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The greatest weakness of US liberal education is that students are not
encouraged to learn outside the ngidly structured system of courses, credits, grades,
and frequent tests, Some criticisms of liberal education concern professors who are
more devoted to therr disciplines than to therr students, and the lack of
diversification of curricula for students of differing talents and temperments,
Educational methods emphasize formal quantitative standards which direct students’
motivation toward meeting the re%wremems and away from genuine learning. On the
matter of university governance, 5 internal groups are competing for influence and

ower: the governing board, the administration, faculty, students, and non-academic
staff. The last 3 groups are clamoring for increasing authority in decision making, One
possible solution would be fo have each group, except the governing board,
represented on an advisory councll which would submit its decisions 1o the governing
board for review. In this way the various groups In the university would function
through discussion and persuasion, not coercion, and final authority would still rest
with the president of the university. There are important values In the present system
of governance, but It should be an instrument of educational reform, Faculty members
and administrators should adapt iberal education to the twentieth century in order to
promote a better education for today's undergraduates. (WM)
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The post-war era for higher education has been one of spectacular accomplishment,
In enrollment, finance, staffing, faculty compensation, building, student aid,
and research our expectations--even our most extravagant dreams--have been exceeded,

But there is one aspect of academic life that has not changed very much., That 1is
the liberal education of undergraduates. While much lip service is given to
innovation, new technology, and the like, most teaching still centers around the
professor, the textbook, didactic lectures, close supervision of the student,
credits, and grades, Whatever gain has been made in effectiveness of instruction
has occurred through improved motivation of students, better secondary preparation,
and improved qualificatinns of faculty--not through improvement in the mode of
instruction in colleges and universities. Also it is doubtful if efficiency of
instruction has improved in the sense of lowering cost per student. It is
remarkable that in a period of revolutionary change in the scope and resources for
higher education, there has been so little change in forms of instruction. Eitber
we had long ago discovered the optimal methods, and no significant improvement is

possible, or faculties are incorrigibly conservative. Take your choice.

We have new reached a kind of pause in the post-war boom in higher education,
Enrollments will doubtless continue to rise but at a slower rate than in the past
decade. A slow-down in the expansion of financial rescurces is Now occurring and
the outlook for the future is uncertain. &nd the political climate in which educae
tion is operating today is for obvious reasons less favorable than it was a

decade ago, '

The present pause in the advancement of higher education is of course a time for
stock-taking and planning, I should like to discuss the future with reference to
two clesely related topics: undergraduate liberal education and the gsvernance of
institutions,

1, A Critique of Liberal Educatien

Undergraduate liberal education is the area, I believe, that needs cur devsyted
attention in the years ahead. I am particularly concerned abrut the state of
liberal education in the complex universities, though we all know it 1s not
exactly thriving in many independent colleges either.

Let me mention some of the many trenchant criticisms of liberal educgtion today.
While I do not agree with all the complaints, yet I find some truth in most of
them.

One set of criticisms concerns the teaching staff available for undergraduate

*Remarks presented at 2nd General Session of the 2lith National Conference en-
Higher Education, sponsored by the dmerican Aisscciation for Higher Education,
Chicage, Tuesday moruing, March lis  Permission to guote restricted.

g s s e it 5

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM THE
PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGINATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION
POSITION OR POLICY.




2nd Gen, Sess.~--Bowen 2

instruction in the arts and sciences. Most facnlty members are highly specialized
professionals who are strongly oriented toward their disciplines. Many are inter-
ested primarily in the teaching of their subjects and few give much attention to the
broad intellectual and moral growth of students as persons. The university, though
it gives lip service to undergraduate teaching, actually gives much higher priority
to professional and public recognition of its faculty through research, scholarship,
and public service. The influence «f the professional '"guilds," reinforces this
bias., Moreover, the faculty, which both makes and implements educational policy,
blocks genuine reforms.,

