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Higher Education Case:  “Weston University”  
(This case is adapted from one originally prepared 

by the Institute for Educational Management) 
 
 

 In late 1995, Diana Ball left the deanship of a prestigious West Coast college of business 
administration to assume the presidency of Weston University, succeeding Dr. Harold Powers.  
Weston had for several decades maintained a reputation as a leading private university in the 
Midwest.  In recent years, however, its reputation had begun to weaken.  This was not in any 
way due to President Powers’ abilities as an academician; in fact, it was his reputation as a 
scholar that most impressed Weston’s Board and resulted in his being offered the presidency.  
Rather, the problems stemmed from Dr. Powers’ lack of leadership ability.  He found it difficult 
to handle the sometimes unpleasant tasks necessary to keep Weston’s faculty productive and 
respected.  Perhaps benefiting from the problems of Dr. Powers, the Board conducted its search 
for his successor on the premise that academic standing alone was not a sufficient qualification 
for the office of president.  They felt their new president would have to combine an interest in 
upgrading Weston’s academic standing with the business acumen necessary to implement the 
actions required to achieve this excellence.  It was also the Board’s sentiment that change would 
need to occur within the next few years or that Weston’s reputation would slip beyond the realm 
of repair.  With these qualification and agendas in mind, the Board’s search had identified Diana 
Ball as a strong candidate as she was offered the position.  In July, Dr. Ball was inducted as 
Weston’s first woman president. 
 
 In the first several months of her tenure, the Board had every reason to be pleased with its 
choice.  They were particularly impressed with Ball’s professional approach to developing a 
long-range plan for the college.  However, some of the Deans of Weston’s schools quietly 
expressed disappointment that Ball had not consulted them more closely in the development of 
the plan.  To be sure, she asked each of them what the goals were for their particular school and 
each implied that they most wanted their school to be part of a first-rate institution, such as 
Weston was in the past.  The Deans also expressed the need for additional money for more 
competitive salaries, for a larger teaching staff, and for increased support of faculty research.  
Each noted that Weston’s salary scale was shamefully low and almost all of them could cite the 
names of promising young faculty members who were lost to other institutions that enticed them 
away with promises of higher salaries and other perquisites.  Diana Ball was convinced that in 
terms of prestige, workload, facilities, and environment, Weston could successfully compete 
with most of the institutions now pirating faculty.   But in terms of salary scale for both initial-
level appointments and higher-level positions, as well as in terms of the criteria used for salary 
advances, Weston was definitely lagging behind other schools.  Fortunately, Weston’s plant 
facilities were in satisfactory shape, so President Ball felt that she could budget the funds 
necessary for salary increases during the coming academic year.  She was concerned, however, 
with Weston’s system of salary increases. 
 
 Under President Powers, a fixed percentage of Weston’s yearly income was apportioned 
for raises in faculty salaries.  This percentage was divided into equal amounts for each member 
of the teaching staff.  In the early days of President Powers’ tenure, department chairs submitted 
recommendations that raises not be given to particular faculty members whose teaching or 
publication activities were undistinguished, but these recommendations were rarely heeded by 
the president.  Consequently, every faculty member could count on at least a token raise each 
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year.  This practice of “raises for all each July” was followed without interruption by Dr. Powers 
throughout his fifteen-year tenure.  Upon assuming the presidency, however, Dr. Ball concluded 
that something had to be done to institute a meaningful merit system if the quality of the faculty 
were to be truly maintained and, as a result, the prestige of Weston returned. 
 
 After considerable thought and study on the matter, President Ball developed the 
following incentive program: 
 
 1/3 of the faculty would receive “significant” raises based on meritorious teaching and 
publication. 
 
 1/3 of the faculty would receive a “token” raise based on the rising cost of living. 
 
 1/3 of the faculty would receive no raise. 
 
 At the next meeting of the Council of Deans, President Ball presented her plan.  After 
outlining her proposal, the president invited discussion on the plan. 
 
 “Madam President,” said Dean Roger Mayer of the Business School, “I can see what 
you’re trying to accomplish, and I agree with what you are trying to do.  The idea of promoting 
and giving raises on the basis of merit makes a lot of sense to me.  Weston is on the brink of a 
new era and only the best faculty should have a place here.  We’ve tried different methods in the 
past of recruiting and retaining the best teachers and researchers.  However, for some time now, 
it’s been no secret that once appointed, faculty members had found a home at Weston.  
Dismissals were, and still are, rare, while resignations are not so rare when other universities 
come around with more money in hand.  Under President Powers, it was impossible to go outside 
the salary range to attract a new faculty member, or to go beyond a modest raise to retain a good 
professor.” 
 
