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ISSUES OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN A MULTICAMPUS UNIVERSITY
SETTING. INCREASING INSTITUTIONAL SPECIALIZATION MEANS THAT
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COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM OF HIGHER EDUCATION ARE TO BE REALIZED.
WITHIN A STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM HAVING A CENTRALIZED
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An Age of Academic Cocoperation

I'

You are most k‘ind in asking me to join you tonight to speak on
qt_xestions of academic cooperat,ion and autonomy. Your kindness is all
the more appreciated since I represent the youngest major public. univef4
.si_tj in the United States. We at State Un-iversity of Ne'w‘York have all
| your problems, I am sure, but in addition we have many peculiai' to our-
selves, not the least of which are those attr1butable to our youth And
when you remember that we are workmg with such problems within the
framework of an lnstltutlon: less than twenty years old that encompasses
all the levels of highex: education from professional schools to community .
colleges, that presently has 138 000 full-time students, 68 campuses and
centers, more than 15, 000 faculty and staff members plus another 15, 000
employees, a current operatmg budget of $300, 000, 000 and a construction
budget callmg for the expenditure of $3, 200 000, 000 by 1975 (I shall Spare
you any extrapolation of our estimate for the very long-range future)_- -when
you remember tnese elements and have recovered fnom your sense of horror,
you will understand at least one reason why I was invited to speak on. this

ocecasion.
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I am here primarily, I suppose, to provide a therapeutic effect, to
cause each of you to feel that with al_lt your own inevitable difficulties, you

can-look in my direction and see that the grass is not only no greener there,

but that it is growing with a rampant disregard for many of our traditionally

cultivated, orderly, well-pruned academic grdves.

U_niversity presidents need this kind of reassurance from time to
iim'e. My own comes from fhe beliéf that the youth and size and st.ructuxje
of -the State University of New York make it the greatest six;gle laboraivzory'
of highér education in this country and therefore add to the fascina1.:ion Qf ‘
_ the'task evén as it becomes steadily more co'nip.licated' and difficuit. It
con&es also ﬁ"om the belief that the State University of New York representé
in a very broad sort of way the péttérﬁ Qf the future., This is qu.ite apart |
from our nostalgic desires which may be quite diffei'ent.. ‘And it is this |

pattern of the future that I should like to examine with you briefly.
1L

- Universities ére desgribed_ and &efined in many ways and from many
points of ﬁriew. They are repositories of accumulated i{nowledge; they are
disséminators of that knowledge; they are searchers after new knowle;ige
apd try ‘mightily to move closer to truth; they are prognosticators of chgnge
and sometimes they h;elp such change take place; they are critics of soc‘iéty;
they are diverse and multipurpose; they are communities of scholars; they

are strange amalgams of the timeless and timely; they are bulwarks in the
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protectien of independent thought; they are agencies of service; they are
encoux;agers of the cultural and aesthetically satisfying elements of life,
These are some of the more positive characteristics attributed to them -
by those who see clearly how vital they are in preserviné and enhancing'

our civilization,

There are those who seev other characteristics in upiversities,

- puzzling and not so positive or attractive, Soﬁe critics see them as es-
sentially conservative institutions, almost ponderous in their movements
toward change and lagging beﬁind contemporar.y necessities to the point of
irrelevancy; as supermarkets 'Wlth a bewildering and unbehevably dlffuse
arpay of packaged knowledge, a good deal of which is hermetmally sealed
off from reality; as horrendous octopi cmshmé themselves and all who
.come near in their bureaucratic tentacle's ; as havens for unregeherated
youth escaping from respon-sibiiity and as headquarters for the develop-
ment of professional athletes; as unreasonable and unnecessary drains
upon the public and private purse; as hotbeds of radicalism and revolu~
tionary tendencies; as impersonal enterprises concentrating their efforts

upon the values of materialism, mediocrity, and uniformity.

