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N Preface

-

+ This is one of si% monographs written during the period ¢dvering the latter

half Qf 1974 and the first months of 1975 and that review developments in American

-

higher education through the mid-19708, The sources have been articles and books

published in large part between 1964 and 1975. Writing during this period has been

-

*véiuminous,- augmented in the lasgt five years by the many reports, staff studies

"and’ other project prompted by, or related to, the work of the Carnegie Commission

N »

on Higher Education. The output hag been so great that it is difficulf for the

college administrator, much less a faculty member involved in his own discipline,

to \wiew the literature in any broad perspertive.

the Lutheran urch, One of the resources requested by the Commission on the
ew of the current status of higher education in the Unfted States
‘ in the contemporary literature. In~ addition, the Commission

réquested that &his overview be particularly directed to the implications for
. , L

»

x

planning for the Lutheran colleges.
¢ In early 1974 I was asked t6 undertake this particular phase of the work of .

~ the Commission.’ Aftér the Commission approved a preliminary outlin:7 and after I

»

had compléted certain other commitments, including meetings. in Germany and Switzere
. land in Jude, 1974, I térned to the development of these monographs. I had consider=
. .. ' . A .
. ed asgembling the materials in a single and fairly brief report. As the writing.

progressed, however, it became obvious that I would not be able to complete the

7

work, at least to my satisfaction, in a single document, After making several

revisions in the format, I decided on six monographs, five of which would dea1 with

general topics, and the sixth of which would focus upon the colleges related to the

. )

S
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iutheran Educational Conference of North America. The Commission on thé Future

reviewed drafts of four of the monographs in October, 1974 and approved the contipu=-

ation of the work.

The six monographs are being issued under the general title of Trends in

’

Aﬁericah Righér Education: A Review of Recent Literature, The titlea of the six
[ . N .

«

monographs are: ‘ <

No. 1 Trends in American Higher Education: A Review ,of Recent
Literature=-~Enrollments

No. 2 Trends in American Highef>Education: A Revigw of Recent
. Literature==Students in the 70s ‘

No. 3 Trends in American Higher Education: A Review of Recent
Literature--Governance (Organization and Administration)

A_J ‘No. 4 Trends in American Higher Education: A Review of Recent
Litgrature==Instructional Pragrams . '

e 7 No. 5 Trends in Americeﬁ Higher Education: A Review of Recent ) /}/
‘xt“\\\ Literaturee~Financing the Program . ,

- /

No. 6 Trends in American Higher Education: A Review of Recent
Literature--Implicatjons for the Predominantly Undergraduate

LY ‘Church=Related Imstitution '\
The monographs, while each of tﬁem is fairly lemgthy, do not pretend to present an
exhaustive analysis 6f all of the literature that has been produced. The selection
of beoks and articles from which the matertal ig drawn was arbitrary. fhese are
"the 'itedl¢ considered by the author to be of'significance and that were readily
accessible to him and that would appear te be readily accessible to those who would
be using the monographs, Each monograph provides a substaneial cross-gection of

-

'the writihg and opinion on each of the topics. The sixth monograph draws upon the

vprecediné five monographs and attempts to outline specific implications for planning
for predomﬁnantly undergraduate churcherelated institutions. It will be noted that,
eﬂd thig is“ﬁarticularly the case for the most recent informa;ion, the monographs

draw heavily upon the Chronicle of Higher Education. The Chronicle provides the

~
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most up-to-date references on the items covered; some of the references are taken

from issues in Degember 1974 and January 1975.
rd .:"\}, ..

N
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==Allan O, Pfnister
Professor of Higher Education
University of Denver
“ January 1975
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The Governance of American Higher EducgtioﬁaL
Institutions: Systems Under Attack

' N i

Few topics concerned wiEh the current state of highe4~eddcation have elicited

t -
1

such broad ranging discussioé\ds that of governance. The disruption in the opera- -

i v
i

tions of colleges and unibersities in the Umited States in the 1960s projected

- - b,

governance to the forefront of eddéaéional discussions. In 197Q, the President's

Commission on Campus Unrest referred to patterns of governahpe as the focal point

for the question of "who shall have the power to make organizational and educational
decisions" and contended that governance was becbming‘”one of the most hotly' disputed .

topics on American campuses today."1 The report and recommendations of the Carnegie

< fr R 3

. . ] . -
Commission on Higher Education o;,;he subject of college governance begins with the

v

sfatement: ""The governance of higher education in the United States is currently
) ’ 7

more subject to challenge than it ﬁés been in most earlier historical periods." The

a
-

report goes, on to observe that governance:
has been subject, particularly over the past decade, to a number
of internal and external attacks and collisions. This develop~
ment reflects the pressures of conflict-and change now affecting
academic life, because both conflict and change make the processes-

" of decision-making more important to those who participate in, or
are substantially affected by, higher education. .Central issues
have been raised. Basic principles-are at stake.

The more recent developments relating to collective bargaining and the continuing

\

debates over the nature and appropriateness of tenure have kept/;tﬁ/discussions

-

lively and, if anything, have made the whole situation more complex,

*

In Canada the concerxn over the governance of postsecondary institutions has

also emerged with speciai force in the 1960s and continues to full debate in the

1970s. ReginaldEdwards points to the increased presence of the Federal Government
</
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in higher education in tanada following World War II and to such eveqiz\in the 1960s
_as the negotiations of Quebec for federal funds, the establishment of a Stand

Countittee of Miniéters of Education which in 1967 became the Intef—provincial Counci?

v

. _ N
of Ministers of Education, and the fechnical and Vocational Training Assistance Act

(1960) as signs of ferment in Canada, He ob erveg.also that virtually every ‘ro-'
vince initiated an inquiry into education ge?erally or higher education specifically
between 1950 and 1968.3 A publication addressed to the future‘of postsecozdary
education in Ontario calls attention to the emergence of "the student pgWwer mévement

as a potent factor in the.eddcational affairs of the province' and ndtes thz growing

~ . .

conflict’ over tenure aad-collective bargdining iR Canada.a And Murray Ross refers
b4 N e — .
to develo-ments in Canada as "the most proivund in university government in Canada

'

in the past half century."5 New acalemic structures are emerging in Germany in the

early 1970s, and they may represent the must sweeping changes in German university
A N } N

-

governance in centuries., The French Orientation Act of 1968 crezted rew alignments

. ' - : ¢ M [
in France and new ptoposals advanc.d early in 1975 could have even more far-reaching
Rty : - -

, lmpact. In England tke ﬁepartment of Educatidn and Science emerges as a formidable

[N -

< pover even as the debate over’the.role of the ﬁ%lytechnics and colleges of education

N
.

continues,

[y
<

To some, the situation in the United Statés has reached crisis proportioks.

Writing in the Journal &f HigheriEducation,‘Ge rge Allan contends, "we suffer a

crisis in governance at our institutions of highef 9ducation."6 In another issue of
. )
the s2me journal, and in the following month, Duryea writes about reform in univer-

~ . - P

sity government that, "Américan higher educatioh in the year 1971 clearly has enterer

a period of significant trapsitiom, not wifhout parallel to a situation of a cecntury

'ago.”c Some months lafer, again in the same joyrnal, Stanley Ikenberry, states:

. Colleges and universities, as institutions, are in a period of ‘
stresge=a-great climacteric it has been called--which may well
extend into the foreseeable future, In the face of the several
-serious challenges that have conffonted and continued to trouble
nearly all of higher education, it is fpot at all sufpr%;ing that

\s' C Ty

R

-

-

~ .




.at about the same stage.that industrial relations were in duting the 1930s, a time

there has been incessant demands for' increased institutional
accountability, for stronger corporate controls, for greater
power and authority of the office of the president, and’ for
curbs on faculty autonomy. : . L e

A former department chairman, looking back upon his experience, writes in another

B

journaI "My stint as department ehairman convinced me our present system of aca~
- * - ’ . \

demic governance is uuworkable n9 . e ~

-

T« R. McConnell, writing on "Paculty Government!, calls attention to the
"internal stroggle for p:rticipatiod and power among students, tholty; adminiétre-‘
tion, and trustees" and'refers to an‘obserbation of McGeorge pundy thdti"the dis=
tribution of authority and respoosibdlity among the verious menmbers oﬁ the univer~

[

sity is now in question as it has not been for generations."l0 Clark Kerr writes
/ . .o Y .

3

that the system of governance in American colleges and universities "is now in a

crisis as never béfore."11 Howard R. Bowen suggests that the universities may be

marked by "a bitter and passionate struggle for power," but that "relationships in
the universities are vastly more complex than those in industry."12 Paul Dressel
and his colleagues refer to the challenges from both external and internal sources

that are making governante on the campus more political in nature and "cohcérng

_hbout who holds the power, how to get a piec¢e of it, or how to influence those who

hold it become the center of attention.,..The resolution of this complex of internal

and external issues and pressureB is. not yet in sight nl3 _ ) ' “

'1)
If there is crisis in governance--and many other volces echo the sentiments

expressed abqve, just how is this crisis to be described? What seem to be the

fundamental issues? The literature reflects a broad’spectrum of opinion in response

-

, to this question, The crisis, according to some, lies in so broadening the basis

. - . i
of decision-Taking that needed decisions can no longer be made, Scott Edwards

finds academic governance based upon the ‘'democratic-puralist model" breaking

.

down at the point at which decisions have to be made, He finds the organizations_

~

- 8

7 an
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filled with indecision and lack of direction. Murray Ross is convinced that an

act in Canada which broadens the base of university decision-making wiil destroy the

»

nature of the university itself. George Allan sums up the issue'es that of persons

within the university being unable to agree with competerce to exercige authority,

>
Ao

that "we cannot decide who ought to decide.'" N l
. . . . a : b
Duryea, on the other hand, perceives the essential problem ip governance as one

- , /

-

of a "vacuum in central leadership" and suggests that. the sitggéiqn‘has developed

because as universities have grown in size and complexity ;he form of governance hae

~

changed very little from that characteristic of an earlier and much simpler set of °
’ L]
g

circumstances.14 Two points of view have grown up within the university: (1)
e B .
. . / . .
governance is viewed as a grocess of managing an institution,‘for which the primary

authority is derived from tﬁe governing board 2) tbere is bhe view ﬁhat governance

l S g
“is essentially a function of the intern,l constituency, the professors and studentsl
,1 "'

These two points of viey have led,accordtng to Duryea, to the developmenié:igfwo

bureaucracies: (1) the faculty bureaucracy with the structure of departm

schotls, faculty senates and committees, and (2) the administrative_structure that
calls for a hierarchy of functions and -officers. Duryea says the solution to the

problem iz "not only coordinating the two bureaucracies but combining them into

joint consideration of matters of mutual interesf."15
. A 2

Clark Kerr appears to agree, and he calls for a different kind of leadership
for the contemporary college and university.16 He traces the development, of leader

ship within the American higher educational institution from the period in which

" the pattern was a combination of president and lay bqard.(until about 1860) through

the'gmergenee of the "presidentiai giants" (until the 1920s), to the third stage

in which the faculty gained substential poﬁer and'auphority (through the World

War ﬁI), and into the fourth stage (the post-War stage) in which the function of

4

leadership was primarily to manage the growth of the enterprise. The new. period,

the fifth stage, begins with the late 1960s and calls for leadership that is ’
> . - '
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prepared to manage change and‘cOnflict.' In the ncw period, certain forces.are C

0

pressing in_frgm outside the 1nstitution \il) the demographic sh1ft in which

4

higher institutions are exggriencino a slowin" doym of growth (2) the changing

’ a I 4

. labor market for college graduates, 3) the increase in pub11c power and control .

< - . .
for higher education, (4) increasing tendency on the part of students to demand

. specific changes and/Gevelopments, (5).the new electronic technology that is‘chang-

ing forms and modes of communication, (6) the expansion of.variety and types of

1

postsecondary educational opportunities, and (7) a reemphasis upon individual and

l

, humanistic values, These "outside" forces are combined with the following '"inside"
force's: -"\ ‘ ' S R

(1) 'Students want more ipfluence outside their sphere of .
- control .of extracurricular activites, (2) Students are
becoming more volatile in their choices of academic and |
vocational specializatlons, while faculty are becoming less
" ~ adaptable with higher average age and higher percentage of :
tenure, - (3) Faculty are more sympathetic to collective . :
bargaining: about 10.percent are now covered by collective
. .agreements, dbout 50 percent are favorable to unionization.
. (4) Some faculty members are politically Left with quite
divergent views about essential academic matters. (5) .
Women and members of ethnic minqtities want to break into
and move up within faculty ranks on' a large scale at a
time of declining opportunities. (6) Fewer younger faculty
will be facing more middle-age and older faculty. (7) Stu
dents and faculty have engaged in political activity, often
against public senfiment, as never before, and experimented
more with countercultural life styles. (8) Around the
industrial world, the now more numerous intellectuals have
created an "adversary culture'--as.against the dominant
society, 1Its principal home is the campus. The aspiration
of some intellectuals outrun the tolerance of many citizens
(9) NarrSwing income differentials between the more and th
less highly educated will cause social stresses, as in Swedqn ¥
and Israel, beyond those inherent in differing cultural \ ,/"

mentalities.17b " )

.
-

The combination of pressures leads to basic conflicts over power and plinciple.

-
.

-

To deaI with these conflicts colleges and universities will need d new kind of -~ ~

r_ leadership, because the demands will be for more administrative,talent and effgrt,
. * Te

a more activist approach, The roles will now be "more that of a political leader,

\ -, L4 N .
such as a mayor or governor, using persuasfon and working with others to move ip

. . .
' . ' t be N -
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progressive ways and to keep conflict within reasonable bOunds--working with media, T

-~

with«coalitions, and more publicly with big gq? conut tuencies, ™ Leadership takes .

more of the form of the political in regard both to internal problems ‘and to, exter-

-

[y

-] ‘ ’ . .
University Stephen R. Graubard also dalls attention to the "ero

-

a

~ nal re}ations, %he administrators in thi¥ new period will focus "on the selection

1

of goals, th procuremen and assignment of means, the achievement of consent for

-

new approach » and the i terpretation of the new order to interested pub1ics “18 .

They will be managers not pnly of change but of conflidt, 3 ////{.

' s v ~ .
Ia a geries of essays from Dacdalus and published ynder the title ;ﬁe/;mbattled
of authority"
and observes that not only have the students become more polttIcal bat the faculty

as well have developed a political sta ce.19 Presidents and deans are hand put to

respond to the conflicting pressures and at the same time there has been "a massive
-

20
loss of public confidence in, America s higher educational system," He predicts
Py
that out of the tensions will deVelop new types of institutional arrangements.
i ‘e \
In similar vein, but placing the situation in the b oader context of the

re1ationship between parties of interest within the ﬁniversity, George A11an, to J

whom we have already referred, sees the crisis as arising out of the tension betweeh\
P .

authoritarianism and democracy, both essential characteristics of th university._21
The challenge, as he sees it, is to keep the two prigciples operative, to keep the

"two forms of decision-making so that each can compliment the other." An organiza-
\ [ ’
tion which is excessively authoritarian or excessively democratic suffers either

L] o
from its arrogance or its ignorancs. It is not a matter of developing a means for
working between the two extremes but rather "to devise an interplay between these

extremés themselves."?2 And the writer proposes some ptructures ‘which he be1ieves

wi11 make ossible this interplay. '

[y
-

* Another writer is somewhat less sanguine about deyeloping such an interplay,
. \ \ . +
becauseigij ees serious prob1ems in making clear distinctions, between joint parti-

?

3patio (which may be referred to as “democratic") and separatL jurisdiction
-

5t B

LY A
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‘McConnell points out, universities are finding themselves being called upon to
. ) N ' N

Over 300 institutions are in the process of expers
. 4 ’ .

rt) .

menting with various types of campus governance bolies composed of students, faculty

(@ form of "authoritariani

~

and administrators., To establish structures' for joint participation, thesg® institu-

tions face the critical matters of determining representation, the dﬁpropriate
- A ¢

structures to be developed and the relationship befween campus-W1de structures and

existing structureg‘ He argues that "those who yearn for peace in colleges and’

hniversiz}bs will find it a rel%tive condition. Institutions of hi gherreducation ,

-

will have to learn to live with mote or less permanent conflicts and seek .to mak¥

- . 3

them serve the organization rather than destroy it.23

“

. o *
. But the issues are'not limited to the way in which the university functions

5
.

as an organization in relationship!to its own needs and purposes. As T. R.
‘T N ’

)
4

'
4

respond in more-ways to the wider .public: "Perhaps as néver before, institutions,

-
~

administratovs3 faculty members, and even students find themselves accduntable to
, g ( .

& wide range of both ifiternal and external'agencies. Institutions and faeulTies, \
much to their concern and distress, have discovered that their autonomy is by no )
means absolute, but that in fact it is often highly vulnerable."2% fk

»

Beatrice ‘Konheim, Professor of Biological Sciences‘and Academic Dean at Hunter,

-

o)

College Institute of Health Sciegces, suggests something of the complexity of the
&i;‘vigor-

situation in the model pictured on the following page. After a particular
!
ous committee meeting in which "powvertwas controlled and delegated in orde(&i

L}

(4

'fashion to decreasingly responsible bodies or persons," Dr. Konheim concluded that ;

”

. ) 7
the college was far from being 'a representative democracy, but what was it? The
. -~ .

model that seémed most appropriate to her was\that of an interrelated, interdepen- .

+ [

dent, ever-changing organismic whole, and she depeloped a diagram illustrating the p)

relationships and showing the "complex, symbiotic relationship." In the past the )

»

, power relationshipsg seemed rather simple, and _the flow was characterized as a-set -

v
of centralized authority relationships. Bu{ the situation had now changed, and as

she observes: “ - ’ 12 o v

: / . | o«
. ! - s -
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A View of the Academic Community as.an Inter-related, Interdependent, Everhanging Organismic Whole,
Egchi cell at ity interfaces reacting to and affecting others. Each unit and the whole reacting to and aftecting environ. . '
mental stimult

/

l Q  Source: Beatrice G. Konheim, "The Academic Community--A Bio-analogy," f
ERIC AAUP Bulletin, 55 (December; 1969), p. 89.° 193
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Today we have new forces (dark arrows) which are changing the
pover relationship, Outside influences~~from the inner city,
. the courts, new projectionsg of governmant, even the conflicts
in distant gocieties--all previously rejected as biased or o .
inappropriate--are impinging on our inner structure. Not only
/rf“éﬁat ‘components respond to their pressure, they actively seek
_ support and reinforcement from 'extraterritorial’ ‘agents,
. Furthermpre, as the sepdrativon between F and S becomes less
!/ distincf (graduate students {n both: non-teaching research ™
personngl considered faculty; students teaching experimental
c1as§g§, instructors more often participating in, rather than
directing the learning -experience) and as both groups partici-
pate more actively with A or as A in decisionemaking in aca-
demic policy and management, we have te chaos of rapid, '
cataclysmic evolution, L. . ‘ .

