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HROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY AN INCREASINGLY
Theated debate has been taking place over the role
of presidents, boards of trustees, and faculty in the
governance of institutions of higher learning. Economic
and political pressures on colleges and universities have
intensified over the last several years, resulting in calls
from a variety of sources for stronger leadership and more

efficient administration.
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Last year a special commission
of the Association of Governing
Boards (AGB) issued a widely
publicized report entitled “Re-
newing the Academic Presidency:
Stronger Leadership for Tougher
Times.” The AGB report repre-
sents an important, though far
from fully satisfactory, response
to this ongoing debate. While
making a number of useful rec- -
ommendations, the report is
equivocal in its support for the
traditions of shared governance
that have contributed to making
American higher education the
envy of the rest of the world. In
fact, the greatest shortcoming of
the report is its implicit call for
colleges and universities to make
greater use of a corporate model
of management that is already
coming under increasing criti-
cism in the business world and
that has only limited relevance
for academia.

The twenty-two member Com-
mission on the Academic Presi-
dency that authored the report
was chaired by former Virginia
governor Gerald L. Baliles. As
described by commission mem-
ber Michael Heyman, who is cuz-
rently the secretary of the Smith-
sonian Institution, the
commission was “composed of a
distinguished group of former
college and university presidents,
board members, state legislators,
former governors, and members
of the media.” Heyman might
also have added “prominent busi-
ness leaders,” but noticeably ab-
sent from his characterization of
the panel is any reference to par-
ticipation by individuals repre-
senting a faculty perspective.

The interests of higher educa-
tion would be well served if sev-
eral of the commission’s findings and recommendations were
taken to heart by legislators, governing board members, and
faculty. The AGB report properly emphasizes the need for
strong and effective presidential leadership if colleges and
universities are to succeed in reestablishing their position of
respect and influence in American society. The 1966 AAUP
Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities, jointly
formulated with the AGB and the American Council on Ed-
ucation, recognizes the central role of presidential leadership
and the need for a president to “envision new horizons for
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commission correctly
observes that many of the
problems currently plaguing
the governance of institutions
of higher education stem from
the fact that boards of
trustees (especially of public
institutions) have hecome
“highly political” and that
many individuals are now being
appointed to governing boards
with little regard for their
expertise in, or commitment
to, the traditions of higher

the institution.” Not only must
presidents be the most visible
spokespersons for their institutions
and have the qualifications to be
chief academic officer, but they also
serve as the key link between the
various constituencies that make up
the university community.

The commission correctly ob-
serves that many of the problems
currently plaguing the gover-

he nance of institutions of higher
education stem from the fact that
boards of trustees (especially of
public institutions) have become
“highly political” and that many
individuals are now being ap-
pointed to governing boards with
little regard for their expertise in,
or commitment to, the traditions
of higher education. The panel
thus calls for a number of re-
forms, including the establish-
ment of merit criteria for board
appointments, that would de-
politicize the role of governing
boards.

The report also offers a justi-
fied warning to faculty who fail
to match their commitment to
their discipline with an equal
commitment to the fate of their
institution. Faculty themselves
have played a role in developing a
reward system that recognizes
scholarship in a narrowly defined
discipline but not loyalty and
commitment to the institution,
and to higher education in gen-
eral. The commission is correct
in arguing that shared governance
cannot succeed if faculty are not
willing to be actively involved in
efforts to identify and advance
the best interests of the entire in-
stitution, and not just their own
discipline.

Although there is much to
praise in the AGB report, there
are also some very serious flaws in its approach to the prob-
lems of governance. It is possible to agree with the commis-
sion’s view that presidential leadership is essential for the
health of institutions of higher learning, but at the same
time to raise questions about some of the assumptions that
seem to underlie the commission’s approach to achieving a
strengthened academic presidency.

The commission proclaims its belief that the “tradition of
shared governance...needs to be reshaped, not scrapped,”
and reaffirms the principle that “faculty views almost always

education.



will be decisive on academic issues.” Nevertheless, in sup-
porting a strengthened academic presidency, the report at-
tacks collegial approaches to decision-making and calls upon
presidents to free themselves from the constraints and delays
of consensus-building. In emphasizing what it sees as the
problem of colleges and universities being “neither as nimble
nor as adaptable as the times require,” the commission ap-
pears to uphold a model of corporate management in which
the chief executive officer “must resist academia’s insatiable
appetite for the kind of excessive
consultation that can bring an in-
stitution to a standstill.”

It would, of course, be foolish to
claim that frustrating and lengthy
delays never occur in the delibera-
tive process of shared governance,
but it is highly misleading for the
commission to imply that most of
the problems confronting colleges
and universities today stem from

the existence of collegial systems of h-
ile

decision-making that make it pos-
sible for faculty to obstruct most
necessary change. In the first place,
at too many institutions an effec-
tive and meaningful faculty role in
governance has never been estab-
lished. If one were to do a survey
of institutions currently experienc-
ing the most severe crises, includ-
ing the danger of closure, it is
likely that far more institutions
with weak or non-existent tradi-
tions of shared governance would
be on the list than institutions at
which collegial decision-making
has been the norm. Conversely,
most of the institutions of higher
learning in the country that have
achieved the greatest respect and
world-wide reputations for excel-
lence would be the ones at which
traditions of shared governance are
strongest.

Secondly, much of the AGB re-
port’s emphasis on the need for
speed and flexibility in academic
decision-making reflects the com-
mission’s failure to acknowledge
the fundamental differences in pur-
pose and organization between in-
stitutions of higher education and
corporations engaged in for-profit
business.

While businesses, whose ultimate
goal is to create profits for their
stockholders, may need constantly
to shift resources and open and
close product lines in order to meet

demand.

businesses, whose ultimate
goal is to create profits for
their stockholders, may need
constantly to shift resources
and open and close product
lines in order to meet the
demands of the market,
colleges and universities
must never become

solely responsive to the
current vagaries of market

the demands of the market, colleges and universities must
never become solely responsive to the current vagaries of
market demand. If, in a given year, students at a particular
college showed no interest in the study of philosophy, it
would hardly be appropriate for that institution to close
down its philosophy department. Curricula do change, and
departments may ultimately come and go, but it is the na-
ture of the educational enterprise that decisions about such
matters require a considerably longer time frame than might
be the case for a business sell-
ing hula hoops or platform
shoes.

The corporate model of
speedy and flexible decision-
making that looms beneath the
surface of the AGB report is, at
least in part, predicated on the
possibility that exists in the
corporate world of measuring
with some degree of precision
costs and outcomes, with a
quantifiable profit serving as
the bottom line. Such stan-
dards, which many state legisla-
tures are now calling for, can-
not be definitively established
for institutions of higher learn-
ing because their product, new
knowledge and the education
of students, is in many ways in-
tangible. It may be possible to
measure student credit hours
and numbers of articles and
books written, but who is to
say that the learning that goes
on in a chemistry class of 200
students should be considered
equivalent to the learning that
goes on in ten French classes of
20 students each, or that a
Pulitzer Prize-winning novel
has the same “value” as a self-
promoting “book” published
by a vanity press. Conse-
quently, notions of corporate
efficiency are not generally ap-
plicable to institutions of
higher education. In fact, the
more such models are applied
to colleges and universities, the
more likely such institutions
will begin to lose sight of their
true function as places where
the pursuit of knowledge and
enlightenment is treasured not
simply for affording measur-
able cash value, but also for
producing the spiritual nour-
ishment that is essential to
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human existence.