All these characterizations, pro and con, could be found to be true
somewhere in the great assemblies of instituticns of higher education in this"
country, I suppose. Sefting these aside, however, with no more than a recdg«-

nition that such images exist in true or distorted fashion, let us turn our
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attention to the one image that is becoming increasingly clear, the image

of interdependent institutions, a rather new phenomenon but one which be-

comes mandatory under present and future circumstances. It is an image
or concept that encompassés separate and differing types of institutions,
that promises a unity of many parts within a single system, and that reaches

into the individual campus and how it is to be planned and administered.

It is unnecessary for me to list or describe for you the many ex-
amples of formal and informal as_soc.iafions among private colleges or pub-
lic universities. You know them as well as I do. Suéh organizations és :
~the Association cf Midwest Colleges or the Big Ten universities are typicél. |

They represent a movement that will grow steadily for the simple reason

that it provides economic and academic strength which the single institution

could not develop by itself.

This is particularly true in these days when the elements of instruc-
tion and research include so many new devices that are extraordinarily
e:#pensive to purchase and maintain, " There is sc;und iOgic in the policy of
pooling scientific equipment or library or computer or radio énd felevifsion
resourcéé, for example. There is even sound logic in the coordinated use
of faculty and the avoidance of curricular duplication wherever desirable.

As this movement progresses, I would pr'edict that public and private institu-

tions will come together more and more in such a sharing within whatever

Tegal bounds any staie may choose to establish.

pEra Ll
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It is also unnecessary for me to comment upon the new emphases '
now being given to planning and coordination in so many parts of the country.
Theré is great need for such planning and cobrdination as the res_ponsibili-
ties éf higher e_ducation' expand, There are also latent 'dange'rs which are
being forgotten or ignored in the present enthusiasm evident for superboards

and coordinating councils.

Unquestioriabiy higher education can be made ﬁoré efficient, more
orderly, and more economical through a coordinated approéch althbugh .the
bureaucratic tendencies such a system will enco.urage are rather frighten—
ing to cogsider. But whether this planniﬁg and coordinafing process on the
grand scale will sufficiently pratect the creative and indepen(ient n:ééds a:nd
aspirations of any single institution within the system remains to be seen. '
It is possible that such an institution will soon find itself being told Sy some
higher authbrity removed at considerable distance‘ from it what it may or

may not do.

When we recognize that such 'dangers exist even within multicampus
universities, we see feadily. how they are multiplied and infensified when
all colleges ai;d universities are put into such a coordinated structure. Only
by the mo.st sensitive attention to institutional independence and diversity on
the part cf those responsible shall we be able to avoid a great movement
foward educational uniformity and a deadening of the competitive spirit. As

a sidelight, it is noteworthy to point out that other countries where the
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highest degree of centralization has been traditional (France, for example)

are now exploring ways to develop their institutions along more independent

lines and to eliminate or deemphasize the central hierarchy so character-

istic of them in the past.
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The multicampus university itself a_nd what takes place adrainistratively
3 on any campus of such a university are the two major aspects I shoulﬁd like

E ‘ | to explore with you, however, It seems to me that these are basic to an.
examination of the future directions of higher education unless a broader

system of coordination and planning takes away all initiative and makes

administrative. clerks of us all.

One might argue a* the very outset that the mere creation of the

&
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multicampus university presupposes all the same potential dangers I have

A8k

atiributed to a broader system of coordination. This I would readily admit,

3

although there is a very major difference. Regardless of the number of its
campuses, a university both in theory and in fact, h:as an entity of its own,

‘ e table of objectives agreed upon to which each campus contributes its own -
individual strengtﬁ and power, As an institutior, furthermore, it ié knit

j tﬁgether by ties of personal and prc;fessional association, by the action

‘; and interaction of faculties and students, by physical images and intellectual

e

4 | interplay, all of which go far beyond any administrative convenience, Yei,

the dangers are present, and they must be recognized and counteracted.
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They all stem from the same source, namely, the temptation of creating
a monolithic structure, totalitarian in approach, with campuses as mere

satellites of a central admizistration.

