno methodological techniques to study how members of
an organisation make sense and interpret their circumstances through conversation
and on-going interaction. Interviews enable for an analysis and understanding of
the complexity and subtlety of idiosyncratic and contextually relevant human
expressions and experiences. Facts are not separated from perceptions, feelings,
aspirations, fears and suspicions of actors in an organisation.
The study is conducted from the vantage point of a participant observer who had
the opportunity to participate in university management as well as working in
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various capacities within university structures and in tertiary education broadly.
There is hitherto no interpretation and documentation of the changes introduced
through restructuring at the University of Botswana and how the changes were
perceived by those affected from the point of view of a participant observer. The
study should contribute towards an understanding of the flavour and magnitude of
change at the University of Botswana as well as provide useful insights for those
who may wish to conduct studies of institutional change.

Organisational Restructuring at the University of Botswana
In the mid-1980s, the University of Botswana recognised the need to proactively
examine its administrative, organisational and academic structures and consider
decentralising, consolidating or merging certain functions in order to be and to
remain effective. When organisational restructuring was first contemplated, there
was no major management crisis that could cause the institution to collapse
tomorrow. “Restructuring” was part of a proactive, forward planning process to
help the University prepare for effective management and control of anticipated
expansion in view of the projected increase in the numbers the University would
experience in the coming years (University of Botswana, 1993).
Formal recognition of the need for the university to change was first expresed in
the seventh National Development Plan for the University, which recommended
that a review commission be set up to advice on the nature of required changes.
The idea of a major review of work and organisational structure of the University
was endorsed in February 1988 by the University of Botswana Staff Terms and
Conditions of Service Review Committee, chaired by former Chairman of the
University Council, Mr. Lawrence Lekalake. The University Council subsequently
approved the “Lekalake Report”, named after its Chairman, in 1989 (University of
Botswana, 1993). This led to the setting-up of the Review Commission, which
consisted of distinguished academic leaders from Africa, Europe and the United
States.
The Review Commission sat between 12th February and 3rd March 1990 and
recommended a restructuring of the administrative, organisational and academic
structures of the University. The University Council accepted the Review
Commission’s recommendation to restructure the university and directed the
University Senate to establish a number of Task Forces to implement the
recommendations of the Review Commission (University of Botswana, 1993). A
special meeting of the Senate authorised the Vice Chancellor to establish Task
Forces to provide guidance and suggestions regarding the implementation of the
Review Commission’s recommendations. The membership of the various Task
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Forces was determined by the Vice Chancellor after consultation with the
Committee of Deans, the Executive Committee of the Senate, and after a briefing
with the various Task Force Chairmen, Vice Chairmen and Secretaries (Ingalls,
1995).
Seven Task Forces were set up in February 1992 to articulate most of the changes
envisaged by the Review Commission. These included Task Force One which
addressed matters relating to the re-organisation of the administration; Task Force
Two for the establishment of a university press and printing facility; Task Force
Three for exploring affiliation, accreditation and association models and
relationships with other institutions such as colleges of education, teacher training
colleges and institutes of health sciences; Task Force Four for the reorganisation
of student affairs; Task Force Five for the reorganisation of the library; Task Force
Six for considering the introduction of medical education, and Task Force Severn
for the creation of new faculties and academic re-organisation.
An effort was made, at the beginning of the restructuring process, to allay the fears
and suspicions of employees and to facilitate ownership of the changes by ensuring
that those who would be affected were involved and made inputs into the
recommendations made by the Task Forces (Ingalls, 1995). The Task Forces
consisted of the staff of the University with a good understanding of the institution.
They included the rank-and-file of both the academic or administrative sections
and staff that had experience in management positions such as Faculty Tutor, Head
of Department and Dean of Faculty. The Task Forces engaged in open discussion
and detailed consultations with stakeholders, both within and outside of the
University, and were able to refine and confirm the findings of the Review
Commission as well as take ownership of the change process.