Another set of criticisms concerns the intellectual content and curricula of liberal
education. It is said that the curriculum, despite the rhetoric in the catalogs,

is overwhelmingly professional or pre-professional in its emphasis. Even the general
education movement that became popular after World War II appears to have about
petered outy, The goal of most courses and curricula is to convey disciplines,
rather than to develop students as persons. The curriculum has little impact on

the life, valuss, goals, feelings, and deeds of the student. It fails to come to
grips with the universal problems of human life and with the great issues of our
time which do not fall neatly into disciplines. It often seems to the student ster-
ile and irrelevant, and fails to motivate him or even repels him, Even the humani-
ties and social studies have become technical and pseudoscientific fields to the
near exclusion of the great moral and policy issues. The curriculum is spiritually
impoverished when young people are grasping for meanings and when colleges and uni-~
versities are the principal centers surviving in our society for moral and spiritual
inquiry. Also the curriculum, built up of randomly selected smatterings, lacks .
integration.

The essential form of the curriculum tends to be standardized for all students--not
only in any one institution but also throughout the nation. Except for certain

honors programs and selective sectioning of courses, involving only a few students

and a handful of experimental colleges, the possibility of diversification for

students of differing talents and temperaments is woefully limited. Aside from the
rigidity involved, the single track inhibits fruitful experimentation. Finally,

such curricular reform as takes place involves mere shuffling of courses, require-
ments; and prerequisites, It is carried on in a psychological vacuum because it s
does not consider studenis, their motives, aspirations, mode of learning, personality,
and character dewvelopment.

Next, let me recite the criticisms of educational methods. Present methods are
mechanical. They rely excessively on course requirements, prerequisites, so-called
"objective" tests, grades, credits, residence, and the like. The emphasis on such
formal quantitative standards directs motivation toward meeting the requirements and
away from genuine learning., More important, the student is not given enough
rgaponsibility for his own education. He is given detailed assignments .in textbooks,
lectured to, and checked on by frequent quizzes--in other words, he is literally led
by the hand and given little incentive to discover how to learn by himself. One
might call it "Bo-as-you-are-told" system of education. Opportunities for self-
expression in written and oral form are few. The competitiveness of the present
system defeats efforts of individual professors to encourage independent study or
learning for its own sake outside the conventional pattern, because the "system" pro-
erpts available time. Finally, colleges and universities have been overly conser-
vative in the use of modern technology for the more routine aspects of education.
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Another criticism pertains to administrative organization. The university is organ-
ized so that no one has clear and undivided administrative responsibility for
undergraduate liberal education. The College of Arts and Sciences is usually a
federation of departments, each of which is occupied with the advancement of a
discipline not with the liberal education of undergraduates. The dean is almost
inevitably committed to the advancement of departments rather than to the education
and growth of young people. In any case, his range of administrative duty is so
broad that he has little chance to give strong leadership in undergraduate liberal
education. Counseling functions are divided among many specialized agencies.
Indeed, no one in the university is directly responsible for the growth in intellect
and character of individual students as persons. There is no official or organiza-
tion responsible for the promotion of liberal education for undergraduates comparable
to the graduate college which is clearly and directly responsible for the promotiocn
of graduate education and research.

Another set of criticism concerns extracurricular life. The relationship between
the curriculum and the student's out-of-class activity is detached. Most universi—
ties ignore or greatly underrate the possibilities of learning through work-study
programs, political activity, volunteer work, field experiences, travel, and other

" out-of-class activities. Students are not adequately involved in planning their own
education, individually or collectively.

Finally, the university is criticized for its posture vis-a-vis society. The uni-
versity's involvement with the established order as a trainer of professionals and

a research and service agency, robs it of its role as disinterested critic of society
and thereby reduces its capacity for liberal education.

So much for the criticisms. Whether or not one agrees with them all, together they
are an impressive indictment. Every experienced educator has heard most of these
criticisms., The urgency arises from the cumulation of many comp]aints. It alse
arises from fundamental changes occurring in the temper or spirit of our society.
Among these changes are the widespread coneern about the pressing social problems of
war, race, pnverty, pollutinn, etc.; the determined drive of many groups in our
society (including the young) fer greater freedems and rights and for participation
in decisions affecting them; the rise of philosephies alien to the rational and
scientific approach to knowledge and to life; the increased yearning for reliabls
values relevant to life in an affluent, automated econemy. These changes add up to
a clear demand for liberal education in the traditional sense of that term; they alsa
call unmistakably for reform of the content and method of that education as it has
been practiced for the past fifty years. The price of failing to correct past defi-
ciencies and to adapt te new needs and conditions will be apathy, rebellinn, or both
on the part of students, frustratien on the part of faculty, and failure to serve
society in our primary functien which is education.