Certainly, there are many aspects
of modern university operations
that are analogous to the activities
that occur in private sector busi-
nesses and that ought to be run ac-
cording to good business princi-
ples. At its core, however, a college
or university is a unique form of
community. The ties that bind
teachers, researchers, and students ~
into a community of scholars are
qualitatively different from the ties
that bind stockholders, managers,
and employees in a private busi-
ness. A college or university is less
a hierarchical bureaucracy in which
those at the top can claim author-
ity based on superior training and
technical expertise to others in the
organization than it is a commu-
nity in which faculty and adminis-
trators are in many ways peers who
share a common educational back-
ground.

The AGB report at several points
acknowledges the importance of
presidents trying to build consen-
sus among a variety of constituen-
cies, but the whole emphasis on
timely decision-making and presi-
dential authority is embedded in an
approach that would move colleges
and universities further away from
a model of collegial decision-mak-
ing and toward a more hierachical
system of organization.

The commission’s recommenda-
tions regarding the conduct of
presidential searches clearly illus-
trate this tendency. First, the com-
mission downplays the importance
of presidents coming out of aca-
demic backgrounds. In arguing
that so long as a prospective candi-
date has experience in the “man-
agement of a complex organiza-
tion,” the lack of academic
credentials might be overlooked,
the commission reinforces its erroneous assumption that
colleges and universities are just like any other large institu-
tion. College presidents, in fact, are not interchangeable
with other CEO’s because they ought to be able to lay claim
to the status of chief academic officer and leader of the
faculty.

The report is also critical of openness and publicity in
presidential searches and calls for such searches to “be
treated as personnel matters, which normally are not subject
to public scrutiny.” The model the commission is using is
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governance and the

role of the academic
presidency will continue
well into the future, since
it is driven by political and
economic forces that are
not likely to disappear any

clearly drawn from the world of
business. While there may be
good reasons why a large busi-
ness corporation might feel
compelled to conduct its search
for a new chief executive officer
in secret, the same considera-
tions do not apply equally to
the choice of a university or
college president. Ultimately,
the authority to select a presi-
dent rests with the governing
board. However, the process of
choosing a new president offers
a unique opportunity for the
constituents of the institution
to reaffirm their sense of com-
munity and common mission.
Because a university or college
is at its core a community de-
voted to scholarship and learn-
ing, the members of the com-
munity must regard the
he president not as an externally
imposed administrator, but as
debate over their own leader and represen-
tative. If the selection process
takes place wholly in secret, the
search for a new president can-
not effectively be used as an op-
portunity for the entire com-
munity to recommit itself to
the purposes of the institution.
The debate over governance
and the role of the academic
presidency will continue well
into the future, since it is dri-
ven by political and economic
forces that are not likely to dis-
appear any time soon. In this
debate, it will be crucial to the
fate of higher education in the
United States to prevent the
discussion from proceeding on
the assumption that university
presidents are no different from
CEO’s of any other large com-
plex organization and that the
management of a college or
university is strictly analogous to the management of a
profit-maximizing business corporation. The development of
our current traditions of shared governance, in which faculty
play a central role and thoughtful collegial forms of delibera-
tion are valued and not reflexively derided, has helped to
make American higher education admired and respected
throughout the world. If anything, shared governance will
need to be strengthened, not weakened, if we are to survive
the current crisis with the integrity and quality of our educa-
tional system preserved. &

time soon.



Search

BY DENNIS M. CLAUSEN

HE RECENT SHIFT FROM SHARED GOVERNANCE

to more authoritarian models on our nation’s

campuses has significantly altered the way many

universities conduct their presidential searches.

The search model that involved consensus-build-

ing among the various constituencies of the uni-
versity community has been replaced on many campuses by a se-
cretive, closed-door process controlled by trustees and
administrators. Simultaneously, the faculty has been excluded
from meaningful participation in these presidential searches.

The governance structures on most of our campuses, espe-

cially those that adopted the principle of shared governance,
were modeled after the spirit and principles that formed the
foundations of a democratic society. As Joan Wallach Scott
points out in her article, “Defending the Tradition of Shared
Governance,” The Chronicle of Higher Education (August 9,
1996), “When faculty members and administrators defend
shared governance...they are defending the practice of democ-
racy” (p. B3).

University
residential

CS

Exercises in
Secrecy or
Shared
Governance?

A university is not, however, a pure democracy. In university
presidential searches, for example, every voice and vote is not
necessarily equal. The faculty members, trustees, and adminis-
trators on the presidential search committee would clearly have
more input into all stages of the search process than would the
other members of the university community. Also, regardless of
whatever procedures are adopted, few people would question
the right of the trustees/regents to make the final selection of
the new president (with the caveat that they should not select a
president who is unacceptable to the faculty). Still, shared gov-
ernance, as it has traditionally been practiced on our nation’s
campuses, shares many of the same principles that guide demo-
cratic societies when they choose new leaders.

Among those principles is the idea that university presidents
should 7oz be political or back room appointments. University
communities, or representatives of specific constituencies,
should participate in the selection of the list of finalists and the
election of a new president. Furthermore, the faculty, working
together with the other citizens of an academic community to

Dennis M. Clausen is professor of English at the University of San Diego.
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protect and promote the educational mission of their institu-
tion, should be expected to have a primary role in university
presidential searches.

The faculty’s voices and votes in the search/selection of a
new president are the best guarantees we have that the educa-
tional mission of a university will never be sacrificed to self-
serving, vested interest groups inside or outside of the univer-
sity community. These and other safeguards inherent in the
principle of shared governance protect the integrity of Ameri-
can higher education and keep it relatively free from exploita-
tion and corruption. These safeguards have also helped to build
the finest colleges and universities in the world.

Why, then, is the principle of shared governance, especially
as it pertains to university presidential searches, under such at-
tack on our nation’s campuses? Why are entire faculties ex-
cluded from some campus presidential searches, while their
role in the search/selection process is simultaneously usurped
by outside consulting firms? Do those who care deeply about
the future of American higher education have the right to sus-
pect that there are hidden agendas at work here? Or is all of
this very benign?

AAUP’s Position on Presidential Searches

THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS,
and most college faculty, would disagree with a secretive, closed-
door method of selecting a university president. AAUP is not, to
be sure, alone in its opposition to this secretive method of con-
ducting a presidential search. Various public interest groups,
many in the media, and even the courts have opposed these se-
cretive searches. Recently, for example, three newspapers charged
the University of Michigan with violating a state open-meetings
law, and “A State Judge agreed...to let the University of Michi-
gan resume its search for a new president but ordered it to make
information about the candidates public” (Chronicle of Higher
Education, October 25, 1996, p. A35).

