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ABSTRACT

One of the most significant changes in patteras of
authority and influence in higher education during the last quarter
century is the great growth of faculty power, coupled with rapid
faculty prufessionalizaticn. Several studies have pointed out that
under ordinary conditions, ruling "elites"™ take over faculty affairs,
and participation on senate committees ic limited to a relatively
small numbker of faculty. The faculty is often distrustful of the
administration and joint participation on committees does not
necessarily relieve the tension. Decentralization of decision making
and authority, however, does sezem to be a useful devise in reducing
confiict. The methods use’ in resolving conflict closely relate to
the power struggle. The division is between the principle of shared
decision making and shared authority in a community wi‘h common
interests as exemplified by the 3AGP, ard thes assumpti.n of permanent
conflict of interest between faculty and administration requiring
cenfrontation, sanctions, and collective bargaining, as propounded by
the AFT. Another issue is the compcsition of governing boards which
ars now primarily composed of lay members. The time has come to
broaden the representation on the boards, to include faculty members
and students, a2nd increase the opportunities for discussion. (2AF)
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o~ UL TY a R for a relatively small number cf faculty members to mo-
M ’ FAC P TICIPATION nopolize the meinbership o7 the most powerful commit-
T. R. McCONNELL  tee< and to rotate the chairmanships among the:nselves.”
. g P In other words, oligarchies take over the mackinery of
w ROFOUND CHANGES are occurring in patterns of 2uthor- faculty goverament. The Study Conm::nission observed that
ity and influence in higher education. In some institutions the combination of_Acadcmlc Scn_atc_ ohgarchy and bu-
there is an intemal struggle for participation and power  rcaucracy tends to discouragc appointing faculty members
among students, faculty, administrators, and trustees. In with unorthodox or dissenting views to major committees.
response to campus disruption, external forces are increas- Tlf;h(:hfa:tc?ﬁ a“: ngfl ;? ::d?:?; l?;:fd?g:sngwrztlli;; “clives”
ing their prass lleges and universities. Legislatures ract that o inary ons,
N8 FIEIT Prssure of COTleges anc universit gatt take over faculty affairs has been recently documented.
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are consic.cring punitive laws for controlling discuption
and viuience. Some governors are asserting political or
persor.al power, or both, over public institutions. Pressure
groups—from ieft =r right, from the inflzzatial elites to
the dispossessed minorities—are trying (o use universities
to protect their interests or to realize their aspirations.
Systems of pubdlic insitutions are also impinzing on the
autonomy of raember colleges and universities, in many
cases leaving institutions frustrated in their efforts to de-
termine their own destinies.

One of the most significant changes during the Jast quar-
ter of a century is the great grow:h of faculty power,
coupled with rapid faculty professionaiization. Either by
formal delegation or tacit approval, college and univessity
faculties have attained a high degrez of professional self-
government. They exercise effective control of the educa-
tion and certification of entrance to the profession; the
selection, reiention, and promotion of their members; the
content of the curriculum; work schedules; and the evalu-
ation of performance. The individual taculty member’s
independence is enhanced by the principles of academic
freedom and tenure,

PATTEKNS OF PARTICIPATION
IN GOVERNANCE

Except in crise:, a limited group of facuity mempers
conducts the business for their colleagues. The report
of the Study Commissicn on University Governance at
Berkeley observed that . . . there is a marked tendency

An ongoing study of senote committce membership for

continued on next page
== THE NEX'T DECADE
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together by a so-
parts of reciprocity

A.w SOCIAL XTRUCTURE is pou
cial cement which\gonsists of equ
and trust. The degre¥ of cohesion yill be dependent upon
the amount of soc.al \cement preSent. The more cement
the casier it will be io cjculturatg the young into aduit so-
ciety. and the less cemen\ the nfore difficult. On the other
hand, living in an era of {ecliring faith in social institu-
tions can be cnormousiy Sxgiting where (the sky is the
limit) one can think and act/in a variety of styles and pur-
suc nis own Boals as far ay h§ wishes. For the individual
human being, living in thé dec\ining years of the Roman
Empire must have been glorious
the stable li;~. and the oung whyp seek risk, stimulation,
and change. In our socjety. a majo\jty of the population is
under 25. Until the regent declines\jn birth rates have an
cffect on the populatipn distribution Sa 15 years or so, we
will be living in a jupenocracy in which the value orien-
tations of the young will compete with those of the old.
Political power will continue to be in the hands of older
citizens, but youth will fight that power at every turn and

