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THE SCIENTIFIC WORK DOMAIN IN THE US UNIVERSITY
MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE

Abstract. The study aimed to identify what place scientific activity occupies in the management
structure of US universities. This study used the exploratory research methodology approach with some
features of a narrative review which was used to collect qualitative data. The study found that scientific
work plays an important role in the US university management structure. In many universities, scientific
work is at the core of the institution’s mission, with research and scholarship being key components of the
university’s academic programme. The study found several management structures that are common in
the universities of the OECD countries such as the shared/stakeholder-involved governance/management
structure, the state-supervised structure of university management, the collegial governance/management
structure, the managerial (corporate) governance structure, and the trustee board governance/management
structure. The typical university management structure, USA universities included, was found to be a
four-layer hierarchical team-based management structure with some matrix structure features. The domain
of scientific work is seen as an institution-level activity which is supervised by the Governance Board
and the relevant management team. As the research work reshapes the mission of the US universities, the
curriculum and management structure via the diversification of research goals, the university management
structure is transforming from a hierarchical type of research and education organisation into a matrix
one. This type of structure within the structure of the university consists of a professional research man-
ager-led autonomous quasi-firm because research is becoming interdisciplinary which involves several
internal, external, or cross-institutional research units to address the heterogeneous university short-term
and long-term goals and missions. The universities are comprising corporate models of management and
are adopting more complicated organisational structures, including innovation and technology transfer
units with research-purpose managerial positions. These positions are supposed to promote university re-
search to address societal purposes and create “profitable products” so that universities could make money.
The attempt to promote research as an income source for the universities increased the proportion and the
role of the scientific work domain in the management structure of the US university and, at the same time,
allocated it into a separate (more or less autonomous) unit of the structure.

Keywords: higher education; US university; university management structure; scientific work do-
main; university governance.
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Problem statement. The structure of management of the typical US university — either privately
owned or public — is a complex hierarchy that involves instructors and administrators who form the
backbone of it and perform specified functions to deliver the university’s mission and vision and to
address the expectations of the stakeholders. The key task of those employees is to deliver the quality
education which is envisioned by the government, employers, and society. Efficient governance and
management are seen as the major force in ensuring the quality of educational services. Additional-
ly, they are considered the channels of knowledge transfer from university to the wider society and
problem-solving organisations that establish and rely on institutionalised relationships between univer-
sity and industry. The universities have been considered inflexible structures in terms of management.
However, universities have demonstrated to be adaptive to changes in the labour market and society’s
expectations. Universities are gradually becoming truly autonomous and self-reliant organisations. Sci-
entific work gradually occupies a greater and greater part of the overall university management structure
becoming a priority activity to invest in and promote. However, the study found that the role of scientific
work and its place in the management structure of the universities in the USA was revealed limitedly,
which created a gap for this research.

