REBYCES] Z17ell Lol MY B Bl
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KEBHES o
KBHES W

YEEEES) 4
YRS LB

===-

REYES T delds FAuE nAd el deide e fade) 79T 2
a7k A 2L RBE she] ARM#e]Z slEolel, T2 g (reform)o] 2t 3}}e
Al = Ewete BEEE ksl 24T £ I5E 238 HEste 243 EHE 4
LS EQTo s 2 Fol A2 AMTE #3K (Pattern of human action)3- 5% (induce)
sk i (diffuse) A A WikE A 2 B (norm) & #lESre 24, mHIW I ko] FHEIY
22 I BRE 2 44¥ F & B (capacity) & wsi7hE By 3B (dynamic process)
olgtz EHY + kY

Lalvl RS Hethel wheld 2 MEERE MRS H - kS el A SMbEA
o Hg(media) 7} =& TR FAUCkE KBo| 7hx & Shifhe —BTIe, Wi, Z—
TAAZE AP FEE o) T BEM (instruction) ] gk el sle], ol (what), Y}
(who), o] gA] (how) 7k2 Ak b 24 Soll4 L F41L Zolok 37l

ZAA olE A REHES SFE6 dolA 73 A7 & HeaEne

@ #BF3#E (curriculum)
@ # 1% (faculty)
@ e (facility)

R
D) iR, TS MaE), Al PR, pp.259~304 B ES, [TERCERE, BSERES Mz Wug, pp. 69~86
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Soleh ol¥Al »H REHHolgk KEe] BESA /M4 vighAdt FBEHKES ATE
Mo g Pl HiEeh MRk 5 B BN ERE &FY Hles Hestz = o 3
dl Azl ELE BASk #Eelw Mpyel EHfEEL (conversion process)-g 7}A & 3bA
2 FYgo gy 2 KRB mubste HHRY BIEE 713 wE KH gkl dnks) 2436
e ARt o TAHoR Fol¥ + AR

oldd FANA £ = el delell A 1973FFe] HE EE T 10/ KBo =i A%
Skl Al 20/ KBRS PR3 gl FHRKER (Pilot School) 2wl o4 Zak g
Bufge] Bhol HEHERE g (curriculum change)d] 4 A zhete] MARAYe = FIREHE
(faculty development)s} Jfaz% % (facility utilization)?] &L [EHIIA = Y HEE6W
olx LEMRY BFgdelsly ¥ + Atk

REHUEL o= HodA A== 248 514 Fitel gl Z2Azeolel 3 A&
A HAREME diRsh BiREERS EREACY A4 2 #MLE BASt volsl o] =Y
ffrel A= Al HAE FRS RETE AL et #REE =5 #EHELRY &
ek 2X & de] ohiel 2 KBS BHTH Zftsl HEEHE 2 A2+ KEE g
HEolzka kA &< + Ak

olw] BINA EEAR =2awl& fHEhe s jfs & o8 s LiEpeR By
& vlo] A uk Pilot School-& X2 HEIFE el she Hiikade) WEAL 2 #E 34
oA Az BEgHwS ZE S8 T SR EEEA &4 Subd glo] Hel oAk
w WoRyel fiEe A 7F ohv el KB TE 2] kel A vHE Sukel gol ek g
5 ubFol A wabl olAlob R KEEEHESC] Pilot Schoolst 2o MFIStLE AR K
S (reform instrument) & %3kl KEL RS WEIES HHWYE FET At & A

i BF + YA

oﬂ
ox J}ﬂ

[o

2

REBTFES B

epace] e T4 AR vhe o] del D MMAES TAE A FEHD
AMASelH, 1A My EEE B Uk —e Emivd AMGHe BE A
olcy, zadl oi7dA 27 BEE A3 1A FolAk o] ohivh TAL FT 95k
BHE T HES 2 BT ok Aok o Aol WIS Wbk (strategy)ol o o] R o] HES HEl
S Ko glolA Y PEERTEY S FaT A5 el ek

l

2) Han-Been Lee, “Innovation and Expermentation,” in the Report of the First Asian Workshop on Higher
Education, pp.81~85



KREY S BT el A FHES HEl 3

g Bkigell glolA e obE "rkd Fask B sledl 1A A v 2
7t BEEREE (goal setting)
Y. A& B (initial reform instrument)$] SR7E
ok gl By B (Phasing)
2k FEO o’ EERE=E B HiRE

7t. BESl ®E

KB e bl o] FHMe® Bkt Hilo® Firste bl 2 BRERA =
ok EE B Eel 44 vhErk n% BRG] A s KB BREES A
2 o2 v 2 v ?