There is little point in decrying or bewailing the emergence of the
multicampus university; itis a phenomenon. of modern educational life,
and it is here to stay for the foreseeable future. We must therefore learn
to live with such a pixenomenon and cons_,ider what opporfuqities it presents
in tie midst of its inevitability, In actuality it is not necessarily the ugly
cgre some would make of it. How successfully it meets academic needs
depends not upon its size a'nd complexity but upon the kind .of ;;hilosophy
with which it is organized internally. Indeed, I would submit that the very
compiexity and diversity of such a university provide the basis for a large
degree of independent carapuz thinking, planning, and operation, If local
autonomy is accep"ced and agreed upcn as the philosophy guiding the adminis-
trative and academic direction cf the multicampus uniw}ersity, sgch autonomy

can be achieved, given the propef circumstances for cultivating and refining

it,

Tven as I say this, I must hasten {o admit that my own institution
has not yet completely reached such & point of development. But it is on its
way toward local autonomy, and it is on its way purposefully, We are far

enough along the road to see not only the efficacy of such a philosophy but the

by
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absolute necessity for it. I am convinced that in today's setting there is
no other way to bring about change that will be accepted and will be 1a'sting.
There is no other way, also, if one wishes to have campuses fashioned in
a variety of forms, with a variety of missions, ahd with a keen sense of

their own involvement in working toward their predetermined goals.

Of course, one of the main difficulties is that of identifying the

areas of local aufonogny. " When one considers fhe vast array of individual
items of administrative and academic decision, it is obvious that to sepa-
rate these into matters of general policy and those of local control is no
small task. In certain instances, also, ther;e is an interplay be‘tween the
two such as in the creation of budgets 'and expenditure of funds, for ex-
ample. In otﬁer instances there are legal considerations, such as
restrictions established by state statute which carefully limit the autonomy
of the university as a whoie and thus make it impossible for local autonomy
to be granted. In my own State an :llustration would be the stipulation of
preaudit procedures by the Comptrolltier which naturally rules out certain
possibiliti,es‘ for independent decision and acticn by the individual campuses

as well as for the total University.

Still another problem arises out of identifying the specifics of local
autonoemy, a strange problem that seems to stem from rather mysierious
psychological roots. The mere process of codifying the areas of locally

autonomous action seems to cause a reaction of protest even though more
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independence is granted by the new co;ie. This is‘ similar fo what happens
whenever regulations are formalized for students, regulations which may
give them ﬁore freedom than they have had hitherto. For some reason
there is resistance to séeipg the rules cleariy .set forth on paper; the
preferenée seems to be for a comforting kind o.f vagueneés. Nor does
this reaction disappear coﬁpletely even after much patiént explanation

and reassurance,

Yet, there must be some sort of agreement, formal or informal,
between the central administration and the separate campuses that gives
at least relatively clear indications of Where‘authorityl-has been delégated'.
A clue to the solution of this problem lies in the dégree of proliferation
of all-university policies promulgated by the board of trustees. In
similar fashion to our federal Constitution, rights not specifically re-
served to the central administration under such policies can be inter-
preted as belonging to the individual campuses. And it therefore becomes
important for th\é educational leadership to guide the board of trustees to

the exercise of restraint in establishing generél policies.

Perhaps [ should illustrate this point more specifically to show
how such a pattern of division of responsibility operates. I have consis-
tently urged, within our own University, that the Board of Trustees

promulgate no general policy relating to permissions for students to have
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alcoilolic beverages on campuses, and the Trustees have .thus far agreed,
Such a matter has therefore been the respo;lsibility of each campus to
examine éccgrding to its own traditions, the maké-up of its population,

thé nature qf the community in which it resides, and similar factoré. The
result has been a wide variety of campus decisions: some have ignored
the question completely, finding no great wavé 6f desire on thé part of

the students for the introduction of alcoholic 'bevexl'ages' into cam‘pus life:
some hav'e.adopted policies which differ Widely according tq local circum-
sténceé; the emphasis in all cases has been upon matufe, _reSpc;nsi'ble
cieliberatioh with all segments of interest represented ih_ the discussions,
(And may I say parenthetically that thus far our dealing with this issue
squarely aﬁd realistically has engendér_ed be_tter results than the traditionall

policy of a flat overall denial of privilege and then a turning away of the

head every time the policy is flouted.)