It is easy to criticize. It is more difficult, as we all know, te find workable
solutions. The first step is willingness to change, semething I submit most of us
have not been eager to do, especially since we can properly claim that American
higher education as it now exists is in many ways a considerable success.

2, Proposals for Reform nf Liberal Education

I shall mention, however, smme specific measures that are clearly needed. We talk
repeatedly about most of these ideas, but somehow there is much slippage between
intentions and actiong.

T e
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In our graduate schools, we should pay more attention to preparing future college
teachers, and--along the same line--should improve the training and motivation of
teaching assistants. We should also give greater recognition, in the rewards of
faculty members, to teaching and educational innovation, One aspect of the problem
is that cur motivational system is askew, Professional recognition through research
and scholarship has become the primary goal of both professors and instituticns.
Professional prestige is the motive force of a university. Prestige for a univer-
sity corresponds to profit for a corporation as the main goal. The vanity of the
academic world is hardly surpassed by that of any other field of endeavor with the
possible exceptions of show business and politics. I believe our students are the

victims of this vanity.

The curriculum needs to be modified to give less emphasis to conventional disciplines
and more attention ‘to great intellectual and moral issues. Less attention to text
beoks and more attention to great books is in order. There should be less lecturing,
fewer class meetings, and increasing emphasis on writing and oral expression, on
discussion, and on out-of-classroom experience. The number of different courses
students take should be reduced. The concern of educators should be the growth of
young men and women as emotional and moral as well as intellectual persons, and the
curriculum should be nudged toward less emphasis on the scientific-rational and more
on the poetic-metaphoric-intuitive-artistic with increasing concern for values.

Students should be given greater responsibility for their learning. The rigid '"do-
as-you-are-told" system, characterized by the course~-grade-credit-prerequisite syn-
drome, should give way to opportunities for students to follow their interest and
curiosity, and to assume increasing responsibility for their own learning.

T have long thought that the greatest weakness of American liberal education is that
students are not encouraged to learn outside the rigidly supervised and structured
system of courses, credits, grades, and frequent tests. We do our students a great
disservice in not helping them to become self-directed learners. Our present sys-
tem is designed as though passive achievement under close supervision, doing as you
are told, were the major goal. We should devise a system that makes independent
learning the highest goal., Even if independence were not possible for all students
(and I do not accept this premise) we should be able to have different tracks which
would permit greater independence for many. Cne device for introducing different
tracks would be the cluster college.

Perhaps more important than specific recommendations is the general suggestion that
higher education should be more exploratory and experimental in its approach to
undergraduate education. The critics say that American higher education stands
indicted not only for its failure to meet the urgent educational needs of its
students and of society but also is guilty of not even actively trying to discover
ways of improving the situation. In this connection, many harsh things are said
about the conservatism of faculty.

h recent study of curricular innovation by Paul L. Dressel and Frances H. Delisle of
Michigen State University notes many scattered changes but concludes that "HMuch of
what passes for innovation is but the hasty adoption of fads. . . . Such innova-
tions . « o do not reflect any changes in the basic philosophy, objectives, or
assumptions of the institution. . . . the actual educational experience of the
student may not be significantly altered. Faculty interests, publicity, institu-
tional prestige, opportunism . . . are more potent determiners of specific change

e
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than is deliberation based on educational goals, social needs, and the abilities and
aspirations of students.," These authors refer to "general absence of perspective
. « . with reference to the liberal arts experience as a whole."

The critics of modern education must face the argument that the vast increases in
numbers of students to be educated, and the wide range of student abilities involved,
raise grave questions about the feasibility of improvement. Most suggésti?n§ turn
out to be too costly in money and manpower for general application. My opinien,
however, is that better education is consistent with lower cost precisely because
present methods are based on ¢lose supervision which is costly and fails to encour-
age students to learn to take responsibility for their own education. We insist on
lecturing when the written word or the film would do as well; we continue to provide
detailed supervision when students should be motivated to become self-directed
learners; and we ignore opportunities for students to learn from each other. We
have believed that educational improvement could be achieved only by increasing the
application of resources and thereby increasing the dependency of our stgdents.