Analysis of relevant research. The examination of relevant literature found various university man-
agement structures in the member countries of the OECD (the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development). These structures are claimed to embed best practices of university governance and
allow universities to deliver high-quality educational services (Rowlands, 2017; Trakman, 2008). These
management structures are as follows: shared/stakeholder-involved governance/management structure
(Bennetot Pruvot & Estermann, 2018; Rowlands, 2017; Shattock, 2002); the state-controlled manage-
ment structure (Davidovitch & Iram, 2015; Maassen & van Vught, 1994); state-supervised structure of
university management (Bundy, 2006); collegial governance/management structure (Emon & Schnei-
derman, 2022; Lakehead University Faculty Association, 2020); managerial (corporate) governance
structure (Deem, Hillyard & Reed 2007; Bleiklie & Kogan, 2007; Mingle, 2000), and the trustee board
governance/management structure (Freedman, 2002). The shared/stakeholder-involved governance/
management structure is considered ideal because it resembles the democratic political system which
relies on a bottom-up approach to decision-making (Rhoades, 2018; Rosowsky, 2022). This kind of sys-
tem is supposed to be people-focused, community-good-focused, and mission-driven. It is expected to
balance social good and financial priorities while being committed to becoming more comprehensive, un-
biased, and fair. The state-controlled management structure of the university is based on the government’s
political values, which are embedded in the laws and regulations and enforced by authorities using legal
sanctions (Masue & Swai, 2015). This structure used to be common in the 50"-80" in some countries
with dictatorship governance systems. The state-supervised university management structure is used to
balance the institutions’ autonomy and accountability (Han & Xu, 2019; El-Khawas, 2002). This struc-
ture represents the top-down state-university relationship and is ‘justified’ by the provision of financial
support by the state. The structure could be found at the US universities in the settings of the emerging
neo-liberalism and early globalisation, specifically in the 1980" (Jones, 2023). The collegial governance/
management structure — or in some sources, it is called ‘self-governance’ — refers to the collegium of
scholars who are elected to the boards and mainly influence decisions related to academic matters that af-
fect the faculty or department they represent (FAUW news, 2022; Chisholm, 2014). This structure relies
on the principles of democratic values and inclusive participation. It ensures some degree of autonomy
for the faculty members or department representatives in terms of expressing their views and opinions,
avoiding the inappropriate advantage of the decisions made by individuals with higher authority, and en-
suring equal opportunity for every staff member to participate in workload planning, academic planning,
etc. The managerial governance structure combines corporate governance and corporate management
features (Bennetot Pruvot & Estermann, 2018; El-Khawas, 2002). The structure uses best management
practices that rely on ethical standards and are aimed at addressing the goals of the internal and external
stakeholders. The structure pursues to meet both strategic and routine goals. The structure works well, for
instance, at Stanford Business School of Graduate, Harvard University, and the University of Manchester

31



Lo
S

A INSTITy,
e o,

$©
>
>

GOGY OF Tie

&>

YKpaiHCbKNN neparoriyHmMm XypHane 2023 e N2 2

)

’ 3,

N

h’) o0 y
%47 X
1. A

7 \
“AaroninwX

(Armache et al., 2020). The trustee board governance/management structure — this study found this struc-
ture to be the most commonly used by the USA universities — refers to the elected internal and external
people, who are supposed to supervise the use of assets and resources (Price, 2018).

Although the literature sources and university websites define, classify and specify the US universi-
ty management structures, the scientific work domain was found to be revealed limitedly, which created
the gap for this study. Therefore, the study aims to identify what place scientific activity occupies in the
management structure of US universities.

Research methods. This study used the exploratory research methodology approach with some
features of a narrative review which was used to collect qualitative data (George, 2023; Sutton et al.,
2019). This approach was used because the study sought to obtain a broad view of a topic and, as far as
we were aware, the study problem was not addressed in the previous studies. This approach relied on
data collection methods used to draw information from secondary research such as literature reviews,
university reports, university webpages, blog posts, etc.

Results. The findings obtained from the study were based on the examined sources that revealed the
university management structures which were as follows: the shared/stakeholder-involved governance/
management structure, the state-supervised structure of university management, the collegial gover-
nance/management structure, the managerial (corporate) governance structure, and the trustee board
governance/management structure. These structures were chosen because they were found to be used in
some randomly selected universities in the USA.