AAUP’s position on university presidential searches, which is
stated in the Association’s Policy Documents and Reports, “Faculty
Participation in the Selection, Evaluation, and Retention of Ad-
ministrators,” is the very epitome of the principle of shared gov-
ernance. It also recognizes the primary role of faculty involve-
ment in university presidential searches, and it encourages as
much openness as humanly possible in these search efforts.
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The Statement on Government emphasizes the primary role
of faculty and board in the search for a president. The
search may be initiated either by separate committees of
the faculty and boatd or by a joint committee of the fac-
ulty and board or of faculty, board, students, and others;
and separate committees may subsequently be joined. In a
joint committee, the numbers from each constituency
should reflect both the primacy of faculty concern and the
range of other groups, including students, that have a le-
gitimate claim to some involvement. Each major group
should elect its own members to serve on the committee,
and the rules governing the search should be arrived at
jointly. A joint committee should determine the size of the
majority which will be controlling in making an appoint-
ment. When separate committees are used, the board, with
which the legal power of appointment rests, should either
select a name from among those submitted by the faculty
committee or should agree that no person will be chosen
over the objections of the faculty committee.

(AAUP Policy Documents and Reports, 1995, pp. 190-191)

No one disputes the primary role of regents/trustees in a presi-
dential search. It is a given—both in the above statement and
in other AAUP publications. Recently, however, there has
been a nationwide assault on the faculty’s
rightful claim also to playing a primary role in
university presidential searches.

The rationale behind AAUP’s recommen-
dations regarding the faculty’s primary role in
presidential searches, as it is implied in the
above statement and other publications, is as
follows:

1. The faculty’s primary role in presidential
search efforts is to promote and protect the
educational mission of the university. No con-
stituency in the university has greater expertise
in, and commitment to, the educational mis-
sion of the university than the faculty. Without
the faculty to act as its primary advocate on the
presidential search committee, and to interview
and evaluate the candidates, the educational
mission of the university loses its central role
and is placed at great risk.

2. The faculty’s primary role in presidential
search efforts protects the public’s interests in
our system of higher education. Faculty in-
volvement in these search efforts is an essential
component in the system of checks and balances
that protects our system of higher education
from internal and external exploitation of its re-
sources. Conversely, recent history demonstrates
that the public’s interests in higher education
may be at risk when these searches are con-
trolled exclusively by regents, trustees, and/or
administrators.

3. The faculty’s primary role in presidential
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search efforts promotes the spirit of shared governance that is
indispensable to the development of superior institutions of
higher education. To govern effectively, a university president
must achieve a consensus and a foundation of support among
the various elements of the university community during the
search process. This consensus legitimizes the role of the new
president and promortes a sense of cohesiveness and community
that will prove to be invaluable throughout both the search ef-
fort and the president-elect’s term in office. However, this con-
sensus cannot be achieved if the faculty, the cornerstone of any
educational institution, is denied its primary role in the search
effort.

4. Consulting firms, if they are hired, should be used in presi-
dential searches primarily as a source of information, and as a
means of expanding the pool of candidates. They should 7ot be
regarded as convenient substitutes for meaningful faculty partici-
pation in the search process. Consulting firms, if they are hired
to limit or exclude the faculty from meaningful participation in
the search process, while simultaneously cloaking the search ef-
fort in a shroud of secrecy, should not be used in college and
university presidential searches. Used this way, consulting firms
will inevitably create resentment, distrust and divisions among
the various campus constituencies.

The Secretive, Closed Door
Method of Conducting a

University Presidential Search

MANY COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS,

trustees and regents favor the more secretive,
closed door method of selecting a new presi-
dent—often by excluding or greatly limiting
the faculty’s role in the search process. For
example, the Commission on the Academic
Presidency, which was created by the Associa-
tion of Governing Boards of Universities and
Colleges, “urges states to view presidential
searches as personnel matters, exempt from
open-meetings laws” (The Chronicle of Higher
Education, September 13, 1996). Shared gov-
ernance as it applies to university presidential
searches, the Commission argues, is good in
theory, but “in practice it leads to institutional
inertia.”

To justify their positions, those who advo-
cate more secrecy and confidentiality in the
search effort frequently cite negative carica-
tures of faculty, describing them as recalci-
trant, self-serving and incapable of working for
the greater good of their universities. For ex-
ample, James L. Fisher and James V. Koch, in
their book Presidential Leadership: Making a
Difference (Oryx Press, 1996), tread on the
edges of these caricatures when they cite as
some kind of universal truism “the tendency of
zealous faculty-dominated search committees
to eliminate any candidate who is associated
with strong stances or controversy” (p. 274).



Elsewhere, these
same authors en-
courage universities
to hire presidential
search consultants
before politically
motivated “faculty,
staff, and stu-
dents...have already
infected and conta-
minated the search
process” (p. 277).

Like all carica-
tures, perhaps there
is some truth to the
ones that are fre-
quently raised to
justify secretive
searches. But such
broad-based carica-
tures of faculty are
seldom so univer-
sally true as to base
policy decisions on
them. (Please note
the survey results of
over 100 universities
in “Successful Presi-
dential Searches”
later in this article;
most administrators
and trustees who ac-
tually served with
Jaculty representatives
on presidential
search committees, and who responded to the survey, learned
through experience that the negative caricature of university fac-
ulty is false, misleading and counterproductive.)

Some faculty can undoubtedly be recalcitrant and self-serving,
But certainly recent events in American higher education indi-
cate very clearly that some administrators and some trustees can
also be described as recalcitrant and self-serving. Does this mean
that administrators and trustees should be excluded from the
search effort? Of course not! Administrators, trustees, and faculty
all play a vital role in the presidential search effort—and each
should respect the others’ roles.

Perhaps the most destructive thing that can happen in the
early stages of a presidential search is for any one of these entities
to publicly demonize any of the others. Broad-based mutual
trust and respect will do much to ensure a successful presidential
search. Negative caricatures to justify a secretive search will cre-
ate insurmountable problems for the search committee. Like ad-
ministrators and trustees, the faculty has a vital role in presiden-
tial searches, and it must be respected.

< ne
could argue
that the 3
purpose of

an open
search is to
expose such
people as
inferior
candidates
and
administrators.

Secrecy to Protect the Best Candidates

THOSE WHO FAVOR A MORE SECRETIVE SEARCH PROCESS
offer a variety of other reasons and arguments for their position.

According to the Wall Street Journal, in an article titled, “Profes-
sors Gripe as Headhunters Seek Presidents” (January 9, 1995),
the major reason these people favor restricting the search effort
to the upper levels of the administration and trustees, and con-
ducting the search/selection process behind closed doors, is be-
cause “the best candidates aren’t interested in jeopardizing their
current jobs by revealing themselves or submitting to a faculty
grilling within the small world of academia.”