in contrést to this i}lustration of local autonom: , let me cite one
of University policy where it seems essential to us thét we have a centrai
control. Determining a genefal pc.)licy on married student and faculty
housing is essential, we believe, because the funds to be user for the pro-
vision of such facilities come from a centrali source, It is still the p.re-
rogative of the local campus to decide whether it needs such housing and
how much, but it proceeds with its planning in direct coordination with the

central staff .
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I could mention many other aspects of uﬁiversity life where local
autonomy can and does operate successfully. In bud‘geting, on;:e a total
budget for a campus has been 'agreed upon, the _responsibility for exper;ding
;che funds is that of the local campus, with a maximum of flexibility within

the lump sum. The organization of campuses is a local matter; within the

State University of New York there are many forms of campus 6rganization, .
all developed locally. The University at Buffalo is organized into seven |

major faculties, each with its own provost; the University at Stony Brook

_is organized into fifteen small colleges, each with its residential and

instructional aspects; four of the arts and science colleges have formed

a consortium and are exploring many cooperative and coordinated ventures;
some campuses have departmental structures, others have divisional ones.
The important point is that all these pattei'ns have emerged throﬁgh local

decision, not by central fiat. Faculty recruitment is similarly a local

matter to a largé extent. Only certain types or levels of positions require
the approval of the Chancellor and in some cases, of the Board. The
function of the central staff is to assist the campus whenever needed and

called upon, and to e'ncourage'campuses to search for the highest quality

of personnei., The geterniination of campus objectives is likewise a local

" responsibility within the broad guidelines of the Board, which are designed

to assure that the needs of the State will be appropriately met and that

undue duplication will not occur. The master planning process, directed
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through central staff, regularly offers each campus the opportunity to

present a case for the changing of its objectives or its mission as it sees | ' 5 |

ways by which it can contribute in new ways to the total responsibility of '
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the University. - ' | :

Stadent affairs are developed in whatéver way the campus chooses,

w-ith' the Board of Trustees establishing a policy that stipulatés the ways
students must be protected by due process in disciplinary matters. 'I;he
policy als;o urges a high degree of student involvement in the formation of
the academic and social patterns of campus iife. Under this broad stipula-
tion many patterns.of student .organization are emerging with increasing

degrees of student involvement, more rapidly on some campuses than on
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others, but with the pressures for more involvement coming from local E
sources. The same comment could be made about faculty participation in 3

academic planning or budget building or matters of recruitment, promotion, |
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and tenure. Physical facilities planning is another major area in which

local autonomy has a role to play; here I should say quite candidly that we

have not yet refined our procedures to the point where either the local
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campus or the central administration is satisfied with present relationships.

But improvement is evident, and we are continuing to explore how the local

campus may have its appropriate share of responsibility without any slackeri-
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ing of the pace at which the physical growth of the University must of neces-

sity proceer,
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There are other examples I could cite, but perhaps these are suf-

ficiently representative. I hope you will forgive me for drawing so copiously :

upon our experience at the State University of New York; it is, after all, - o
the institution I know best, And let me assure ybu that we have by no means
solved all the problems of local autonomy and decentralization; we are simply

working at them assiduously and with a determination that they shall be

solved.
: | IIL.

- . The multicampus university has many other fascinating and puzzling
 characteristics which I wish there were time to explore tonight. But in the

interests of your courtesy and patience, let me mention only two before

concluding,
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~3 It must be realized that the opportunity to. shift blame or, to put

'
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g it another way, the difficulty in precisely fixing responsibility increases
in about the same proportion as the institution itself increases in size.