Specifically, the shared/stakeholder-involved governance/management structure was found, for
instance, in the United States University (can be accessed via https://www.usuniversity.edu/about/
statement-of-shared-governance), Gallaudet University (can be found at https://gallaudet.edu/shared-
governance/), and George Washington University (can be found at https:/trustees.gwu.edu/shared-
governance-task-force). This study found that the state-supervised structure is still associated with
state government institutions such as, for example, the Community College of the Air Force (can be
accessed via https://www.airuniversity.af.edu/Barnes/CCAF/), the Air Force Institute of Technology
(can be found at https://www.afit.edu/), and the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences
(can be accessed at https://www.usuhs.edw/). The collegial governance/management structure (student
self-governance) is used, for example, at the University of Virginia (see the website post at: https://www.
virginia.edu/life/selfgovernance), the Lakehead University (can be accessed at https://lufa.org/collegial-
governance-what-you-need-to-know/), Emily Carr University (https:/ecufa.ca/what-is-collegial-
governance/). Examples of the trustee board structure were found at the United States University (see
it at https://www.usuniversity.edu/about/board-of-trustees), Johns Hopkins University (can be accessed
at https://trustees.jhu.edu/governance/), and Seattle University (can be seen at https://www.seattleu.edu/
governance/board-of-trustees/). It should be noted that this study did not find any US university which
used the state-controlled management structure.

To address the aim of the study, the above structures were analysed in terms of identifying the
tools used by the government to interfere with the practice of higher educational institutions to impose
certain requirements that fit the general political concept of governance. These tools are Law, Policy,
and Finance (Han & Xu, 2019). They are important because they significantly shape the architecture
of the management structures under study. The demonstrations of those interference instruments can
be traced in Figure 1.

Law provides the framework for regulating the internal and external processes at higher education
institutions, for example, employment. Policy determines the curriculum content and structure, as well
as the issues related to access to the university. Finance, seen as a governmental tool, is used by the gov-
ernment to regulate the degree of independence of the institutions and control the tuition fees.

Given the principles of efficient governance of the institution of higher education such as autonomy,
flexibility, accountability, leadership, innovativeness, compliance with applicable laws and regulations,
and transparency, the literature provides a more or less unified team-based management structure of high-
er educational institutions in the USA (Bennetot Pruvot & Estermann, 2018; Gupta, 2020) (see Fig. 2).
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Figure 1. Demonstrations of the Government Interference with Higher-Education Instruments
(Modified from Han & Xu (2019))

Figure 2. Unified team-based management structure of higher educational institutions,
the USA included (adopted from Gupta (2020))
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Note abbreviations:

Governing Board Teams MT12 |Industry Institute Interaction

G1 Board of Studies MT13 |Post-Graduation Education

G2 Research Promotion Board MT14 | Community Development and Social Services
G3 Team for Planning MT15 | Accounting

G4 Team for Audit & Evaluation MT16 |Finance/Budgeting

G5 Team for Appeals & Complaints MT17 |Publication

G6 Team for Procurement MT18 | Faculty/Department Management

G7 Team for Raising Funds & Finance Specific Requirement Teams (SRT)

Management Teams (MT) SRT1 | Material Condemnation (Facility Management)
MT1 | Curriculum Development SRT2 | Campus Development

MT2 | Student Admission Consultancy & Guidance | SRT3 | Performance Appraisal and Development
MT3 | Learning Resource Development SRT4 | Evaluation of Programmes & Projects

MT4 | Research & Innovation SRT5 | Service conditions

MT5 | Knowledge Base & Resources (Library) SRT6 | Recruitments

MT6 | Staff Updating/Training/Retraining Voluntary Participation Schemes (VPS)

MT?7 | Dormitory and Campus Management VPS 1 | Quality circles/student clubs/student council
MT8 | Sports Facilities Management VPS 2 | Suggestion box