Most of the major changes associated with the administrative and academic
restructuring that were contemplated around 1990 took several years of planning,
consultation, refining the plans and more consultations before a formal
implementation plan was approved in 1998.
Before formal implementation of organisational restructuring, several significant
academic developments that were part of the natural growth and development of
the university were achieved. These developments included: the establishment of a
Faculty of Agriculture; the incorporation of the Botswana Polytechnic into a
Faculty of Engineering and Technology; the elevation of the Department of
Accounting and Business studies into a Faculty of Business; the phasing-out of the
Pre-entry Science Project; the establishment of a Centre for Continuing Education;
the reconstitution of the National Institute of Development Research and
Documentation into the Directorate of Research and Development; the creation of
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a School of Graduate Studies; the expansion of graduate programmes; and the
introduction of medical education. In addition, the introduction of positions of
Deputy Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance and Deputy Vice
Chancellor for Academic Affairs were effected before the formal adoption of the
implementation plan. The introduction of a third Deputy Vice Chancellor, for
Student Affairs, came with the implementation of restructuring.
The most important changes in the organisation of the University were those
directly or indirectly associated with Task Force One, responsible for the
reorganisation of the central administration, and Task Force Severn, responsible
for academic reorganisation. At implementation, however, the details envisaged
by the Task Forces were modified following consultations that took several years.
IN some instances, the opposite of what the Task forces had intended was
implemented.
For example, Task Force One had recommended a lean
administrative structure. But when restructuring was finally implemented after
several years of consensus building, an elaborate top-heavy organisational
structure emerged. Tabulawa (2004) has argued that this was a result of an
implementation strategy that was sensitive to internal politics and which made
concessions with administrative cadres in order to avoid the threat of compulsory
retrenchments, redundancies, forced severance, and exit packages arising out of the
implementation of the new organisational structure. Maintaining a lean structure
and assuring employees that they would not lose jobs are, however, not mutually
exclusive.
The most significant changes introduced in the central administration involved
abolishing the positions of Registrar and Bursar, and increasing the number of
Deputy Vice Chancellors from one to three with each responsible for Academic
Affairs, Finance and Administration, and Student Affairs. There was also created a
number of Directorships reporting to the Deputy Vice Chancellors. The directors
had functional responsibility for Academic Development, Research and
Development, Continuing Education, Library Services, Financial Services, Human
Resources, Campus Services, Information and Technology, Academic Services,
Student Welfare, Careers and Counselling Services, Sports Culture and Recreation,
Health Services and the Harry Oppenheimer Okavango Research Centre. There
were also created Directorships reporting directly to the Vice Chancellor. These
directorships had functional responsibility for Public Affairs, Legal Services,
Institutional Planning and Internal Audit. Changes in the structure of academic
programmes from the former year-long to the current semester-based system,
which were part of restructuring, require a special and separate treatment and are
not included as part of this study.
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In addition to a major reorganisation of the administrative structure, university
statutes were revised and the composition of committees such as the Senate
changed. As a result of policies of exclusion that came with restructuring, the
stature and relative importance of professors of the university and heads of
academic departments were diminished. Statutes were promulgated to remove
professors and heads of department from the university senate, which is the body
legally responsible for formulating and carrying out academic policies, plans and
programmes of the university; including devising and regulating courses of
instruction; supervising research, regulating the conduct of examinations, and
regulating the award of degrees, diplomas and certificates, among other things.
The Senate became very small, consisting of the Vice Chancellor and the Deputy
Vice Chancellors, the Deans of Faculty and Directors of various academic
functions or services. The professoriate, which was hitherto accustomed to having
its say in the Senate, was “represented” by only two among its ranks from each
Faculty. Heads of academic Departments were not represented in the Senate. The
Senate was transformed from an inclusive and transparent academic “house of
assembly” where “academic elders” congregated, to an exclusive and largely
executive management committee, with little input from the people involved in the
core business of the University.