 “I disagree,” said Dean Lawrence Hunter of the College of Arts and Sciences.  “I doubt 
whether you can ever in retrospect determine why a given individual did not choose to come to 
Weston, or why another one left here.  It might indeed be the money, but it might also be for any 
number of other reasons that we can only guess at.  I think you’ve jumped at money as being the 
primary motivation, and I think you’re wrong.  Academic people tend to be rather socialistic and 
have independent personalities.  For example, they have always more interested in the freedom 
to write and teach as they like than in big bucks.  I don’t mean to sound rude, Madam President, 
but some might argue that you’re confusing and academic community with a business 
community.  
 
 “I don’t think your generalizations about academic people would really stand up when 
you go right down to actual cases,” answered President Ball.  “In fact, it seems to me that the 
evidence right here at Weston belies your argument that faculties are not motivated by money.  I 
understand that young faculty have left Weston ‘because of the money’ to go to other 
universities for as little as $2000 or $3000 more a year.  Pardon me if I sound rude also, but it 
seems to me that Weston’s faculty, like most, seem to feel that it is vulgar to discuss money, or 
to admit that they are motivated by it, when in fact, they are.  Of course, I am not naïve enough 
to think that they’re motivated solely by dollars.  I recognize that prestige has always been part 
of the equation, and that faculty like to be part of a prestigious institution, despite possibly lower 
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salaries.  Unfortunately, I’m afraid we cannot console ourselves with that fact, since I think that 
we would all agree that Weston is no longer prestigious enough for that phenomenon to work 
here.  We must compete in all ways – in teaching loads, in course preferences, in research 
facilities and grants, in graduate assistantships, and in salary.  Salary is only one part of this, but I 
feel it can play an important role.  Money may not necessarily be all important by itself, but I 
believe it is psychologically important.  It’s a method of showing faculty that you value them.  A 
raise is like a good grade on a report card.  It’s important to people as a way in which the 
university can acknowledge that they are doing a good job.  Most faculty need to know that their 
work is being acknowledged and recognized, and money is probably the best way of 
accomplishing this, even in an academic environment.  And don’t overlook the value of a high-
quality faculty.  If we can attract some ‘stars’ by paying them a competitive salary, this will help 
in recruiting promising young professors.  Good faculty attract good faculty – and keep them.” 
 
 “Diana,” said Dean Mara Kaufman of the School of Fine Arts, “Even if we all were in 
agreement with you, we’d still be leery about implementing a merit system after so many years.  
How is this merit system going to work?  Who would do the evaluating?” 
 
 “The department chairs would,” answered President Ball.  “They would then pass their 
recommendations on to you for approval.” 
 
 “This will be very difficult to sell to the department chairs,” said Dean Kaufman.  “In 
fact, it could really hurt your relations with the faculty, Diana.  What you’re proposing will 
throw this campus into turmoil.  You’re doing fine now; why rock the boat?” 
 
 “We have to look ahead to a greater university, and we must be able to pay for those who 
will make it great.  We must separate the wheat from the chaff and, quite frankly, put pressure on 
those who are tenured but who don’t measure up.  I recognize the difficulties here, but the job 
must be done if Weston is to achieve the level of academic excellence that I envision,” President 
Ball stated determinedly. 
 
 “But, you can’t expect such a radical change to take place over night,” said Dean Hunter.  
“It takes time for change in an academic community.  Suppose you succeeded in driving out the 
tenured ‘deadwood;’ we can’t have a faculty made up entirely of ‘stars.’  We need some ‘good 
soldiers,’ some warm bodies to do the basic chores of teaching.  If, for example, some of our 
tenured English Composition professors were to leave as a result of this salary policy or because 
they were embarrassed by their younger colleagues, we would have to go out and recruit 
replacements and would have to pay them far more than we pay our present group.” 
 
 “I agree,” said Dean Mayer.  “Can we morally fire faculty who’ve been here for years 
and are too old to begin fresh again?  And, we would be firing them if we succeeded in 
embarrassing them into leaving.” 
 