MT9 | Qualifying Graduates (Examination) VPS 3 | Cooperation & support

MT10 | Internal Quality Assurance VPS 4 | Joint objective setting

MT11 | Institution Public Image Branding VPS5 | Organising creativity sessions

As shown in Figure 2, the typical university management structure, USA universities included,
is a four-layer hierarchy with some matrix structure features. The above structure is supposed to pro-
mote the unique vision of the training system, self-control the quality of their service and improve it
continuously, address the expectations of the stakeholders, be financially self-reliant and competitive,
contribute to the solution of the problems of the industry and society through the research, projects and
collaborative events. The domain of scientific work, according to Figure 2, is seen as the institution-
level activity which is supervised by the Governance Board and the relevant management team. Both
above-mentioned play a key role in the decision-making process in terms of scientific dynamics
(knowledge production and certification) and relation with society. Driven by an entrepreneurial atti-
tude to governing and managing higher educational institutions, the teams from Figure 2 are supposed
to keep the balance between problem-solving and career planning as well as amongst organisational
elements (research domain included), academic disciplines, and research, and across organisational
boundaries. Those teams are also in charge of making the research and studies organised. The data in
Figure 2 implies that universities are incorporating corporate models of management. The universities
are adopting more complicated organisational structures, including innovation and technology transfer
units with research-purpose managerial positions. This trend of creating an environment of organised
research at university is reported to have been prevalent in the OECD countries since the late 80" of
the previous century and it is considered a challenge for both universities and scientists from that time
(Schiitzenmeister, 2010). The challenge was related to ensuring the autonomy of research which was
essential for growing the research activity seen as creative.

The above trend accelerated the growth of research management as an occupation within the
structure of the university. The occupation was supposed to promote university research to address
societal purposes and create ‘profitable products’ so that universities could make money. The attempt
to promote research as an income source for the universities increased the proportion and the role of
the scientific work domain in the management structure of the US university and, at the same time,
allocated it into a separate (more or less autonomous) unit of the structure. Although being managed
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by the professional research manager(s), it made research somewhat loosely controlled by top univer-
sity managers due to the uncertainty of the task of a researcher’s work. The activity of the university
departments and faculty are organised in a supportive way to the scientific activity and this approach
enriches the department’s and faculty’s literature and curriculum content. The scientific activity of
university researchers can be rewarded and is often rewarded via several sources such as internal and
external. This brings value to those who fund the research, universities, and students if the research
output is not pure basic research. However, the problem of the university as the organisation which
is involved in the planned and organised research is in being under the influence of the government’s
political goals which, in its turn, impacts the university’s autonomy but accelerates the diversification
of research goals. This diversification is transforming the university management structure — and the
management of the scientific activity, specifically — from a hierarchical type of research and education
organisation into a matrix one because research is becoming interdisciplinary which involves several
internal, external, or cross-institutional research units to address the heterogeneous university short-
term and long-term goals and missions.

The increasing stake of research at universities is reshaping the university management structure
making it an institutionalised science organisation. In this regard, the relative detachment of scientific
activity from the university management hierarchy seems to be the internal organisational decision
that establishes a certain degree of academic freedom for instructors and researchers. The university
structures are gradually adopting some features of the corporation non-for-profit business models with
academic research which is organised as an activity that is mediated by a professional research manager
who embodies the concept of entrepreneurship through organising and maintaining relations and com-
munication between different arenas of science, economy, public, and policy.

The modern US university management structure is an example of structural coupling — either for-
mal, informal, long-term, or short-term — between education and science, economy and science, society
and science, and policy and science. The contemporary entrepreneurial culture of the US university
research suggests that managerial decisions are driven by organisational autonomy and a scientist’s
freedom as well as the availability of money, collaborative networks, and instruments. University pro-
fessors/researchers are often engaged in the marketing of the planned research, the outcomes of the
research, and proprietary knowledge. They play either policy advisory roles, or social advocacy roles
(Deem et al., 2007). Due to the above, leading US university professors/scientists raise finance and earn
money, they boost university opportunities more than the board members of their universities. This trend
led to a greater demand for managers who are closely involved in the research process at the institutional
level. University scientific activity is here considered a professional research manager-led autonomous
quasi-firm within the structure of the university. The research managers (research administrators) are
supposed to generate income for both research and out of the research from government funding, grant
providers, investors, stakeholders, donors, or other sources.