Professors of the university and heads of academic departments lost a strategic
statutory forum through which they could develop a common understanding of the
evolving philosophies and principles that inform the development of the university,
its policies, plans and programmes initiated and implemented in the various
departments where they work. The most senior academics, with a wealth of
expertise and experience in higher education lost a forum to make effective
contributions as well as an opportunity to learn, on a continuous basis, the
university culture, strategic direction, and central strategy of the leadership as the
university adjusts to changing conditions over time.
The new managerial ethic, which places administrators before academics, and
systematically excludes academics form meaningful participation in building the
character and traditions of the university, has denied the institution creativity and
vitality. Although strategic plans are produced from time to time, there is no sense
of collective identity, common purpose, sense of coherence and widespread
understanding of the strategic mind-set required to pull together in the same
direction.
An unhealthy sense of “us and them” has developed between the academic
community and those responsible for university administration and management.
In addition, feedback across formal institutional structures, from the top to the
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bottom, from the bottom to the top and sideways, has become weak. The new
structure has shifted the balance of power with a tilt towards managerial
approaches, greater executive power, the decline in the authority and effectiveness
of Senate, the systematic erosion of collegiality and the marginalisation of
academics (Tabulawa, 2004; University of Botswana, 2004). Organisational
restructuring has resulted in isolation and insulation of academic departments from
administrative units, as well as one section of the university from another. The
environment is now characterised by passive aggressive discourse; ambivalent
dispositions; the development of parallel power structures, boys clubs, survival
groups; and electronic mail information overload.
Before restructuring, the Registrar was the head of the University civil service
responsible for co-ordination and control of the executive and administrative
functions of the University except in respect of financial matters. The Registrar
was also responsible for the development and direction of general administration
and general services; the administration of admissions of students; the maintenance
of student records; the recording, publication and interpretation of academic
regulations; the preparation of statistical reports and exchange of information with
other institutions; the security of examinations and issuing of results and
transcripts; the preparation of the teaching timetable; the maintenance of a roll of
graduates of the university; and administrative work in relation to appointments
and salary adjustments of staff. The Registrar provided overall co-ordination of
the university civil service, which provided secretariat services to Council, Senate,
Faculty Boards, statutory committees and ad hoc committees. The Registrar was
also chief electoral officer, custodian of the University seal and chief signatory of
legal documents on behalf of the University.
The various duties of the office of the Registrar constituted five separate incipient
departments which included (1) human resources, (2) admissions, (3) student
records and transcripts, (4) institutional statistics and planning, and (5) general
clerical and campus-wide services. The incipient departments worked
collaboratively to provide such support services as graduation ceremonies,
developing the almanac, the teaching timetable, and the examination timetable.
The incipient departments also provided academic support personnel to Faculties
and for the administration of other units of the university organisation.
The career path within the Registrar’s Office consisted of four basic layers
beginning with Assistant Registrar at the bottom. The assistant registrar level was
designed to allow for orientation and on-the job training of new university civil
servants. There was possibility for job rotation, which enabled new administrative
support staff to learn as they worked about the operations of the various parts of
the university and their interrelationships. The ideal Assistant Registrar would be
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deployed for two to three years serving in admissions, student records and
transcripts, or in providing administrative support for examinations and secretariat
services to statutory committees, etc. After some rotation between sections of the
Registrar’s functions, an assistant registrar could meaningfully hope to be
promoted to the next level of Senior Assistant Registrar on the basis of in-depth
knowledge of two or three functions and a general knowledge of other functions of
the Registrar’s office.
A Senior Assistant Registrar could comfortably supervise Assistant Registrars in
different sections of the university administration with which they were familiar,
having done a stint in many of the areas before he or she was promoted. A Senior
Assistant Registrar could comfortably take on more responsible and more sensitive
administrative duties that require grater knowledge of how the university system
works and how the different parts interrelated. They could provide secretariat
services to important and sensitive committees such as the University Council, the
Appointments Committee and the Senate. They could also provide an informed
and consistent interpretation of the statutes, guidelines, rules and regulations and
show how the system of rules interrelated to achieve consistent policy-based
outcomes.