Accountable the university is, Yet, simply to say that the wuniversity is account-

able is not to solve the problem,

o
/

FProm still another perspéctive, is the university aecountable in the same way

in which a bugipéss enterprise is accountable to a board of directors or to“the

public-at-lérge? Bolton and Genck find it fairly comfortable to refer to the

o

4
university as a management enterprise, From the point of view of management ,
consultants, they are prepared to make a number of recommendations which would

g&mprove the efficiepcy of the organization.26 And tHeirs is only one of many

articles Fhat might be noted which discuss the university in terms of more effi-
. 'S . ‘
cient management procedures, Without entering the debate of whether the college

”
g
Or univegsity can more effectively be viewed as another kind of managed enterprise,

we would refer to the observation of Stan%gy Ikenberry in which, while‘recqgnizing

many similarities between academic institutions and other complg& ofganizations,he

points up some critical differences, He calls for "new patterns of accommodation

.

that preserve the.spepial quélities of academic organizations, including the
academic freedom and professorial flexibility essential to effective faculty per-

formance, but that also strengthen the central institutional leadership capacity

~ / r '
and a7countability."27 He no#eg that colléges and universities do not or areunable .

to define goals with a great preciJ’on, that they are inherently decentralized
C - .

organizations and that they are composed pr}ncigéﬁly of professional personnel,
{

. booh
. >

- 14
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Tt is with regard to the third cha;acterissic that’the issue of accountability
becomes sharpened, Professionals 4re oriented ié tleir own.voluntafy assogiati&hs
and are accustomed to exercising théif,own form of self-coutrol, On the other hand,’
complex orgdhizations‘are more bureaucgatically structured and czll for following
procedures and establighing in;titutionél goals, The issue of accountability is
joined in the requirement that institutioﬁ "strike a better balance between the
requirements for professional autonomy and academic freedom on the one hand and the
necessity for greater fastitutional accountability‘and effectiveness on the other,"28

How does one summarize the views regarding the issues facigg the contemporary
university in the realm of governance? In introducing a report of a seminar on

restructuring college and university organization and governance, Stanley Ikenberry,

in another article, summarizes the major themes that emerged as a group of fifteen

.y

scholars met to distuss the issue of restrﬁcturing organiéation and governance, The
reéurring themes were the following: (1) a deéline in individual and institutional
autonomy; (2) increased procedural regularization; (3) more candid recognition and
management of-conflict; (4) greater decentralization;.(S) an emerging challenge to
orofessionai values; (6) and the apparent demise of the acaaemic mystiqye. The w‘
‘2cline in autonomy is reflected in broader participation and involve;ent in decision-

making by persons within the academic community as well as without., Procedural .

regularization refers to the move to establish campus~wide and community-wide councils

and agsemblies and the development of more specific regulations for the conduct of

activities :Z;hin the university, Several of the papers in the conference pointed

> the factor of conflict and the need to recognize and~manége it."becenttglizatio

-

J N . . !
was noted asg a2 way of dealing with some of the conflicts within the institutions,
ncmely by developing ways for better.representation of the factions. within the ?ni er-

sity. The professional characteristic of the faculty is beiﬁg\challenged, and jth
« ! X

seeming, rationality of the academic comdknity~has been questioned as the publifc

become @?t and more aware of the conflicts and problems within the unfversit 2

} . » .~ !
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The Carnegie Commission report on Governance of Higher Education ligts six

v

priority problems. These are: (1) adequate provisior for institutipnalindependenca,

(2) the role of the board of trustees and of the president, (3) colleetive bargaining

,by faculty members, (4) rules and practices governing tenure, (5) student influence
on the campus and (6) the handling of emergencies.30
'In the pages that’follow we shall summarize recent literature in a set of

categories that draws both from Ikenberry's and the Carnegie Commission's summaries.
The following argas seem to be those~which may be singled out as the critical issues
in governance in the mid-l9708: 1) The role of students in governance; (2) The
creation oi structures that allow the exeroise of power and authority within the
university, 3) The role of the faculty in governance, particularly as this is con=

ditioned by the development of collective bargaining and questions of tenure' 4)
’The question of institutional accountability and the role of the trustees; .(5) The
developing state=-wide coordination systems--a topic not directly touched upon above,

but which is of particular importance to the colleges for whom this report is being

prepared; and (6) The role of the president in the contemporary college oruniversity.

As we turn now to the first of these topics, may we emphasize that in the

monograph we are employing the term ''governance" to refer to the process and
~

structures by which and through which decisions about current and projected activi-
¢ , .

ties on the campus are reached, s . -
. - ‘?_ . .

“

Yol

" The Role of Students in;governance

Leon Epstein obsetVes that earlier studies (before 1960) of university gover=-

naace tended to ignore the impact of students on the decision-making ptocess and

+

3
that "before the\lete 19608 students did not participate in the.university's formal

\ governing structure except in a few marginal areas," and whatever influence they

may have exerted as individuals was not considered an aspect of governance.31
1 Sy
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pro&pted the reporters to say that there was a 'swelling tide of opinion that,..

s,

12 -_.""

r

Indeed, in a study pﬁblished as late as 1967 the authors are quoted as b;dhtly

declaring that they "regard students not as memt:rs of universities_ﬂuﬁ as one of

4

several clienteles we choose to put to one side as far as our studies are

#
‘concerned."Bz And the Subcommittee on Research and Planning of the Presidents of
Universities of Ontario in commenting on the Canadian scene comments that the Duff-

Berdahl report on University Govermment in Canada "devoted two and a half of its one

hundred pages to the role of students in the governance of universities." The report
was published in 1966. . The Subcommittee continues,P"A year, even six months later,

the student role would unquestionably have received ten times as much attention,"33

4

But, by the late 1960s and into the 1970s the topic'ﬁf the student role in

.
+

governance in colleges and uni¥ersities had become a liQely one. With few exceptions

-

the reports and analyses of the events on American college and university campuses
during this period concluded with calls for'greater student involvement in college
and university governanée. Indeed, Edrl McGrath contends:

The evidence indjicates that revolutionary changes are occurring

in the structure oi government in American colleges and univer-

sities, Some of the most significant of these alterations in

practices which have existed for centuries are related to the

role of students in the academic bodies which determine the

purposes and practices of higher education, Hardly an institu= .
tion remains untouched by the activities of students aimed at

gaining a voice in major policy-making decisions.

In the same mood the Christian Science Monitor for July 19~21, 1969 carried a full

page report on 'Student Power: Can It Help Reform the System?" The opening para-

graphs stated that student power is moving in new directions on the campus, that ,

~ . .

students are "askiné for a piece of the action,. not to run the university but to
input their views into the power structure," Interviews with university officials
students have a point when they demand a change in the educational‘system..." and

many of the reporfg dealing with éampus broblemqlwere calling for involvement of

~ students in ingtitutional governance.35 The Special Committee on Campus Tensions

>
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appointed by the American Council on Education and headed by Sol M. Linowitz recom-
. - H X
mended that students be given "substantial autoromy in their hop-academic activities"

B

and opportunities to "participate in matters of general educational'policyj.

especially in .curricular affairs.">® e

Judging from the research oﬁ Harold Hodgkinson, stuéents have been gaining more
power in the university, On the basis of response from 1,230 presidents to the
question of whether student control had increased or decreased betyeen 1958-68, it
was reported by the presidents of 67 percent éf the institutions that the amount of
control in establishing regulatio;s governing student conduct had incre%sed, that
there had been an increase in 63 percent of the in;éztations in the'amoént of l
student control in institutionwide policy formation, that in 58 percent of the
institutions there was more student contrel in academic dectsion~making and that

in 55 percent of the institutions there was more student control in enforcing regu-

lations governing student conduct.37 One of the problems in interpreting these

responses, however, is that we have no clear indication what the particular de%ree
of involvement in any one case may have been or may be now; we have only the word

of the president that.there wae more involvement or partieipation in 1968 than there

was in 1958. We do not know whether there was only a bit more or a great deal more,

t

and ve only haVé the president's perceptions‘of what has happened~-we do not know
whether the students would agree with this assessment;

A study conducted by Earl Mcétath involved 875 colleges and unitersities and
their responses‘to-questionnafres mailed in September‘1969.‘ He“f;und that in 88.3
percent of the cplieges.students were'particibating in one or more facultycommittees \\
Most often the student members@ip was on the‘faculty curriculum committee, The

. X
survey revealed the students were members of faculty curriculum committees in 57.8
) !

percent of the institutions, although they had voting membership of only 46.1

-

percent. Students were least likely to be found as members of any faculty committee

that dealt with jselection, promotion and ;enure of faculty memberg, but McGrath

1
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foun& that 4.7 percent of the institutions reported student participation on such

’ L)

committees, and in 3,3 pércent of the colleges responding the students had voting

membership on thesé committees.,

Other committees on which students had membership, together with thé percentage
of institutions reporting that membership,are: student life €34,3), library (31.2),
public events and lectures (29.1), faculty executive committée  (22,7), discipline
(18.6), admissions (17.5), planning (9.?}, faculty committee on faculty selection,
prémotioq ;nd tg@uie (4.7). 1In addition it Qas observed that in 20 percent of the

institutions students were related in some way to the board-of trustees, in 10.6
* - ' ¥ .

percent they either had.membership’in or sat witﬁ trustee committees, but in only
A S

2.7 percent did tpey have voting.membership\qn the board.38
; McGrath observed that the survey, which was undeftaken under the auspices of
the ‘American Acqfemy of Arts and Sciences,'representgd-the first attempt to secure
a compréhenéiVé ;eﬁort on the extent of student invqlvement in academic govern&ent.
vThp main generalizatioh reached by McGrath was that‘ﬂalthough until three or four
years agb Aqerican colleges and universities severely liQited the inyolvgmeht,of
studen#s in academic government, now membership in one or anéther.'faqultyi committee

/ s .

is bjpoming the rulq\father than the exception."39 He noted, haweveq3 that the

collegial concebq of the university held by most faculty members worked against the
principle of involving students, because the collegial.concept calls for leaving

" "basic institutional policy in the hands of a corpus of professionals who, like all

“

other human beings, are igrgely moved by self-interest."49 The collegial position
agsumed that students sh@uld Fetain their traditional role as clients.,

By way of contrast,;McGraéh iloted that student participation in the Canadian

-

institutions may have*become greater than that among the American institutions,
b |

, .
With few exceptions the members of the Agsociation of Canadian Umtversities and

»
-

Colleges have now brouéht students into the top policy~making bodies, which until

recently had ircluded only administrative officers, faculty members, and trustees

"

7/
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(or, governors, as they are usuall y called). He found that in the large majority

of Canadian institutions stuceqtﬁbﬂénerally e1ectec or appointed their own members

-,

to sit on the Sengte and its co%mittees. In the Canadian institutions the Senate

.has broad’ jurisdiction over the ecucational program, admission and degree require-
¥
ments, the se1ection‘and retention of faculty members. e also indicated that

Canadian Administrative officials overwhelmingly believed that the students were

making a valuablé contribation to the deliberations‘of the academic bodies.

The "ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher‘Education issued a review of,research under
the title of "Student Participation in Academic Governance: Review 1.," Among the
items included in the review was a report that in a Gallup Poll in 1971 somes 81
percent of the~stodent }espondents indicated that studentsagggglg have a greater

part in making decisions in the colleges. The ERiC review also reported:
Research surveyé:on student participation in academic governance -
have ‘usudily tried to determine what ¢urrent practices and policies
are, or have assessed a particular group of attitudes toward the-
decision-making role of students.,,Generally, the surveys indicate
: that student membership on academic committees or other governing
bodies is a recent but widespread phenomenon...The kinds of changes
that are increasing student control.’over the university policy are
almost as numerous as the institutiéns reporting them and few AR
regional differences can be found.,.It is clear, however, that
student influence is largely confined to non~-academic matters in
5 which students have traditionally had some voice. Researchers
o agree that students still have little decision-making responsi-
bility in such areas as curriculum planning, faculty selection,
admission4 college fiscal policies, or general institutions
planning. 2 : - 2

. - -

The Chronicle of Higher Education, in an issue dated January 25, 1971, reported on

a survey undertaken by the American Civil Liberties Union. The Union surveyed 155
A .
college ‘presidents and found that students on most campuses were involved in

‘

decision-making in such matters as admissions, student finahcial aid, planning of
buildings End grounds, administrative .appointments, and judicial regulations. On

the other hand, most. of the institutions reported that students were not involved

in evaluating the administration or in budget-making. . In academic areas tradi-

tionally controlled by the faculty, studeats had been given some role in.

»

v
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policy-making, but were generally excluded from personnel decisione, and most .
institutions reported that stullents were not involved in fagulty selection or
promotion., 1In 80 of the imstitutions students were voting members of the governing
« . Ve .
boards, and in another 46 students were included as.nOn-voting’menbers of the
boards.43 The summary as reported by the Chronicle is shown below:
, TABLE 1 ] ’ t
EXTENT TO WHICH STUDENTS ARE INVOLVED IN DECISION-MAKING IN
, 155 ~COLLEGES SURVEYVD BY AMERICAN’CIVIL LIBERTIES UNIOW
~ _ . \
Area of Decision~Making: - Percentage of College Presidents
Replying Regarding Level of Student Role
- With Vote Without: Vote No Role
. Course reguirements................. P 3/ A 247 28%
Curricular offerings..e...ee.veeesnweccoocssess 59% " 25% 16%
Grading systemS...%.e........ tecrecenns eeessss 507 19% 31%
Grading appealS...eeveec.ov.... ceene. ceereeeees 28% ' 10% 62%

, Admissions policies,,..... teceestianiaaas cees U487 15% 37%
Financial aid policieS......eeetiurs.veneeanoes 51% = 13% T 36%
Building and grounds planning............ cosee U5% 217 - 34%
Faculty selectioNee.ei.vievevedeconeeeeronnaas 9% 197 ‘ 72%
Faculty evaluation............................ 287% . 387, ‘ 34%
Faculty PromotioNec..evese.v.eeresceraneroanne 65 ° ’ 18%. 76%
Administrative appointments.,.......... Jeseeees 32% . 29% -39%
Administrative evaluationee............. wevone 1% 13% 807% -
BUdget-Mkingo ......... l.l.l..l.........l.... 2070 . 140/. 66?/0‘
Judicial regulationS.....e.v.veuvennn.... cees 88% 107 3%
Governing boal'ds..........n' ooooo s et LRI I A ') 5% 31% v 647‘

Henry Mason reports a survey undertaken by the Office of Institutional Research
) ‘ .
of East Carolina University involving 85 institutions and undertaken in November-

-December 1968, It was rqported -that of the 59 institutions replying, 45 had included
student’ votzng membero on at least one committee, In 13 of the institutions students
were serving on the university senete.44

In the report of their own study of student participation 1in university decision
making, Hawes and Trux review some of the other studies they .had examined one study
reported that student involvement wa's "mild " that most collegeq and universities

were willing to provide more opportunity than was demanded by the students themselves

Rs
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" and that student concern was primarily with student affairs and the curriculum.
Another study, in assessiné the impact of student participatior® suggested that the
student primarily played a protesting role, that complex problems of administration

were dealt with in a "very superficiai manner" in joint student~-facdlty groups,

that "inordindte amounts of time" were spent trying to brief the student members on

the issues and that students generally felt inadequate to deal with issues and soon
lost motivation to participate, Still another gtudy reported limited representation .

from the students, irregular attendance, "scant orientation" to committee tasks,

-

' and inadequate means for discussing committee proposals wg?h fellow V\st:u..xderit:s.lr5 . ‘

L !

The writers dg¢scribe’ their own study in a large Midwestern land;grantuniversity_

;They sought to find out how students participated.in committee situatéens,l They
élryeyed nén-committee members of the student Eody (N-264)‘and in addition 64 chair-
persons. ste 30 interviews involving 14 students, 15.f;cu1£y and one staff me;ber
?ovidéd more detailed information on various persons' perceptions of the partici=~

pation of the students in the decision-making process. They found that students

"were represented on 50 percent of the committées and that émong fbese student <

. / v «
%

representatives 52 percent were graduate studepss and 33 percent were seniors. 1In

92 percent of the 546 committees noted, the faculty were found to outnumber the
i - \; il

students. The students generally expressed the opinion that they were under-

tepreéented, while most faculty members expr&ssed the opinion that student repre=

v L

sentation was adequate, The general conclusions of the authors included the

3

* following: . : !

Neither faculty nor student committee representatives have ¢
R very clearly defined constituendies,* There-appears to be
a lack of communication channelé by which Students learn of
the academic community structure., Because of this lack of
information, or perhaps because of .the difficulty of obtain-
: ing such information, students are largely unaware of exist=-
ing poﬁér integration mechanisms. Consequently, very faw
*clearly defined issue~oriented student groups are-formed.... '
Nevertheless, student participation seems .to be relatively . ’
effective....Although student memb&rs influence decisions,
. ) this activity does not result in a better informed, better
organized student population, or more satigfactory studentsw
N ‘faculty-administration integration, "

{ CL " | , <\
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A review ;f the student and faculty involvement in policy-making at Ehe*—j;' - .
University of Minnesota revealed that ﬁh: involvement of the students had incréasqd_ '— ‘
significantly in recent yéars but, in the words of the author of the review, there
was still a great distance '"to go in aWa}ding junior members of the acaaemic commu~
nity any substantial voice in its govgjnénce."47, Dr. Ecke;t wrote that one of the
ma jor problems in making effective use of students on committees is tﬂe‘short term
during which any student can actually serve; it appears that a student has little
chance to do Tyre than gain a general orientation to a given committee's\rolf and
current problems before his assignment has been completed, because 'the student's
tenure at the university is so, short in comparison with faculty tenure. Moreover;
students tend to be in the minority in committees and "having oﬁly one or; two
student members on &8 committee...has n&t encouraged vigorous expression of the

students' point of view." One exception at the Universiﬁy of Minnesota has been

the Senate Committee on Student Affairs, where the students have Held a majority

of the membership appointment.48 o

The available evidence thus suggests increased student involvement in decision-
making itself and whether students have actpally become accepted members of the
decision-making process is still an opey question. Indeed, there are some who would

Al .
suggest that students ought not to become members of faculty committees. James
X .

™y ‘ . "~
Olsgen argues that along with collective bargaining, student participation in govern-

ance represents "a departure, from the concept that an institution of highereducatiorw
was a community of scholars" and doubts that the university can "continue to funce
tionhgnd to mFet the(requirements of the student and of society, while maintaining
academic £ntééritx“ if this situation develops further.49

Robert Wilson and Jerry Gaff reported on a study of faculty attitudes toward
student participation in p;;Iny-making iﬁvolving over 1,500 faculty in six differen

colleges and universities in three states.} (Usable returns were received from 70

percent, or 1,069 parsons.) The writers found that two-thirds of the faculty

.
L
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replying were in févo:~of having students involved in.formulating sociél‘rules and

/ . e

regulations, that 45 percent were prepared to give students an equal vote on

‘pommittees and that 21 percent would give students the sole responsibility for

their ‘own social reéulationg.f On the other hand, when it came to academic policies,

while 6Q percent said that students should have some_ voice; only 36 percent would

'allow students to vote op eca&eﬁic péli matters and only 9 percent would be

x,
‘willing to grant students-"an equal vote with the faculty. "50

A different perspeEtive on faculty opinion iegarding student participation is

I3

’ - . ‘ ~ *
suggested by the Gross and Grambach study of university goals and academic power

among 68 nondenominational universities in the United States. The researohers
received responses from 8,528 administrators agd 6,756 faghlty, 46 .4 percent of
those asked to participate., Overall, the respondents ranked "run the university
democratically" twenty-ninth and "involve students in university government' as
forty-fifth. Top ranking went to "protect academic freedom," followed by "increase
or maintain prestige."51 When asked to list goals according to preference, ''pro=-
tect academic freedom' qu still at the top, and "run the university democraticelly'
advanced to twenty~-second and "involz? students in university government" dropped
to forty-sixth., One commentator on the Gross and Grambach data suggests that there
is evidence that the goals of protecting academic fr?é;;mand increasing or main-
taining academic prestige may actually conflict with increasing student participa=-
tion.sz . 2

Wilson and Géff found that the faculty. rted themselves out into at least
two different gropps one of which would provide considerable room for student
involvement and the other of which accepted only ; restricted role for students,
The pdsitions taken by the faculty in the ilﬁon-Gaff study reflect what have come

to be basic philosophical dispositions. The arguments for student ‘involvement

generelly include the following: (1) those affected by the educational program (\\

' should have somé larger opportunity to define the nature of the program;

24




disruption was that students had not Begp,sufficientiy involved in the governance

(2) the contemporary student 1s more sérioué and informed and prepared for partici-
pation; (3) if students fre to be educated for democratic iiving, they'muét partie
cipate in democratic decision~making on the campus, ) students are able to make
some judgments about the’ quality of their education and should help to improve
higher education; (5) with the abolition of the doctrine of "in loco parentis" and
in keeping with the new styles of student 1ife, students should be treated as adults

and admitted to the adult society of the university; (6) students are especially

. . . N .~ ’ - . .
situated to make judgments about faculty performance’and ca?/help in tBe igprovement .
of instrué:tion. - . . ) 1

i ) - ) . .