Examining the contributing role of the scientific work in the US university management structure,
it was found that although the model university structure was expected to be an organisational structure
that was to be governed solely by scientists, the modern US university structures are dual and com-
bine collegial teams and administrations. Actually, the study found that many modern US university
structures are dual, combining collegial teams and administrative structures. This approach aims to
balance the need for academic freedom and faculty autonomy with the need for effective management
and accountability.

At the heart of the collegial team approach is the concept of shared governance, which refers to the
distribution of authority and decision-making power between faculty, researchers, and administrators.
The collegial team approach is an important aspect of conducting research in academia. Research is
a complex process that often requires collaboration and cooperation among individuals with diverse
expertise and perspectives. The collegial team approach is a collaborative and inclusive approach to
research that values open communication, mutual respect, and shared decision-making among team
members. In academic research, the collegial team approach is essential for ensuring that research is
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conducted in a rigorous, transparent, and ethical manner. It allows team members to work together to
develop research questions, design studies, collect and analyse data, interpret results, and disseminate
findings. By working collaboratively, team members can leverage their respective strengths and exper-
tise to produce high-quality research that is relevant, innovative, and impactful. Moreover, the collegial
team approach is important for fostering a positive and supportive research culture. It promotes a sense
of shared ownership and responsibility for the research project, which can help to build trust and cama-
raderie among team members. This, in turn, can enhance motivation, creativity, and productivity, and
contribute to a more inclusive and diverse research environment.

Under this approach, faculty members play a key role in shaping the academic program, setting
policies, and making decisions related to academic affairs. This can take many forms, such as faculty
committees, department chairs, and faculty senates.

At the same time, universities also have administrative structures that are responsible for managing
the institution’s operations and resources. These structures include a range of administrative positions,
such as the president, provost, deans, and department chairs. They are responsible for overseeing the
day-to-day operations of the university, managing the budget, and ensuring that the institution complies
with legal and regulatory requirements.

In a dual structure, these two approaches are combined to create a system that fosters collaboration
and communication between faculty and administrators. This can help to ensure that the academic pro-
gram is aligned with the institution’s goals and priorities, while also providing faculty with a voice in
decision-making. The exact structure of a dual system can vary depending on the institution, but some
common features include:

 Faculty committees or senates that work in collaboration with administrators to develop policies

and make decisions related to academic affairs

¢ A strong emphasis on faculty participation in decision-making and governance

¢ Administrative structures that are focused on managing the institution’s operations and resources,

with clear lines of authority and decision-making power

¢ Regular communication and collaboration between faculty and administrators to ensure that the

institution’s goals and priorities are being met

In addition to the above, the administrations impose rules to follow for collegial teams. At the same
time, the power of administration is limited to faculties and departments.

Therefore, the dual structure is designed to balance the need for academic freedom and faculty
autonomy with the need for effective management and accountability. It can help to create a dynamic
and responsive institution that is focused on academic excellence, while also meeting the needs of its
students, faculty, and community.

The relevant literature puts higher educational institutions’ unified team-based management
structure under two theories — first, of the neo-institutionalist school and, second, of loose coupling
(Ahonen, 2014; Shen et al., 2017). Both are considered reliable when analysing organizations that
are involved in research such as universities. Both theories indicated the transition of the university’s
organisational structure from being an “isolated” formalised hierarchy towards being a part of the
social context.

Neo-institutionalism is a theoretical framework that emphasises the role of institutional norms, val-
ues, and rules in shaping organisational behaviour. According to this theory, organisations often adopt
similar practices and structures to gain legitimacy and social acceptance. In the case of higher education-
al institutions, this can mean that they adopt unified team-based management structures because this is
seen as a standard and widely accepted way of organising higher education.

In other words, the neo-institutionalist perspective suggests that higher education institutions adopt
the unified team-based management structure because it is viewed as the ‘correct’ or ‘appropriate’ way
of organising higher education, rather than because it is the most efficient or effective way of doing so.