The time has come, for both educational and financial reasons, to recognize that the
need to economize on resources will enable us, perhaps force us, to raise up &
generation of independent learners. Our goals should be to discover ways to educ§~
tional improvement through using fewer resources rather than through greater appli-.

cation of manpower and money. This is a mode of thought utterly alien to most
educators.

The part of the problem I have never been able to solve is how to enlist faculty
interest in the reform of liberal educatisn., Will it take student rio?s? Wi}l it
take massive cuts in appropriations or other financial support? Will it raquire a
new system of motivation which increases the status of educational innovgtlon.as
compared with research? Will it require a financial incentive system which will
give to faculty members a cut of any savings throvgh improved efficiency? I know
it is going to take something more drastic than anything I have had the temerity to
apply in my @Wenty years of academic administration.

3, Governancs

I turn now to the governance of institutions of higher education, tec the question
of how should influence and power be distributed among the many groups who are only
toc eager to take part in directing the affairs of colleges and universities. I
believe this question is related to the matter of educational reform., In identify-
ing the groups who wield influence, cne may distinguish betweex those which are
external to the institution and those which are internal. Among the external
groups ars legislative bodies, state administrative officials, Federal grant-
awarding agencies, state coordinating boards, accrediting bodies, athletic confer-
ences, foundations, other private donors, and alumni. The chief internal groups
are the governing board, the president and the administrative staff, the faculty,
the students, and the non-academic staff.

The influence or power of the external groups and agencies affects the autonomy or
independence of the university. The influence or power of the internal groups
affects the decision-making process for matters outsiders have left to the discre-
tion of the institution.

Tn my remarks today, I shall be concerned primarily with internal decision-making.
However, I can't help remarking that the several groups within the university may
be contending for shares in a diminishing amount of institutional self-determination,
The net result of categorical grants, political pressure, state-wide coordination,

lQuoted in The Chronicle of Higher Education, February 10, 1969, pp. 1, 3.
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and accreditation may reduce the scope of intearnal decisinn-~making. At any rate,
a fateful struggle for control over our universities is going on today.

Turning now to the internal competition for influence and power, the contenders are’
five groups: the governing board, the administration, the faculty, the students,
and the non-academic staff,

Until fairly recently, formal authority has been largely divided between only two

of these groups: the administration and the faculty. The administration has con-
ducted public relations and fund-raising, has handled business management, has made
major budgetary decisions, and has made major appointments to administrative posts.
The faculty has on the whole made most decisions on the academic program--on
curriculum, teaching methods, research program, and degree requirements--and has been
closely involved in academic appointments. The governing board has been kept in-
formed and has been regularly consulted but has typically relied on the administra- :
tion and faculty for most decisions. The formal role of the students and non-
academic staff has been minimal, The underlying theory has been that the president
in consultation with the board is the responsible decision-maker on all but strictly
educational and research questions which are delegated to the faculty, and that
other groups may participate as consultants and advisers but do not have final
authority or responsibility.

This theory of university governance is being widely questioned and the faculty,
students, and non-academic staff are all clamoring for increasing influence or
authority over matters previously considered the province of administration, and all
are forming councils, senates, or unions to exercise the power they hope to get.

Scme of the questions that need answers are these: Should faculty, students, and
nor-academic staff be limited to the role of advisers or should they be delegated
final decision-making power? Should each group” be limited to certain areas of
decision-making, e.g., faculty to academic issues, students to extracurricular arsas,
and non-academic staff to working conditions and wages? Or should each group be
concernec with all areas of policy and administration? When the views of the various
groups diverge, how should the differences be reconciled and policy coordinated?
Should each group push for its particular interests or should it purport to speak
for the advancement of the institution as a whole? Who represents the public
interest as distinct from the institutional interest?

Universities the world over are confronted with these questions. Probably no insti-
tution anywhere has achieved a satisfactory solution to the problem of governance
which permits all parties to participate equitably and usefully, and yet enables

the institution to have a coherent policy in the public interest.