Against ekpanding student involvement the following arguments have been

-

advanced: (1) if proportional representation is to be, given, students would soon
come to dominate the academy, to the long-term detriment of hfgher education, (2)

students are sti11 in cp te of their seeming maturity, students, and by virtue of .
* ]
lack of experience they are unqualified to make 10ng-term decisions for the univer-

--\
O

sity; (3) students spend on1y four years in any one institution, and!many spend ~

less; (4) the collegelor university is constituted by special experience.and know=

ledge, and the students do not have the broad range of experience of a professional;

. "

(5) students cannot and will not give the time necessary to carry on the hard wor
. ) ~ - . - - 7
of university governance. ] - .

-

N - ~

During and immediateB§ after the campus disruptions 'of the late 1960s and

early 1970s there was an almost universal response that one of the major causes of

kY £}
X . A . .
of the university, and recommendation after recommendation followed for increasing

~N

v v
that involvement. Temporarily, at least; basic philbégphical differences

reported above seem to have been passed oyér. These differences did not, however,

disappear, and the issues continue to glrface. . -

Among the resolutions of the American Association for Higher Education«ig\

.

March, 1969, was one that called for re~definition and clarification of university.

gt
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goals, 1In the process of re~defining and clarifying goals, the universities were

N
asked 'significantly to involve all portions of the collegiate community,in the

~——

re-examination.process,” It was made clear that students were to be included in
the "collegiate community," The Special Committee on Campus Tensions appointed by

A -

the American Council on Education and headed by Sol M, L1nowitz called for students

-

being given ’substantial autonomy in their non-academic activities." The report

went on to indicate that students should'
) ) participate in matters of general educﬁtional’/olicy, especially
o ‘ -in currigular affairs, Since indreased participation will con=
tribute. to.effective institutional decision-making and is also
of educational benefit, students should serve in.a variety of
. roles on: ecommittees that make decisions or recommendations. In
some non~academic areas students should have effective control;
in some general educational policy matters they should have
_voting participation, in other matters, they should act in an’
: i advisory or consultatile capacity, Effective student represen=-
a tation will not only improve the quality of decision; it will
also help to insure their ‘acceptability to the student body.‘3

In similar ways the President's Commission on Campus Unrest called for "increasdd

participation of student, faculty, and staff in the formulation of university
- - ' »

' policies.""54 These statements are only samples, Innumerable special,reports,'

+

~ monographs and books have appeared. Hardly an educatdonal conference of any size

. failed to include in its consideration thearecommendation of university reform and
. ~ «
+ student involvement in decision-making, : \_

But the philosophical disagreenents remain, } TN

porated into any particular decision-making situation remains, Robert S. Powell,

3

~

.
R ~

and time-wasting...

ag it is now to the faculty," but that students are capable of being reasonable in ‘.
..'-/- . L

-, -
v -
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their judgments about the university, that students do have the time to spend,

that comprehensive universxty codes embodying the rights and freedoms of all pembers

of the community will be necessary, that there will be conflict in\the process.ss

. »
€ A

As Powell has assessed the matter, the key to effective student involvement lies in

a clear definition of the rights and freedoms of various groups on the campus.
N

'Another student leader, Ja% C. Shaffer, former head of the student government

[ X%
. <

. at Ohio\State University, argues that one approach that would make existing student
»r .
‘governments more attractive to the students would be to provide substantial finan=-

~

cial undergirding and to have the university administration "give public evidence

, -
of its regard for the student government."56 He recognizes that there are problems

¥

involved in student participation, tHat students are unsophisticated about the

.

policy process itself that they are transients, that they do{zot have ac¢cess to

information essential for effective participation, that student governments usually

do not have the facilities normally available to other policy makers, that students

' are usually students first and policy participants second, that students are some=

2

i ! /
times treated in a condescending manner by those with whom they are working. He"

argues, however, that these‘difficulties can be met and that students can become

effective policy participants. ’ ' .

"

4Shaffer's confidence that student governments, if provided with greatly aug=
mented financial support, would afford the most viable form of student invo1vement

’ in university decision-making would draw little support from Henry Mason. On the
3

basis of his own reviews of writing and research on the subject, he concludes:

Real student participation in government cannot be accomplished

- S merely be giving real powers rather than trivia to existing
“gtudent government.' Instead, institutional devices must be
found through which "student power" can be_incqrporated into
regular channels of university government.”{

»

- For his part, he would seem to opt for the position expressed in the study of

governance at Berkeley, that the basic_ unit for,effective student participation is

the department. Students might become voting members of regular departmental

>
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committees in which policies are discussed and formulated and nnnvoting represen=
tatives'in'departmental faculty meetings where final decisions are made, And, if
a separate general student goverrment were to persist, students should be elected
from departmental constituencies,

In the report of the Campus Governance Program prepered for the American
Association for Higher Education, Morris Keeton argues that participation in campus
governance by students is not to be defended simply because students are clients,
but more because they can make contributions to the efFectiveness of the campus,
Admitting to both the %roblems and the potentials in student involvement, Keeton
does not recommend one particular structure-of governance, but proposes as a general ‘
principle: '"Design the student role to obtain contributions available from student
competencies and cooneration and to protect the other constituencies and the !
institution against undue effects of the special interests and limitations that
apply on the particular campus."58 In designing structuree, Keeton places consider=
able emphasis upon informal proceeses "Yhere the intention to share authority is

genuine and pervasive,' and urges developing different patterns of patticipation

in response to different types of policy and program decisions required. He calls

attention to the existence of ;;>pous student sub<groups on a campus and calls for

"flexibility and complexity uncommon to our presently complex society."59 »

»

Richard Antes labels the alternativeé,'the development of a strong and séparate
student govermment or the adoption of a community government involving students,

faculty and administration, as extreme positions, and he finds that the more realis-

’

tic position for university governance will'be "to utilize'parts of both methods, w
. " ]

»

but to stress the later method." W..2 leaning to the community government pattern,
b

he goes on to say that "the method will vary with the institution.” He also empha~

sizes that involvement has to be more than simply advising, that students need to

have a sense of exercising some impact on the decisions that are mgde.60 -

| L
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The situation is a mixed one. Thé ERIC report on student parti¢ipation and’
4

* H

governance indicates a numoer of speicific structural changes that héve taken place,

Some of these may continue in 1974 to exist, but several probably havé been modified
. _ .

since the time of establishment, The report takes us only into early 1970

-
Maryville College in Tennessee established an All College Codpcil.
The College Council consisted of six students from the upper %
classes, six faculty members selected on the basis of tenure, and
six administratiye officers==president, academic dean, secretary
of faculty are automatic members. The Council is responsible for
long range planning and for directing the activities of the entire
college community, under the broad purposes and policies set forth
by the board of directors. There are three coordinating councils
to supplement the College Council; these are responsible for
academic, religious, social, and recreational affairs,

Franklin and Marshall College in Pennsylvania proposed in 1969
e a College Senate consisting of 20 members--15 faculty, 3 students,
the president and dean of the college. The Senate is empowered to
.discuss, examine, and establish policies related to the academic
life of the college'and is granted most of the powers and prero-
gativés: that now reside in the faculty as a whole.

Yeshiiva College created a College Senate composed of 5 administrators,
8 faculty members, 6 students, and 1 non=-voting alumnus, This Senate
was to have jurisdiction over academic standards, admissions policy,
curriculum, degree requirements, the establishment of new majors and
courses, policy determination in the areas of standards of scholas-
tic performance, student attendance, grading system and academic
honors, and the disposition of all matters submitted to it by the
adinistration, %aculty and student council. The Senate was also

to make recommendations on matters affecting faculty welfare inclu=-
iug appointments, promotions, leaves of absence, honors, a.d
renumeration,

. / Queen's College recommended the creation of an academic senate
N cunsisting of 54 tenured faculty, 18 non-tenured faculty, ¢1d
: 36 students, as well as several ex officio non=-voting memlers.
;ﬁe’Senate was to have power to determine policies, standcrds,
. frograms and goals for the college, It would have advice and
cﬁnsent,on the appointment of administrative officers.

The University of New Hampshire established a University Se-cte
consisting of 77 members--30 undergraduate students, 30 facusty
members, 12 administrators and 5 graduate students. Its work is
organized by an internal execative council that, among other L
things, serves the president of the University in an advisory
capacity,, prepares the agenda for Senate meetings, recormends
nominations to all Senate committees, and takes action on an
interim basis between meetings and during vacations. The N
working of this particular organization is described in the
’ © July 6, 1970 issue of th? Chronicle of Higher Education.

Q . i * 2’ ‘ "
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The Florida Atlantic University Committee on University Govern~-
ance proposed the University~wide Senate consisting of 139
members==70 faculty members, 48 students and 21 administrative
officers, The Senate was to deal with University budget, steer=
ing and policy, promotion, tenure and honorary degrees, academic
freedom and due process, admissions and petitions, curriculum, |
research, library, publication, physical space, and cultural

affairs and activities, -

The University of Kansas established a new University Senate
* consisting of the Chancellor, Provost and Vice Chancellor,
members of the faculty senate, and members of the stident .
. . senate, Syracuse University reported that 17 graduate and 28
undergraduate students became members of the University Senate
in the fall of 1969.

From other sources, we note these variations:

Wittenberg University in Ohio adopted g College Faculty and
Student Government under which most pf the work will be
placed in a college council .consisting of 27 faculty members,
22 students and four administrators. The faculty meets only
twice annually and the council carries on in the interim
period the major work of the council is carried on by seven
committees headed by the Executive.Committees consisting of 3 : .
faculty and 3 student members as well as the dean of the college,

' Elmhurst College in Illinois proposed the development of joint

‘ governance board consjisting of 16 students, 12 faculty and &
administrators. Reporting to this governance board was to be
the student affairs council, predominantly students imr member-
ship; a faculty coﬁncil, consisting of two students, six faculty
and the dean of the college; and an academic council, gpnsisting
of 4 students, the heads of the academic divisions, thige faculty
representatives, and certain administrative officers. The plan
was not adopted, ‘

&

Luther College in Towa established a community asgembly respon-
sible for developing social rules and regulations, judicial
operations, cultural and recreational activities, spiritual

life and human relations, Membership consisted of one student
for each one hundred students on campus (21), 18 faculty, four
student body officers, and 6 members of the administration, plus
the president, for a total group of 49,

The illustrations above are only examples of what we are sure are many more efforts
to incorporate students into more active roles in débision-making through the

establishment of some all-institution governing body. Not only are the examples far

from exhaustive of the proposals that have been advanced and in many cases imple-

mented, but they are also limited to one kind of institutional response, It seems

ag though the most immediate and most wide~spread response to expressed need for -

ERIC - L '.
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changing the internal gog;rnanee of colleges angd universities was this attempt at
a11-institutional.governing'hqdies. Little is reported about involving students at

the departmental level, which may, as some suggest, be a more promising approach.

Some.of the abave reported reforms hay have already run their courses, and some may

.not have been implemented. While some studies.are underway to determine the effec-

tiveness of these all-institutign forms, the evidence so far is mixed. And indeed,
student participation‘in university governance presents a mixed picture. It appears
.that more students hold more positions on more faculty or general university commit-
tees than at any point in the past, and countiess commission rephrts have called for
more student involvement. Yet both stunents and faculty question whether students
heve had any significant impact on decision—making, and faculty are by no means unitec

in their opinion regarding the desirability of more student involvement, How best to

incorporate students into the university decision-making process, at whitever degree

v

of involvement,, remains an issue,

. ? 3

Structures for Broadening Decision=-Making

As we have observed, the listing immediately’ above suggests one of the major
ways in which the governance pattern has changed on American colleges and universi-
. ) ' 4 ¥
ties, A number of institutions have inaugurated some type of all-institution govera-

ance pattern,‘a form of orgénizatisn that includes in some accepteble proportions
faculty, students, administration and in some instandes non-academic staff,

~

Most of the all-institution structures have not been in operation long enough

3
¢

to.provide any firm basis for judgment regarding their effectiveness. We mention

)

a few early reactions. The July 6 1970 issue of the Chronicle of Higher Education

1

called attention to some of the problems that early appeared in the new form of
2
government at the University of New Harppshire.6 The New Hampshire governing body

included 77 persons: 30 faculty members, 30 undergraduates, 12 administrators and

5 graduate students, The article reported that as many as 300 colleges and

~ T »
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universities were at that time cungidering some type of student-faculty structure.
- . « 1‘ . °

Yet even as the number of experiments vas gsroving, one researcher gathered that

L4

"faith in the idea of representation as a governance model® vas deelining., A4Ag for
the experience of New Hampshire, at the date of that report no clear student versus
faculty splits had appeared. Some members of the New Hampshire ‘community .2rgued that
the new structure had provided broader representation, but others contended that the

&

organization was so'unnieldy that igﬁwas not working effectively. It was reported
that the overwnelming student reaotéon to the new senate was apathy.

Cornell University had asked a Commission on Student Involvement in Decision=-
Making to study nays in which students could be more effectively involved in campus

decision-making, but even before the Commission report was issued--and the Commission

was raising a number of questions about the Possibility of developing a representa-

tive bodyfsduring i968-69 the universit§ had already proceeded to the formation of a
~ constituehnt assembly of nearly 400 persons drawn from every type of group on the

campus.63 The report on the development of the Cornell University Constituent

Assem&& is contained in another report, 64

Characteristic of the way 'in which all-institution govérnance structures seemed

to develop is the description in a report on the Lehigh University Forum. Approved

by the board of trustees in the spring of 1970, the new organization went into effect

in»the fall of 1970. Inis particular organization included 60 elected students

t

(43 undergraduates ano 17 graduate students), 60 elected faculty members, and five
adninistrators (oresident,,Provost,tvice-president for student affairs and two otﬁers'
: appointed by the president). All were given equal voting privileges. In addition,
one or more trustees and/or alumni were invited to attend meetings. The Forum was
,to select two students and two faculty members to attend the trustee's meetings,
The Forum was created to have legislative authority and to set policy on special

academic programs and planning, social life and regulations, extracurricular

activities and athletics, and academic environment matters such as admissio‘l

2 .‘ -
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registration, the academic calerdar, residence and dinirnz, the bookstore, bui%dings

and grounds, the library and computer, The faculty as a group was to retain primary

L 4
- Al e
responsibility in the area of curriculum course conteat, instrdctional methods, con=

-duct of .research, employment status and tenure of faculty, academic discipline and

the awarding of degrees.65

The ERIC compendium series on governance in 1970 reported on, among other thing-
R .
. some twenty institutional studies on goverﬁance. Dickinson Céllege.at first rejected

a faculty-student committee for.a cabinet system of government and advanced a propos
for a system of joint faculty-student legislative and advisory committees for such
areas as academic program, student affairs, admissions and financial aid{ academic
'standards. The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill reported on, the organizau
tion of the Consultative Forum which includes representatives from all sections of
the university community, The Forum %as to have consultative responsibflities only, . \

Another report referred to the proposal for a 57-member Council of the Princeton

’

. J ) .
University Community. Colga;e's University [Council composed of faculty, students,

’

and administrators was also noted. Other stiudies were noted as simply being under=-

way.66 ' : ) | .

|
Another variation in structure is based upon accepting the existené& of two

different groups and frankly working with a /dual system of organization, William F.

Sturner argued on behalf of the bicameral ldgislature and stated that t e formation

¢

of the bicameral legislature, with one house composed of student represcentatives and

+ {\ ‘ .
the other consisting of faculty and adminisfirators could provide the '"legal framewor’

‘for the political solution of...(the) classilc problem of conflicting rights and poor
communicafion." The writer argued that one of the most important contributions of
the divisiom of powefs would be "the clear delineation of constitutional prero;ative:
among the contending groups and the formal recognition, heretofore dgg;ted, of

) ) 67 : —

+ student”rights in a democratically oriented [gstructure.”

-
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Observing that faculéy and'stugents*diffef in the way in thch.they’approach

problems and issues, Sturner wrote that the inclusion of students_in faculty~

-

administrative organizations "dilutes the strength of both groups, highlights the

weaknesses of each, and does little to recognize the student as an adult in his own

> right."68

£

»

And since the two groups communicate in different ways, they are g;ually

more’ effective in communicating with their peers than with members of the other

-

group, Combining the two groups in a single body has too many draybacks and tog

little potential, The solution, according to Sturner, would be'to\div@@e the groups
[ * .

aﬁd alldw each to work in its own areas d% responsibility; the two groups could then

,build upon their respective strenéths. Each group woulq, however, have the right

to initiate legislation for particular areas with the approval of the other group.
_6ne of the problems in the bicamerél approach has alréady been alluded to bj

anothey writer, Kenneth Morti;er. The problem of clarifying discrete areas of

responsibility for each unit is a complicated one, Moré:yer, Mortimer not;d that

in one case éﬁere separate legiglative bodies weré constituted, the Univerg%ty of

/ .
not meet at all during

69 - | o

Minnesota, the separate student and faculty assemblies did

the first’yeér of” operation, | -

In th® same article, Mortimer reported on some other structures. The Pennsyl-
vania State University created a University Council in 1970, The Council consisted
of the Vice=President for Academic Affairs, twolcoliege deans, one director of a

. , _
_.commonwealth campus, ‘four tenured. facdlty, three undergraduate students and one
A . ' ) .

graduate student., The Council exists concurrently with the University Senate and

the student°governing structures, Moirtimer also commented on the Council of the
Princeton University Community, The following is éne of the generalizations Mortimer
made about guch councils:

1 .
.

A major problem which must be confronted by the joint partici= .
pation and agreements to separate jurisdictions models is that .
in order for them to work there must be a substantial degree of

mutual respect and trust amongz the various constituencies,” Each

group must view the structures and functions of the mechanism

%

.
~

1)




as le°itimate and the people who operate them as trustworthy, ’
It is increasingly apparent, h0wever, that legitimacy and trust .
are scarce commodities on many campuses. . .

He reported how campus-wide senates and councils can breal: down into internal poli-

N

tical groups and how the separate groups can develop, adversary relations. But he
" .emphasized that it is‘difficult to drad conclusions about the effectiveness of these

new approaches because of the relatively short period ol time during which they have
o
been operatinp. In a paper he subsequently presented at the annual meeting of the

[

American Association of Colleges in January 1973, Nortimer reported that a recent

survey of over 1700 institutions found that 640 had or were experimenting with some

type of unicameral senate. The survey also found that 40 institutions which had

) . 71
tried unicameral senates had dropped them after having found them unacceptable. )

-

, Underlying most of the proposals, whether for unicameral or bicameral structure-
i Q . v
is the contention that there must be more shared authority. At least, such is the

position taken by the AAHE-NEA task force on faculty representation and academic

negotiations, Established in July 1966 the task force presented its report in 1967,

N L/

The group visited 34 institutions in different parts of the country and on the basis
of the data developed some generalizations about faculty participation. The principlc,

of Mshared authority" is described as the middle zone of a continuum which ranges
N < N .
" over administrative dominance-administrative primacy-shared authority~faculty primacy-
PN . R ~ .

4

faculty dominance, The continuum indicates the range within which authority can be

distrihuted within the university. Under the concept of shared authority, "both

+

faculty and administration exercise effectivé influence in decision=-making. n72

*

The report suggested that the concept of shared authority may be implemented through

. various procedures, but that the most effective approach would probably be through

the development of an academic senate,comprised of faculty members and officials of
. 14 . *
the adminiftration. In addition, a joint grievance committee could be established

to handle disputes involving issues of personnel administration. The report stated

that effective implementation calls for a careful examination of faculty and adminis~

! g

trat*ve roles "to help determine the allocation of authority that will enhance most

l[c ' ' "' 35
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effectively the quality of performance of institutions of higher education."73 The
report “argued that the concept of shared authority avoids the competitive model, and

that through cooperation 'both parties pay be able to achievé their goals more fully

than would be possible through antagonistic compet:ition."74

-

' Keeton subsequently elaborated on the central 1dea of the AAHE report ‘of 1971.

.l

He argued thdt the "primary justification for faculty voice in campus governance is

the fact that faculty alone have the kinds and "degrees of qualification essential

ni> The faculty; he suggested, are the

-

to the task of a college or university,
" teachers, the researchers, and the specialists\tPat proviaé‘the various forbs‘of'
service required by the institution,'pnd even w{éh considerable faculty mobility,

this faculty has represented the "largest element of cont}nuity and experience with

the tasks and problems of the campus." By way of contrast, the student generation

is shart, and turnover among top administrative officers has been'tairly rapid.