(1) 7##E (survival)

(2) Hai7 (autonomy)

(3) oy Yy 17{# (impact)
(4) 2y &) 171 (influence)

A, olw KB WA BWRESNL J7tR flfe® qlstel Wil pEsl gl
IAES TR A BRI A 2 BT BEE Alv BfEelEh o] Bl ldde M
ISl SZigel fREFshe Aol Hhilol ok,

EAlE, KB Gk EEe) 1 BAS EHEINA AxA= EWsAl Hel HES EEM
BE Ble® fEils] kel b ¢ ikl E=REhe BREE w3k

A, KEo| BiiRgrelV Mikmel elA MEd AxE HEWN FmHE SAH%A
oAl olwl ZeaW R kS sAA Foma o IEe JlAw e KBS sk
A& Bl sl fpEs nA F ge BEF E S 2k

o) ek ohAlE, §F KERo] &Ryl el A HIE Mgl sl ATl —EY m¥E
HE B el A —ie] BES 5 J' St =293 Ae L

ol iz KERY BB olwl Bl A Ziikmg Be] RIES £ AL AR, = HE
RS #Estav ste Aol EAlEeh WAl X 24e wbA v BEE FEE A Aol
BEFIL ol Bk 3 ERolzle AL Azk: KRBz Bl RE=R BITS
MBEel 9 ulsh gl Aol faliysl =hxluh fREE(end state)e]] o]v]z} gl A2 obdl Aol
o 2 3 KB el A T Bk diffsl BRBIE] #ste LR A#sA A
ol = A% EE B BEY Aol s A& PiEshe ol Bk Aol

3) fili&el Bi4H, pp. 265~267
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Ll XS HEERL EE

KEBFES Bigel el A W pEine) EEHEE
e EQ5En glolA AdALe £& dok T A7
ohch olAL wEaA AkehAbed Fke ML A KBEEE Fobok Wk <Al
BRELS) BENE B Gobol @eh WAL BEIE vhEo = st Azstelok H¥ aA¢ U4
o AAE BEUAAT fissd b HEOR o Folok qeh = AN B Bkl B
FishAl (FRE 7ol —@, il o WRAREREY fE— pike w21 %
B S EEA S T Cobo dhok E 3o TIA Aol MM AMAEH Suel

1, AT ad 2+ dEAD e Ade BRAZERA
+ 9x 7d WY EFHE Aol shRA s
PR Teoae MEHRE BRe EeR e AN B
o el RASAA EFS REE KBS P A =)
NZ49A 49T + 97, = Aok A BadAen Be 4 Arh Fuse) 5t
FEssh 91> 2 Adelch 9w vehe] 207 o] olw] ol Pilot Schoold KEEFHS H
Fo 2 Agkohe AL BRI A 2 o 6% e delztn A &g + gk

Ch, HES| ERFEM EEﬁ(Phasing)

KEFERS BB obFel weldtn FMYT KE ==2adle] ok LikdelEhE 3l
ot & e gl Aol AHEM HEERe 2As ¥ e Bt £ Wi
At AL s 3T AEMQ KIS Bl o geEiEES Tl ABCed 'J\EKZ¥°]
BRI e 2 A2 e A EHRE ARE bAoA 2 Relnh olFel Bk E Hl-
2463 Aolglw & 4 & % HEHE (dynamism building) 8] 3} o]t ©}A] #iE Pilot School
o] Evhal AlkAGAE AT HiRel A HEEsted Al2vtAl = EigER, A8%A = fEe]
WFst BN BALR BT +5 9& Aot BE KB A3 5544 i Al
1Al ] A g}k zre] ARl FH il A Eostdebsbs A 2, ARAE vbE ¢ = ddx
=AM BEe] AfEl KEEolzid A2, A3AE kel AYT 2 g Aoleh oA
2 old ARV B ERIE she] wA A= wkEA] & shA] FeEE AL P AF
Stk B2 o

o)

2. FFEOI olEt EEMGT AEol BA

Yihe Wi ZEAZolth ol W B EXEA 344 Fu 9Ase A% 2
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KBS BT Qo Ae) BHES el Sk R : 5