One of the curious aspects of the controversy over governance is that it is couchad
almost exclusively in terms of rights of individuals and groups, not in terms of the
soundness of decisions., The complaints seem to be less that present procedures
result in bad decisions than that the' individuals affected should by right have a
defined role in the decision-making. process.

In some ways tis: current discussion of power in the university proceeds from a false
assumption, namely, that some of the groups have not had power or influence in the
past. Obviously, all have had substantial power whether or not foimal structures
for its exercise have existed. A university that has not respended to the needs and
wishes of faculty has not beer able to retain competent teachers and researchers; a
university that has not met the needs and wishes of students has not been able to
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attract students or to interest them in its program; a university that has not paid
attsntion to its administrative and non-academic staffs has fallen into deap
trouble. And, of course, the prwer of these gronps has grown with the rising mobil-
ity nf the American people, with the increasing scarcity of qualified faculty and
staff, and with the intenss competition for gifted students. The idea that ths
members of an academic community have not had power is utterly false regardless of
formal organization, ‘

One can visualize several possible relationships among the several groups. First,
they might divide up the areas of decision-making among them, each being responsible
for one area, €e8., the faculty fur the curriculum, the students for sxtra-
curricular programs, the non-academic staff for werking conditions arz parking, and
the administrative group for whatever is left over. T see little prospect of this
kind of tidy division of labor. The concerns of each group are too broad for that.
Second, each element might serve as a pressurs group advancing its own interests
within the university, It takes little imagination to visualize, for exarple, the
Studenta opposing tuition increases needed to finance a rise in faculty salarias,

Or one canvisualize non-academic staff opposing a building project in order to> pre-
serve funds to raise their salaries. The several groups do at present partake of
the nature of interest groups, though they are more than that. Third, each of the
Eroups might be concerned with the full range of policy issues, but each would ex-
press the particular point of view of its constituency. In other words, each would
be a sort of combined policy and pressure group. In my opinion, this is what we are
heading toward--a situation in which each group will be eager and feel competent to
deal with any subject, but each will approach any issue from the point of view of |
its wmarticular interest, |

It i3 quite clear that the several groups will not always agree. And so the question
remairs: Who is to resolve the differences? The umpire, whoever he or they may be,
mush see the institution as a whole; not only in its internal dimension but also in
its relation to the public interest. The role of umplre and coordinater aad link
with the public falls to the president and his colleagues in the central administra-
tion., However, the president and his colleagues are alsc an interest group whn

bPress for the advancement of the entire university. They are therefcre not fully
qualified to serve the public interest, The function of the governing board--
together with such groups as accrediting organizations, Federal agencies, and founda-
tions, and legislatures—-is to insure that the public interest is fully represented
without, at the same time, encroaching umnecessarily upon institutional autonomy.

I have described the university as though it were a legislature with five houses:
governing board, administrative group, faculty, students, and non-academic staff.

Is it practically possible in terms of sheer time to debate every issue five times?
Will the result of five separate debates produce better answers than one or two?

One e&ould argue, I suppose, that the resultant of numerous deliberations by groups
with divergent interests and the competing pressure and persuasion of these groups
would result in some beneficent outcome, Perhaps something akin to Adam Smith's
"invisible hand" or Kenneth Galbraith's "countervailing power" is at work in organi-
zatinns.

I have considered if the several groups might function more efficiently if all
excopt the governing board were represented in a single council chaired by tho
president. Through the deliberations of such a body, various points of view could
be communicated, differences resolved; and decisions reached which were in the
interests of the entire institution. These decisions could then be put to the test
of the public interest by review before the governing board. In my opinion, there
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is much to be said for a joint council, representing the four inside groups, to be
~ the principal policy-making body »f the university. @Guch a council would not re-

place the senates and councils of the various constituent groups but would receive
recommendations from these groupss)

One question is whether this council should be advisory to the president or should
make final decisions on some or all matters (subject to the approval of the board

of regents). In my judgment, the council should be advisory. If the president were
not tc retain final authority, he could not properly be held responsible for the
progress of the institution. That responsibility would then have to be transferred
tc the council.