Yet, there are some problems endemic to turning the operation of tne institution
entirely over to faculty. Faculties as experts in their oun respective fields tend
to overestimate the significance of that expertise in issues’oi campus governance.

Heavy ihvolvement of faculty in governance involves heavy demands upon time and takec
facylty avay from tasks for which they are primarily appointed, According to the
eport, all of this argued for some form ol shared governance is the Lost appropriate
pproach. ) | ) | o ;

\ ! . A

. . In pleading for more faculty involvement, the report rejected the icea of ag
"zero-sum" game. That is a game in which one party loses if anotner~gains. In M
argoing for a "positive-sum" game and said that in business, for example, it is

. possible for the lender and the borrower both to benefit, The lender gives up - N

certain uses of his capital and derives other benefits such as interest and possibly

¢

capital, while the borrower is gble to get underway an enterprise which benefits

him as wé}l as others, In similar manner, faculty and administration need to combine

2

{ .
their efforts, '

O . . i .‘ «
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In an ear}ier art{cle, Lewis layhew had dispuﬁgé ghe priﬁcfple that seems
implicit in theZMQHE report and ;ha;’hé‘refe;;eﬁnéo'a; “sh;;eé résp;ﬁsiﬁiiﬁzy:h Hé' T
wrote that the ide; of shared respongibility had bee; emphasized in the literature of

.
g~

higher education for deéades, but it had not/been implemented to any great- degree.

He suggested that the idea had not infuggd more practice, not only because of the

¥ I3
[

complexity of thé enterprise, but also because the relationships between the various
parties had seldom been adequatgfgpspecified. In his own description, he referred

to the faculpy as primarily tﬂe conservative element in the-university; faculty -are
relu;tant to change, and "the departmental system with its %gserful defenses for
preservation’ of individual interest provides "the citadel within which to ecultivate ‘
one's own concerns.& But,the conservatism can balance the over~-aggressiveness of

central administration:

Actpally, these two forces are complementary, Institutions
' cannot survive the overly powerful dynamic administration
- which is not checked by an effective faculty exercising the
instruments of restraint...But institutions would atrophy
and lose viability if faculty gained so much power that it
c;glg,h%ock the efforts of the weal: or ineffectual adminis-
tfation, 1In some way or other institutions of higher educa- . ' /
tion should be organized so that the forces of faculty \
.conservatism and administrative dynamic are brought into a
creative tension, Thii/bringing together probably must be
contrived, for without”a reasonéd plan the contrasting
valences of power would either drift into a state of fibri-
lation or into a completely adversary posture,’9

Mayhew argued that faculty should have virtually irrevocable power over certain I

4

N ~ . ) -G
aspects of the'institution--determining memBgrship within their own ranks, conditions

of student entrance and dismissil, They should also-have broad policy-making powers
over the conditions of student lffe. On the other hand, the administration should

" have bagic powers over matters such as finance, the power over budget preparation

N éyd'budget coﬂ%ro}..’Administration should also be able to c?ntrol aﬁﬁointments of .
administi%hﬁve Bfficers. Mayhev's yigw of "ghared responsibility'' comes short of

the "shared authority" suégesté&rin the AAHE reports,
¥ .
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In commenting on what a system 9f shared responsibility needs to operate

aRctively, he wrote that there must be: (1) desire on the part of the faculty and
- - M « A - o

-
. K

" administration for 'shared responsibility; (2) villingness of each element to él}ow

l
the other element disgression within its own sphere; (3) development of written

constitutions, by-laés, and other suph specified procedures to insure due process;

(4) and greater openness and willingness to share.information and intelligence,
Reiterating some of the points in his earlier article, Mortimer in his address

" to the American Association of Colleges suggested that the options open to a college

or university seem to be the kind of sh;red authority referred to in the AAHE docu=

ment or clearly defined and separate jurisdictions. If some compromise between these

ﬂ positions cannot be \developed, the third option would seem to be that of

collective'bargaining.77

There is by no means universal agreement that the development of some type of

shared authority or responsibility is the solution to the current problems in the
governance of American higher educational institutions. Eldon L. Johnson has

observed that academic legislative bodies are due for some drastic overhauling and
: s . .
that "the present-day university needs to concede the indispensable-role of a single

executive whose scope is instiﬁution-wide." He goes on to say:

& ' ! |

. It needs to give him unmistakable authority at his appropriate '

: level (or his agreed upon sphere, if hierarchy must be avoided.)
Leadership cannot be legislated; it grows from being exercised,
Little of it is being exercised in universities today, essen=~
tially because potentially vetoing academic groups do not view
it with favor. University presidezfi‘zhemselves have not been
blameless in playing the 'participatory' game, wherein they are
amiable comrades treading lightly and waiting for signals, N\\

Gerald P. Burns, a professor of higher education at Florida State University, was

even more direct in a letter to the editor of the Chronicle of Higher Education,

He contended that it is a lack-of presidential fortitude and professional+:wisdom

that is responsible for the growth of campus problems.79
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‘But, we have now moved from a consideration of structures for broadening

decision-making to the more tveneral topic of the nature of, and rationale for, .
faculty'involﬁément in/general inggitutional decisions, and the latter is properly
ot X
s@bject for seFarate consideration in the next portion of this monograph,\\:St us "

return to one more example a new structure for broadening decision-making. BardwefE’
Smith has commen ed on the development of the College Council at Carleton College, 80
Inaugurabed in 971, the’Council included several constituencies, seven students,

* seven faculty me&bers, five auministrators, two alumni and three trustees, Three
policy committees vere created-~educational, administrative, social=-=with the res~

ponsibility to recommend to the Council, where authority for final approval resides,
” -
Council decisions may be challenged by any of the several constituencies; a two=

thirds vote of the Council overrides the challenge, Ultimate authority for the

college is still with the Board of Trustees, but the Boaygd hagglelefated much of

the decision-making to the local governance structure.

»

Smith reports on three areas of contention that emerged ing the first two

years of the Council's operation and a review of these areas \s8 instructive in. \

pointing up issués that other such agencies have faced, The first area .of contention
hgd to do with the,question of identity, of definition. Thereucmerged "senuine
confusion among aﬂl parties as to what role students, faculty, administrators,

trustees and othehs should play in determining academic policy."81 The confusion

|

was deep and stem@ed from a serious concern about the basic nature of the academic

community, Smith| elaborates:

it shoulld not be surprising...if instruments like college councils/</
occasioh concern about the power and authority of the faculty,..

about the rights of non-teaching professional staff (e.g.,regarding
tenure, sabbaticals, salary levels, prestige); about the appropriate
role of administrators...about the meaning of trustee authority as
campus affairs become immensely complex and decisiort~making requires
intimate and continuing acquaintance with the subleties of each :
situation; and about alumni relationship to institutions vhose
changiqg patterns make them seem unfamilar, even alien, from what

they orce” were, . ' )

: : -

1]

One specific outcome was increased concern for detailing rights and responsibilities’

4 <@

, -

Q 2f various groups, *

| ric R T
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The second are! of contention grew out of the "rece'tﬁy diminished resources of

higher eduestion.”" Questions of how fuads vere to be spe ¢ quickly came to the fore:
]

When one combines "financial exigency" with a c¢dllege council
#bproach to decision-making, the process becomes existential.
‘ " The classics scholar with' dnly taken. interest ;znetofore in
"line items and planning models: becomes ardently involved in
discussions about what happens if one examinés/seriodsly'the
high cost of small classes, Students are forced to balance
certain services, once taken for granted, against the possible
loss of a faculty member, even that department Faculty begin

¢ to see implications for the entire institutiop....
0’0

There are dangers, Smith observes, that in such situat{ons institutions may settle
just Tor keeping the ship afloat, / " ’

The third area of contention had to do with-acco#ntability. The call is for
- /‘
"more thoughtful assessment of what is going on," After the initial skirmishes

/
there emerged support for 'more thorough evaluation of teaching, academic programs
’ < N

-

!

and departments, and institutional commitments."sa/

In cohcluding his review, Smith referred to t%e man-hours that ''can be squandere

~

in the process'” of broadening decision-making. Hé writes that "a balance of costs

must be struck between exhaustive discussion and delegation of respons:bility."

»

The Role of the Faculty/in Governance

/ ' o

The categories under which this review A;‘organized are not mutually exclusive,
In referring to the emergence of new ‘struc res for broadening deci31on-making we
have already entered into an examination of faculty role in governance, And any

consideration of student role is not without iﬁplications for ffculty involvement.
In this section, however, we want to report on some of the broader implications £

<

faculty participation, and in particular we shall review recent reports on tenure

}
and collgctive bargaining. '

In his sketch of the historical development of the gbvernance structure in
* ' \/

American higher education, Walter Schenkel observes that even in the post=Civil War

period, "faculty participdtion in governance was unheard Kf‘ Faculty members in the
1

40
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earlv universities were hired to.teach."si University presidents such as Gilman of
Johng‘prkins and Harper of the University of Chicago made it clear'that faculty
participation in university governance vas limited to educational.concerns. Univer=

sity teaching emerged as a career only in the late 1800s when more advanced training

for faculty led to the kind of spe ization that created academic departments. The

H
—

next step toward professionalization of faculty was reached with the introduction of
tenure, ’ T .
Until 1906, thg year the Carnegie retirement plan ‘for professors
. was established a teacher had no guarantee a secure job,
Only the introduction of tenure finally mad® it possible for the
faculty as a group to claim the right.to participate, without
fear of reprisal, in some areas of governapée., Limited faculty
' control over certain aspects of the edu ional program had
existed in gome of the early universipies, but the faculty
received the right of control onl er the educational area .
in the first decade of the twen eth century. 86
,<‘
Questions over faculty status and involv

q ‘
t in decision-making arose infrequently

" before the first decade of the twentieth centtry. This does not mean that there werc
no clashes between the board of control and president and faculty, it only me&ns that

the critical questions of faculty participation.in the governance of the inmstitutdion.

awaited the development of professionalism among the faculty. Only with the rise

of this professionalism, the conflicts over academic freedom, the emergence of the

American Asaociation of University Professors, and the increased stature ‘of higher

-

t <

’ education itself did the issues of faculty involvement in institutional decision-

making begin to surface,

Te Re McConnell writes that the most significant period of expansion of faculty

role has been since World War II.. .

One of the most "significant changes since World War II is the
great growth of faculty power, coupled with rapid faculty pro-
fessionalism, - Either by formal delegation or by tacit approval,
college and university faculties have attained a high degree of,
professional self-governmént,

This greater involvement and the demand for even more involvement in university

affairs comes at & time,oddly enough,when faculty as_professionals are also beconing

7\
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more identified with professional fields than with thke institutions in which they
hold apﬁéintments. Duryea comments 6n :lls paradox: . ' .

The growth of specializcd knowiedge in terms of disciplinary and “
professional associations on a national and even international

basis has brought with i: a concomitant outward movement of

faculty members., They find their professional relationships,

career lines, and related values in interinstitutional rather

than internal commitments....Yet, in the main, faculties reiain
adamant aboyt turnimg government over to administrators, The

result is a dangerous antrophy id leadership within large 8
universities during an era when leadership looms in importance,

As we have alread& notéd, Duryea contends that the university has developed two
bureaucracles. The one bureaucé?cy consists of the faculties who have "evolved over
the past SO'years or more a hié;archy of departments, schools, and senates or .
executiye courfcils, larded well with a variety of pcrmanent and temporary committees'
And he sees 'this particular bureaucracy claiming. the right to control "the totality
of the educational cjeration, from admission to degree requirements and graduation
certification." The gﬁher hierarchy is that of the administraéion. Duryea sees the
administ;aéors "qongealeﬁ,into a separate hierarchy g;appling with immense problems

-, . \
of management related to a variety of essential yet supportive functions which main=-

-

) ) , ) r &
tain the university, not least of which is budget and financial management." The .

i

probler;x is that these two bureaucracies have moved farther and gEar:t:her: apart with
the faculty remaining "committed to a traditional ideal of the university ag ag
integrated community while giving constant evidence that'they fail to grasp its real
operational nazuré.and managerial éomplications."' On the ogher hand, the adminis-

L2

trators find their ﬁmanagerial tasks such consuming endeavors that they become

A

absentminded about the nature of the academic enterprise which lies at the heart of

\ the university's reason for existence,™”, .

’ N
One of the more helpful analyses of the present state of affairs ig that of

Burton Clark in his article "Faculty Organi ‘on and Authority." Clark obgerves

that one findq what geems to be béth the;"collegial" and '"bureaucratic" in decision~

'

making ir the university:

o . T4z
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As we participate in our studies of various faculties in

American higher education, we observe decisions being made

through informal interaction amvng'a group of peers and

through a collective action of the faculty as & whole.ess .
And we have reason to characterize the -faculity as a collegium.... .
We also observe on the modern campus that information is communi=
cated through formal channels, responsibility is fixed in formalfy
designated positions, interaction is arranged in relations between
,superiors and subordinates, and decisions are based on written -,
rules, Thus we have reason to characterize the campus as a
bureaucracy. . .

He concluQes that neither the collegial nor the bureaucratic model is satis~
factory to explain all that takes place on the campus. What Clark sees as a basis
for a more comnrehensive explanation 18 the development of a "professional' model,

That is to say, as the faculty has become more professional and the institution asg

¢ >

a whole reflects more of a professional orientation, the university is neither a ¢

"collegium nor a aimple bureaucracy. He notes how the structure and organization of

the campus has changed in recent years. The changes are in the following directions.

Y -
1, The movement from a unitary to a composite or federal structure,
-the emergence of the multiversity.
2, The movement from the single to multiple value systems as the (‘
faculty of -a given institution becomes much more divérse,
3. The movement from non-professional to professional work as a
faculty changes from general practitioners to those with
specific knowledge and specialties. "’ : ,

-

4. The movement from the charactcristics of a community where. : .
. consensus rules to a bureaucracy where complex procedures N '
s . ,govern decision-making. ,

M .
< - M
. 4

These movements within the university have led to significant changes in the way in
which the faculty exarcisés its authority, These changes are:

1, The segmentation of the faculty and the growth of reptresen~
tational systems, .

2. The emergence of fecerated professionalism, a ccmbination of .
profegsional development and the growth of buregucratic '

h ' . authority., The campus has become a "holding company for . "y
professional groups-rather than a single association of -° )
professionals," J . )

13 s

/-“)
3. The growth of individualism. The campus has become 'a place .
"where strong forces cause thé growth of some individuals
into centers of power. "

~
. 4 N »
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From all of which he comes to the conclusion that we are developing a federated
structure, with'the campus "more like a United Nations and less like a small tcwn."‘
The university becomes a "loose alliance of professional man," and to keep thebmany
components of a campus together, 'we have a superimposed coordination by the
administration,"0 ‘ .

A type of warfare develcps on the'campus in which the facultyadevelop, in
Duryea's words, a "kind of academic condescension toward agminiqtrators, esoecially
presidents and their executive staffs; which views them as servants rather than
leaders of the professoriate,” Indeed, Duryea finds a type of faculty schizophrenia
that characterizes administrators "as minions while almost in theisame breath
condemning them for failure to stanu firmly~as defenders of the academic faith in
times of crisis.“91 Further documentation of the warfare is evidenced by the many
articles from faculty and administrators calling attention to the lack of insight

on the, part of the opposite party. We refer to an article, "The Role of Faculty in

University Governance" in the Journal of Higher Education, the thesis of which is

thdt "no small part of the problem in governance ip higher education may be traced
to the predispositions of members of the academic community to interpart the same
" events quite differ’ently."92 While in that particular article the emphasis upon
the need to develop a collegial structure is perhaps overly strong and overly opti=
nistic: the plea for devéloping better tools for resolving conflict and maintaining
some,sense'of community is not overdrawn, The article was prompted in part by'a
paper presented at the 21st Nationavaonference on Higher Education,"Faculty Parti=-
cipation in University or, College Governance," byﬂLewis Joughin of the American
Associa%ion of Unqversity Professors. ;_

. “The American Council on Education published in 1968 a report by Archie R, Dykes
based upon a series of pérsonal intexviews with faculty of the College of Liberal
Arts and Sciences of a large Midwestern university. Approximately 20 percent of the

P

College 8 faculty, or a total of 106 persons, was involved. Dykes found that the

I
gource of much of the tension betWeen faculty and aomini.,tration growanquhnf‘the
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faculty conviction that any inc*ease in administrative power and influence necess=
arily results in a decreaée in their own power and influence. Dykes himself dis~
agréed with this judgment and pointed out that faculty and administration are "fused,
and each depends in considerable measure on the other," He writes that;,"withOut
stfong central leadership, the mobilization-of the collective efforts of faculty

o and administration toward the definition and attainment of institutional "goals is
impossiblée, And without his unvarying effort toward unifigation, a universitf falls

into aimlessnese, drift, disunity, and disarray. It becomes something other than a

university,"93

What Dykes refers to as '"one of the most noticeable and best documented find=

-

ings" or his, study is the ambivalence in faculty attitudes toward participation in
decision-making. .On the one hand, faculty flembers indicatsd that they should have
a strong, active and influential role in decisions. On the other hand, it was clear

from the study that faculty’members were very reticent to give the time that such .

Y

a participatory role would require; he reported: "asserting that faculty particie

——

pation is essential, they placed participation at the bottom of their professional

/ .
priority 1ist and deprecated their cqlleagues who do participate." Faculty members
’ "

also exhibited a "nostalgia for the towm meeting type of university government and

failed to recognize the complexity of the modern institution."94 Faculty members :
N\

made easy distinctions between "educational and "noneducationalQapategories and
failed to recognize the complexity involved And faculty members held "an exceed-

ingly simplistic view pf the distribution of influence and power in their own

community."?5 N - < ] z

‘A study undertaken by the Center for Research and Development in Higher Educa-
tion of the University of‘California at Berkeley, with a sample of 80 colleges and |
universities, also expLored among ‘other things, faculty involvement in institution-
al planning, They found that faculty participation in planninn was. "peripheral "
On a number of campuses it was noted that faculty tended ‘to view planning as an

" '\

administrative ta sk, or faculty were preoccupied wfth faculty=a.i~ . + and

Q f . ) . w ‘42; . ) . )
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faculty conflicts, or faculty were oriented to their disciplines, The conclusion 7
\ : »

of the authors is that planning is not considered by faculty as a. legitimate part |
of the faculty role. Indeed, as one.interviewee noted, "the faculty are the greateat

drag on academic planning and innovation in the university."96
McConnell concludes that apart from some crisis, only a limited group~of faculty

»

members carry on the business for their colleagues., A relativel§ small number of
faculty monopolize the membership of the most powerful committees. Oligarchies take
over the machinery of faculty government.g? He refers to a study of senate conmittee
membership at the University of Minnesota in which it was found that 10 percent of

the staff had gerved in a period of three years on three to six different committees..

At PFresno State in California, 56 persons out of 417 eligible served on three or &

more major senate committees. Generalizing on these and other studies, McConnell {

v

writes: ,

The emergence of oligarchies or ruling elites is normal in’
democratic polities. Political analysts have divided the
voting population into gladidtors, spectators, and apathetics,
Gladiators, a relatively small corps of '"professionals" con=- .
stituting something like a tenth.of the population, are the ’
political activists....This small group governs without cone
sultation except with the particular minorities or clienteles
affected by their decisions....The same categories apply to
the academic community. Since the faculty senate or the . .
faculty as a whole, especially in large and complex institu=- .o
tions, lacks the cdapacity to make decisions expeditiously and

to,act accordingly, the gladiators or oligarchg catrry on the

day-to-day business.: .

/ ‘ <

?aculty aré ambivalent. There is the desire to be involved,tbut there is also a

-

disdaining for involvement--and, after all, only 10 percent of the faculty do become

“
~

involved. ~‘-' L

>
-y, v
R A -

/ Mason, fh his review of the literature on governance, reports much the game

pnttern of faculty response.99 And after discussing the strengths and weaknesses

kd - . ~

of senates, he points to the department as the "core unit of the faculty "

PR r




The importance of the department to the faculty can hardly - .
* be exaggerated. It is the one structure of the university . .
where loyalty to the discipline fis often combined with -
loyalty to the institution. Moxeover, it ig=~in many
‘institutions=«the one place where meaningful participation
! in important decision-making is [experienced by all faculty -
members, The department is autdnomous in many crucial 100
respects and provides shelter and protection to its faculty.