Aol HEA7] W Eel, s TS ma Ao ¢l EE MR FAS Mk
Aokl A RS 71 whedolel, 28]7] i Tell e #ld = TERE FFE7F wekel b
ol# FF(EC ot WEHE AL R FHEIE T ook dhe, BMERESE M2 A
ol Wk BEE & 9,10%1: ek olEl e Fotddl 2 HAE WAEAAE Rl ERs
A AR BEE, 2 KReI v SRl o1, bk A HIEkE 4 9o ok g},
o] A o] feedbacke] 93t &Il FFES FFHESY A olvk. 76l FHt whie] sk
(data base) &} Ei&H: = LA (information system) 7F st} P o] BEL o]y A ol A
FTAHLE HFold Aol
&4 ool 7k BRTFHLY (going concern)oll 4] o] Al vl Tzl m R oL Wkl glol A HE(T
el B A T LIl glel A1) KeBRfEe] sl A Bl ek ol A& MERYIE g B
do 2 BEHAA 2e 28 o HEsAet g KBo] 4z BEW B s HfT
s $hebd FARSE T35 feedbacko] €% Be His data® @A B Aoleh old
data 7} vhe A9 B AHISE I AeR, el Al 2RkAlel oA g WA
o AAH oz FHE 5 gL Ao, o& AA R sk, o|¥A st HE cycle
il PHUKEES] Z=bebAl 2 Aoluk o
716l BfRdge] KES fflslh BWHERES KFE BERfE T o7t dow, E ool U

H

4
>
B
o »
il
X
i
rlo
um;

ofAbah b M-S TS FA A AsldE o EHR A4S LA A
Edta gl she et LaskAl wleh SA KEBYEH glel ol EfiE sh1e] Leadership
team & FA kel o] zle] o] HHHo| L, Pilot School & 7% o]# Team -2 #i(5)E
b BERst BN HH BREALE 8% Aole, oY H#IEHY Teame sHsdtd #F
EEHEAA GEdhe Aol wbAstel, 7104 Bk et old Team ¢ #w &
e

REYRA gl HHEE AdA T FEEKS o= FEd A4sshe #E
=t

ZEA|

o

4) John D. Millet, “A Systems Analysis of the University” in Decision Making and Administration in Higher
Education, pp. 71~106
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1. HEE WEA% (articulator)2| &Z|

AA 2, gofe] WHEE Rt A = duEAEEY] & S A REE K
B B RS W0 (articulate) Shed o} 3kek, 2 HEEZL ol®] & ffaze] Heol & APl 1A
& TS| f##E (reinterpret) Shef of 3hx, = R bl gl KBo=2 obd o AL Af
e fErs= ohdME Z-Fell v AN HAolA WEEs U A (possible alternative
goals) & QX5 =¥ 3efof g,

2. =208 #EH (producer) 2| %E|

KERS] BE Bl BER dheolk HES FEEE 1 AEE T andoz 249
Lol Rag ARG = 22w 2 i (conversion) s| A of S}, KEEES Bife e
wam ke HEER SEY delAE MR Aclth Lol BEa Fol AMMo= EE(Ls
olo} qe}, ol7i0] Pilot Sohoolsh 2-& ARyl ERdEki Projecte] [Efazls slAlvh. @ X
o 1 BT WAMEET HPUTSR 19T EEN ARS RET ANE A% HHE 2
o2d W BEE ol BEel A BT 4 JE BSHEENeD BRE AolPn B
s, oldl HEE T ARTY sikel v MEBRHE 2 Ay =2odes
dese] rtol ek, ATl Re)E A Fohe kB BEEE T (ELdl 20
Zae, osm AMMERE ATl ey Bl BEEEE sqdvin d4ae,
G HISTE ST 19 BEQ BHE AT HEMR (reward system)$ 3ekal i
G oada AR KEES FASE BRI MERRIEES AN 18 BEE HEn
22 EEE 4 QEE fEelor T Aole] HHMEA P& ol

Q9] il % LS RAskE Adel Kt KBS XMAS HIFEL B4 B(LE
AR @7l ATel sk meAed BE-Ed AL HFAE FEY 4GS Aol ol
o, deld goke] BEEE Yok =eA s S el deld Hde A2 AR o

2o HET Fas Rz Z2a8 EHSE ok drh

I

bt

>
i

3. #4&% (Integrator) 2| %=

HE =zAEs Adstd F5aE AL 2 K] BhAA e s Z2AEY Fabt
243 depd AR A7 AWeke Aol ohdzl AAldl gelde o e KR4
#F o A ES} o] HEfTRA A S & HANLE HlA wheleleh fIE &1 Pilot
Schoold] 7% = 3~AxME Bl 7MAE AT iRzt BBRAE R BPE S
A zeAE 5o {ifistsl whalelch, o] wiel o] ofel HHEH (reform instruments)E ZF H