There seem to be two assumptions implicit in this statement:
1) the “best candidates” are concerned that their current univer-
sities might look with disfavor upon their efforts to seek a presi-
dential position on another campus; and 2) the “best candidates”
do not want to subject themselves to intensive, frequently stress-
ful interview sessions with faculty members during the presiden-
tial search process.

In their book, Choosing a College President: Opportunities and
Constrainss (Princeton University Press, 1990), Judith McLaugh-
lin and David Riesman address these and other issues. They cite
examples of several upper-level administrators who ran into trou-
ble on their current campuses when it was discovered that they
were candidates for presidential positions on other campuses
(pp- 136-37). However, they also cite examples of candidates
who themselves leaked information that they were presidential
candidates on other campuses. In the process, they were offered
increases in salary and fringe benefits, and other inducements to
remain on their current campuses (pp. 137-38). Obviously, in
the context of this ten-year study of presidential searches, open
searches cut both ways. Some candidates have been hurt by
them. Other candidates have received a career boost when they
were identified with presidential searches on other campuses.

If the “best candidates” always received a career boost when
they were publicly identified as candidates for a presidential po-
sition on another campus, it would greatly simplify the issue of
secrecy versus openness in presidential searches. These candi-
dates would be the strongest advocates of openness because they
would potentially have much to gain from an open search. If the
“weak or mediocre candidates” were the only ones who ran into
problems on their current campuses when they were identified
with presidential searches on another campus, perhaps it would
also simplify the issue. One could argue that the purpose of an
open search #s to expose such people as inferior candidates and
administrators. (A secretive search, on the other hand, might
very well allow these weak or mediocre candidates into the list of
finalists, and perhaps even into the president’s office—creating a
potential disaster for the university.)

Unfortunately, the issue becomes more complex when the evi-
dence suggests that the “best candidates” can, at times, en-
counter career difficulties when they are identified with presi-
dential searches on other campuses. This raises the exceedingly
difficult question of just how much confidentiality should a
presidential search committee insist on to protect such candi-
dates? For example, in Choosing a College President, authors
McLaughlin and Riesman cite the case of one candidate for a
presidential position who was already under attack for being pri-
marily concerned with the academic program, rather than the
football program, on his current campus (p. 137). When it was
revealed that he was a candidate for a presidential position on
another campus, his critics seized the opportunity to discredit
him further. Eventually this individual was fired from his cur-
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rent position, even though most university faculty members
would probably commend him for defending the academic com-
ponent of his institution from a board and alumni who wanted a
stronger football team. Certainly, one could use this case, and
others McLaughlin and Riesman cite, to justify more secrecy and
confidentiality in presidential searches.

Universities, however, must protect themselves as well as
their candidates. When a university conducts a presidential
search, it is putting its future on the line, especially if it inad-
vertently selects a presidential candidate who is unethical or
somehow unqualified to be a campus leader. Recent media re-
ports, unfortunately, cite far too many examples of university
presidents who betrayed and exploited their universities for
personal gain. For these and other reasons, a university cannot
afford to make a mistake in a presidential search. The stakes
are much too high for a university to accept anything less than
full disclosure of each candidate’s character, qualifications, and
personal values as they are revealed to the university commu-
nity through a series of open forums.

An Acceptable Middle Ground

IS THERE AN ACCEPTABLE MIDDLE GROUND BETWEEN THE
need to protect the candidates and the need to protect the
university conducting the search? Perhaps a case can be made
that after the faculty has been involved in establishing the
ground rules and faculty representatives have been elected to
the search committee, the initial recruiting and screening of
the candidates could be conducted by the presidential search
committee working behind some degree of confidentiality.
The committee members should, nonetheless, meet periodi-
cally with their respective constituencies to inform them of the
general progress of the search effort without identifying the
specific candidates. It is unwise, however, to throw a cloak of
confidentiality around the finalists until the time that one of
them is named the new president. After the initial screening,
the names of the finalists should be announced publicly, and
they should be required to engage in a series of open inter-
views with the faculty and other members of the university
community. (Of course, they should be forewarned at the very
outset that these are the ground rules.)

Chancellor-Emeritus Arnold Grobman, in a book review of
Choosing a College President, which appeared in Academe (Janu-
ary—February, 1992), takes a similar position. Grobman writes,
“The greatest campus harmony can be achieved if the board, at
the outset, states that it will not appoint a new president who is
not acceptable to the faculty. This, of course, translates into
open meetings of (at least) the faculty at large, or, in large insti-
tutions, with a number of faculty groups” (pp. 40—41). Chatles
B. Neff and Barbara Leondar, authors of Presidential Search
(Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges,
1992), tend to agree. Although Neff and Leondar argue that
secrecy and confidentiality are virtues in many aspects of uni-
versity presidential searches, they concede that open meetings
of the finalists with the faculty “serve valuable purposes. They
enable local constituencies to see and size up the candidates, an
exercise that is particularly important for faculty and adminis-
tration” (p. 27).

Essentially, in the early screening stages of the search, some
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concessions to secrecy and confidentiality can probably be made
to protect the interests of the candidates. In the latter stages of
the search, and especially once the finalists have been selected,
the university’s primary concern should be to protect its own fu-
ture. However, it cannot do this if secrecy and confidentiality
prevail throughout the search effort.

Secrecy to Protect the Best Candidates from
Stressful Interviews

LESS DEFENSIBLE IS THE ARGUMENT THAT SECRECY IS

needed in presidential searches to protect the best candidates
from stressful interview sessions with faculty and other members
of the university community. To most faculty members, this ar-
gument would raise numerous questions and responses.

Wouldn’t the “best candidates” have already established a
healthy track record for interacting well with their current facul-
ties? If so, why would the “best candidates” fear interacting with
their new faculties during the interview process? Isn’t their ability
to work with faculty members one of the reasons why they might
be the “best candidates?” Wouldn’t the “best candidates” embrace
such an opportunity? Of course, if they are “weak or mediocre
candidates,” interacting with the faculty during the interview
stages of the search might
reveal precisely why they are
weak or mediocre. But
wouldn’t the university
seeking a new president
want to expose these poten-
tial problems during the in-
terview process?

Also, if they are indeed
the “best candidates,” they
must have conducted many
interviews on their own
campuses in which they
tried to distinguish between
the weak, the mediocre, and
the best candidates for vari-
ous administrative and fac-
ulty positions. If so, why
wouldn’t they understand
the need for other campuses
to conduct similar extensive
interview sessions with the
final candidates?

One of the purposes of a
series of interview sessions
isto determine whether or
not the candidates can
stand up to the stresses of
interacting with the mem-
bers of a university commu-
nity. Just about every fac-
ulty member can cite at
least one candidate for a
faculty position who looked
very good on paper, but
who self-destructed during




the interview stages of a search. If this is true for faculty mem-
bers, it is equally true for university presidents.