It was at the level of Senior Assistant Registrar that future Registrar candidates
with a wide repertoire of administrative experience could begin to be identified and
moulded for the ultimate role of head of the university civil service. Successful
Senior Assistant Registrars could be promoted to Deputy Registrar level where
they would be responsible for specialised aspects of the Registrar’s role, and act as
Registrar in the absence of the incumbent. Organisational restructuring could have
consisted of minor adjustments in the Registrar’s office to ensure that the
university civil service was upgraded and reinforced in order to cope with
providing quality support services in a rapidly growing university.
With restructuring, the functions of the Registrar were separated and the personnel
in the new roles were largely isolated and insulated form one another. From the
point of view of career development for administrators, many sections of the
university developed into dead end streets. The role of the Registrar as Secretary to
Council was taken over by the newly established Director of Legal Services in a
section without a career ladder or succession scheme. The Assistant Registrar
responsible for Faculty Administration became the Faculty Administrator, with no
clear career path within the larger system.
The traditionally broad-based, multi-skilled and transferable university civil
service with a clear career path and reasonably understood rules of progression was
replaced by a system with a largely disarticulated and narrowly focused job
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descriptions. The parallel power structures that emerged severely limited, and in
some cases, precluded the transferability of administrative staff and the
development of a civil service with “unity of command”, clear channels of
communication, a shared corporate culture, and a sense of continuity, hitherto
provided by the office of the Registrar.
The shared institutional memory provided by a common secretariat that developed
a common thread, strategic link and mutual understanding between Departments,
Faculties, Senate and Council was immeasurably weakened. The learning ground
for a versatile and flexible university civil service was removed and the spiritual,
moral and cultural unity of the university community died a natural death. The
disarticulated organisational structure “forced” individuals to resign from the
University in order to be re-employed by the University in new capacities.

From the Collegiate Spirit to Executive Decisions
Before restructuring, it was not unheard of for an occasional UB academic to lash
out at the “administration” as being too bureaucratic, wishy-washy, and indecisive.
However, there was an air of collegiality. The Vice Chancellor was regarded as the
first among equals. Professors were regarded as reservoirs of wisdom and were
often affectionately referred to as gurus, capable of examining academic proposals
and other important issues under an incisive intellectual microscope. Nothing was
sacrosanct, and there were no holy cows. Academics were free to think the
unthinkable and to ponder imponderables.
The system was proud of the Registrar and his army of administrators who were
regarded as reliable walking institutional memories that reminded the Senate of its
policies, past decisions and customary practices. Deans of Faculty came to the
Senate buttressed by an arsenal of Heads of Department and specially invited
lectures armed with important documents and their own paraphernalia. Everyone
was meaningfully involved and enjoyed respect. As one old Lecturer put it, “the
spirit was good, the horizons were bright and the sky was the limit, even though
most of the time, people only reached tree tops”.
Consultation was the founding theme of the culture of the institution. And,
everyone was familiar with the saying that “you could never over consult” and that
“it was better to err on the side of caution”. One professor recalled that,
“sometimes we would spend sleepless nights agonising about an issue, only to
sleep over it once again”. In fact, some sticky issues were quietly laid to rest in the
process of additional consultation. But when a decision was finally taken, one

13

would feel that they were really a part of the decision. Even those who were
against a decision could explain how and why the decision was taken.
Another professor recalls that, “when a colleague was not true to history, he was
gently reminded of the facts and a Senior Assistant Registrar was always at hand to
‘exhume’ relevant documents that would shed light on the issue. There was a
generally good atmosphere, and the horizons were not entirely bereft of hope. The
milk of human kindness used to flow even though, at times, scalpels and pangas
were the order of the day. People were free to “grab the bull by the horns” as long
as they did not tie an albatross around their necks. Academics and administrators
were all foot soldiers, each one with his shoulder to the wheel. Although, at times
we seemed to soldier on in the forest, we always knew that there was a bright light
at the end of the tunnel.”