On the other hand, the loose coupling theory suggests that higher education institutions adopt a
unified team-based management structure because it allows for flexibility and autonomy. Loose cou-
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pling refers to the idea that different parts of an organisation can operate relatively independently of one
another, with limited oversight and control.

In the context of higher education, a unified team-based management structure can allow individual
departments and faculty members to operate with a high degree of autonomy, making decisions that are
specific to their area of expertise and needs. This can be beneficial for a highly specialised field of study
or research, where flexibility and independence are important.

Thus, the unified team-based management structure used by higher educational institutions can
be viewed through multiple theoretical frameworks, with neo-institutionalism emphasising the role of
social norms and values, and loose coupling emphasising the role of autonomy and flexibility. Both
theories provide insights into why this type of management structure is used and can help explain its
benefits and drawbacks in different contexts.

Importantly that Max Weber, a German sociologist, attributed the high similarities between organ-
isations within a field to the rationalisation and bureaucratisation within the neo-institutionalist theory
(Ritzer, 1975). He argued that as societies became more complex, they needed more formalised struc-
tures to manage their affairs. This led to the rise of bureaucracies, which are characterised by a clear
hierarchy of authority, a division of labour, and a set of formal rules and procedures.

According to Weber, these bureaucratic structures were highly efficient and effective, but they also
tended to be highly standardised and impersonal. This led to a process of rationalisation, where or-
ganisations became more and more similar in their structure and operations, as they adopted the most
efficient and effective practices.

In the context of higher education, this process of rationalisation and bureaucratisation has led to a
high degree of standardisation and similarity between institutions. For example, most universities have
similar organisational structures, with a clear hierarchy of authority and a division of labour between
faculty and administrators.

Weber argued that this process of rationalisation and bureaucratisation was a necessary response to
the growing complexity of modern societies. However, he also recognised that it could have negative
consequences, such as reducing individual creativity and innovation and creating a sense of alienation
and disenchantment.

Overall, Weber’s theory of rationalisation and bureaucratisation helps to explain why organisations
within a field, such as higher education, tend to be highly similar in their structure and operations. It
suggests that this is a natural consequence of the need for efficiency and effectiveness, but it also raises
questions about the potential drawbacks of such standardisation and the need to balance efficiency with
individual creativity and innovation.

The above implies that the role of scientific work and its place in the management structure of the
universities in the USA is gradually growing and still studied limitedly, which can be a gap for further
research.

Conclusions. This research identified several management structures prevalent in the universities
of the OECD countries. A four-layer hierarchical team-based management structure with some matrix
structure features was found to be the common university management structure, in the US universities
as well. The field of scientific work is considered as an institution-level activity under the supervision of
the Governance Board and the management team. Nowadays, scientific work is significantly transform-
ing the mission of US universities, the curriculum and the management structure through the diversity of
research goals. Research is becoming interdisciplinary involving internal, external or cross-institutional
research units to reach the university’s short-term and long-term goals and objectives. The management
structure of universities is changing from a hierarchical type of organization of research and education
into a matrix type, and consists of an autonomous quasi-firm under the administration and governance
of a professional research manager.

Universities are implementing corporate models of governance/management. Universities are
adopting more complex organisational structures, including innovation and technology transfer units
with senior research positions. These positions are expected to contribute to the development of uni-

37



e
%

\ ¢ INSTITY,,
oo as

¥
W

GOGY OF Tie

S
<>

YKpaiHCbKNN neparoriyHmMm XypHane 2023 e N2 2

»

} O

0,

S

)yj‘/) O 2
% K
1. 3

N
% <
“Aarorion wX

versity research for public purposes and for the creation of “profitable products” so that universities
could make money. The commitment to promote research as a source of income for universities has
increased the share and the role of the area of scientific work in the management structure of the US
universities and, at the same time, has identified it as a separate (more or less autonomous) unit of
the structure.