Universities must not deny themselves the opportunity to
view each candidate’s performance under stress. It would be
foolhardy for a university to avoid the kind of open forums
that reveal a candidate’s true character and values—warts

and all.

Other Arguments for
Secrecy in Presidential Searches

OTHER ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF THE SECRETIVE,
closed-door presidential search process are discussed in
“Professors Gripe as Headhunters Seek Presidents”

(Wall Street Journal, January 9, 1995). (Counter arguments
are in parentheses.)

1. Many universities are looking for business/corporate types
to be their new presidents, but these candidates might be unac-
ceptable to a university faculty. Hence, these candidates would
probably not survive a more open search/selection process. (How
can a university president, whatever his or her background, gov-
ern effectively without the support of the faculey?)

2. Consulting firms admit that “a desire to take on the faculty
is a big reason college [administrators, trustees, and regents]
are turning to them” for help in university presidential searches.
Many consulting firms, in turn, recommend more secrecy and
confidentiality in the search process. Hence, the faculty is fre-
quently excluded and shared governance is abandoned. (Doesn’t
this immediately introduce a confrontational, combative tone
into the search/selection process? Does this bode well for future
cooperation between the administration, the new president and
the faculty as they attempt to work together to build a quality
academic program?)

3. Trustees do not believe they have the necessary expertise to
conduct a successful search effort. In the same Wall Street Jour-
nalarticle (January 9, 1995), Arthur Hauptman, a consultant to
the American Council on Education, says, “Boards of directors ba-
sically feel unprepared to take on the task [of conducting a presi-
dential search].” Hence, they frequently decide to by-pass the fac-
ulty and turn to consulting firms. (Isn’t this even more reason to
give faculty members a central role in the search/selection process,
since they have the very expertise and training the trustees lack?
Most faculty members have served on numerous search commit-
tees throughout their academic careers. Why would administrators
and trustees want to cut themselves off from this wealth of knowl-
edge during the presidential search process?)

In sum, none of the arguments for a secretive search process
addresses the fundamental question of what happens to these
universities after they have gone through this kind of secretive,
closed-door presidential search? Do these campuses become bet-
ter educarional institutions for having excluded a significant part
of their academic community, and especially the faculty, from
the presidential search effort? Or have these campuses been
weakened as educational institutions as a direct result of their de-
cision to select their new presidents through this secretive,
closed-door process?

Michigan
State
University’s
Presidential
Search

ONE OF THE BET-
ter examples of the
problems inherent
in the secretive,
closed-door method
of selecting a new
university president
is the search Michi-
gan State University
conducted in 1993.
As reported in an
article titled, “A

t would be
foolhardy for a
university to
avoid the kind
of open
forums that
reveal a

Botched Search?,”
candidate’s A
true character e

[MSU] search was
one of the messiest
ever. On that, al-
most everyone
agrees.” According
o Henry Silver-
man, a history pro-
fessor who helped
set up the search
committee, “We proved to the world how not to go abourt a
presidential search.” By the time Michigan State University had
completed the search effort, everyone on campus was seemingly
pointing the finger of blame at everyone else.

The board of trustees, motivated by its desire to make the
search secretive and confidential, failed to consult adequately
with the faculty and other members of MSU’s academic com-
munity throughour the search effort. Although the search even-
tually produced a new president, M. Peter McPherson, a busi-
nessman and former Director of the U.S. Agency for
International Development, it was a very controversial and
deeply divisive decision. Furthermore, the search violated just
abourt every one of the recommendations in the AAUP’s state-
ment on Faculty Participation in the Selection, Evaluation, and
Retention of Administrators. (Perhaps this is precisely why the
search was so controversial and deeply divisive.)

Secrecy prevailed throughout the MSU search effort. During
the earlier screening of the candidates, McPherson “did not want
his name to become public and so was not among the three fi-
nalists.” Furthermore, “seven of the eight trustees [agreed] that
they desperately wanted a confidential search,” but found that
the search became only more highly publicized and controversial
as a direct result of their attempts to keep it secretive. Only one
member of the board of trustees, Dorothy Gonzales, argued for
“making the search public.” Furthermore, “She believes that the
board’s desire for confidentiality was its undoing.” Some trustees
“blamed the media” for sabotaging the search. Other trustees

and values—
warts and all.
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blamed “the leaks and the state’s open-meetings law.” Still other
trustees “blamed the search firm that the trustees had finally
hired...saying it hadn’t done its job.”

The board of trustees eventually selected McPherson as Michi-
gan State University’s new president within 24 hours of an-
nouncing him as a candidate. This decision, however, was made
over the objections of the Faculty Senate, which had supported
another candidate.

According to the same article, anger and deep divisions under-
standably lingered on in the aftermath of the search effort. The
article reports that “Some professors...believe that Mr. McPher-
son, as a last-minute finalist, contributed to the secrecy and has
been tainted by the process.” Deep divisions and distrust have
understandably been opened up between faculty and trustees.
With classic understatement, the article concludes that Presi-
dent-elect McPherson “now has the tough task of easing the ten-
sions on the [MSU] campus. It won’t be easy.”

At the very least, one would have to conclude that the divisive-
ness of the Michigan State University search effort does not pro-
vide much in the way of a recommendation for the secretive,
closed-door method of selecting 2 new university president. To the
contrary, it validates the AAUP’s recommended procedures, while
it simultaneously serves as an advertisement for the more open,
shared-governance model of selecting a university president.
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University of Washington’s
Presidential Search

THE UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON EXPERIENCED
many of the same problems in its presidential
search—and for many of the same reasons. As re-
ported in a series of articles in The Seattle Times, UW
also adopted the secretive, closed-door method of
conducting its presidential search.

In an article titled, “UW Search Panel May Keep
Names of Finalists Under Wraps,” The Seattle Times
(January 10, 1995) discusses the extent to which the
search committee and some of the candidates insisted
on secrecy and confidentiality. At the outset, the
search committee had expressed a commitment “to
make the names of finalists public...[and to] invite
final candidates to the campus...to meet with UW
students, faculty, staff and the regents.” However,
that commitment to openness soon yielded to the
same desire for secrecy that set the tone throughout
the Michigan State University presidential search. It
also created many of the same problems MSU experi-
enced in its presidential search. According to the arti-
cle, UW’s search committee justified the need for
greater secrecy by arguing, “It’s the only way to at-
tract the best candidates... The concern is that a can-
didate could suffer if his or her interest in moving be-
came known.” There were, however, dissenting
opinions expressed by others affiliated with the Uni-
versity of Washington. For example, Garrick Hile-
man, UW chair of the Washington Student Lobby,
pointed out, “I think with a public institution like
this, part of selecting a president is public expo-
sure... This is not a private business; it’s funded by
the taxpayer.”