blunt its cflectiveness. .
continued on page 5

It is the old who prefer,
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the period 1965-68 at the University of Minnesota reveals
that during these three yez s 10 percent of the university
staff had seirved as members of three to six diiferent Sen-
ate comnittees. Furthermore, a little more than an 2ighth
of the committec members had s».cumulated six to ten
years of committee service. Thus, a small number of peo-
ple wzre potentially able to exert a high degree of influ-
~nce on faculty and university affairs.

A comyparable record of participaticn in faculty gov-
er ment wa. fourd at Fresno State College in California
(Deegan, McConnell, Mortimer, and Stul}, 1259). There,
56 persons cut of a faculty roster of 417 erved on three
or mo e different committees during the three-year period.
Sixteen of these served on four comnittees, and seven on
five.

A recent study of scnate comnmiittee service at Eerkley
(Mortimer, 1970) for the 10-year pericd 1957~67 showed
that two-thirds of a representative faculty sample had
served on no scrate committee. Of those who had served,
47, or a little more than 10 percent. had been members
of threce or more commitices. Among committee chair-
men the concentration was greater. Of 138 chairmen, 50.
or 36 percent, had served on three or more commisices.
From 54 to 61 percent of committee members were full
professors, and from 67 to 76 perceat of commiitee chair-
men were at the top rank.

Essentially the same pattern ot j-articipation in faculty
government characterizes all threce institutions. The degree
of participation in senate committees is relatively limited.
A very small number of faculty. whiic not compleiely mo-
nopolizing membership. engage extensiveiy in committee
service. The most powerful committees are he:vily
weighted with people at the top ranks. The oligarchs con-

stitute what is essentially “the rule of the clders.”” With~"

these academics in power. onc would hardly expect gal-
loping educational reform. ‘
It is difficult to change this power siructure. After the”
Free Speech Movement at Berkele s. some of the faces of
the oligarchy changed, but the Fstabiishment survived
without making many concessions ,
The formal relationships between faculty and adminis:

trative lines of authoritv vary from instituiion to lnSlI[U-~ *
tion, and one cannot always infer the nature of such in- 3\

formal relationships as thosc mentioned in the preceding
paragraph from the organizational structure. At the Uni-
versity of Minnesota. administrative officers serve on many
senate committees. A recent study showed that. excluding
student and alumni members. nearly 10 percent of the
total number of committee appointecs were members of
the central university administratior.. and another 41 per-
cent were deans. associate or assistant deans. or directors
of special programs.

Likewise, at Fresno State College the president and the
academic and executive vice-presidents are ex officio mem-
bers of the senate. Although there are no members of the
central acministrative staff on four scnate committees.
suck as the Committee on Committees. central adminis-
trative officers are ¢x officic members of all major college-

wide committees.
Quite a different situation exists at Berkeley. There. the
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clected Commuttee on Committees almost never appoints
a cent.al administrative officer to senate committees. The
exclusion of principal university officers from member-
ship on senatc committees makes effective administrative
leadership difficuli. Furtkermore, exclusion sets the stage
for confrontation; thai is. committees face a responsible
administrative officer with ready-made decisions which he
must either accept, artempt at this !ate stage to have the
committee reconsider, or veto.

Under stress taere is considerable tension between fac-
ulty ard administration at Berkeley. In contrast, at the
University of Minncsota there have been few instances
over the last decade of serious differences or great tension
between faculty and administration. It seems reasonable
to hypothesize that the close collaboration of administra-
tive officers and faculty members ia "najor committees is
onc reascn for the reladvely high degree of trust that
characterizes faculty-administrative relationships at Min-
nesota. -

It wouid be unwise to assume shat the dlstrustﬂ ‘Berke- / oy
ley and the rappert athlnneso;a are the pro(hcts of ad-| j —w
ministrative inclusion or-ex:lusion on senaté oommmc&s.", R
At Fresno State Collége;as jpointed out"abovc centrall -
administrative officeis are ex officio. malﬁ)ers of all-col-
lege-wide compittees except those’ which are &upﬂ:d
explicitly as‘Senate-committeés. Thus, the Fresno adnsin- -
|strators have thc opponumty 10 paiticipate fully in m