—1 2 —



KBS 2 &fTel SlelA S B | 7

 (orchestrate) shof FREHIS] BURE BAILEE x5k o] Fagts] o|ze] Mk
#ifr (integration) o] 7] 5ol v}, o] AL Wiy =g FR¥Eo 24, FIFY asd M2 ko
(new combinations)®] Zifffo] A& A 7|7} 9l2 76 g}

g R (reform instruments) 9] [RFHY = fi4Y HAS R o1 3 HAE A
o2 KEHAE ksleh o)A o LEBE MEAI & 2ALEDY kY 7Aoo &
Abstet, 4edRel TRoh miE, Bhdh ¥ MG BN 2 A oF del mbx ¥
% fRIEE T —ET ARt Y HIRRE wbRo] KESr¥e WHME YWEI: BhI g
o] A7l Hlif BellA HES HEHESA Hv Zlelvh =l AL st sk gy
bl BT aFlst FEYL BadA "ol v Sl A A2 30d 7 A A RSk
g KBS shvirk Bz KEE Stanfordel 3t Zle]vl, Stanford®] 7% Zujigfyel Ak A
FAF 1A B hRpFEe] HES FEY e FEES 2 ez 924 S

o] Hakxlw BR £Re #WEL 159 EEETE (communication) )
%%JZQ] ;ﬂ% fFasE S el ok shevl drlele =3t FHRMEAE (coordinating structure) 71 2 &
el oY o Shell 4 E2EFRiE (instruction) 9] BB = Bl (department)d F o]} el H
o] £k BEIRE Z2oal$ Fikslxly BEAE T2/l 28 % Aol o]F HMEIKEL
TRk 5, B4, % 5 —ik TR MR ol Bl fE(8)E o) EEFHEE (Academic
Vice President) o] 1} B3 (Provost) 5-¢| #4 1R (Intergration agency)o] 2 85 7 o]c}h. gk
HL- A A SHA HEESEeE B o] o) 7S BREHNE I Rk ##E (structure of communication and
coordination) & #fi5E (revamp) 5oL FHHERL (restructure) 3= o] RAJiEdlA] 4= Ao &
#o] et @

%
e,
N
F
J&
§ 3
i Op
mlo

4. FF{E# (evaluator)o| 7%=

i) FHEE b4k tEe Y AAE £ BiEd v 5o Flhe s FESL = F
=z 1 <8 2] wrolok Hch AN ¥ Z=Aesl AA HEZERC o9
A3t glexl, BIRE 71ole] &4 s7 fsted £ o Himsle T dx e gEd, 3
A2 I35 AEdboF qvh ukoF WY ol 2913 94 A6 &

A3 Az T2 EANE 24 JFA wER Yok 5kd dlEER =E BHER
3osbekd wol s, FHEE FA HEA S i (adjust) =X EIE (revise)

T A A AFAE JhA oF "ek g FHEAA S T BEEHS i 1 24

.
i
o
N,

fo

5) A.R. Rosenzweig (ed.), The Role of Higher Education in National Development in Asia.
6) John D.Millet, “The Structure of Communications in a University.” in op. cif, pp.137~161
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T 70@01 o Al elA e EFAS AT A 2 £ES S fEdte] A4
= BB HBIERS SAeabs A sk of =t

gL BEE BRI jcfﬁaﬁioﬂ gefAe KEAES Bl o} 45 i 93 9w
ek olZlE ofu dolnh KRB WEY B we A% KBEASY A% Ag
o] Aot 2 E KRBHES Mok Aoke ER/L LobsA A o] Aol KBY Firel v #
= Hste pEstee A Rk ohE RBAE AMIEE HEE Soted o] guksta B
Beta 2 d¥g HET 5 e g4e] AACk "t oA EME—RAR el gl A
o ARRY wimel eiAe SMbE dorlAbd KB £ shte HEe] 1 ZAd gl
olok Heh, aal TRl KBA 53 #EEZe] EEEER (conficence building) & 53k
KE: A2 9] BRI (institution building) & A gol v}, o HWE-L KEHIEE T o e
o S b ASHE BFY 250 Ho 2Ave BEE vy, = o4 AA49E A
Arbe Eoll A Tsok ok, FHEIL dogd dtedl sllA mr EA EAC At
ol@l AAR Jitw, 7 HEOE oF7ke] x=HolgtE AFsly] A, ArlelE s @
T AL v Sl 2F9] FF (self-confidence)e] A71Al & Aelwh. o]Ze] M 2L =g