The debate eventually opened up a schism between the UW
Board of Regents, who favored more secrecy in the selection
process, and the media, UW faculty, and the taxpaying public,
most of whom argued that a public university has a legal and
ethical obligation to conduct an open search for a new president.
The Seatle Times filed a lawsuit against The University of Wash-
ington, alleging that UW had violated “the state’s Open Public
Meetings Act” in its effort to conduct the presidential search be-
hind closed doors (The Seattle Times, March 18, 1995).

When the search failed because two finalists withdrew and one
finalist turned down the position, the board of regents pointed
the finger of blame at “the consultant for giving ‘poor advice’.
that the finalists for the presidency be brought to campus and
publicly introduced.” As far as the regents were concerned, the
remedy for the failed search was more secrecy, more confiden-
tiality, and more closed-door sessions. Others in the state of
Washington disagreed. They pointed out that the regents’
decision to conduct a secret search fragmented the university
community and opened up a divisive schism between the
university and the public it serves. Under these conditions, any
respectable presidential candidate—who would eventually have
to deal with an alienated faculty, aroused media, and an angry
taxpaying public—would probably have withdrawn his/her
name as a finalist.



Michael R. Fancher, The Seattle Times executive editor,
pointed out in a direct letter to the regents titled, “Dear UW re-
gents: It’s time for you to do business out in public” (March 12,
1995) that “You can’t essentially pick a university president in
secret and then merely ratify that choice later in public.” Fancher
also commented on the judge’s ruling in the lawsuit his newspa-
per had filed against the regents: “The judge said the state Open
Meetings Act ‘was intended to allow the public to view the deci-
sion-making process at all stages, not merely the official final ac-
tion that a body takes after all the real decisions have been
made’.” Fancher further chastises the regents, “It’s not an en-
couraging sign that your first response to the judge’s ruling was
to issue a statement reaffirming the same secret process that has
failed. All it has produced is disappointment and distrust, rancor
and lirigation—but no president...It’s time for this total secrecy
to stop... Do your meaningful decision-making in the light of
day.”

Could anyone in the AAUP have said it any better?

Successful Presidential Searches

IN CHOOSING A COLLEGE PRESIDENT, AUTHORS McLAUGHLIN
and Riesman cite examples of several university presidential
searches in which openness, not secrecy, purportedly created se-
rious problems for the search effort. Indeed, the five case studies
they cite would seem to suggest that secrecy is preferable to
openness in most aspects of university presidential searches.
(Note: Choosing a College President was published in 1990, a few
years before secretive searches created such serious problems at
Michigan State University, the University of Washington and
elsewhere.)

In 1994, when the University of San Diego was engaged in its
own presidential search, our chapter of the AAUP decided to test
some of these conclusions on a much larger scale. We mailed
200 questionnaires to colleges and universities that had engaged
in presidential searches over the previous three years. We re-
ceived slightly over 100 responses to our questionnaire.

Our major objective was to determine if faculty had played a
primary role in other university presidential searches. We were
also interested in gathering information from those colleges and
universities that had recently engaged in successfiul presidential
searches—although we did not identify this as our goal in the
questionnaire because we did not want to prejudice the results.

A successful search, we reasoned, was one that united the uni-
versity community in a common purpose and produced a new
president who had the broad-based support of various campus
constituencies. A successful search was also one in which the uni-
versity became a stronger educational institution as a result of its
presidential search effort. Related to these issues was the question
of whether open or secretive searches were more likely to accom-
plish these goals.

Since we assumed the media was more likely to report on
failed searches, or searches that encountered serious problems,
we decided to by-pass newspaper reports and go directly to the
people who had actually served on university presidential search
committees. We wanted to know how (or if) they had succeeded
when so many other colleges and universities had failed in their
search efforts.

Our survey and report were not intended to be the final, defini-

tive statement on university presidential searches. In fact, the re-
sponses taught us that more work needed to be done on surveying
members of presidential search committees to determine if broad
generalizations about the faculty’s role had some basis in fact. Still,
the patterns we exposed were revealing to both our campus and
other universities that engage in presidential searches.

Our questions, then, were designed to focus on three major
issues:

1) Was openness or secrecy a significant factor in the presiden-
tial search?

2) Was faculty involvement/non-involvement a significant fac-
tor in the presidential search?

3) Was a consulting firm a significant factor in the presidential
search?

We gathered other types of information as well, bur the above
were the significant
issues we wished to
address in our sur-
vey of over 100
colleges and uni-
versities—most of
whom, as it turned
out, believed their

successful proidncl
search, we cosil beause chey

sity communities
and produced a
foundation of sup-
port for their new
president.

We sent our
questionnaire to a
wide range of con-
tact people on
each of these presi-
dential search
committees, and
we asked them to
share their experi-
ences with us. To
encourage the re-
spondents to be as
forthright and can-
did as possible, we
promised that we
would 7ot reveal
their names. We
would only use the
names of the uni-
versities with
which they were
affiliated—and we
will continue to
honor that
promise.

reasoned, was
one that united
the universi
community in
a common
purpose and
produced a
new president

who had the
broad-based

support

of various
campus
constituencies.
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It should be em-
phasized that we re-
ceived responses
from a wide range of
administrators,
trustees, regents, and
faculty members who
had served on their
respective univer-
sity’s presidential
search committee.
Several trustees and
administrators wrote
us letters expressing a
range of opinions re-
garding their experi-
ences on their com-
mittees. Their letters
clearly reflected a
deep and sincere
commitment to the
universities they rep-
resented during their
respective presiden-
tial searches.
Nonetheless, anyone
who read these re-
sponses in their en-
tirety would have to
conclude that one of the messages that reverberated throughout
the comments of people who had actually served on university
presidential searches was that the open, shared-governance
model of selecting a new university president is clearly preferable
to the secretive, closed-door method.

Very few of the respondents cited secrecy as the key to their
successful presidential searches. More typical were responses
from schools such as the University of North Dakota, where the
respondent praised the importance of openness in the presiden-
tial search: “We as a committee...met regularly with various fac-
ulty groups and with the University Senate to receive their input
and to keep them informed of our activities... We requested,
and received, both written and spoken responses from faculty,
and staff about the candidates after their visits.” Similarly, the
College of William and Mary respondent wrote, “Profile [for the
presidential candidates] was developed ‘with input from faculty
as a whole as solicited by Faculty Senate through campus-wide
questionnaires, written report, and approval by faculty.” The re-
spondent from Emory and Henry College added, “The S & S
[Search and Selection] Committee circulated a survey form to
constituencies on campus (students, staff, faculty) and off cam-
pus... Representatives of the committee scheduled a day on
campus to meet with any member of the campus who desired to
share data with the committee.”

Other respondents, with only a few minor exceptions, also at-
tributed their committees’ successes to the openness of their
search procedures. Many indicated that the early and sustained
openness of their search efforts gave their committees a credibility
and legitimacy they would otherwise not have achieved. Perhaps
there are campuses on which secrecy, not openness, worked in a

ery few
of thelz‘y
respondents
cited secrecy
as the key
to their
successful
presidential
searches.
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successful presidential search effort, but according to the results
of our survey, these campuses would be a numerically distinct
minority.