The specific role of scientific work in the university management structure can vary depending
on the institution and the field of study. In general, however, scientific work is typically conducted by
faculty members who are hired to teach and conduct research. Faculty members are often organised into
academic departments or programs, which are responsible for managing and coordinating the research
and teaching activities of their members. In addition to conducting research, faculty members are also
expected to teach courses and mentor students. This is an important part of the university’s mission, as it
provides students with the knowledge and skills they need to succeed in their chosen fields.

The scientific work conducted by faculty members can also contribute to the university’s reputation
and prestige. Universities are academic institutions that are dedicated to the advancement of knowledge
and understanding in various fields. Faculty members are the driving force behind this mission, as they
conduct research, publish papers, and make significant contributions to their respective fields. Scien-
tific research conducted by faculty members often leads to the creation of intellectual property, such
as patents, which can generate significant revenue for the university. The commercialisation of faculty
research can also lead to the creation of new businesses and job opportunities, which can have a posi-
tive impact on the local economy and further enhance the university’s reputation. Universities are often
ranked based on the quality and impact of their research, and faculty members who produce high-quality
research can enhance the reputation of their institution.

Overall, the role of scientific work in the US university management structure is multifaceted and
important. It helps to drive the mission of the university, contributes to the education and development
of students, and enhances the reputation of the institution.
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Kamepuna IITuxHeHKo, KAHOUOam nedaz02iuHUX HAyK, doyeHm, 3agidyeau kagedpu MOBHOT Ni020moeKuU
Incmumymy OepotcasHo20 ynpaeniHHA ma HayKosux 00CAiOCeHb 3 YuBLIbHO20 3axucmy, M. Kuis, Ykpaina.
Kono Haykosux inmepecie: suwja oceima e CIIIA, ynpaeninHs yHieepcumemamu 6 CLLIA ma YkpaiHi,
aodmiHicmpyeaHHs Haykogux docaioxceHb 8 yHigepcumemax CIIIA, micisi cyuacHozo yHigepcumemy.