¥

Al S} TEIRMS] Aol old HER] M2 #Es AFsw 2t T2 BES S5
FolL o £4= omkE stEA v Zr 85 (syllabus)o] AAH oz FA=Ss A%
T Aol oL A omE BAESA i AKW MR Hol &%, LR HIEES
FA G 242 F Y& el 2 AL B, BETBEER Ad2s ATl 44 sht

o gel Aol HBHREY HEE (curricular structure) B JEE E Wul ol vl HFES 94T
B BEH (communication) 31 H {E#E (mutual confidence)d] BIHRE F A& 54 2 A
_‘
e}

il
Tz SRR 24 o ZE 3 e

HEe o o] —B% A& Flo g Aol Tl =% oF 3k
ok REE Sol ofdd 5S4 s =AZE Az Fdl=E o2 KB #iFE BREE dstd ¢
T e BEERE A7 28 v E A2 AT + d' FHe x4

RG] g
Hrelad o)A o] iE%BﬁCfFiQI b4 Bkl el = Aolvl KEBHHe s 27 o8 EFEHE
E2pgel] S (build up)3 5
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KREYIES 2170 gloi A2 FHke] s 9
g KELS] ERATSA (Institution building) o] o}, ™ ‘
2 £ & %
1 R, elikel PR, =M, 1973

BAZEEE S ah sl kg, IR, 1969
3. Millet, John D. Decision Making and Adwministration in Higher Education, The Kent State

University Press, 1968.

4. First Asian Workshop on Higher Education : Report. Chinese University of Hong Kong, 1968.

5. AR.Rosenzweig(ed.), The Role of Higher Education in National Development in Asia: Pro-
ceedings of a Seminar co-sponsored by the Ministry of Education, ROK and Stanford U-

niversity, Academy House, Seoul, 1968
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The Role of Manager in the Conduct
of University Reform

Lee, Hakn-been

Abstract

[ . Concept of University Reform

A reform is a process of introducing change into a human organization to achieve its
goal, thereby inducing and diffusing a new pattern of human action within the organiza-
tion and increasing its capacity to achieve the goal.

The areas in which change can best be introduced in a university setting are: (1) cur-
riculum, (2) faculty, and (3) facilities. These correspond with the what, the who, and the
how of the academic process. A university reform can therefore be defined as the dynamic
process whereby a university strives to achieve, in the shortest possible time, its pronounced
institutional goals by mean of introducing optimal changes in its key structural elements
such as curriculum, faculty and facilities.

The “Pilot School” which was begun in Korea among 10 colleges and universities in
1973 under the auspices of the Ministry of Education and which now involves 20 institu-
tions is a comprehensive and multipurpose academic reform inasmuch as it starts with
curriculum revision which is the crux of academic process and inevitably entails faculty
development and improvements in the utilization of facilities in any institution which
undertakes it. A reform program like this spreads, as has been demonstrated by the ex-
periences of the “Pilot School”, from certain limited aspects to the general management
of the whole institution.

Viewed from another angle, it is high time for university administrators to make good
use of a sharp tool like the “Pilot School” as an instrument of the overall development

and administrative improvement of their own institutions.

1. Strategy of University Reform

A university reform being a purposeful organizational action, the process of acting out

the purpose is of critical importance. The purpose is never given; it must be conceived,
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initiated, and pursued by somebody. Conception of organizational goals and their pur-
suance involve a continuous process of intellectual choice and decision making. This is
the strategy of reform.

Reform strategy involves these elements:

a. Goal setting;

b. Selection of initial reform instrument;

c. Phasing of reform projects;

d. Evaluation—adjustment of speed and revision of goals,

a. Goal setting

Depending on the stages of growth of institutions of higher education in a system, the
institutional objectives can be classified into four categories.

(i) institutional survival—usually the initial stage of an institution at which the very
survival of the institution, overcoming various internal and external constraints, is the
necessary objective.

(ii) institutional autonomy—the stage at which the institution begins to balance various
inputs and outputs in academic as well as financial terms and approaching the stage
where it can solve most of its problems with its own resources.

(iii) Limited institutional impact—the stage at which the institution having attained a
considerable degree of autonomous vigor both academically and financially develops
some programmatic strengths in certain specific areas and begins to provide definite im-
pact in those areas for some other institutions in the higher education system.