With respect to the issue of faculty involvement in successful
presidential searches, the results were equally consistent. Another
message that reverberated throughout the 100-plus responses to
our questionnaire was that universities that include their faculties
in a meaningful way in presidential searches will conduct more
professional and successful search efforts. Furthermore, these
universities, their new presidents, and the public will be the ulti-
mate beneficiaries of meaningful faculty involvement in these
searches. The consistent support for faculty involvement in pres-
idential searches led us to only one conclusion. There is strong,
widespread sentiment in the American academic community, es-
pecially among those who have actually served on presidential search
committees, that meaningful faculty involvement is invaluable in
these search efforts.

For example, the respondent from Wheelock College wrote,
“Having faculty members represented on the committee we
found to be most helpful.” The contact person at Dakota Wes-
leyan wrote, “The most successful aspect of our search was not
only our results, &ut inclusiveness in the process of all con-
stituency groups.” The representative from Albright College
wrote, “the Search Committee operated by consensus as much
as possible, and there was a clear understanding that the
trustees would make the final selection from the short priori-
tized list of candidates but that they would not select someone
who did not have the faculty representatives’ support.” The
contact person from La Roche College wrote, “The faculty
were important equal members of the committee— their input
and perspective were valuable to the trustees as well.” Cornell
College’s respondent wrote, “The diversity on the Committee
with respect to constituencies was certainly the ideal... The ad-
vantage to all constituencies having a stake is that the campus
is more than satisfied with the result because they partici-
pated.” The respondent from Southern Arkansas University
agreed: “The fact that each segment of the university con-
stituency was represented (most elected by their peers) was a
major factor in the success of the committee—i. e., the com-
mittee had credibility from the start.”

There were only a handful of responses that expressed reserva-
tions abour faculty involvement in the presidential search
process. To the contrary, administrators, trustees, regents, and
faculty members who answered our questionnaire disagreed on
some things, but there was consistent agreement that meaningful
faculty participation was one of the most important factors in a
successful presidential search.

Furthermore, those administrators, trustees, and regents who
actually served beside faculty representatives on presidential
search committees did not describe them as recalcitrant, self-
serving and/or incapable of working for the greater good of the
university. To the contrary, they tended to describe faculty who
were involved in the search process as dedicated, knowledgeable,
loyal to their respective universities, and quite capable of seeing
the larger picture in university presidential searches. The nega-
tive caricature of university faculty ceased to have any validity for
most of these administrators, trustees, and regents. They became
defenders of the “faculty’s primary role” in university presiden-
tial searches.



There was no such unanimity of agreement with respect to the
question we asked, “Was any outside consulting/headhunting
agency used?” Some respondents “strongly advised the use of a
consultant.” Others replied, “Headhunters did not really help—
would not recommend the use of headhunter.” Still others
warned, “Watch the degree to which you allow consultants to
run the process. Some consultants will take control if permit-
ted.” Significantly, even those respondents who recommended
that consulting or headhunting firms should be used did not
suggest that they should replace the faculty in the search effort.
Most of these respondents still perceived faculty involvement to
be a crucial element in a successful presidential search effort.

The Lessons of Academic History

MOST OF THE PROBLEMS UNIVERSITIES EXPERIENCE IN
their presidential searches are the result of inexperience, errors in
judgment, and/or a failure to recognize the crucial role of shared
governance in the search process. However, in light of recent
media coverage regarding scandal and corruption in higher edu-
cation, we would be remiss if we did not point out that there is
an emerging dark side to academia that cannot be ignored. This
dark side underscores the seriousness of the governance issues in-
volved in university presidential searches. It also demonstrates
that the debate regarding the methods colleges and universities
use to select their presidents is not simply part of some esoteric

academic exercise. These governance issues, and this debate, are
central to the integrity of higher education—and, to a certain ex-
tent, the future of our nation.

If nothing else, recent media reports regarding administrative
improprieties, especially in the offices of university presidents,
should serve as a healthy reminder that these upper-level admin-
istrators have the power to do enormous good for their cam-
puses, but they can also jeopardize the very future of their uni-
versities. In either case, the selection of a university president is a
matter of utmost importance to the entire university commu-
nity, and the process should be conducted in a manner that
guarantees the highest levels of ethical behavior and accountabil-
ity once the president-elect assumes office.

The principle of shared governance, which has made American
higher education the envy of the world, must be respected in col-
lege and university presidential searches. Trustees and faculty
both play an essential role in this system of shared governance,
and they must both have a primary role in university presidential
searches. Universities that recognize and respect the role of each
of these constituencies in the presidential search process, and the
“primary role of faculty and board” as recommended by the
AAUP, are promoting and utilizing the concept of shared gover-
nance to its fullest potential—and in the true spirit of a democra-
tic society. These universities are not only protecting their educa-
tional missions, they are also protecting their own futures as
quality institutions of higher education. &
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BY MURIEL E.

POSTON

most significant instances of shared governance in the life

of a college or university, but it is also one of the most
challenging. Although governing boards have the legal responsi-
bility for selection of a president, the process of selection is
fundamental in determining which candidate has the appropri-
ate academic leadership and administrative skills needed to lead
the institution. The recognition of shared responsibility in the
search process for academic administrators is reflected in the
American Association of University Professors’ 1966 Statement
on Government:

T HE SEARCH FOR A NEW PRESIDENT IS ONE OF THE

Joint effort of a most critical kind must be taken when an
institution chooses a new president. The selection of a chief
administrative officer should follow upon a cooperative
search by the governing board and the faculty, taking into
consideration the opinions of others who are appropriately
interested.

AAUP’s 1981 Faculty Participation in the Selection, Evaluation,
and Retention of Administrators articulates the importance of fac-
ulty participation:

The Statement on Government emphasizes the primary role
of faculty and board in the search for a president. The
search may be initiated either by separate committees of

Presidential
Search
Commlttee

the faculty and board or by a joint committee of the fac-
ulty and board or of faculty, board, students, and others;
and separate committees may subsequently be joined. In a
joint committee, the numbers from each constituency
should reflect both the primacy of faculty concern and the
range of other groups, including students, that have legiti-
mate claim to some involvement. Each group should select
its own members to serve on the committee, and the rules
governing the search should be arrived at jointly. A joint
committee should determine the size of the majority
which will be controlling in making the appointment.
When separate committees are used, the board, with
which the legal authority rests, should either select a name
from among those submitted by the faculty committee or
should agree that no person will be chosen over the objec-
tions of the faculty committee.

The following is intended as a practical guide for implementa-
tion of these principles in the search for a president.

Search Committees

THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES, WORKING WITH THE FACULTY,
creates the search committee structure and defines the charge of
the committee. The committee may be formed as a single entity
representing both the faculty and the board, or there may be a

Muriel E. Poston is associate professor of biology ar Howard University.
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two-tiered committee structure. In the latter case, the faculty
committee—which may include other constituent groups such
as students and alumni—is separate from the board committee.
However, a single committee representing the faculty and board
is the most common standard. Such a committee provides an
opportunity for shared perspectives and broader understanding
among the various groups and thus fosters a sense of unity in ac-
complishing a common goal—identifying a president who is
qualified to serve as both the chief academic and the chief execu-
tive officer of the institution.