C®EPA HAYKOBOI POBOTHU
B CTPYKTYPI YITPAB/IIHHA YHIBEPCUTETAMMU B CIITIA

AmnoTanisa. MeTa CTaTTi — BU3HaUMTH MiClie HAyKOBOI pOOOTH B CTPYKTYPI YIpaB/iHHS YHiBepCHTe-
tamu B CIITA. []nis1 360py sIKiCHUX [JAHUX OYJ/10 BUKOPUCTAHO METO/IOJIOTIIO MOIIYKOBOTO [IOC/TiHKEHHSI
3 eJleMeHTaMM HapaTHBHOTO orvisify. Jocii/pKeHHsT BUSIBUIO, 110 HAayKoBa Po0OTa BiZlirpa€ BasK/IMBY
pOJb y CTPYKTYpi yripaBiiHHs yHiBepcutetamul B CIITA. Y 6aratboXx yHiBepcHUTeTax ZOC/TiJHHULIbKA
JISUTbHICTb CTAHOBUTE OCHOBY MiCil HaBUA/IbHOTO 3aK/1a/ly Ta € K/IFOUOBUM KOMIIOHEHTOM aKaZleMiuHHX
TporpaM yHiBepcuTeTiB. Biu3HaueHo HalibinbI nommpeHi B yHiBepcuTeTax KpaiH OECP Tumu cTpyk-
Typ YIpaB/IiHHsA: CTPYKTYpa YIIPAB/IiHHA 38 YYacTIO Ta PIBHOIO BI/NOBIJa/IbHICTIO BCiX 3a/IyUeHUX CTO-
DiH; CTPYKTYypa yrpas/liHHs i/ HAIVIZOM JleprKaBy; KoJleriajabHa CTPYKTypa yIIpaB/liHHS; KOpIIOpaTUB-
Ha CTPYKTypa YTIpaB/iHHS Ta CTPYKTYpa YIpaB/IiHHS TPacTOBOIO (ZOBipuor0) pazioro. 3’sicoBaHo, 1110
TUIOBA CTPYKTYpa yIpaB/IiHHA YHiBepcuTeToM, 30KpeMa B CIIIA, € yOTUPHPIBHEBOO i€papXiuHOIO KO-
MaH/IHOIO CTPYKTYDOIO 3 eJleMeHTaMH MaTpudHoi cTpyKTypu. Cdepa HayKoBoi poOOTH pO3IIISIAAETHCS
SIK Jis/IbHICTh Ha PiBHI IHCTUTYLIIT, 1110 KOHTPOJIFOETHCS HAIVISIZI0BOIO P00 Ta BiJITIOBI/IHOK KOMaH/0k0
VTpaBiHIIB. 3’COBaHO, 1[0 OCKIIbKM HayKOBa Jis/TbHICT 3aBASKY JUBepCHUQiKallii A0C/ifHULBKIX
Liiield BHOCWTDb 3MiHH [J0 BU3HA4eHHs MiCii aMeprKaHChKUX yHIBepPCHTETIB, CTPYKTypa YIpaB/liHHSI
YHIBEPCUTETOM TOCTYTIOBO TPaHC(OPMYETBCS 3 i€papXiuHOro THITYy B MarpuuHy. Takvii THIT yrIpaB-
JIHCBKOI CTPYKTYPU CK/IaZla€ThCsi 3 aBTOHOMHOI KBasihipMu Ha yosi 3 npodeciiHiM MeHeKepoM,
110 3yMOB/IEHO Mi>KIUCLIUTUTIHAPHICTIO OC/Ti/KeHb Ta 3a/JyYeHHsIM BHYTPIIllIHIX, 30BHIIIHIX abo Mi-
JKIHCTUTYLIMHUX JOCTIAHULBKYX MiZIPO3/iIiB, 10 MPAL{FO0Th HaJ, BUPIIIeHHsIM Pi3HOPiJHMX KOpOT-
KOCTPOKOBHX i JIOBTOCTPOKOBHX 3aBJjaHb YHiBepcUTeTy. BusiBieHo, 1110 YHIBEpCUTETH BIIPOBa/KYOTh
KOPIOpaTUBHI MO/IeTi YIIpaB/TiHHS. YTBOPIOIOTh Oi/IbIII CK/TaZiHI OpraHi3aliiiHi CTPYKTypH, BK/TIOUAIOUM
Tiipo3ainy 3 iHHOBaLIi#t Ta TpaHCdepy TEXHOOTIH 3 YIIPaBIiHCHKUMU MOCajaMU /ISl a/]MiHICTPYBaHHS
HAyKOBUX JOCTiKeHb. LI mocasy MaroTh IMiITPUMYyBaTH PO3BUTOK YHIBEPCUTETCHKUX JOC/IiPKEHb,
CTIPSIMOBAHVIM Ha BUPIIIEHHSI CYCITITBHUX 3aB/laHb, @ TAKOXK CTIPUSITH CTBOPEHHIO «ITPHOYTKOBUX TTPO-
JYKTiB», Ha[JAIOUM MOXJIMBICTb YHiBepcuTeTaMm 3apo0mstu rporti. Cripoba TpoCcyBaTH [JOCITiHKeHHST
SIK JDKEpEJIO I0XO/y /sl YHiBePCUTETIB 30i/IblIIk/Ia YacTKy Ta PoJib HAyKOBOI POOOTH B yTpaB/iHCHKIH
CTPYKTYPi aMepUKaHCHKOIO YHiBepCUTeTY i BOLHOUAC BU/IIIA I B OKPeMY CTPYKTYPHY OAVHHULIO.

Kiouoei cioea: Buiiia ocgita; yHiBepcutetd CIIIA; CTpyKTypa yIIpaB/IiHHS YHiBepCUTETOM; Che-
pa HayKoBOi pPOOOTH; YIpaB/iHHS yHIBEPCUTETOM.
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