Tt would of course be only a small step from the kind of advisory council I am sug-
gesting to the assumption of authority over the university by such a council. In
fact it is often suggested today that the president might become a figurehead serving
as chairman of the council.and as master of ceremonies while full autherity and
responsibility would be assumed by the council. Some radicals would merge the coun-
cil with the governing board, by adding lay citizens to the council, so that there
would no longer be a separate organ to represent the public interest.

The council I have suggested would not be attractive to those who look upon faculty
as having primacy in the governance of the university--especially those who subs-
cribe to the ancient aphorism that "the faculty is the university." But once stu-
dents have been admitted to a role of influence, and once non~-academic employees
have successfully asserted their role, it is hard to make the case that the faculty
is more than one of several interest groups.

If you think I am heading toward some solution of the problem of governance, you

will be disappointed., I am personally quite uncertain as to what system of governance
is in the general public interest, and I believe the broad public interest is what
should be served, not privilege for any group, and not even the mere glorification

of institutions which are, after all, only servants of society.

I tend to be fairly cautious in my approach. We should be very careful, I think, in
disturbing established relationships that have produced a solid-~and on the whole
free~-educational system. I also belileve that the lay governing board should be

continued. It has proved an effective insulator from improper pressures of politi-

cians and donors, and it serves to represent the public interest in a way that no
combination of administrators, faculty, students, or employzes could do. I kelieve

that faculty members are professionals who must be relied upon for educational and

research decisions. I have already criticized them for being too discipline~-

oriented and too complacent in the matter of liberal education. Yet, I do not see

how any group but faculty members can be entrusted to determine the best ways of :
teaching Greek literature, or surgery, Or nuclear engineering, or music, or to set ;
degree requirements, or to decide what research tasks are important in these fields,

or to recommend what equipment is needed or what books ought to be in the library.

Wo lay beoard, no administrator, and no students are qualified to make these deci-

sions. They must be delegated to the professionals with only broad review and

avaluation by others. In carrying out their trust, the professionals would do well,

in my opinion, to ensure broad participation among their own numbers in policy

matters, they should at times consult their peers outside the university, and they

should listen regularly to the opinions of their students. But the decisions must
inescapably be theirs.
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Othsr dseciziens and operatiens nf the university are not quite as speecialized arAd
tealmihoal. These include buginess management, fandevraising, salary scales. and
fringe benefits, internal allecatisn cf opszrating funds; carpils planidng, bullding
Prieritaes, parking, student rules, extracurricular life, studéft houging, =7d tha
Lika, Tn These argas, everyone is an expert and it is really im these 42088 that
the several grAUps are clamoring for a larger voice.

Yy opindien is that faculty, students, and non-academic staff--as well as wome nubside
BYNAS sueh as parents and alumni--all have seimething to say on these matters. More-
Over, in the interests of good educaticn, I believe studswts especially sheuld be
Nvelved benause of the many oppertunities for learning in eenmnecticn. with univer-
Sity affairs. Bven if students could contribute nothing, as educatnrs we would be
obliged ts encnurage their participation, '

ﬂUﬁ?vgr, each ~f these groups, whether functicning separatsly or in a joint coumcld,
Stould be advisery--not authoritative. The reasons are: (1) that-each is an
“erest group and seeks itscown advantage which may not be consistent with the
T?lfare nf tha institution as a whole or of society; (2) that each sses the imstitu-
~On from a particular and partial point of view, (3) that the saveral grouns are
Likaly often te disagree, (L) that if they come into agreement thrrugh vegeiistlis
C0alitisrms, etc., the result would not necessarily be in the irterost of the univer~
Slﬁy or the public. I do not accept the theary of the "invisihle hand" or "Ccufter~
Velling pawer" as applied to nrganizations. I believe thare is mesd in an-iﬂsﬁltui
tlen for a leadership--nanely, the president and his associates, working with 2 14y
E¥Veering board--which specializes in seeing the institution-as a whole and rolsiing
L to the public which it serves and from which it derives its suppert. I ds not
M28N Gn 55y that the president and his administrative collaagues -ari: mﬁre'bﬂTV?p%?ve’
O more honest, or move wise, or more capable than other groups 1w ths universitye
I‘am only saying that their interests are mere closaly identifiad with the univei™
Slty 85 a whols, and that by the nature of their work they are sensitive to tha
iocial interest. The weakness of faculty, students, and mon-academic staff. as
0lders of institutional power, is that they ars and often behave as, interesV
g?chs and that they are often imsensitive to publie respomsibility as well a9 1
gﬁhllc‘rclations. This allegatinn will undeubtedly be challenged and undﬂuhtEd#YTt
[1eTe are ayoeptiens., However, I submit that the claim is esssntislly coresbe -
if+Jﬂ o sense a eriticism of faculty or students or non-academic staff 2s mop-LE s
N My a ecomment on the implications of their roles in the university.