Change was an evolutionary, incremental and seamless process with inclusive
participation and full consultation that resulted in communal ownership of
processes and outcomes. Decisions did not come from the top. Nobody breathed
down anybody’s neck. Administrators were not so big and powerful, and
academics were not so helpless before people whose jobs were essentially to
support the academic enterprise. There were neither sharp distinctions nor conflict
between administrators and academics. In a way, academics were also
administrators supporting each other in the best interests of the students.
Lectures did their bit to keep accurate records of students and reported on problems
that needed action within departments or by other parts of the system. Senior
academics became Heads of Department and Deans of Faculty. These positions
entitled them to membership of the Senate, which gave them an opportunity to be
effective members of decision-making bodies of the University. There was
democracy, and we used to vote for Deans. There was no notion of “the
management” that took executive decisions and appointed Deans without reference
to the faculty. Professors and Deans used to act as Vice Chancellor or Deputy Vice
Chancellor in the absence of the incumbents.
The Vice Chancellor was regarded as ‘captain of the ship’ and not a ‘chief
executive officer’ comparable to a managing director of some commercial
enterprise or manufacturing industry. The Vice chancellor was first and foremost a
professor in his own right, selected from among respectable, renowned and robust
scholars with a cutting edge. He or she was expected to provide leadership and a
sense of strategic direction to professional peers and younger academics in diverse
fields of study in which he or she was not an expert. He was expected to recognise
ad use the expertise and wisdom of his colleagues as well as the skill and talent of
young scholars to the benefit of the system. He or she was assisted by only one
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Deputy Vice Chancellor, who also had to be a professor that could take over when
the Vice Chancellor was absent or in the event that the Vice Chancellor was unable
to perform his duties due to illness or any other reason.
But, when restructuring began in earnest, the winds of change ushered in an
excessively top-heavy managerial structure and ethic that yielded a new and
worrying sense of helplessness, especially among academics. The Senate became
very small, and Heads of Department, who were accustomed to accompanying
Deans to the Senate, lost their membership. Professors, who were accustomed to
having their say in the Senate, were reduced to two representatives from each
Faculty. The position of Registrar was abandoned. Staff from the former
Registrar’s Department was redeployed to new positions with some former juniors
becoming senior to their former seniors. For those who knew the typical British
model where the Registrar was the key administrative officer, the move to the new
UB administrative structure would be difficult to comprehend and accept (Ingalls,
1995).
Tabulawa (2004) has noted that in the late 1980s there emerged a general
perception that administrative and management structures had become unwieldy
leading to paralysis of the system. While the position of Vice-Chancellor wielded
considerable power the Review Commission, consisting of eminent persons, saw
this very power as constraining on the Vice-Chancellor. The Commission argued
that the organisational structure was far too unbalanced and placed too heavy a
burden and day-to-day responsibility on the Vice-Chancellor (University of
Botswana, 1990).
Task Force One justified the need to develop a structure that enhanced the
leadership role of the Vice-Chancellor, and argued that there was “need to strike a
balance between participation, consultation, collegial decision-making, and timely
decision-making” (University of Botswana, 1993). Dissatisfaction with the
collegial model mounted, and at a 1991 University of Botswana Strategic Planning
Workshop, it was argued that: “If universities are to be responsive to change and to
be able quickly to change as a result of the external environment, they have to be
able to move away from the consensus model of government (where the tenured
professional academic staff are allowed to regulate resources through collegial
means) to executive styles of management which allow them to be adaptive and
flexible (Tabulawa, 2004).

The UB Experience in a Wider Context
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In order to appreciate the experience of the University of Botswana, it is necessary
to put it within a wider context that shows similarities between universities the
world over. A typical university is a system characterised by diversity and
complexity, and a strong and established tendency towards professional autonomy
with fluid participation of individuals, interest groups, coalitions and formal
structures involved in competition for limited opportunities, as well as bargaining,
negotiation, compromise and agreement (Cutright, 2001; Cohen and March, 1986;
Cyert and March, 1963). A university is understood to be a system consisting of
professional equals with capacity to generate structure and new forms from inner
guidelines rather than from any form of imposition from the top or from external
sources (Swenk, 2001).