(iv) general institutional influence—at this stage the university, having achieved a high
degree of institutional capacity both in academic programs and organizational pattern,
is able to exert a general influence to the rest of the higher education system.

The first task of reform strategy for a college or university at a particular time is to
realistically identify the stage of development at which it finds itself and set realistic in-
stitutional goals at that particular stage of development. What counts is the dynamic
process of moving from one particular stage to another, not shooting at the end state in

one stroke. An institution must know what it wants.

b. Selection of initial reform instrument

Second, a college or university which plans a reform must know what it is, its strengths
and weaknesses. A reform must be based on some points or relative strength.
Also it is advisable to start a reform project with large diffusion effect so that more

people could be involved as it progresses.
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c. Phasing of reform

Third, an institution must learn how to proceed from what it is to what it wants to be-
come. Rational strategy requires that university reform becomes phased into sequentially
ordered steps. This is the strategy of step-by-step build up of organizational dynamism. In
connection with the “Pilot School”” program, for instance, one could begin with curricular
revision, followed by vigorous faculty development program at the second phase, with a
subsequent drive at intensive utilization of facilities in the third phase. Of course, thse
steps could even be synchronized if resources and managerial capability warrant it. How-
ever, in most institutions a rational phasing of reform measures is a crucial component of

reform strategy.

d. Evalution—adjustment of speed and revision of golas

A reform project must be continously evaluated and re-evaluated on the basis of feedback.
Such evaluation would allow a flexible strategy which would enable the institution to
adjust not only the speed at which a reform project is conducted but even the goals that
have been set. This kind of evaluation requires an adequate data base as well as a reliable

information system—matters which will receive special attention at this workshop.

. The Role of Reform Managers

To conceive and implement reform strategies there must exist a leadership team. Us-
ually, such team would include the president, vice-presidents and provosts, and deans and
other resource persons in the university. It is highly desirable that the team include de-
partment chairmen. Here any member of such team is regarded as a reform manager.

The reform manager has the following roles.

1. Articulator of goals

The reform managers must continuously articulate the developmental goals of the in-
stitution. In case such goals are well established, they must constantly reinterpret them;
in case of developing institutions, they must put forth possible alternative goals within

the basic framework and search for a consensus within the institution regarding the

goals.

2. Producer of programs
Reform managers must translate institutional goals into concrete reform programs.
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The educational goals of the institution, as articulated, must become incorporated intc
well-organized curriculum, and such curriculum must be underpinned by competent

and dedicated faculty who have to be motivated by an adequate reward system.

3. Integrator of reform instruments

At a given moment in the process of an on-going academic reform one finds in effect
several sub-reforms started at different time points interwoven each other. Reform mana-
gers must orchestrate these various reform instruments in order to maximize the combined
effect. Orchestration, like that of a music conductor, demands enormous concentration
of energy and attention in terms of planning and management. But every extra ounce of
managerial energy must be expended in order to pull things together in a general acade-
mic reform program, like the “Pilot School’’.

Integration requires a workable system of communication and coordination among
various departments and units involved in the reform program. Communication among
various colleges and the central staff offices such as Provost, Dean of Adademic Affairs,

Dean of Student, Comptroller must be streamlined all the time.

4. Evaluator of results

Reform managers must objectively evaluate the progress of reform projects against
the original goals.They also must retain the flexiblity to adjust and even revise the goals
if the circumstances require it. Thus, reform managers need to combine an unchanged

sense of purpose with a relativist thinking regarding the rate of goal attainment.

IV. Need for a Philosophy of Reform

Reform means introduction of change into human organization; university reform im-
plies changes in faculty attitudes and behavior patterns—a moist different task!

University reform in such a basic sense must be based on a sound philosophy: that an
inttitution can be built on the basis of human confidence; that faculties can also develop
themselves and share the benefits of institutional development which reform is designed
to achieve; that every faculty has the basic potential and will to become the best instruc-
tor in the world, if only the opportunity is given.

Only on the basis of such a philosophy, a syllabus, for example, would become more
than a mere schedule of instruction but a promise of teacher-student interaction; and a

curriculum would transcend a mere table of courses and become a network of human
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communication and mutual confidence among the faculties and administrators.

Reform for reform’s sake is unthinkable. What should abide after a particular reform
project? Every reform project must add to the capability of the university to generate
more human confidence in it so that a reform becomes a continuing process of building an
ever expanding network of human confidence. This is the essence of institution building

through university reform.