..... segment of the ﬁo:v
culty, altbough not the1na;or ‘y ,nspecls the mofives of )

s

oentnl administrative officers.. reus:s,thctrmﬂiianom e
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m decision making, and ‘soemis €6 “desire confrontation ~U
more than collabonuon Itis ob\uous,ghat fac'ors, other e

~ .
-than_ joint part.c:panonr’arc at"work. They-: mdnd& e

mattcrs as thc behavlor of g govcrnmg boards adn’ninistra—

,,,,,,

faculty fact 1S, thc ~degree of, deeemrallzauon of decn-A -

sion-makmg amhomy (faculty and. -administration may - w;_— g
tacitly-agree. 16 divide responsibility. snd:authority and to- =T

-out-of-each: other: sway), political'i mtcrvenuon  con-

stram;s ofsystem megnbershlp and coordmauogn ‘and many

~Vanous~ mcans of. teducmg Iensmn or conflict have ‘w/‘;
beemdop:ea OEpr @mof the devices which char=~ - .}
actZFizes thé-mulfiversity-is*to to decentralize decision-niak-
«ng authority to the fowest possible levels of the organi-
zation. and to hold central review by cither faculty todies
or administrative officers to a minimum. Thus, at the
University of Minnesota. for all practical purposes, per-
sonnel decisions and curricular actions arc taken at the
dcpartmental level. although they may b. at least perfunc-
torily reviewed centrally in some of the schools and col-
leges. However. there is little intervention in these matters
cither by university-wide faculty bocies or administrators.
If tension reduction .3 the principal goal to be attained,
decentralization of authority is apparently a useful device.
Whether it is productive of cither educational integrity or

|

budgetary efficiency is quite another matter.

Closcly related to the struggle for power in college and
university governance ase the methods .used for resolving

(a3
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controversy and conflict. The issues are cxemplifid n
the attitudes which distinguish the American Association
of University Prefessors from the American Federaticn ui
Teachers. Crudely put. the division. on the one hznd. js
betweer the principle cf shared decision making and
shared authc.ity in a comuniunity with common interssts,
and on the other. the assumptior of permanent <onflict of
interest betwesn faculty and administration requiring con-
frontation, colicctive bargainine. and coercive sanctions.
The AAUP's principle cf shared author:ty and respon-
sibility has bzen defined as foliows.
- - - 2mong ih2 faculty. the adrminisimtion. and the governing
hourd there is an inescapable interdependence and . . . ihese
thice components have joiat authority and 12>ponsibifity for
governing the irstiiution . . . Tke essential and overriding idea
is that the enterprise is joint and that there.must be “adequate
communic.iion amoig.these components. and full opportunity
for ::pprop/n""nej\c\)ipr plasning and eflort.”
-~ " The policy »c“)f;lhc A"Tllé:fic:‘inféemion of Teachers, on
.- the oth,cr/hagd. is “'go.,co}xfrcjh} power wi'lhipowcr. Using
p 7t ifdhustrial analogy, r. sgael Kugler, President of the
/" ‘Uniied Eederation -of -College Teachers. 'AFL-CIO. put
¢ .+ tepostionssfollows: . _ _ -

- . P Lo T e -

v .~~~ The buird of daséctors is the board of trustees*the managers
g.ﬁ : ’ are the M-andﬂhchgg_g of_\giqx;s..ltmis-uiqe:'grog'ps that
e / wield th= ;;;e;-and’:mlbodty and’ deicrmme “the -destiny- of 2
T university. To-be sure. they have-woven-a- web of faculty* sen-
iy ates<and’ coiincils which-simulate the origiial role of -olicy-
o “making that univerSity faciiiti<-duice had: The advisory natirs
P 0 thiése_bodics provides them w3k some.active rok: in curricu-
- lﬁ?n"a’zz‘dﬂs_(d_(_iéqt affairs. but’virtuaily no:pan to plzy jn-secuc-
ing: the accessary- ﬁnaﬁcr&s.‘_iq*gmvid;: professional salaries.