In examining reported research on the depgrtment, .Mason contends that the department.
v :

with all of its problems, "is likely to be the most effective and collegial unit of /

7 the university.“lo{

In their analysis of depar tal st uctures, Paul Dressel and his aasociates .

\‘ likewise refer to the department as "the reﬁuge and support of the professor" and as |

|

the "key unit for the academic," If there is any measure of faculty involvement in l

i planning and decision~making, it appears be at the departmental leve1. Yet depart
’ J I

ments tend to be relatively isolated and preoccupied with their own concerns.w

/ b
the growth of the institute as a nondepartmental structure that will grow iu impor-
b
tance., Ikenberry's article, to which reference was earlier made, also notes the

The writers point up some of the’ problems in departmental organization and predict /

problems in departmental organization and argues for a revision of organization in,

terms of function, a revision that wo?ld call for developing more "task oriented

¢ uniie,n103 : U I . L
’ While there are variations.in the department as noted by Dressel and Ikenbe;ry,
the basic strength of the department seems not to have abated, and faculty partici-
. pation tends to continue to ;e at the departmental level, although the department i-
often relatively divorced from the concerns of the institution as a whole. o
—

In discussing the, problem of participation in decislon-making and efficiency

. -

in decision-making, Dayid Schimiiel argues for what he calls '"conditional decision- ’

making," The process would/;e to have administrative officer, president, dean, or

Ddepartment head, make a conditional decision and then refer the matter to a committc
with the reasons supporting the decision proposed. Copies of the decision and th:
reagons would be issued to all faculty and students affected, and if 10 percent of .’

l ‘ . . ‘ -,

» 47 : ' -,




the ‘faculty and students did not register their objection, the decision would

become fina1,10%

1f there were opposition, there would be opportunity to find dut

about the opposition and to work through to another possible solution.

Collective Bargaining.v-In June, 1974 there were 338 campuses on which faculty

‘

members had chosen collective bargaining agents., This number represented 92 percent

i

.

of the 367\institutions on which elections had been held to determine whether a
' 105

bargaining agent should be appointed. This figure constitutes 70 more institue

tiéns than were reported 18 months previously.106 In this interim the AAUP had

increased the number of institutions for which it served as bargaining agency from

13 to 29, more than double its previously reported group. And, four-year campuses

with collective bargaining had increased from 122 to 133. The most rapidly growing

group in the collective’ bargaining camp was the two-year institutions. These had

increased from 147 to 205. In October 1972, four-year institutions constituted 45

-?

percent of the institutionsﬁmith bargaining agents whil% in June, 1974 they consti-

tuted 39.3 percent. When the American Federation of Tegchers eiected a new president

in th? summer of 1974, the organization announced that ik would "allocate a larger

proportion of its resources to organizing at the college, university, and post-

.

secondary-school level" and the new president, Albert Shanker, referred to higher

«

educati%n as one.of the major areas where the AFT would cgncentrate its efforts,
» ‘ & ' - ' .
"Higher education is one of the great areas of organizing that is available to us,"

he said. The AFT campus membership is now some 35, 000.107 \It is difficult to

s

generalize over éych,a short period of time, and while it is tempting 'to 'do . so, it

Y

is probably,inappropriate to suggest that the process of Qplloctive bargaining is

slowing dowmn among/four~year institutions. However one vievs the figures, well

over 10 percent of higher educational institutions have entered into some- type of

collective\bargaining arrangement,

L

’
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The way in which collective bargaining has been, or seems to have be&n, accepted
by faculty in four~year institutions is perhaps indicated by reference to the’
process whereby AAUP moved from bpposing collective bacgaining to becoming 4 bar-
gaining agent. In reporting on its fall 1969 meeting, AAUP's Academa stated that

<
while in accordance with the action taken the Association " recognizes the right of

-

the state to pass legisglation providing for coliective bargaining by faculty menbers,

it urges pubiic agencies charged with the administration of such laws to discharge

their responsibilities in a manner consistent with the principles of academic self=

-

government and institutional aut7nomy " 1t does go on to indicate that if faculties

are interested in collective bargaining, they should turn to the AAUP as their

g

representative. Officially, however, the AAUP was reluctant in accepting collective

.

108 o _ s
. . . : % i
In 1972, the outgoing president of the AAUP, Sarfford Kadish, argued against

k‘said that a strike "proceeds by

bargaining.

the principle of collective bargaining. He
deliberately harming the educational mission eein order to provoke the personal
employee interest, in contradiction té the service ideal of subordinating personal

iaterest to’ the advancement &f the purposes of thegﬁniversity.", He went on to say

* > \ ~ - - »

- 3

.that the collective bargaining procesa "tends to remit issues which faculty should

- »

themselves detérminé to_outside agencies, such _as state and federal boards,
arbitrators, and union bureaucracies.'109

! | |
© In'a story referring toé the contract negotiations between the City University

4 * MK

of New York and two faculty unions, the Chronicle of higher Education pointed up

4

2. 9

some of the problems collective¢bargaining posed for the professors. It was suggests

ed that in collective bargaining seniority will probably determine promotions and
s

salary rather then the xraditional reliance upon merit, however merit is defined.

T ¥

Mbreover binding arbitration cculd come into conflict withs the practice of having

proféssors evaluated by their peers for prohotion and tenure, There will be problem:

] L

of. deciding- who belongs to the faculty unit and who, strictly speaking,,is the

managemnnt of the university.110 l - 49 '

Y
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At:iteannual meeting in May, 1972, the AAUP voted overwhelmingly, 373 to 54,
to endorse a recommendation that the AAUP "pursue collective bargaining as a‘major
additional way of realizing the Association's goals," While the vote was overwhelm=
ing, some of the delegates and leaders did not agree with the decision, They argued J
that by moving into collective bargaining the AAUP would damage its traditional )
activities, especially those dealing with academic freeuom.and tenure, Ofe conse-; ’
‘quence of the decision was that the Association of American Colleges in July of that
year in effect'recommended to its 800 member colleges that they not continue to
participate in the AAUP annual salary survey.111 N )

In tthe meantime the;American Federation of ?eachers, foundeu‘in 1916 as an
affiliate of the American Federation of Laﬁor, had from its early days some coIlege .
professo 8 among its members. It was in the 1960s, however, with the organization
of the New York City teachers that the AFT began to become a significant factor.

In June 1974, the AFT accounted for 80 of the 338 organized groups. It was also
, during the 1960s that the National Education Association emerged as a full-fledged

teacher's union, Currently, either directly or through merged affiliates, the NEA

accounts for 195 units. Apparently the NEA intends to become even more active,
-because in July 1974 it votéd more than $1,000,000 in its fund for organizing college
sorg and created a Special Project in Higher Education to coordinate its organ=
eforts.112 Reference has already been made to the subsequent announcement by
the FT that it would be increasin° its efforts,

IWhat are the possible consequences of the development collective bargaining amon'
college professors? Ladd and Lipset, in a volume prepared for the Carnegie Commission
"on Higher Education, suggest that it is still "too early to tell what degree of
differcnce unionization will make in university life." Yet they observe that union- .
ization will almost inevitably eliminate salary differentials for aspects other than
seniority; generally speaking, colTecrive bargaining will work against any general

system of merit payment. There vill also-be a tendency to use seniority ges2abRgig

' a0
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for reappointment and tenureﬁ _Persons employed will be expected after a "probae
tionary" period of time to proceed into tepured positions., They will probably
. . ~ g
insist that administrative officers.not have thé‘pover tc review faculty peer

evaluations by seeking outside judgments of the candidate's qualifications.
4 .

Collective bargaining will probably alsokhEVe some impact upon governance, Many

.
' N
aspects of the professor s activity will be determined by the negotiations between
* LR ~L~
the bargaining agency and "management" and in complex state systems, "management"

’ '\‘&//
hagjbe’a state board of commissio » While existing faculty goverpance groups will

not”necessarily be eliminated they may have less to say about the faculty. member's

activ1ty and conditions of service. Contracts already negotiated have .included a

wide range,of concerns, all the way from appointment and tenure policies to, trtvel
ho%7

funds, academic calendar, fringe benefits*sand curricular matters, 113

Ladd and Lipset . suggest that collective bargaining may also have some impact

upon faculty-gtudent relations. Indeed, picking up on .comments of Myron Lieberman

they 'suggest that "there may even be the development of strong student unions that,
é%fll seek to participate in bargaining between faculty and administration.114 (

t;' In‘a survey‘conducted under the auspices of the Carnegie Commission on Higher

Education, Ladd and Lipset found,that 59 percent of the respondenta (a total of

60,028 faculty members) said that there is a place for faculty collective bargaining

* on the campus and 47 percent agreed that faculty strikes could be legitimate action,

‘P*

o

f
In a subsequent survey ihvolving a sample of the larger group and undertaken in 1972,

‘<f
.. 8ome 43 percent agreed that the recent growth in unionization was beneficial and
<

should be extended, and another 13 percent reported themselves to be uncertain.
Some 44 percent disagregd that the extension of unionization was beneficial.lls,

in his assessment of the impact of collective bargaining on the university,

Willfam B. Boyd wrote that the evidence is already available that under conditiona
s
’ of collective bargaining "the system of governance will become more explicit, more

* uniform and more_centralized." On matters which have been vague or variable, the

— -

“ B . .
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bargaining table will attémpt to clarify and défine. Boyd was not convinced that all

of thig will be to the good. He suggested that something of value is lost and that, =
on.qést campuses the result will be the increase in Qoara power at the expense of
faculty.power; "Ambiguity and a willingnesi to leave certain questions unraised

have been important for the ride of facult& pover, Explicltnesa and a demand for :
legalism will...now gentribute to a renaissance of board pover." Personal policies :
will become more forggl, uniform and centralized, Departmental and school autonomy

will probably be reduced, Whereas decisions on facu}ty appointments, reappointment,
promotion, pay increases and terminations have been initiated at the board level, .
these decisions are more likely to be administrative decisions, where administrators

are agents of the board, He suggpsted also that the technique and tone of adminis-'
tration will be changed, Collective bargaining inevitably places Ehe,adminisvration ,
into more of 4 management role,116 ) . .,

Duryea and Fisk caf?y the analysis further, They argue, in one way céntrary -

.

to Boyd, that collective bargaining will improve the opportunities for faculty to

!

become involved in decision-making, During the bargaining procedure it is possible
) A

that faculties will be able to deal with a broader range of_matters, not only

-

p%;sonnel considerations but "decisionts on the mission of the university itself,"

Grievance procedures ﬁill also provide opportupities for appeal from administrative

decisions., Yet the bargaining péocess 18’a two~edged sword. And it may be possible
+ for the state or boagzjif stipulate or insist upon a more "finite and precise kind

of accountability fgém faculty members, incluaing such perquisites as'sabbéticals or

congiderations such as teaching load,' time and facilities for research, gnd_studént-
1 ) 4
faculty ratios." Conditions of faculty service in a very broad sense cam bécome

) subjects for %egot{gsion.117 . -

?rhe writers see some problems. The bargaining process is costly of time and

effort. Senior faculty members "may be deeply troubled by their affiliation with

what can be called by no other name than *union'.,” They face tﬁe,tension of seeing
YL i ‘ \

*
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) ?
themselves as employee and at the same time as professional entrepreneur==researcher,

schola¥, consultant,

-
.« A

Duryea ‘and Fisk also see in the conflict between a.tonomy and accountability

the possibility that institutions may  regain some of tZeir autonomy, That is to

siy,‘in the bargaining process, the academic bargaining units may serve as counter
b ;

forces to the t27nd toward external control from the state, They suggest that

faculty organizations may have to compete effectivelx/w1th boards for power and

s

authority. Written ‘contracts will replace by=laws,

In an article to which reference hag already been made, lMyron Lieberman sees
A

the unionization of college and university faculties as "one of the most important

developments in higher education in the next decade."” He points“Qut that over 65
percent/of the pation's schoolteachers are involved in collective bargaining, and
he sees a parallel development in higher education. But he sees, and approves, the

end of "faculty self-government," He calls this self~government irresponsible and

- j e
says that the advent of unionization will "injedt a measure of management account-

"ability into these matters, n113 He agrees with Boyd in that he finds college and

universzty administrators moving more into manaoment-type roles. However, he

N -

A7
predicts that governing boards will lose power, and he sees faculty unions stimula=

ting the organization of student unions, -

In a sense James Olsen also recognizes the possibility oﬁ the growth of student

L}

"groups. He suggests that "almost invariably, collective bargaining agreements ignore

., o

J thexgtudent interest.*‘ghd abrogate the student voice and role gained in recent -

v

years,”" This will lead to inevitable clashes between student leaders and faculty

units, ° Into the situation the administratiOn will have to move, and Olsen gees the
\

administration becoming more of.a management group, Vhat is requred is "straight-

Forward ‘unadorned management and monitoring——functions which require an administra-

“ion to plan, control, and coordinate the efficient use of the institution s

3

resources ntl9
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It is clear that observers of “the same developments come up with rather,
different conclusions as to the long=range consequences. We have'entered into a
new set of'conditions, and individuel institutions cannot ignore the developments.
_Matéers will not take care of themselves, Philip Semas refers to collective bar-
gaining §s being ‘} the threshold of becoming nigher edu on's "igsue of the
decade."120 The Education Commiesion of the States suggests that "no'single item
seems to portend more controversy than .that likely to be generated by the emergence
of colleetive bargaining."121 'qu Carol Shulman observes, "Faculty collective
bargaining, once a radical’departure in facolty-administrative relations, is.becoming
a famlliar and permanent fea;ure on many campuses."122
Paul Dressel and his co}leagues take a fairly dim view of the developmeht:
Higher” pducation is closer to accepting collective bargaining
than many believe., Interventions into departmental and
. university autonomy, tight budgets, and demands for increased
{jfh*\ faculty teaching loads will accelerate the trend. Faculty
' members should begin to consid:gythe sort of organization

they yant tolrepresent their intprests., The choice lies to
a large degree between an organfzation that cherishes tradi=-

.. . tions and one that has experience as a tough negotiator. The . |
. , "haves" (tenure, positipn, and high salary) tend to prefegﬁgye
+ former; the' "have nots," the latter. < . -

3 Univergity administrators lack experience and usually cdntinue
to act on a collegial base. Many of them are "haves," cherish
freedom, and do not listen to demands for equality. This
posture, buttressed by inexperience, allows unions to make
great initial gains and win swift support. .

Collective bargaining upsets the role of middle mdnagement,

Faculty salary and load differences can be maintained when

department, college, and university middle managers make _
decisions about wages, hours, and working conditions. When

such decisions are made by the entire faculty and by direct

] faculty negotiations with the board, it is doubtful that_ .
* freedom to maintain reasoned imbalances will remain. " :

Almost certainli, collecti¥e bargaining in higher education
will move to state-wide or system~wide levels and in the
) process destroy much. of the autonomy of the separate campuses.
Thus, cSllective bargaining in a state system of higher educa~
. tion will ultimately .promote centralization of decision making,
‘, ‘ * Collective bargaining will contravene the individual and ~ .
departmental autonomy for which many faculty mehmbers. have :
e "battled so long. 1 N \ ',
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But Edward J. Bloustein, President of Rutgers University, speaking qut of his

‘ experience;fis much more favorably disposed, particularly in the light of the kind

of contract arrived\at for Rutgers.,
N ) < .
and should be more ‘eXplicit; that academic quality does not go down; that deterio-

124 He states thdt the system of governance will

ration of departmenta “and school autonomy if not necessarily bad; that the manage=~

ment role thrust on administrators should\have been assumed long ago; that the

»

* membexrs, , ; o ) N —_—

.functions of university senates ate not'necessarily curtailed"that collegiality

had already broken dowm, N\Iiective bargaining or not; and that bargaining is not
~ .

devoid of reasoning and consensus-making.

Leon Epstein exanines ¢éollective bargaining within the general context of_the
governing incess and is much closer to Paul Dressel and his colleagues than to
President Bloustein. Epstein writes, "Starkly’stated, collective. bargaining is
a conception of government in which staff members organize as employees to exercise

power’ through bilateral negotiations," and he sees in this process:little chance for

professors to continue to act “as quasi-independent practitioners who sharé

Poeers, . . ’
managerial authority'i even if they continue to want to do so, Undér collective
bargaining there must be ﬁn "identifiable management" as something apart from

» X

"e m:nyees and their representatives.” The negotiations may be limited to mnttfrs
1

ary and work conditions or may extend to broader "policy questions, but in

'either case, argues Epstein, "collective bargaining iutroduces a measure of bilateral

government distinguishable both from unfettered hiearchicsl authority and from pure

professional self-novernment."lg? _And Epstein sees collective bargaining thus.

changing the, roles oﬁ professors, other staff members, state officzals, trustees,
a

7

administrators and students, For state institutions he sees more patterns developing
. [} - A
in which the negotiations will be between the facu1ty unions .and Iegislators, v -

\ ~

governors, and their staffs rather than with/the administrators and regents--and

-

reaching these authorities is essentially a lobbying process, a few role for faculty

>




As an aside, it may be noted that in President Bloustein's State of New Jersey

i .

the faculty of the state insfitutionééwéxcept those of the community colleges and

Rutgers==went aut op strike in tHe fall_pf 1974, lhis was the first strike to affect

an entire multizcollege/system. The Chancellor of the state system, in commenflng

on the settlement brought about.by-the Governor's back-to=~work order, said phat the

©

ending of the strike only strengthened the faculty in the opinion that '"the&y can go

directly to the govérnof‘and get things fixed up.“1,26 Epstein's prediction seems

. ~
to have been borne out--faculty ‘unions will bypass administration and regents, The

report in the Chronicle the following week detailed the steps leading to the

: 127 ® '
'governor 8 intervention. .

- .

Kenneth Hortimer aﬁd Gregory Lozier have been conducting a long-range research -
project ‘on collective bargaining with particular reference to developments in the .
. state of Pennsylvania. g the issues they have been examining is whether
collective bargaining has had much of an effect on internal declsion-making procesaes
" In reviewing the limited number ofcontracta available, they found one that provided
‘for faculty inpnt in the selection of oollege presidents, two have proviaions for

selecting academic deans, three set procedures for selecting department chairmen. ;
{

So far the s;atus of faculty genates is unclear, although the authors think the  ~.

[
;,senates may actua11y be supported in collective bargaining agreements. Some agree-;

ments refer to faculty committee organization, and phe structure provisions are "nat

B

: radically unlike three in existence at many four-year institutions. The general

o °

conelusion of the authors, however,_is that the whole process is too new to allow

-

. . ’ ! 4 :
any definitive statements on impacts.128 . , - . “

in his examination,of the impagt of collectivelbargaining on faculty senates,

r

based in’ large part on an analysis of developments in New Jcrsey, James Begin finds

v

‘at this early stage the, collec;ive barbaining process secms to have "enhanced the

development ‘of cooperative rather than competitive relationahip" between senates ‘;'
e 1
He.notes that a number»of patterns are emerging for

and bargaining agents.l ’
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faculty partic p&tion in decision-making in collective bargaining "Ghich do not

130 .
necéssarily lead to the demise of traditional procedures."

4

n the midst of what seems to be a good bit of conflicting inion, Phillip ..
Semas finds in his review of three recent books on collective baroaining that ‘the ‘

- Ymain problem for writers in the field is that even 'those scholars who know the
'most about faculty bargaining don't know very much as they themselves will freely
admit,"131 'He suggests that the rapid growth "and often surprising shifts in.the
faculty-unionism movement breed humility among those who try to gtudy it," In the
meﬂhtime, thé movement continues, .and as Semas noted eatlier in the year, 1974=75

was destined to see "the most aggressive campaigns so far to organize college

" professowm into unions."132 The National Educdtion Association was committing one

million dollars to "basic organizing" of college professors,The American Federation

4 ? »
of Teachers was launching a "substantial"eeffort and a political activist, James D,

Duffey, had been selected to head up the American Association of UniVerSLty . '

. !