However, several decades ago, Perrow (1979) pointed out that a university, like
any group with a division of labour, will be hierarchically structured; and
“hierarchical settings promote rigidity, timidity, delays and sluggishness as
everything must be kicked upstairs for a decision. Due to a large body of
professionals academic institutions are characterised by an interesting mix of
frustrating indecision and authoritarian snap judgements which those in authority
refuse to reconsider. Hierarchy promotes the tendency toward on-the-spot
decisions without consultation with operating levels. Hierarchical systems tend to
stifle any independence or creativity at operating or subordinate levels. Workers
are under constant surveillance from supervisors. As a result, they often give up
trying to exercise initiative or imagination. Instead they tend to suppress or distort
information.
After most aspects of organisational restructuring were implemented at UB,
unprecedented administrative paralysis, logistical failure and inexplicable delays
crept into the system, giving the impression that “the left hand did not know what
the right hand was doing”. There was uncertainty, helplessness, cynicism, low
morale and a sense of despair as predictable, understandable and acceptable
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collegiate with a rich tapestry of international experiences that informed
institutional decision-making was quickly replaced by varieties of executive
imposition, bureaucratic manipulation, administrative slight of hand and politics of
loosely-coupled coalitions, which were facilitated, to a large extent, by the use of
the newly established university-wide computer-based communication network
that linked everyone into an electronic mail group.
The ingenuity displayed by restructuring the University of Botswana and adapting
the concepts of strategic management to the organisation’s culture did not result in
a more effective management or running of the university. Instead, there is tangible
failure, decline and deterioration. In spite of forward planning in the light of
anticipated expansion, classroom facilities have been inadequate in size, number,
associated equipment and state of repair. Textbooks and other learning materials
have not always been available at the time when courses were taught. With
increasing teaching loads, there is reduced capacity for student supervision and
inadequate time for scholarly research. There is noticeable deterioration of the
academic environment, a reduction in employees’ enthusiasm for work, an increase
in job-related stress, a reduction in levels of job satisfaction, a reduced sense of
organisational commitment and poor staff morale. In the final analysis, there is a
disturbing decline in the quality of the core activities of teaching, learning and
research.
In spite of organisational restructuring, the senior management are still
overworked; there is more iron-fisted centralisation; the middle management is still
weak, costly and overstaffed; the reward system has little relation to performance
and highlights the diminishing importance and prestige of the professoriate and
academics in general. To be sure, there are now more opportunities for nonacademic parallel progression, with the seductive suggestion that there is no need
to do what it takes to become Professor at the University.

Conclusions and Lessons Learnt
Change has not only affected the organisational structures of institutions of higher
education, but the processes of planing for change. Sanyal (1995) has noted that
during the mid-sixties, institutions of higher education used the Planning,
Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS), which prescribed a complex linear
procedure for setting up an institutional mission with detailed quantifiable targets
to be implemented through annual budget allocations. PPBS was quickly
succeeded by the Management by Objectives (MBO) approach, which required for
goals to be first clarified by the academic community and then expressed
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quantitatively as standards of performance both for the institution and the
individual. In the Mid seventies, MBO was followed by the Zero-based budgeting
approach, which required that the goals of an organisational unit should determine
the budget and not the other way round.
During the 1980s and 1990s, the concepts of strategic planning and management
became the buzzwords in the world of business and academia (Cutright, 2001).