:,% . vork load, and wosking c}ondilicns'. e ’ o .

g The AFT believes - that_College faculties. ‘should d: resort
2iwsy . L0-collective bargaining to advance ‘their initerests. Said.

e g o [ o —— . )

T Rugler: . R . . .

T7 ¢ ~Collective Gargaiding provides négotiations uider corditions

~ - . " of equality botween:the 1fustees-admi Ainistrators -and the -seach- -
T ing stafl. The.cant-anil: hypocrisy of all) sorts of advisory; jntra-
tees 7 _mural facuky commitiees: senates. and coucils. aie swept.
S Mmsﬁewofunmnsmceﬂame rgaining,

2SR Fﬁl’ugmbegﬁespeaagym” insti(uti:ﬁ_x_é - Witii tradi-
% - A ﬁﬁstﬁs—urgg@wﬁc‘by governing boards and of
overriding administrative authority. may be expected to
challenge trustees and administrators and :0 assert and
demand their own actonomy. The growing spirit of con-
frentation which characterizes many institutions led an
observer of the acaderiiic scene to say recently, “We seem
destined . . . to move increasingly toward relationships of
an adversary type, characterized by confrontation and bar-
gaining. backed by force. by threat, and intimidation.”

GOVERNING BOARDS

Presumably the governing board should play a key role
in sensitizing a college or university to its public ;espon-
sibilities, while at the same time protecting and ¢nhancing
its isitellectuai freedom. With few exceptions, the govern-
ing boards of American institutions are composed of lay
members. except that presidents sometimes serve ex offi-

J{‘,{; > aﬁ&enﬁkc -one is forced 16: conclude that collective

cie, and faisiy frequently nowr faculty members sit on the
governing bodies of institutions other than thei: own.
However, there ar: only a few instances in which facuity
serve as tsustees of their own college or university.

In some uyiversitics, student activists and some faculty
members have attacked the principle of lay govemnance.
They have charged that trustees represent privilege and
power, and not the broad intzrests of a pluralistic socicty;
that trustees would, if they could, restrict the academic
frecdom of faculty members and students; that they stifl
think that going to college should be a privilege and not
a right; that they favor a hicrarchical system of govern-
merit and administration in which decisions are made at
the tep and imposcd down the Tine; that thzy continually
interfere in matters which faculty or students, or faculty
and students. shculd control.

Studics of the composition of governing boards ard the
attitudes of their members give some credence to these
charges. although there is a great deal of diversity from
board to board and member io member. However, it
should be noted that the studies report trustees’ professed
aititudes, not their actions. Over ten years ago, Lazarfeld
and Thiclens (i1958) reported that trustees and regents
as well as administrators of colleges anc universities of
superior quality supported the academic freedum of social
science faculties. The recent studies of trustees’ attitudes
should now be followed by studies of trustees® behavior,
in order 10 determine how they act in crises concerning
issues of academic freedom, faculty and student partici-

Jpation in governance, campus control of educational poli-
‘Cy ana program. and the faculty’s prerogatives with re-
cy prog Y's prerog

spect to its own membership.

" ds lzy governance anschronistic? Governing boaids
- - -composed exc’rively of laymen are no longer adequate
“tethe task of ervrming coileges and universities, large or

-

-small. Before #I0pesing an alternative, however, one

shcy’ld corsider the “nsticns which laymen have per-
forined and sl 1 4y be abie to perform in building
bridges between ustitutions ard scciety. It is instructive
t6 look zt the Britisk experience.

The facultics of Oxford and {ambridge are sclf-govern-
ing societic . “They aze,” sz.d Lord Robbins (1966)
“syndicalist organi:ations—pure examples of producers’
democracy. There are no representatives of the public as
such concerned with, or responsible for, their ultimate de-
cisions.” The conditions under wirizh the Red Brick or
civic universities were established made the imitation of
Oxford and Cambridge inappropriate. The civic univer-
sitics originated as teaching instituiions sponsored by local
people who hired the teackers and admitted the students.
“It was natural, therefore,” said Sir Sydney Caine (1969)
“that when they attained university status it was a nonaca-
demic group, composed largely of representatives of Jo-
cal government authorities and other local organizations
which emerged as the effective executive authority.” Sir
Sydney went on:

The standard constitution of the new universities . . . provided

for a Couscil with a majority of such lay members but with

some acidemic representation, controlling finance and, in form

at Jeast, appeintments: and a Senate, entirely academic in com-
positior, deafing with ‘academic’ matters.