Profeésors as the new general secretary. While organizing efforts were to concend’

tratl in .states that have laws giving,professors tho right to unionize, professors

. " :

in dther states, such as Ohio and Colorado, Were working to gain bargaining rights

without- state lenislation.l?3 . - é e o L.
, -
Iggggg.--The concern for the meaning and place dﬁ’tenure in the contemporary
iversity has been‘%roused as ;mch by the financial strinoencies of institutions )
8 by collective bargaining. Public reaction ta the deVelopments in colleges and .o

-

niversities in the late 1960s and early 1970s have also caused the general public

as well as ‘board members to ask whether there ought not to be a stronger stand by. ..

) .
R R
“ K

boards of trustees in the .affairs of.the uniVersity. N '. .,

5. S ‘" i ! 4
At the 1972 meetingrof the American Association for Higher gducation,

» ¥ f caFts

Florence Mbog, Professor in ‘the bepartment of'Biology,‘Washingﬁon University in

. ¢ % » v
St. Louis, ar°ued that tenure was obsolete, "in a period when public confidence in

Pm.

‘ universities sinks as costs rise, when students are‘dissaQisfied and young scholars
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- are frustrated by the shrinking job market, a system lacking effective account=

abiIity is indeed obsolete, The frequent attacks on the tenure system in recent‘

years are a danger signal ‘that ought to be heeded.91%4 She proposed‘in place of

1

the current system of tenure a series of conttracts, short contracts of one to
three years, followed Py longer contracts of perhapa as much as seven years., 1In

such a way,‘she argued, it would be possible to restore some degree of accountability

, . b
“ . ' , L
Walter P, Metzger places the current debate»gver academic tenure within a
—S N " :
broader historical context, He suggests that since the emergence of the western

to academia,

1

university, in each of its ages "some kind of tenure was establighed-~tenure as

privilege, tenure‘ds time, tenure as judiciality."lss‘ln the medieval university

v

. -atenure was secured by virtue of admission to the guild of the Masters, and "expulsion

4 /.
from this body could be directly effected not by e outside agency but only by the .

body itself." In the developing American institutions, without the presence of a

scholarly class, the relationship between the teachers and the institution became

1,

-
contractual and appointment was for a period of time, generally a short pariod of:

-~ v Ra

time, The practice vas to appoint faculty for a year,.“vacating their positions
at the end of term, and reappointing only those among the preVious incombents who
could pass a de novo test, n136 " . : . \>

At the turn of the ninetieth into the twentieth century, while technically

¢ ¢!

faculty members were still appointed for one-year terms, the practice was to provide _
1 ~

a kind of indefinite tenure., Out of the conflicts in the early 19008 the call for .-

Al G “ 3

the formation of a national association of professors led to the establishment in
January 1915 of the American Association of University Professors, The 1915 General
Report on Academic Freedom and Academic Tenure is 'referred to as the "philosophical

birth cry of the Association,” Among other things, the report called for cleﬁr

'»;

“ o
understandings as to the’ term of appointménts and called for a kind of due proces&

pe

in case of dismfsaals. This vas followed by the -statement in 1925 and subsequently

~° %
. ‘ ; P T 8 -0 . ' e .
. l{l‘ic . . -" v / , 5 ~ R v%‘_. . ‘ - o




" concerns not central to earlier periods of crisis in the history of tenire,

i

¢,

L4

in 1940 and 1958. Hetzger suggests that the 1940.and 1958 statements “adopted |,

'statement was the’"Statement on Procedural Standards in FPaculty Dismissal Hearings,' .
In 1968 there was adopted'?Recpmmended Institutional Regulations on Academic Freedom

and Tenure," ,

+

the model of the Civil Service and the model of the criminal court,” The 1958

137, . - . - ‘
. . < .
As the Commission on.Academic Tenure in Higher Education observes, "In, the

- - ¥

current debate about academic tenure, old arguments have been repeated, earlier

Lguments have .been adapted to new _contexts, and new arguments have emerged from
138

The Committee lists the major arguments for and against tenure, In abbreviated
. ® i ’ h .

form, the arguments against tenure are: Sidce academic freedom must be assured to

»

all'teachers, a¢ademic tgnure is not essential to academic freedom, but what is

4

essential is academic due process; tenure'imposes inflextble financial burdens upon
institutions, it diminishes an institution'’s opportunity to recruit and retain’

younger faculty, it leads to diminished emphasis.on quality undergraduate teaching;
AN N
it encourages the perpetuatiqp of established departments and specialties; diminishes

accountability and ﬁosters mediocrity, forces decisions on permanent appointments
-}

before an institution has time to assess an individual's competence, encourages

controversy and litigatiqn about nonsrenewal of probationary contracts and denial

of tenure, provides a cloak under which irresponsible political activity can be
carried on; commits the institutibn but not the individual' concentrates power in N

the hands of nrofessors on. permanent appointments and thus diminishes the role Of
b4 .

v
-,' .

students and‘younger faculty members in university affairs. . - .

In support of tenure ré\the following arguments. It'is an essential of
o ‘h

academic freedom, creates an atmosphere favorable to academic freedom for all--the f

non-tenured as well as the tenured contributes to institutional stability and

s ar

spirit, assures that judgments of professional fitness will‘he—’/;} on professional

3%

gronnds, fdrces decisions at definite times"regarding retention; attracts men and

€ . -

§ - . . .

59
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ﬁomen of ability into the teaching profession; helps offset generally lower finan=

/

’cial’rewards of higher education by providing security.
. " The Committee Suggests that if the tenure system is compared to a contract ‘
\gystem, a series of term contracts, .tenuxre is considered less adequate because: f
' The contract commits a faculty member to an institution for the period of his ,‘
) contract; ?otential non-renewal provides incentive to good performance} contracts
permit greater flexibility in institutional planning; and contract arrangements are
conducive to educational flexibility. On the‘other hand, tenure is bresumably

-,

' superior to the contract system in that: Persons under témporary contract may be’
influenced to support candidacy of otners in the hope of retaining their own
contractg==or to oppose renewal in the hope of improving their chances; under the
contract gystem the role of adminis?rative officers will increase and that of
fadculty decrease; continuing exposure to uncertainties of contract renewal have a
detrimental effect upon faculty morale and performance; there is no reason to expect
better teaching under contract system than under any other systém; cortract arrange=
ments do not necessarily lead to innovation; there is no evidence that the contract
prqvisions encouragé more flexibility; and there is no evidence that the contract \\\'
system assures academic freedom for all through due-process‘procedures.

Md fanwhile, as of an Apri? 1972 survey, it wae estimated'that tenure.plans vere

}n effect in all public and private universities and public four-year colleges,

in 94 percent of the publie colleges and in more than two-thirds of the two-year

- )

colleges, public and private., An estimated 94 percent of the faculty members in
\

American colleges and universities were employed in institutions that confer some

kind of tenure. 'Surveys conducted under the auspices of the Carnegie Commission '

and the American Council on Education suggest that just under,50 percent of the

r v . y ’ P . . . .
faculty members in the United States were on tenure. ‘But since this includes both
full and part-time faculty, it is probably the casge that a somewhat higher propor- . |

/" A LY

tion of the full-time faculty are on tenure.139 . ’

-

, . -
o , “ e
v o ’ v ‘;"
- P
. . .
.




mass 4irings of faculty members because of the colleges' financial problems have

.o

56 </

Subsequently, the American Council on Education conducted anpther study to .
! “ >

up-date the l972 study.iéq' That study found no ‘overall change bgtween l§72 and 1974.

Tenure systems were found _to be "nearly universal" among universities and four-year
chlléges and were also found in two-thirds of the two=year institutions. ?here waé,

hdwever, an upward shift in percentage of full=time fahulty holding tenure1159 per=

k4 M ‘ v
cent of the colleges with tenure systems reported halfkor more of7the full-time

B4

faculty on tenure, compared to 43 percent so reporting in 1972, There 5ppeared to

‘be”a slight drop in.the percentage of faculty formally.conside?ed for, tenure who
‘;?.:

were advanced to tenure. There was also a shift of sorts toward longer probationary

peribds for tenure, particularly among fours=year colleges and universities under
Iy .

public control., iIn procedures, a third of the institutions reported changes in

» " » s f
]

review policies, and other institutiohs\were reviewing their systems.

i A

In reviewing the ACE report, Phillip Semas stated that tenure wag being .

challenged by three emerging forces--hard times 1n higher education, collectfve

bargai?ing and affirmative action. Having survived the "rhetorical attacks".of the
i. @ A ) -

late }9609 and early 1970s, tenure npw faced more formidable powers, forces which

might Aot destroy tenure but which had already "led many colleges to review their ]

\ . . ) . R
tenure| systems, w14l . - L , .

¥4

"Ip an earlier review, Semas'commented on the annual report of the AAUP, fiuhile

drawn the greatest public attention during the past year," there are still many cages

s

that reflect the more traditional concerns about academic freedom. The AAUP is'
reported to have approximately 700 cases '"'currently open, about 1200 of whom are
related to financial exigency. Yet many?of these cases involve untenured professors.

Two years earlier 85 percent of the cases involved untenured professors, although ’

one executivé of the Asgociation suggested thag the proportid‘ainvolving tenured
142 .

professors has gone up recently.




) " While in some of the academic freedom“cases, the contention wvas that tenure had
« been denied because :of certain positions or actions of a candidate, there were still :'
relatively €ew cases in which tenured persons had been dismissed--although the AAUP
indicates an increase in the number ‘0f cases brought to its atténtion involving
dismissal for incompetence. .
The question of tenure most often arises when individuals are dismissed or
released *for financial exigencies. Two of the&cases that came into prominence
’.*/” during late 1973 and early 1974 were those of- Bloomfield College and Southern U' ‘

®

’;;7 Illinois University, At Bloomfield the ‘decision to reduce the budget by'one-fou;%h

// ‘released, 11 were tenured facultya143 At the beginning of 1974, Southern Illinois ) e

1ed tp a further decision to reduce the faculty . from 72 to 54 by 1974, Arong. those

University terminateﬁ the empléiment of 104 faculty members, of whom 28 here tenured_ )
professors, The University referred to enrollment declines and budget. ths ag a*

 basis for the"’dismissals.'144 In bofh cases lawsuits have been brought, In the case

of Bloomfield the AAUP brought suit on behalf of the Bloomfield professors; the .
e AAUP has been elected the bargaining agent for the college's faculty. It was .
reported in July, 1974 that the Superior Court Judge, to whom the %uit had been - o
brought, ruled in favor of the Bloomfield faculty, The position he took was that
the action of the administration and trustees was primarily to.bring aLout ""the
abolition of tenure at Bloomfield.College, not alleviatiqn of financial stringency." -
The college had abolished tenure in June 1973 and subsequently digmissed 13 faculty
members, of whom 11 were on tenure.145 Subsequently, the college filed for banke

'
ruptey and as of August, 1974 the college was placed under court receivership.146

i

At Southern Illinois, the university filed a class-action suit against six

o

! repregentative faculty members to prevent the 104 who were dismissed from taking
the university to court or making appeals through the university's internal struce~

ture, Subsequently, in JunF, 1974 the uniyersity.dropped its suit against the staff

members, Then, at the end of the month, it sought to reconatitute the suit against

r L]
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v

L\- . .
19 faculty members.with whom it had not reached any agreement.

.

In the meantime,

the UniVersity had reached settlement with 56" of the faculty and staff'members,

éi her providing new, jobs eor providing a cash settlement. . The, University indicated

., that for an additional 29 it ‘had. no obligation, sxncé they were on one-year
147

%

"contracts. But no. agreement had been reached with the 19,

At the same time, a federal Judge in Wisconsin ruled that the Constitution
provides only limited protection for tenured faculty mémbers who are laid off B

because of their university s financial troubles, A preliminary inJunction had been

S . /
| sought by '38 faculty members dismissed by the University of Wisconsin, and Judge

I

James E. Doyle had denied the injunction while indicating that it was up to the

: state government, not the federal courts, to determifie when financial exigency

Tequired dismissal of tenure& professors. He ruled that."faculty members are . ¢ }

entitled only to an opportunity to prove that they were laid off arbitrarily or for

:

exereising bheir Constitutional rights" and that the university had folloWed the

’ .
)

|
J

" "minimgl proceduxes" for dismissal furnishing each individual with a written state-
5
\
ment of the basis for the initial decision, furnishing each person with a '"reasonably
[ .
adequate deséription of the manner in which the initial decision had been arrived

-

t " making‘reaSOnably adequate discloSure of the data

ployed, and providing each .
: ) ]
individual an opportunity to respond. The 38 professorim

were among 88 who had'been_

notified in May that they would be dismissed in June., The university had indicated

J

"to the 58 that they could retain their pbsition as tenut

i Fifty of the 88 subsequently resigned or reached settlen

e
|

duties or pay and that they would have first opportunity

’ax «

An Iowa District Judge ruled 4n- August 1974 that,

had thﬂ tight to fire a tenured professor in 1972 becau

e..
i i s

The ruling wes made after a jury hearing

-~

cial problems.»

A mistrial had been dEclared and t

Yo

uniVersity asked the judge for a directed Verdict.

to reach a‘ verdict.

Hisj

L2

he attorneys for the

ed faculty members without
at any new openings.

ents with the university.]i_[*8
he University of Dubuque.
of the university s finan-

in which the jury failed

»
‘3

~7

Verdict was in contrast to )
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the decision of Judge Antell in the Bloomfield case. Spokesman for the Iowa highep

13

education association charged that the decision "Would effectively destroy the
concept of tenure "149

"An untenured assistant professor at San Jose tate University"filed suit when
) .
he was denied tenure in the spring of 1974, He had been recommended by. colleagues

in the School of Education for tenure, but on the recommendation of the Dean, the .

‘President of San Jose State decided not to grant tenure, and the professor 8 appoint-

’

ment was terminated. The professor there turned to the university grievance proce=

¥

‘dure, The hearing officer upheld the earlier decision, and the President again

¢

approved the professor 8 termination. In his suit, the professor. charged that as

a faculty member he was being placed in double jecpardy, because the President had

- A
*the final decision in both the _promotion process and the grievance procedure.150

.l
A decision on behalf of the professor could have "repercussions for grievance procew

dures Jhroughout the country" since the practice follcwed at San Jogse is '"a fairly

common;practice among colleges "151

ghould be well protected," He goes on to say, however, there-are differences'

the force of law, while in a,private institution any right to tenure is
contracgfual, rather 7han statutory. And he notes that in a public institution, any

ssal contrary to the tenure plan "can generally be’ followed by an order to

-

decree specific performance of personal gservice contracts" and "a specific order of

H 1

‘ reinstatement will not~ordinarily follow- 2 conclusion that & contract has been

breached through failure to observe its tenure provisions "152 . a o
v e R iy . . ‘ 1 .

KO ;7 PR
‘4. ’
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.. 1 . : . .
Rosenblum suggests that in most cases, the courts hive been more concerned abosit

4
M »

whether or not due-process has been followed than with regard to norms or doctrines’
~ : . ' ,

* about tenure. - The nine principles he sees émerging are iﬁdicated5below:

(1) Questions of tenure as such have played comparatively minor
roles in judicial development of appliéaﬁle norms and doctrinese.
(2) Courts have been less interested in alloc rights on a
stratified basis between tenured and nontenure% aculty -than in
examining basic due~process and First Amendment questions that .
can affect' the whole ‘academic community, at least in the public:
sector, (3) The courts have stressed procedure in public ‘insti=~
tutions, entitling faculty there to ‘adequate notice, hearing, .
‘and opportunity for representation before ‘they can be dismissed.
(4) Judicial recognition has been accorded the principlé théat
public employees.should not lose their jobs because of their
exercise of substantive constitutional rights such as free
.. speech, (5) Dismissal or firing is not equated legally with
. "“nénrenewal of a teaching appointment. (6) Cobnstitutional pro- .
1 cedural protection is assured tenured faculty in public-insti~
t. tutions, but nontenured faculty can be certain of constitutional o
protection only against dismissal im the course of an employment ,
- contract, (7) Constitutional procedural protection is available .
. 'to a nontenured faculty member contesting nonrenewal of a con-
tract if he can show initially that nonrenewal was due tg his
. eXercise of a constitutional right, (8).These developments with
regard to public fnstitutions do not have automatic counterparts
in private institutions in the absence of contractual provisions
or demonstrable customs embodying them., (9) Thus courts can
C offer little certainty of protection to the aggrieved profegsor
in the private sector who feels that hig tenure rights have been’
invaded; fot the {istinctive quality of the-typical private” - -
' ingtitution!s tenure system is 'what is in substance private 153
grievance machinery operating under privately developed standards.'

\He con@iudes that the courts have not yet begun to deal with tenure as such,qénd he

o k4

argues that before further action is taken, the academic community,itself must be

much clearer in defiping'tenure or "a jpdicial in loco parentis (hill)...také 4

: ¥ -
control."lSA' T -, h

The Commigsion on Academic Tenure released its reporf in March, 1@73.m¢1he
L. T, . hu

work of the Commission was co~sponsored by the Aﬁerican Agsociation of University

Professors and the Association of American Colleges and covered a 'ten~month period
‘ e,

in 1971=72, Coming out strongly for tenure-="the commission sées ng;éfound for

1

believing that the alternatives to tenure that are now in rise or that have been

proposed can deal more effectively with these problems than would a étrengthened‘
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and renéwed system of tenure"--the report also acknowledged that "the principle
of tenure...will not long Survive unless reform of fts abuses and elimination of . )
weaknesses are -vigorously pursued nl35 Robert Jacobson estimated that as many as

100 colleges that were considering taking steps to modify or replace tenure Yheld

{

back, at least temporarily, because of a strong endorgement ‘of tedure by a national

commi ssion, "0 4 - .

When at the annual meeting of the AAUP in May§' 1973, e rep'ort‘!:’vas reviewed,
the Association took ‘exception to what appeared to pe a recommendation for establish-
ing quotas for tenured faculty (Recommendation 19). The Commission recormended that
each institution formulate a "faculty staffing plan,” under which "an appropriate
number of tenure positions...are available for allocation to any pnit where they
may be needed.," 1In itg interpretation of this recommendation, the Commission made
reference to the necessity of dn institution facing the question "of the proper R
ratio of-the tenured to nontenured faculty 157 The Association passed a resolution
calling tenure quotas "an expedient dangerous to academic freedom and academic
life.9'158 ' 0 ;

In a commentayy on ‘the Commission report and another collection of essays on

tenure, Dabney Park, Jr,., contends that both books fail to recognize that tenure

rather than guaranteeing academic freedom "is probably the greatest single source
of violations of academic freedom," that the "marriage of tenure and collective
Bargaining poses serious threats to the future," that tenure "1s one of the most
formidable obstacles to educational change and improvement to, be found in the educa;
tional world today," tnat students‘"receioe short shrift from tne tenure system,ﬁ
and that the Commission"s suggestion of a quote system is untimely and dangerous.159
' ?he Aflerican Federation of feachers also attacked the Commission report and the‘
subsequent stand of the AAUP that "Stricter standards for awarding of tenure can be

developed over the yeara with the consequént decreases in the probability of achiev=

’ i [y

ing tenure," Such a stand, contended the AFT, would allow tne administration to

3

- at
» -

~ 6 :
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N N\

impose quotas indirectly.160 “In lew Jersey, the State Board of Higher Education,
. [} ,

however, adopted in 1972 a policy that required the state's foureyear and two-year
N ’ = :
colleges to impose either "specific restrictions or more intensive and rigorous

. .
L4 B ° 7

review proceduresV in any award of tenure. The state affiliate of the National
Education Association, the bargaining agEnt for faculty members in the state college

e system filed suit in an attempt to have the policy throwm out, but the New Jersey

Supreme Court upheld the policy of the Board of Higher Education.161 *

By the fall df‘i974 the AAUP had begun to modify some earlier stands on tenure.
Committee A on Academic Freedom and Tenure in November, 1974, approved a revision 7\

of the 1972 "Recommended Institutional Regulations on Academic Freedom and Tenure,"

*

While holding that no tenured person should be terminated in favor of retaining a
faculty member without tenure, the Committee recognized that the financial situation
could become so bad that the college would have to lay off professors, In situationd

where positions had to be terminated, the faculty should be involved at every 'step

162

in the process. It were beﬁter if no 1ayoff§~shou1d occur, but if they were

/
inevitable, faculty should participate in decisions regarding the steps to be taken,

Tenure was becoming, a11 protests to the contrary, a contingent kind of thing.

o

Institutional Accountability and
The Board of Trustees

t

Another issue of current debate ip college and university administration.

relates to determiping tne appropriate role of the board of control. In California,
the board has entered directly into the internal operations of the university system
and has been criticized ror so doing by faculty and administration. Some presidents.
in other circumstances seem to take pride in being able to report that they keep ]
the board concentrating on approving~budgets and building plans and keep them
/J/relatively ignorant of the internal operations of the institution. I the meantime
‘both faculties and students are seeking more direct access to the board of control

\ ~ .
both to engage members of the board in discussion and debate and to achieve member=- //

K

ship on the board, " 67

[]{\!: ' ’ | . : '
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Some years ago, il..M. Chambets in an article entitled "ho Is The University?"
" answered: L ' . : ‘ ' ,
: The university does not exist for its faculty, nor even for its
-students, alone., It is a servant of society, and each of its ’
individual ag@nts, of whatever class or level, is in a sense a
servant of the public, _Tﬁerefore, the university is appro~
priately governed, in the eyes .of the law, by a body of men - A
and women chosen as representatives of thé general public.
. This body~=the governing board, constituting a single artie
T ficial person=-legally is the university.16 )

“«

* This statement may be hontras;ed ﬁith_the obgervation bnyteven V., Roberts in a

discussion df the battle at UCLA over the status of Angela Davis in which Roberts \

. gtates: . -\\\ )

o More important, the issue calls.into question the basic relation~
: ship between the regents and the university., Who is boss? Twenty=-
four men, most of them appointed by the Governor, who have little
expertise in the field? Or the faculties and the administration of
the universities nine campuses? ’ .