 “This may sound very callous,”  said President Ball, “but I firmly believe that it is better 
to fire someone who has become deadwood, for the sake of both the university and the professor 
him- or herself.  It is good for the university for obvious reasons:  first, you can hire for a small 
percentage more a person of higher ability; next, it takes the extra weight the old professor 
wasn’t carrying off the shoulders of colleagues by making their classes smaller since everyone 
won’t be trying to avoid one instructor; and finally, the students are no longer cheated out of an 
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education in the professor’s area of concentration.  I think that it can also be of benefit to the 
person fired.  Most incompetent teachers are aware they’re incompetent, and firing them just 
might give them the impetus to seek the kind of job in which they will be both happy and 
productive.  If, on the other hand, an instructor is not aware of incompetence, then it’s about time 
they were told.” 
 
 “This is all fine, but it still doesn’t solve the problems of evaluation,”  said Dean 
Kaufman.  “How are we to evaluate them, Diana?  Research?   Teaching?  Personal character?  
Committee work?  I wouldn’t know how to discriminate.  It’s difficult enough to do an appraisal 
when a faculty member comes up for promotion, but to do it every year for every professor 
where money is concerned is frightening.” 
 
 “Madam President,” said Dean Richard Lang of the Engineering School.  “It may be all 
well and good for some of the Deans to favor this plan, but I’d have a revolution in my place.  I 
have enough trouble keeping the faculty happy as it is with the endless squabbles over 
equipment, teaching loads, and space.  Trying to appraise scientists, and that’s everyone on my 
faculty, is impossible.  I think that you ought to do the evaluating.  If one wanted to be legalistic 
about it, we could say that, as chief executive, it’s your responsibility.” 
 
 “I appreciate your problem,” said President Ball.  “However, your suggestion that I do 
the evaluating would be highly unfair to the faculty and would, as the students say, be essentially 
a cop-out.  I don’t know the faculty well enough to be able to judge them fairly.  The department 
chairs are the best qualified to make the evaluations, and we have a double check in that all of 
you can review their decisions to make certain there are no gross miscarriages of justice.  As for 
the actual evaluation, it won’t be that difficult.  I’m not asking you to grade them as narrowly as 
you do students.  I suspect that all of you could go through your faculty members right now and 
tell me which ones are incompetent, which are satisfactory, and which are exceptionally good.  If 
this were a cocktail party, you’d probably be able to easily classify them, but you’re afraid to 
make the decision because it involves money and the professors’ feelings.  An academic 
community may be somewhat isolated from the cold and cruel world, but part of your 
responsibility as a Dean, and part of the responsibility of department chairs, is to handle difficult 
situations.  If it were easy, you wouldn’t have the prestige and additional money that goes with 
your positions.  I feel strongly that this policy should be implemented, and I need your help in 
selling it to the various department chairs.  Please give it some thought.  I’ll be happy to hear any 
suggestions you might have which would achieve the same goal without causing the problems 
some of you think my plan might.” 
 
 The generally antagonistic reaction of the Deans to her proposal took President Ball by 
surprise.  She felt her plan was the obvious way to upgrade Weston’s academic standing, and she 
was dismayed that there had been meaningful disagreement.  In an effort to better understand 
what had transpired, she called in Dr. George Henry, an old friend and a ranking member of the 
Psychology Department.  She explained what had transpired and sought Dr. Henry’s explanation 
of the reluctance of some of the Deans. 
 
 “Part of the attraction of the academic life for these folks is the security and tranquility of 
campus life,”  answered Dr. Henry.  “You’re asking them to begin competing in a way that they 
fear will shatter that security.  In addition, the people who receive extra money will feel guilty 
for receiving it, because they’ll know that, in effect, it’ll be coming out of the pocket of a 
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colleague who may be making a real contribution to Weston, but who may not be the greatest 
scholar in the world.  This will also have the appearance of being a not-so-cleverly disguised 
purge on the part of the President and her Deans, and the Deans, not surprisingly, may not want 
to be associated with it.   
 
 “What do you think I ought to do?” asked the President. 
 
 “Quite frankly, I don’t know,” answered Dr. Henry.  “But whatever it is, you’ll need to 
move quickly.  The word has leaked out about your proposal, and it’s causing unrest within the 
faculty ranks and among the chairs.  You are going to have to do something very soon.” 
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