It is sigrificant that the ncw universitics established
after the war have all followed the Red Brick tradition by
establisking goveming bodies composed both of lay mem-
bers and facuity representatives.

It is the membership of academics on governing bodies
that has distinguished the British from the American uai-
versities. Lord Robbins tskes the presence of faculty mem-
bers on university councils for granted. In the report of
the Committce or Higher Education and in subsequent
presentations, he considered it necessary to justify lay
members rather than to comment on the necessity of fac-
ulty representation.

Over time, the balance of influence between the aca-
demics and ihe public repicsentatives has changed. Sir
Sydney Cainc has pointed out that the academic memkbers
and academic senates have ircreased their power at the
expensz of the laymen, and that this 1rend is likely to
conanue.

RECONSTITUTING GOVERNING BOARDS

The time has come in American higher education to
rcarrange patterns of authority. First, Jay menibers of
boards of trustees should no longer be confired mainly to
those who represent wealth, position, or political power.
Even the public university, in the past, has responded pri-
marily to the articuiate, the influentiai. and the powerful
in society. That it must now bzcome responsive to a wider
range of cconomic interests. and to a pluralistic politi-
cal constituency, as weli as to a more diverse pattern of
ethnic and cultural backgrounds and aspirations, we can
no longer igncre.

Second, governing boards should be reconstitited to
include a substantial properticn of faculty representatives.
Faculties guite rightly will not accept tcken representa-
tion. One or two faculty members in a iather large gov-
erning board, however consz:entious thev may be, will
find it difficult to express the interests of a diverse con-
stituency or to wield much power when critical decisions
are mac.. Here again, the Britisi: precedent may be in-
structive. As of 1962, according to the Robbins Commit-
tee Report, the proporticn of senate representatives on
university councils ranged roughly from something lcss
than 20 percent to approximately a third. In Americzn
uriversities and collzges, it would scem appropriate for
faculty representatives to comprise from a fourth to a
third of th:2 voting members.

Third, student representatives should cither become
voting members of governing boards or formal arrange-
ments sh:ould be made for continuing substantial student
represeritation at meetings of the board and it committecs.

Fourth, to supplement formal association of students
and faculty members with governing boards there should
be numerous opportunitics for joint discussion of college
and university affairs among trustees, administrative offi-
cers, faculty members, students, alumni, and other con-
stituencies. To this end, formal councils should be estab-
lished or special tzsk forces shonld be created, or both.

In institutions where the faculty has gaine¢ a large de-
gree of authority and influence, it may in the future lose
no small part of its control. In large and complex univer-

4
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sitics whose support flows from many sources and in which
there will be increasing internal and external pressure for
“cfficient maragement.” faculties may lose whatever in-
fluence over the allocation of resources and detailed
budgeting thkey may have won previously. Faculties will
be increasingly frustrated in academic planning and ad-
ministration as educational-decisions are made more and
more by external agencies. Institutions which arc mem-
bers of systems such as the California State Colleges or the
State Universities under the Board of Governors in Illinois
now find themselves constrained by a remote system-wide
governing board and by the policies and practices of a dis-
tant central administration. Faculties in particular insti-
tutions arc limited in their authority to introduce new
curricula, develop graduate studies, or expand rescaich
activities.

Frustrated by all these impediments, faculties may be-
come increasingly contentious and resistive to bsth inter-
nal and cxternal constraints. The redisi-ibution of power
in higher education will not procesd smaotily or amicably.
It wiil be accompanied by turbulence, controversy, and
even conflict. The resclution of conflicting forces and pur-
poses will be beyond the capability of any ore faculty or
administration, any onc institution, any system, or any
state. It will call for statesmanship of a high order. leader-
ship capable of mobilizing the efforts of all who have a
stake in the mainteriance of intellectual freedom in ihe
university and in the society.
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