And thus the issue is joined, What is the role of the board of control in the

. contemporary university? '

in its history American higher education became committed to a gsystem of

¢ .
lay government, a system in which the major decisions vere to be made by boards of_
!

-

non-resident governors who were not teachers., With regard to this structure,

“ < -
Richard Hofstadter observes that it has:
. . - {

g#eated special problems for free teaching and scholarship in
‘America,’ The essence of lay government is that the trustees,
. not the faculties, are, in law) the college/ﬂi university, and
that legally they can hire and(fire facultysembers and make
almost all the decisions governing the institution. This has
hampered the’ development of otrganization, initiative, and self
confidence among American college professors; and it has contyie
buted, along with many other forces in American life, to lowering
theit status in the community., Other proféssional groups have
far greater power to determine the standards and conduct of
their own professionsg,l63 .

- The Ame;1Ca% system of lay govermment was not plahned by the founders of the
colonial college, but it rather grew out ‘of the conditions of religious and socilal ,
life in the new world, The first two colonial colleges, Harva:d and William and Mary,

? , v
> . »
L4 . . .
R .
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fattempted at the beginnigglto fqllow the governmental patterns of the ancient English‘

colleges and place control in the hands of the faculty. The problem was that ywhen
the colleges were established An the New World there was no established body of p

‘ b
scholars, and it was difficult if not impossible, to commit the college to a group

] of men yet uuknown and unchosen'and to give to this group th¥® full powers of manage=
ment and of resources. Both of theqe colleges developed dual boards, at Harvard,
«

" '8 Board of Overseers agd’ a Corporation, at William and Mary, a Board of Visitors

~

and the President and Masters. Shortly after the beginning of n 19th century,

the Harvard Corporation had become essentially a lay group, an William-and Mary

I

the Presidqnt and Masters apparently never developed any great power.\'fn the
N )

" creation of the third and fourth colonial colleges the governing power was clearly .

.

placedgin a lay board. The first charter of Yale (1701) gave the trustees the *

authority to "erect form, direct, order, establish, improve and at all times and

2 +

. .
in all suitable way§Q§§r the future to encourage" the new school, Princeton (1746)

v L)

began under a chartes which granted all powers of government to the trustees,
RN ‘ ’ S . T
N Over the years boards of control appear to have exercised sigmificant power in
~ . . . ,
dirécting the course of American colleges and universitiés. Perhaps as much as

~

anything, the’ academic freedom debates at the turn of the century and during the
early years of the 20th centur}f served to increase the autonomy of the i&stitution.

Somé would suggest that until” the latter part of the l960s, with the emergence of

"4 S

dissent and revolt, boards,of contrdl had become relatively ineffective and powerless,

This {s an over=~generalization, and there are certainly exceptions, but the broad

generalizationvcan probably be documented

’

Ong of the first more ,or less systematic studies of boards of control was that

produced’by Hubert T. Beck. de obsexved that ‘board members hardly.represented the

¥
. 4
general population. They came almost entirely from the wealthy 4nd more conserva~
.é - . . ' - Py
tive elements within the general population.ﬁ He questioned whether these men and

<
_ Wwomen could understahd sufficiently the nature of the problems facing Anmrican

.

colleges and universities.166 Later, Jencks and Riesman observed:
v . " /

.
Lt ~ - * 1'
w8 - . -
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We did not think colleges were primarily shaped by the boards
that formally control them, since they were much more alike
than their boards, Still less do we believe that the character

J} - of colleges depends on who appoints and regulates the board. .
Colleges are shaped by many interest groups. A few exercise - . .
their influence throygh". representation on the board, but most :
do not,

Differin§ with the conclusion of Jencks and Riesman, Rodney T. Hartnett in a more

recent’ study of the boards of directors undertaken under the auspices of thé

t
1

Educational Testing Servife states: - ‘ ; ; -

* -
Y ¢ : ! -

) Those who would argue that the trustee holds no guthority. or ..
- influence need only to examine some of the trustee attitudes o : i
. . regarding academic freedom against the backdrop of trustee : S
7 T, faculty conflicts, In the fall of 1968, for example, the _
+ regents of the University.of California voted  to withhold
regular college credit for a series of speeches by Eldridge
Cleaver 1 . .

Hartnett was responsible for a questionnaire study of boards of control in connection

with éhe revision of Morton Rauh‘s book on college trustees. In collaboration with
. N
Rauh, he developed a questionmnaire which was mailed to trustees of oyer 500 colleges .,
- ¢ ~ . . ¥ - ' .
and universities, Responses were received from more thah 5,000 bQard members. On

the bas;s of the trustee response to an eiéht-page questionnaire Hartnett égpcluded: )
- /7 (1) It is naive to speak of "the college trustee" as if he could )
be easily and accurately described and the description ‘thus
provided were generalizable to all éruatzes. Though summaries-
of the data yield modal patterns, the important point is that
there is a great deal of divérsity betyeen and among trustees’ ,
serving on boards of different types of institutions. So while . ~
‘it is true and perhaps even informative to say that trustees. b
dre vety often business executives, it is also true that trustees
* of private colleges are very often clergymen., Even the simple
matter of how much time trustees spend on boarderelated acti=
vities varies widely acrosgs different types of institutioas, -

(2) The disclaimer above notwithstanding, the modal ér "typical" -

trustee can be described gs white, male, in his late 50"s, well

educated and financially very successful., His ‘current college ,

or university board membership is his first, and he serves on” .~ T
" only one board. iR o

¢ "

3) Trustees are generally domewhat cautious regarding the notion . B
of academic freedom, These attitudes vary . considerably, however, :

. particularly by geographic region. Trustees of southern and.
Rocky Mountain ins:%futions’are the most congervative in this

-~

regard, ', C . ‘ -




s . . . . v a‘
(4) Some of the assumption-svthela about: the .xelationship ] > : .
betiween biographical charadteristics of trustees énd theiz ™ ° . e
style of operation as governing board megbexs appear,to-be. * )
acéurate.generally, but run the~risk of being oversimplified.
For example, trustées who arefbusiness exeeutives consistently N
. favor 'running a. college 1ike a busimess' more thin trusfees e
", . . Witk other occupatiois, At ‘the same time, however,.trustees ° .
' . " who ‘serve on boards -at the‘types of institutions hdving the . - .
/ © . gregtest proportion of bysiness executives are the least .~
. likely to .espouse .8 ‘business orientation' for the fnstitution. -
. _(5)-The qualification of diversity notwithstanding, trustees, ’ op
* . in general, prefer a modified''top~down' form of institutional )
’ /ggvernment often preferring to exclude even members of the - RN
Y dculty from those decisions having to do with the acadgmic - . )
o . program of the institution, Yet, the trustees themselves shy a )
. away - from .direct .decision making except when it omeg ., to . . .
selection of the president and matters of financk' the physical ..
plant, and ‘external affairs.' ~Ih other cases they ‘préfér that - ’
the College offictals make the decisions. . L

- ' '66)'Trustees,differ marked vy from those occupying”the-academic
: positionsg ‘beneath' them, /In terms of political party affilia- . )
. ’ tion and ideology;. and titudes about higher education, the - 2

: trustees are generally more congervative than the faculty. -t :

(7) The amount of ime dewoted to trustee activities varies a’

great deal, both within institutions and across imstitutions
, of diﬁferent ‘types., For example, at one type of institution
- the typical trustee spends fewer than five hours per month on *

board matters, while trustees of public universities estimate
s more than twice this amount.  For the total.sample of trustees, -1 .
. the median number of hours per month spent on trustee activie- : .
? ties(Ts slightly -more than five hours; with attendance at . e

. full board meetings d@nd committee meetings comprising tore ’

. . ' than half of all time expended.

-
N ~
%
-

- (8) Irustees do not read--indeed have generally never even 1
) ' heard of=-the more relevant higher education books and journals, o
. - 7 \ 1

e
The January, 1967 issue of Fortune magazine provides an abbreviated case study

~ «

of the role of the board of trustees in two institutiOns, the University of Pitts- L
‘ . , [ . .
burgh and‘the University of Rochester. The opening paragraph is "worth quoting.

Y
8

For U. S. business executives of a generation or so ago, election
to a university trusteeghip°was a commonplace~-and often about as
meaningful--as the award of a good conduct medal for a G.I. ) \\;}
Though the charters of private untversities invest the lay trustees
with supreme legal authority and final responsibility, thé post was
) regarded for the most part as honorific. ‘But that was yesterday's
- university and yesterday's trustee, Today the world of higher
. ‘education is seething with expansion, change, and challenges...
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L " AlI this has substantially changed the'role of the trustee, His =

Lo ‘_x.'.job ‘13 no lopger merely to comserve funds; he must think up
'_.. ; inmginative new ways to finance projects 32 monumental.magnitude.
LT And where he once 'discretely kep:hands off the’curricula and <
> _ evefything else that ‘had to do with itlie learning process, he . ’
' L " now must at least acquaint himself with the educational,:tesesreh,
1T and auxilisry service programs, not only because he has. to deter~ - ™
’ - mine their _finaneial feasibilityfabut because he has to interpret
: the goalsdnd needs pf the ugiversfty to the communityi to the ot -
‘,.surrounding business interests; and to the government . ; '-‘, ,

The article describes the relationships of the boards~of ttnstees to the two. institu~

i E A

tions. Both institutions Were seeking impraved aéademic quality. Both in a sense

PR

achieved their goals. But the University of Pittsburgh became virtually bankrupt

and had to ak for stdte assistance. The,University of Rochester developed an invest~

ent pblicy that in 1967 gave it an endowment with a market value/pf 5268, 680 OQO
ng it sixth among,American colleges and universities.- ‘
In the case of the University of Pittsburgh the board of trustees left the
management of the enterprise almOst entirely to President Litchfield. There were
misunderstandings regarding the contributions the trustees themselves ‘would make to

the funding of the institution. But Litchfield also operated on an ever-growing

. . - <4 4

LT /
. anhual deficit, On the other hand, the University of Rochester trustees had developed
a long tradition of ncial management and while they gave considerable freedom

~ oM
to President Wallig, they yere informed and involved in the financial development of

the instftution. - . ' : -

v

In an esaay in one of the publications of the. Carnegie Commission on Higher

Education, James A, Perkins writes about the conflicting responsibilitiea of governs

ing boards;’ He points out that’;he original’ role of the boafd“ particularly in the

\\United States, wge thadlbs an agent of its creator, whether it be the church or

state. That as it was the agency of the organization that brought the institution
P “n v? -
b into existence. Subsequently,,the board has been asked to serve as a "bridge"

betWeen society and the university. As the university became more and more involved

-
. B

’ in research and service, the board came into the role representing the uniVersity 8 A

interest to society as well as society's interest to the univeraity. But nu.u The

a
‘ '& W ‘ 7 ' N N . \ N
N v . + B -
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boarﬂ is being'asked to serve‘as‘an;agent-of the university community, That is to
. '-(w,'
) sey, the.bcard “has aésdmed more and more the function ad a court of last resorb

for the uniwersity's various internal constituencies," and ‘tRe board is also being b

_\)

- 5

. asked "to transform the university into an active instrument for achieving social
) justice in society "171 * <. ' Y o

- . PR . .

’
R . »

€

] }_ - Pa kins refers tb the internal tensions within en institution where the-board -

. - . "',e"

- muat éssert ity decisiOn-making rights based upon. legal authority,-while a university
internal%governing body asserts its decisionémaking rights based upon representation

of university constituenqies.:-"The two voices will have to be merged into a new and
.larger notion of public and private interest....The task for the board may now haver

to‘become ‘a- link between the university assembiy and the external coordinating body,

a task which will require patient statesmanship to eucceed,"172 .

R}

[4

. But there are those who would consider Perkins statement too moderate. The~

% ~ « N 2

annual meeting of the Association of Governing Boards in May, 1974 discussed a

report baSed on a poll of 599 board chairmep. ,At°the meeting there seemed to be “ v

19 i

"widespread agreement that trustees should assume a biggef role in handling such

- & *

issues as faculty workloads, tenure, and even the content of he curriculum "173

’

One speaker at the conference called for much more inVolvemej in curriculum and

# .

¢ 1

r

ence of the university

faculty'workloads. He called for the trusteés to become more accountable for what
is happening within the institutions and stated " "the very esL

is wrapped ‘up in two phrases- 'What is taught' and Thow it is taught.’f He went A

on to say that: trustees themselves must either exact accountability of the institu~
4_ > . g
“tion or see to it ‘that’ gomeone elge does and reports back to the trustees. ) i
- Y

John Budd has accused the trustees of having betrayed their trust-"by neglect-

ing to 1ive up te their powers and responsibilities," and suggests the system should

?

be "either abandoned outright or drastically revived "and restructured."174 If the
t . g +
trustees are to begin to make an 1mportant contribution ‘to higher education, they

i L7
./ s

must, ‘a¢rording to Budd: ‘ .

tx;,ﬂ‘ - - 73
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,abandon their traditional secrecy, open their meetings to the

public and- to students} give the public, on their own initia=-

tive, an’annual and candid accounting of their university; seek

e . out platforms and opportunities to talk about higher education;
use the michinery of communication they apply so swiftly in

o U ‘.. their own businesses to:the problems of communications in

v : higher ‘educatidn,l?

¥

In much the same vein, if somewhat more moderately, Harold,Martin,_president of

Union €ollege, emphasizes the importance of an active role on the part of trustees, /)
- By the average college and university faculty body, trustees *
. are most admired ‘for generous passivity. 1In their view, the
.- academic ‘business of the college or_ university is their busie
N " . ness, ‘In fact, however, ‘the business, even the academic
) business, of a college or university is faculty business only
. in a narrow sense. It is fundamentally public business, whether
the.college or university is<private or public; amd because it
is public business, the management of' it Tugt clearly link
N responsibility with public accountability :
Martin calls for trustees with an-"informal perspectfve," and emphasizes the need

- for administration to take more initiative in providing the trustees with the kind

d ]

of input that will assist them to be better informed on campus developments.

§

Mceonnell writes that 1f trustees are to exercise their, povers effectively,

boards will have to be reConstituted to provide for a much greater diversity in
memberships + He contends. that membership should no longer be confined "to those who. .
represent wealth _position, or political power, but should be extended to those who

represent a wide range of economic and political interests and a diverse pattern of’
/

ethnic and cultura}l backgrounds'” He suggests that boards should include a substan=-

-

tial proportion of faculty., He finds, however, 'relatively little actual change in

the composition of governing bo?rds in recent years.177 . C

' . tA - .
Mason entitles his review of the writing about governing boards "The Reality -

of Limited Power vs, The Myth of Unlimited Sovereignty." 'ﬂe finds that while the

board 1is "supreme" and "sovereign" in a legal sense, "the board interfers only
‘ sporadically and superficially with g universlty 8 decision-making."I78 The key
function, as Mason sees it, is that the board represents the "outside publie," The

I

board reminds the university of its peace’in gociety, shields, the university ffom

dysfunctional public pressures and sometimes points out that extremee in acadtln«c_

[Kc':,‘., oo o

Text .wm.-m .
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freedom cannot be tolerated, He also, with McConnell, argues’ for some faculty
. . ‘ . ,
membership on boards. . .. S : '

4 ’ .
] ¢ /

Examining further data collectedofor the 968 survey .of boards of trusteés,

~

Rodney Hartnett found fairly high correlations between tb/ vieWs of trustees and

- .

faculty, "that on a campus yhere the trustees have liberal views regarding academic

- —_
-

freedom, the faculty members tend to perceive the'institu%ion ag being a 'free!

place."179 To Hartnett this and other positive correlations between views of

"

trustees and perceptionsrof'faculty suggest that the trustees do influence the

climate 8% thevcollege. The problem is, of course, one of‘determining which ca;e
first, i.e, do trustees get the climate, or does the climate condition the kinds of

N trustees selected? The study by Davis and Batchelor found both presidents and

- trustees agreeing that the president of the institution is the key figure in
decision--making._180 It might be inferred, accordingly, that if the trustees influ-
ence the climate of the institution, they, in turn, are greatly influenced by the

k) . < . Y

president as a decision=maker,

. As the studies that have been tndertaken involving board members=--and there
are but a few comprehensive studies--reveal, we have only limited‘understanding of

. -

how effective boards function, or éven of vhat constitutes an effective board, Yet
gwe have calls for reconstituting the board, having the board more ez/ectively tahe
up its proper power, .or even doing away,éith the lay board, There is little ques~
tion that the board has legal responsibility for the college or university it main=-

- taing==but the specific role played by boards is far from clear--or, perhaps more ,

¥

+

And perhaps thht is the strength of the lay board, it can vary‘its réle with type
of institution,ltime and circumstances. As collective bargaining becomes mgre a
part of the collegiate scene, it will be interesting to see what role the board
will play. Among public institutions the bodrd may be bypassed in fayor, of execus,
tive or legislative offices, Among private institutions, the board_will almoét
inevitably be the locus of last resort, -

ERIC ) s

accurately, the role varies greatly with type of institution, time and circunstancea

~-
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Coordination of Systems and State Boards

-

5 ' This’ subtopic may not appear to be as closely related to the general topic of
this monograph as are some of the others, Yet, for both the private and puinc '

-
..

seotors, the emergence of goyerning or coordinating boards in more and more states

has had an impact on the day-tggday decision making of institutions. While state- K

g

‘ wide governing boards have:restricted their efforts to the puyblic sector, coordin-_

-

' ating boards, still in the majority, have in some statesleffectively inoorporated

t

private institutions into state=wide planning. AR ; T ‘;‘ -
. . P

et

. Lyman Glenny, a decade ago, observed that prior to 1945 the main characteristicn ‘ u;‘

of higher education in most states was a "laok of system and rationality in organi-

» ¢

‘zation,
?

of each other, ‘even within a state. After Worid War II, however, the "happy :.='4‘

\anarchy" began to change to new forms of cooperation and coordination “with institu» -

tional independence only within certain _new parameters."' The move to coordination

“
id

did not come out of foresight and planning by ducators, hut it arose rather "from |

L9

.demands of legislators and governmental agencies for mbre efficient use of pubfic :‘

P o ~
iy

monies."_ In further\characterizing the development Glenny Writes' S e

/. ' RN
/ngislators/...wanted to eliminate wasteful duplication of w et
. programs resulting from competition among state’ ix stitutions, ’
to-facilitate realistic-and scientific budget requests, and .

to establish the rationale for developing .new institutions s
and campuaes. In attempting to protect the. integrity of their

own institutions, ‘educators until recently generally have .
opposed coordination, particularly through new state—commis- L

sions with legal pOWe:£182 . : T

4 . »'u» i \ A - _,. ,

Whether they opgosed the develophent or not, educators in’ 1974-75 were faced with

18

" L

- the reality of increased state-wide coordination. In 1965 Glenny could write about .