tn

fizgng oald that power--formal and actual--should reside in the president fvfkiﬁé 11
éresidzsson}atlon with a lay gﬁyerning board, I hasten to -add that any‘wﬁfvhy .
thes @ﬁ will arrange for all individuals and groups in the university o Sest T
o LT Views, and he will listen to these views. Moreover, he will welcomﬁ_botﬂ_ill
hgrmal ahg 1pforma1 ghannels of cemmunication throughout the arganizatiﬁnﬁxgnd Y'E_
1°ad the advice received. However, final decisions shnuld be the presiﬁenb'si ?E~
ge?t.to approval of the gnverning brard, and it should not become a constitut%ﬁq““
risls when the advice of some greup is not fellowed, Courtesy would orddBaT LY

fequire, however, that the group be informed as to why its advice was not et
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The existence of coercion, it seems to me, dees not alter; but rather reinforces,

my conclusions about governances. If the parties are to make their demands by coer-
cion, it becomes essential that final authority rest with the president and a lay
hoard having respensibility for the whole institution and having special concern

for the public interest as distinct from the partial interests of faculty, students,
and non-academic staff. The greater the tendency to coercive tactics, the greater
should be the authority of the president and board. The institution can afford wide
consultation and participation in decision-making when the discussions are conducted
in an atmesphere of calm detachment and a sincere desire to reach solutions. The
president and beard, under these conditions, can delegate responsibility. But when
the tectics of coercion are used, and when the game is a struggle for power rather
than the solution ~f problems, the authority must be firmly in the hands of the
president and the board or the institutien will fly apart. It must be remembered
that the tactics of coercinn can be employed against any of the various groups,
studsnts, faculty, and non-academic staff as well as against the administration.

Hﬁying”expressed views that are supportive of the present system of governance, I am
troubled by the educational conservatism of the academic community. Earlier I men-
ticned the apparent inability of colleges and universities to be creative in under-
graduate liberal educatimn. This seems to me to be a problem which has not been
scluble as things now stand. Perhaps it has not been soluble because academic policy
is precisely the area most completely under faculty dominatinn, and which is least
influenced by administrators, the governing board, or students. But I do not com-
pletely absolve administrators of the blame for inaction in educational reform.

They have accepted only too readily what I have called the "prestige" theory of
higher ecducation, and have aided and abetted the faculty in concentrating on disci-
plines, on research and scholarship, etc., and have not used all their powers in
promoting good education of undergraduates. It is tno easy to blame the faculty, or
to blame the system of governance which delegates educatinnal decislons to faculty.

A reasonable question on which to conclude is this: Is a change in the system of
governance needead in order to mvercome the educational conservatism of the univer-
sity? Can such a change be achleved without setting off a pattern of continuing
unrest and violence that would destroy the tranquil atmosphere so essential to
scholarship? I think there are important values in the present system of governance,
but I think the present system should be an instrument of educational reform. In
shert, I am calling on administrators and faculty members to do something they

have seldom achieved, namely, to undertake basic revision of undergraduate education.
I =m by no means sure they can successfully meet this challenge. If they do not,

the conseauences will, I think, be disastrous for higher education.

Cne of the ironies of contemporary higher education is that we have been through our
greatest era of growth and development but have not captured the enthusiasm of our
undergraduates. We have employed thousands of faculty, raised salaries and fringe
bernefits, built buildings, purchased books and equipment, entered new academic
fields, and organized new institutions, but we have not devised a form of liberal
education that fits the late twentieth century. The tragedy of it all is that we
haven'!t really tried because in our preoccupation with research, scholarship, and
institutional prestige we Laven't even been aware of our mediocre performance in
liberal education. It is past time to get on with this jobe