With strategic planning also came the possibility of higher educational institutions
adopting a more entrepreneurial type of management with stronger powers to
heads of institutions that were to function as chief executive officers. The wellestablished traditions of elaborate committee systems, in which decisions were
made and owned by the whole community of professional colleagues and equals,
were to be replaced with management executive groups. Yet the key to strategic
planning is to develop widespread capability among staff to participate in planning,
which involves scanning the environment at the departmental and institutional
levels, to deal with problems confronting the organisation and to create a
framework within which solutions can be forged. It is a deliberate process that
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1998, however, a substantially expanded organizational structure with an elaborate
middle management was approved.
The effect of an elaborate middle management is the de-professionalization and
marginalization of academic faculty (Newson, 1992) achieved through the
proliferation of cross-institutional and non-disciplinary academic support units
(Henkel, 1997). These units take power away from the academic and specialist
base and render decision making subject to institutional rather than academic
definitions. The process of taking power away from academics is a discursive
practice. The academic base has to be discursively reconstructed as deficient and
therefore in need of therapeutic attention (Tabulawa, 2004).

Conclusions
Restructuring and “intentional changes” introduced in higher education since the
1970s have produced unexpectedly modest success (Kerr, 1987; Sanyal 1995). At
the University of Botswana, restructuring has highlighted the tension between
academia and the forces of managerial control. It has also highlighted the tension
between aspects of the core business of the university, which remain creating new
knowledge through research and publication of findings in reputable journals on
one hand and the day-to-day job of disseminating knowledge though teaching. The
primary scholarly goal of creating new knowledge through research and
publication of findings in reputable journals, often involves individually defined
research goals, which each academic defines. On the other hand, the day-to-day job
of disseminating knowledge though teaching largely involves goals defined by the
institution, through Heads of Department and Deans of Faculty.
Teaching
competes for time and conflicts with research and publication activities.
Restructuring has also highlighted the difference between academics who survive
by teaching and research, and academics that harbour a desire to escape teaching
and research. This may explain an anti administration sentiment among those who
are driven by research and scholarship. Such academics usually prefer to focus
their attention on their disciplines and the professional community to which they
belong rather than on running the university institution to which they belong
(Clark, 1983). Restructuring has also highlighted the distinction between citizens
and expatriate academics, i.e., between those who may play politics and those who
must constantly prove their scholarship and academic worth.
Restructuring has also shown that adherence to academic traditions and reverence
for past practice tends to make academics conservative and generally happy with
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the status quo ante. Adherence to academic traditions contributes to reduced
capacity for change and adaptation in institutions of higher education (Wurzberg,
1989). For those who cling to tradition, reorganisation often means a quantum shift
form the very familiar to the relatively unknown. This can bring about feelings of
discomfort and insecurity, and even distrust, leading to resistance to change.
Restructuring has brought to the fore an established tendency towards professional
autonomy and fluid participation of a multiplicity of conflicting interest groups and
coalitions involved in bargaining and negotiation, as each defends their vested
interests. This renders a typical university somewhat of an “organised anarchy” in
which heavy involvement of professional academics, is unsuitable for efficient
institutional management and for bringing about overall changes (Sanyal, 1995).
Although concepts such as “strategy” and “plan” imply that there is a common
purpose and an agreement on goals in universities, the experience of restructuring
at UB shows that goals are negotiated and contested in a political and bargaining
organisational environment in which dominant actors who have a better chance of
imposing their will, both within and outside the organisation, change from time to
time. The longer the process of change takes place the more it takes a life of its
own and may result in something that its originators could not recognise.
An appreciation of chaos theory (Cutright, 2001) is necessary to help us understand
systems that change in ways not amenable to linear cause/effect models. Chaos
includes constant change, unintended consequences, uncertainty, unpredictability,
ambiguity, instability, diversity, disequilibria, complexity, and a hidden pattern of
order in disorder (or disorder constrained by rules that govern it). Chaos theory is
concerned with behaviour that varies in such a complicated way that one cannot
predict exactly what will happen in the future. It recognises the capacity for
systems to generate new forms from inner guidelines. It also recognises that
although everything else in a system may change, there is always some quality that
remains the same as each part of the system remains consistent with itself and with
all other parts of the system as it changes.
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