'

‘the "classic condition of autonomy" in ten states, Ten years later, there were only
L

thfee states withi no statewide agency=~Del ware, Nebraska and Vermpnt, and. Nebraska
7 " . , e e .
*has a voluntaryrassociation. T . \/’ . ‘ ) ot :

4..’ . . “ 71

Colleges and uniVersities, public and private, were largely independent‘_

s

/
fw
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rdahl'a study undertaken foz' the Amax}ican Council on Educat;ion and pgblished "
e

in 19‘/1 coastituted up to 6hat date ;:he most comprehensive rev_iei’i of these develop- { o,

LIy b

’j" ) sﬁate ssowm.-'t_i-eig‘nf:’.}’-]'83

ments., In inttOducing his sutvey,, Berdahl ppinted np the significance of staf:a -

.-.-(J-»' R

1nvolvement in higher education, even if as ‘then agpea,red to be the case, t;he ot

o' L4 - r" .
- - "y

fez}eral ggvernment‘: would be taking‘an increasingly important role fin sebting {1 (

»

T ;‘"‘4 . ,_ . .
o di"rections for A.merieaﬁ hﬁgher educat:iba. T o R ) : e ,’l‘ s
. - \“_L'_,.;. AT - e NP A . ' ’ ’..‘
R \X . ---increased Federal ai.d notw:Lthstanding, stg,te. gove.rnments . _',, <. / L
W _' T wil‘l ‘conttnue to’ be th‘e major sputce o of funds for all public: “h S
MY ins?:itutions of b.a'.gher education.,n/ angd. / it-is.likely that - ~F
g ,':' - tate sppport fOr pr-iyahé as weil a8’ public higher education( R f
ey will increase in gome’ states. St .o /

L , , "

: ~:---even if Fedétal a1d! to higher educatio grows by a 1arge C.
s percentage, it ‘does .not necessarily meéan R proportfonate o
w i decreas,e in state influence...’If Federal |block grants are - /
B . givel £o the states, the latter will havd. even wider influ- o
w70 . | ence over bigher education than they pre ently exercise, : .

public and ptivate--

R to diminish mamedly, all institutiox;xs-
of, state law.and

" wo ‘would still have to _funetion in a conte

.

B ’ *

later, would seem to make Berdahl's second reasoh above a1most prophetic,

The catalog of state agenciea as pomp:.]fed y Berdahl and accurate up.to early

‘1970 shows 27 coordinating boards, 14 of which mere given regdlating powers, and

- \

19 consolidated statewide governing boards. Four states reported no boeards; one,

hi -
L3

lIndiana, has since established ﬁ.&t\tewide coo dina‘ting agency. The o1dest govern=

!‘ Prs

i‘ng board was that ‘of Nevada, the Board of Rg ents, established in 1864. The oldest

‘ in existence by 1945 or befoz:e.18

¥y

‘The most recent review of de e10pments on the statewide scene is that by

Larry Van Dyne, Writing in late

hd » B
’

17

.
-




there vere 27 coordinating boards.185 There have been sbme’ shifts, howeVer, since ~

.

Berdahl‘s study. Berdahl classified hoth New Hampshire and Oregon ag "governing"

e /.l’ \)- . \' *
boards, both are listed by Van dee as “'oordinating" boards. ‘And Wisconsin, . .

Pennsyrvania and North Carolina, "coordinating" boards in BErdahl's list, are now '
identified as "gOverning" boards. Indiana in Berdahl's list had a voluntary -,
committee, but is shown as having,a coordinating board ﬂh 1974: ae thus haVe a ,-,z.;

" net increase of one governing board and no change in number of coordinatlhg boagds
e . e . N

e~ - -

" sincé 1969-70. - L L e _ 51_,' L

» “a . .

The ‘distinction between the governing and coondinatzng board is that the

former is the legal goVerning and regulating agencx for the institutions under its

¢ .
* o A 4 - - ~ . -
S

control while in the later varioua levels of review and moral and political

.

persuasion are.empldyed. Governing boards relate almost exclusively, if not . T .

- entirely, to the public institutions under the1r directiou. Coordinating.boards car_

and do relate to private institutions in various ways. The study by the Academy

for Educational Development completed in.the fall’ of l9§9, observed that in 14 ' .

-

4 .
‘states the official state planning agency was charged "with some responsibility for

4 -~

private institutions in overall planning for higher education," and in’ three of ; "

‘ R
the states the law stipulated that private institutions must be included 186 Some

15 additional _state agencies indicated some degree of recognition of private ingti=

tutions in their planning activities. (The planning agencies to which AED refers
i »e 7

were not in all cases the state coordinating boards.) - :

~

Berdahl,writes that except for scattered programs and eertain state scholars,

ship plans~=in 1974 there were almost forty state scholarship or. aid4prognams'in

X
¢ .

effect--few state actions have been directly relevant to private higher, education187

v

The emergence of several state reports-~Illinois, gissouri, New York, Texag~~dealing

exclusively with the role of private higher education in the respectiVe states
' - R . > . P
suggests, however, that more of a concern ig developing, The Californid and

Washington studies also devoted chapters to private higher education, One of the

- .- 78 ‘ : ‘
w ‘ ,ft N
. » - l‘%
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' first, if not the first such reports examined state-by-state the programs relevant

to private institutions:‘188 One of .the authors of that report, in a subsequent . .

'paper prepared for a Legislative Work Conference of the’ Sbuthern Regional Education
Board . after noting someuof the reasons for involv1ng private higher educational
] ., . . ;
institutions in statEwide pIanning, concluded' . . :
hY - o .
. « Of all of the arguments advanced, I think the most te11ing e ’ ‘ .
) ’ is that certain private higher educational institutions by PR , g
“virtue of history, strength of programs, or even chance . oL .
d development, have made and continue to make significant AN
oo contributions to .the advancement of the purposes of higher -
edycation in the state ahd in the nation. They are perform-

. 8. States ought ngt .to ignore any resources avai1ab1e .
. within)the confines of the state,189 . ) -

) And'in outlini g the ddvantages of ‘the coordinating board over the governing board
.. —_ . X

Glenny and his colleagues observe that the "one great paramount advantage" is thut

.
¥ . ,

coordinating boards cén act as umbrella agencies under which a\variety of institu-

ftions, agencies, commissions and councils can be related to statewide efforts, |

.

They note in particular hoy private ihstitutiens can participate in funding programec

\ . L ! .
state plannihg, and information«gathering.lgo\

‘e 4 . . ¢!

Van Dyne s review of recent'aevelopments 1n‘statewide coordination calls

attentfon to the organizatign of the State Higher Educgtion Executive Officers

- .

(SHEEO) and’suggests thag SHEEO may be credited witB a substantial role in getting .

Congress to recognize the importance of statewide p1anning and coonination in the

‘ ‘1972 amendﬁents on_higher education.l?1 Section 1202 of the Education Amendments

of 1972 requires any stdte that wants to receive assistancé under Section 1203-~

5

which authorizés grants and assistance to comprehensiVe statewide p1anning--to ,

.
-

establish a state postsecondary commission that is broadly and equitably represen-
‘ .

— -
)

(A

tatiVe of various' types of postsecondary educational institutions.

After a year of limited emphasis, the 0ffice of EducatiDn decided to encourage

’ @
the creation of "the: commissions. The U, 8. QOmmission ‘of Education wrote to all |

- : y

‘ .
- P o , . - ,
. . . . .
.
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' goverhors announcing that the Office of Education would allocate at 1ea$t $1,000,000

for statewide planning grants to be administered'by the 202" commissions.192

The governors were to notify the CommLSsioner-by April 15, 1974 if they had decided
to’establish a commission. The,geadIine was subsequently extended to April 25,

and 43 states p1us the District of Columbia, American Samod, Guam and Puerto Rico
'reported having established 'such commissions. The states had three options in

meeting ‘the request: 15 established new agencies, 19 designated an existing agency

or commission' 9'augmented an existing agency or commission to meet. the requirement.

of the 1e°is1ation.193 The 1202 commissions can be designated as the state agency

I3

responsible for certain other federal programs, In the requirement that the 1202 o

¢

"commissions be "broadly‘and equitably representative of the general public and

private'nonuprofit and proprietary institutions of postsecondary education," the

législation incorporates, or would seem toO do go, private higher education into
v 2 . ’
statewide planning. . ’ P
‘ . The %ole of the President ’ ' "

- v

t “ S
Much of what has been reported in previous sections of this monograph must
” 1 » )
of necessity relate to the role of the‘prgsident amid the changing patterns of

4
governance, but we should perhaps, even if briefly, comment on what is being said

in the 1iterature about the chief administrative officer of th/.American colleges
and universities. ; ) ‘ -
Over.a decade ago Harold W. Dodds, aftér retiring from the presidency of

’

Princeton University, undertook with support from ,the Carnegie Corporation a-study'

of the American college president. The title of his report contained a question, N

L2

"The Academic President--Educator or Caretaker7” Dodds was convinced Phat with all
of the pressures coming to bear on the president, the ansber sti11 hgd to be that
the‘president must devote 50 percent of his time theducational mattersl The
President isg the educational 1eaden‘of'the institution, and unless he can give

s
r ‘ '
- 80 )
o~
Y . 4 , .

.
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sufficient time to this aspect of his leaéeréhip, ""the outlook for higher education
is far more dismal than we‘are prepared to admit," Dodds could mot conc;ive of the
president delegating to others an "overriding responsibility toward. the uniVeQ%ity €
primary ;ole."lgé The président 's leadership had to be expressed within an  academic
climate, and, according to Dodds, the president "must be willing to accept a defini-
tion of?leadership‘that brings about change les; by/the sheer power of his office

and more by inférmal, friendly, and persuaséve means.“195 Ralph Pfanor; writing
a year later, apparently agreed, because he‘referred to the president ag."the'

leader of a spécialized team,..sthe coordinator, the catélyst, the generaliét:who

draws resource information from people "involved in the specialized affairs qg,the

19¢ /- : - ST

~

college,

There is a sense of unreality in the comments of Dodds and Prator, especially

as we have émexrged from the conflicts of the late 1960s and early 1970s. Dodds

%

- ’ .
and Prator seem to be describing a'past age, one almost idyllic in comparison to \\\

what appeared tosbe the experiences of academic leade¥s in more recent years.
Speaking out of the tensions of the chancellorship of the University of Califbrnia,

‘4
Berkeley, Roger Heynes, now president of the American Council on Education, told

the Twenty~third 'National Conference on Higher Education:. : ,

I should like now to suggest a 1ine of educational change that ’
will work toward providing a structural setting in which
administrative leadership can operate effectively,  To put
the matter ag bluntly as possible, I feel it is necessary
to give more power and effective responsibility to college
‘ and university administrators at all levels, I emphasize 7 ,
' at all levels, lest anyone think I mean centralization of | .
_; pover in a top executive., We must identify the major .
- decision-making points and center.responsibility and account= 7
- .- “ability and authority in specific persons. I see ndo other . * ,
' way to avoid the pattern of mindless and inefficient stumbling .
from crisis to crisis than to ‘solidity our leadership base, - .
Authority and ‘responsibility are so diffusely spread that °* v
there is no way for those with problems to identify who it
2 s that can help. ,

1




7

+ I am not suggestidg that we should ignore all the data that
.. indicates that orgdnizational effectiveness goes up with-
’ ‘ broadening the base of leadership. But I think that there is
o - . an optimum balance in an organization between corporative and
4 . ©° individual decisions gnd that.in the university we are no 8 o
: . longer as effective as we could be vith a greater centralization > //f\\\,///’
of authority in persons. .
4 I

We have already referred to Gerald Burns' comment garding the need f§r more

¥

vigorous leadership on the part of the president., He has contended that the‘growth

of campus problems is due to the lack of presidential fortitude and professional
A ¢ : .
' -

wisdon, 198 - ey : .
John Gdrdner, while still President of the Carnea*e Corporation, in his annual
report of 1965, came out with a view that is perhaps midway between Dodds and Heynes.'

Observing that in American society the nature of leadership is seldom understood,

he said:
N e 3
Most leaders are hedged around by constraints--trsditional
constitutional limitations, the realities of the external '
situations, rights and privileges of followers, the require~
 ments of team work, and most of all the inexorable demands of . .
large-scale organization, which ddes not operate on cagricious- (¢
‘ ness, In.short, most'power -18 wielded circumspectly
Jj*\\
There* are different styles of leadership, depending upon the task and the structure

-

' of the organization, but "anyone who accomplishes anything of significance has more

confiderice than the facts would justify." This quality has been something held in

»

hcommon by outstanding executives, gifted military commanders, brilliant political °

. . S
) leaders, and gxeat artists., Too many of the contemporary leaders are not prepareﬁ J/

to d73ide. They seem to prefer to go through "geries of clearadces within tih

4 ]

\brvanization and 1et the clearance process settle it," They take polls, devisge
{ .
‘ statistical systems, cross accounting systems, and information proce331ng(systems.

”

Nl

All of which is not to suggest that leadership can proceéd without good, information.
0 (
The leader must know the facts or he is in trouble, but the leader must proceed
L &
with a degree of. confidence that goes beyond the facts. Gardner refers to the

T

g L B
little girl who told her teacher she was going to draw a picture of God, The teacher




— o R L R ' ¢
said,'"But,.Mary, no one kriowy what God lobks like,", To which Hary replied, "They
will when I get throu‘gh."200 ] < K )

-~ .

< Gardner goes on to say that there are a good many people who ask whether leader.

"many scientific and professibaal pecpie

» v

are accugtomed to the kinds of probl-n flat jcan ‘bé solved by expert technical advice 1
T ’ "5 -

or aetion." &bey see’ no need for leaders in thectraditional sense, And then there®

" are actually necessary.* In the first pl:-

are-those who argue that leadeéship gy somehow or other be at odds with the ideaLs

L] -
v
’

of a’free society., A good many young people on the contemporary scene at least

s

argue in this.vein, To Wwhich Gardner answers- w

L "We have in“fact outgrown or rejected, several varieties of oo
leadership that have loomed large in the history of mankind, ,
' He do not want autocratic leaders who treat us like inferior . 2
beings, We do not want leaders, mo matter how wise or kind
who treat us like children., | o Vv
¢ ‘e v R < . ’
We can have the kinds of leaders we want, but we canaot chobse - R
. ' to do without them., It is ip the nature of social" organization ' o
Ty that ve must have at levels fn our national life, in and out of o
/ . govermment=~in business, labor, pglitics, edycation, science, .
’ the arts, and every other ield.,.Leaders have.a significant :,
*x. . role in ‘creating the staté of mind that is .the gociety. They ;/ .

can gerve as symbols of the mbral umity ofqthe gociety., They,
o can make express the values that hold the society together,
- More important, t _iey can conceive and articulate goals that®
Lon lift people out of their petty preoccupations, ggrry dovn them . oL
’ the conflicts that tear gociety apart, and units them in the o /4&
' pursuit of objectives worthy gf their best efforts 201 . :

These comments, thouOh directed to organizations and leadership generally,

o=

would, séem appropriately directed to higher education and the rolﬁ\of the president. , //

- '

.

Da eslie describes the place of conflict in the contemporary university : )
* ‘ d R
and suggests«that we need to be more honest in seeing that the "modern publi

university 1s most emphatically not a cloistered retreat for like~m nded ‘\\/

3

,scholars."zoz Conflict is a way of 'life in the university and the b m of . ;

leadership becomes that of accepting conflict as 1nev1tab1é and’finding how te deal

14

with it in constructivgzways. To try to eliminate conflict is unrealistic; short *

.of creating a_wholly homogeneous- un%g--which by definition,stifles diversity. .
o .

.
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To overcome conflict.by redistrihuting pover may, ace
cure worse than the“disease. Rather ha6/;p ing for
university, Leslie,dfks for developi g more effectiv

~— . . .

The 1970 Presidents Institute of the ican Co\\

_.;in strgssed the

freed for a new style of 1eadérship.. The report on the Institut refé ted t the

i

!

new presidents as "Crisis Managers,f and noted that "today 8 president myst know
something about ney techniques of budgeting scarce respurces, labor reIations,

the 1ega1 processh and the mediation of disputes under pressu,re."203 David 'j ‘ ‘,
Bergquist s study of presidents in 1972-73 suggested.that "increased denands fron

the faculty, mounting pressuxes from trustees, and wising student expectations"

{

ki t v
% . - -
- > .

have all conspired to make the e experienced\presidents perceive the job as
A : B '
becoming even more. complex, : ' ‘ : . » .
/\m p ( R / A ‘. “‘

", Thc results of this study indicate that a. cSilege president v

can no longer y on his years of‘presidential experience ' | \\,

to assure the easy completion of defined job tdsks. Regard-

{less of the size of the institut on or the type of advarced

degree held...the presidents' job tasks grow inareasingly

“  complex, troublegomé and difficult to complete.

He also found in his stratified sample of presidents ‘that the .mean age was 52.7 .
4

years, the mean 1engkh of service as president to Be five years and 10' months,

\
*

a1though some presidents (21 _percent) had served in the same presidenty for 10" or

morg. yedrs. . : : , S

-
L]

Earlien, Harold‘degkinson, on the basis of a mﬁch 1arger sample,'had reported
that most presidents°served from four to'five years. Hodgkinson'found the median

age to be 50 and that nearly 70 percent(held an earned doctora ‘20 Another

researcher Geported that a sample of retired college_presidents, most of who:/?ad

gerved longer fhan the averageg noted above, were of the opinion that five to’ ten

¢ . D) ) . .
years is the most eféﬁctive term of office, 206 ~ S ' . '\)

' o ; . ¢

.
‘s
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Still another survey of college presiderts revealed an average age in the

‘ presidency somewhat longer than is the cage in either Leslie's or Hodgkinson 8

stody, and less than in the report on retired presidents., This survey in&ica.ted'_f </
7.8.years as the aVerage in the present position, withqpresidents of protestant
hniVersities reporting the longest average yeafs in poéition. The study also N
showed’ the deanship to be the most direct step to the presidency’207
" The ,most recent report on the college president was published in early 1974
45 one of the Carnegie Commission reports. The report was based on intensive
interviews with 41 collepe presidents, 39 chief academic offices, 36 chief business
officers, 42 presidents’ secretaries, and 28 other officials close to the presi-
dents.and included 42 inst'itutions.208 Amnong the generalization made byuthe team
were the follcwing: - s . ) -

The American college presidency is a reactive‘job. Presidents

- define their role as a responsive ones...They see themselves . e
as trying to reconcile the conflicting pressures on the ) .
college.... ~ ~
The presidency is a parochial job, Presidents are normally ~ ~

.+ not strangers to the institutions that choose them....

: ... The presidency is conventional, The bredident comes to his X
v"‘ " job through a‘ geries of filters that are socially congerva= ‘ .
tive wis-a-vis his major constituents.... o ) }

The presidency is important to the president., It is tbe peak

of his career, He obtains the job.as a reward for his pre-~ ' 7/ |

vious career...s P C : ’ // .
~ - ’ ’ A ,

. The presidencylis an illusion,, Important aspects of the <

e« & 4. role seem to)disappear on close examination., In, ‘particular,”

. . decision maWihg in the university seems to result'extensi ly .

. from a procesg.that de les‘’problems and choices and es Lt

the présidentg role mZ Egcommonly aporadic and symbolic than ' . ;

j significant,209 o ‘e

! M -

In examining from varidus sources, the normative image of the president, the

researcher concludeg that there daes not seem to be a clear core of oBjectives . :

N_____\‘gha; presidents.shbulﬁ pursue and "no clear set of attributes that will guarantee |

| - Y. ‘ . .
l_ success,"210 .t . . - ‘
’ ) ; ’
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Cohen &nd March examine ‘and find wanting most reports on "average tenyre. n’

. . P

They conclude that during most of the twentieth century the median college president

. has served about 10 years.zrl

They refer‘to the president as exercising 1eadership

in "organized anarchy," and while recommending some steps to combat the prevailing
d X
212

ambiguity, conc1ude that the fundamental problem of ambiguity will remain.
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