Think how this opportunity grows still more when the institution has many.
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campuses, geographically at considerable distance from the central head-

‘- quarters. Then, add to this the natural image of the central staff as a
species of shadowy, impersonal bureaucracy with all the concomitant im-
plications of vast amounts of paper work or extraordinary numbers of
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committees and conferences, all helping to create a pattern of unreasonable
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interference, and you‘begin to see the‘ picture more clearly. When problems
arise on a campus, there is an almost irfes_istible temptation for local adr;lin-
istrators to take refuge in emphasizing that they stem from unchallengeablg
central office edicts rather than from whé.tever has or has not beex;.done
locally, There is also a tendency to take whatever rules exist', such as,

for example, those relatiﬁg to financial matters, and to apply them with an
arbitrariness and inflexibility that eliminate "cpmmon' seﬂse and éktenuating -
circumstances complétely_., Some sort of psychologipal éatiéfaction acc;’ués ;
from this, no doubt; in addition to a sense of escape. There is also a
‘certain .sen.se of safety in having another _authority convenient but geogx;aphi-
cally distant to whom one can always allude with a certain tone of raystery

or ;)vith the use of the indefinite 'they, " who are reguiarly tﬁe archﬁllains _
of the piece. In our own case at the State Uhiversity of New York, the

alinost magically pejorative word is "Albany, " since this is where the

central headquarters are located. )

This human frailty is amusing sometimes, but it 'is more often
exasperatiné since it adds to the alréady huge bulk of protes.t mail and
necessitates the use .of much staff time sorely ne‘eded for more important
matters. Furthermore, it'réquires diplomacy of a high order, since
the various constituencies of the University must be given appropriate

and accurate answers which at the same time will not be an embarrass-

- ment to local campuses. Occasionally, of course, it wili reveal rules
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or customs which ought to be changed or done away with, and thus can
have a beneficial effect. In the main, however, it is a by-product of
efforts toward decentralization which will probably never be wholly

eliminated.

Finally, there is the pr9blem of convincing local leadership
that it, too, should delégate authority and encouraée involvement of - .
others in the decision-making process just as it expects and even demands
such delegation from above.‘ This problem varies from campus to campus
and depénds to a certain éﬁent upon how local léadership definés delega-
tion and iﬁvolvemeﬁ’g. "The establfshmént 'of appropriaté communications
with faculty, students, and with the community is a vité.l aspect of
campus growth; beyond tilis; however, the creation of an étmOSphere of
frank appraisal of academic and physical changes that seem immineﬁt, .
of involvement in ’_cﬁe process of developing plans and crystallizing new
aspirations, of calling upon the expertise which each coxﬂponent of the
campus and community has to offer--this is even more vital if ténsions
and frictions and misunderstandings are to be kept to a minimum. Ther;e
can never be complete and unqualified success iﬂ every instance, but a .
general attitude of mutual trust and sharing, once created aé character-

istic of the campus, is a priceless basis ior progress..
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The disquieting but inevitable result of delegation of authority and
of encouraging.a large amount of involvement by others, whether one thinks
of the total university or of a single campus, is that those who are the'
recipients of this opportunity become more and more preoccupied with
the authority and involvement still denied to them, rather than with what
tixey already 'have. This is human nature, fo be sure, but it is a strong
argument in the hands of those who oppose local autonomy of any real =
"sort. They point out, perhaps tritely but qﬁite acc;urately, that the more
one gets, the more one wants and expects. Past victories mean riothing;'
it is only future ones that count, Canipuses can become hotbeds of cam-
paigning for more and more of a voice in whatever goes on until ultimately
the leadership is a captive of the consﬁtuencies, whether faculty dr student

or both.

In spite of this, however, I am convinced that the multicampus
university must accept the risk and function 0;1 the basis of locally autono-
mous units. In my view this will bring one closer to the emergence of
the campuses as a varied group of institutions, working out a great part
of their own destinies, helping to shape their structure and crganization,
and assuming responsibility for many vital elements of their growth. I
would rather struggle with the tensions and the abrasiveness caused by

local autonomy than with those brought about by central authoritarianism,
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Indeed, it appears to me that the latter possibility is less and less practical

in these times: it could even be devastatingly destructive.

1) 1 & 23, . £ — PO Y.L L L TN . 3 5
The motto of the State University of New York is a simple one:

"[,et Each Become All He Is Capable of Being." One could modify this
somewhat and say, ''Liet Each Campus Beéome All It Is Capéble' of Being. " .
It would reflect our conviction that, through our assiduous efforts foward
interdependence, cooperation, and local at:‘ttonomy, this modified motto ca;n
someday summarize our achievements and thus lead to better realization

of the promise we cherish for every student.