* Committee Composition. Representatives from the board
and faculty as well as representatives of other institutional con-
stituencies commonly serve on joint search committees. Be-
cause faculty play a significant role, their representation on the
committee should not be limited to a single member. The pre-
cise number is dependent on the size of the committee but
should reflect the primacy of faculty concern in determining
presidential leadership. The involvement of administrators on
the search committee is problematic and should be discour-
aged since they may represent the perspective of the outgoing
administration.

* Committee Chair. The chair appointment is typically made
prior to the formation of the search committee. The joint
search committee chair is typically chosen by the board and is
usually a trustee who can provide an important connection be-
tween the board and the search committee. In cases where a
two-tiered committee structure is utilized, a trustee chairs the
board committee and a senior faculty member chairs the con-
stituent group committee.

* Committee Selection. Each constituent group should select its
own members to serve on the committee. This gives the great-
est sense of legitimacy to the members and acknowledges the
respective roles of the constituent groups.

* Committee Size. The size of a joint search committee will
vary according to the institution but may range from nine to
twenty. Larger committees are not necessarily less effective,
and a good process is considerably more important than the
size in determining a successful outcome. In cases of a two-
tiered committee structure, the individual commictees are
smaller.

* Committee Charge. The search committee charge is formu-
lated by the board, in consultation with other constituents,
and reflects the role of the board in making the selection of
the president and in defining the terms and conditions of the
appointment. The charge also will set forth other criteria such
as:

—search committee membership

—statement of presidential leadership qualities

—breadth of the search: regional or national

—expectations regarding use of search consultants

—number of candidates to be recommended to the board for
the final decision

—date by which the board expects recommendations of
nominees

Search Process

THE SEARCH COMMITTEE HAS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF
designing its own procedures and timetables. The basic func-
tions of a search involve the identification of candidates; screen-
ing and interviewing; and the recommendation of a short list of
candidates to the board for consideration. Key factors that
should be considered in structuring the search process are:

* Search consultants. If executive recruiters or consultants are to
be utilized, their selection (or that of a search firm) is one of
the first tasks of the committee, unless this decision has already
been mandated by the board. A search consultant may be most
helpful in educating the committee about the search process,
providing a broader pool of candidates for consideration, or
checking the candidate references beyond the scope of tradi-
tional academic criteria. However, the role of the search con-
sultant should be clearly defined and should not extend into
matters of educational or institutional policy. Search firms
(which may be non-profit or for-profit organizations) and their
consultants range from those that serve only educational insti-
tutions to those that have an education division within a large
executive search firm. It is important to interview the potential
search firms, preferably those staff members who would be as-
signed to the presidential search, to determine if the match is
appropriate to the institutional characteristics and needs. Refer-
ences of the search firm candidates should be contacted.
Among the questions that might be asked: How successful
were they in previous searches? What were their interactions
with faculty and other constituent groups? Do they understand
and support the role of faculty in the search process?

* Confidentiality. The presidential selection process is a classic
conflict between the right of individual privacy and the pub-
lic’s right to know. It is important for the campus community
to know the procedures that the committee will use in the
search process, and these should be made public early in the
search. It is the responsibility of the search committee to keep
constituent groups informed of the progress of the search.
However, in order to attract the best candidates, the search
process may involve some measure of confidentiality, espe-
cially during the early phases. The disclosure of candidates
prior to the development of a short list of nominees to recom-
mend to the board can result in the loss of the best candidates.
However, to ensure a successful search, the nominees who are
recommended to the board should visit the campus and be in-
terviewed by the faculty and possibly other constituent groups.
The approach to implementing confidentiality and the process
and guidelines for campus visits are matters to be resolved
early on in the search process.

* Institutional Analysis and Leadership Criteria. The search
committee should spend some time defining the present con-
dicion of the college or university, determining what problems
must be faced, whar priorities the institution has, and what di-
rection it must take to meet its challenges and opportunities.
This institutional analysis is needed in order to determine the
type of leadership qualities needed for this particular stage in
the college or university’s development. The leadership crite-
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ria statement defines the
principal qualities that are
required in the new presi-
dent—an academic leader,
an experienced fund raiser,
etc. The statement of lead-
ership criteria should be cir-
culated to various institu-
tional constituencies for
review and comment. Con-
sensus within the campus
community on the leader-
ship qualities is important
since these criteria are used
in evaluating candidates’

asting the

broadly

includes soliciting

credentials and again in the and alumni;
interview process. run I’li n g
Sources of Potential  advertisements in
Candidates national journals;
IN MOST INSTANCES, INSTI- and, if an
tutions engage in a compre- executive

hensive search. Casting the net
broadly includes soliciting
nominations from faculty, ad-
ministrators, and alumni; run-
ning advertisements in na-
tional journals; and, if an
executive recruiting firm is en-
gaged, using the search con-
sultant to identify candidates
for review. The issue of confi-
dentiality will again be raised
during this step in the process
since some nominees, particu-
larly those who are currently successfully leading an institution,
may not wish to be identified as candidates.

recruiting firm is
engaged, using
the search
consultant to
identify
candidates for
review.

Screening

THE PURPOSE OF SCREENING IS TO IDENTIFY A LIMITED
number of candidates from the applicant pool. In the first phase,
the list is commonly reduced to fifteen to twenty-five names, in the
second stage, to eight to ten names. The final stage of the process
involves selecting candidates whom the committee will recommend
to the board. Issues to be considered in the screening process are:

* Background and reference checks. The search committee may
charge a subcommittee with checking the references of the fif-
teen to twenty-five candidates selected after the initial screen-
ing of credentials. These are generally the references provided
by the candidate. In this phase of the search process, the com-
mittee usually refrains from contacting other possible sources
of information out of respect for the candidate’s privacy. In
the case of the eight to ten candidates who become semi-final-
ists, additional sources of information beyond those listed by
the candidate may be contacted. A search consultant may be
useful at this point in the referencing process, particularly for
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conducting criminal and media background
checks. In the final phase of screening, anyone
who might be able to provide useful informa-
tion on the candidate’s leadership qualifica-
tions should be contacted. Referencing by fac-
ulty members of the search committee who
can contact their counterparts at the candi-
date’s campus is particularly crucial at this
stage. Background information at this point
can be obtained not only from telephone calls
but also from visits to the candidate’s campus.

* Interviewing. The interviewing process may
occur in two stages. In order to preserve con-
fidentiality, there may be off-campus inter-
views with the semi-finalist candidates. Di-
rect contact between the candidates and the
search committee is important. The second
stage of the interview process involves cam-
pus visits where the candidate will meet with
different constituencies, particularly faculty
and students. These open visits are crucial in
the success of the search process because they
permit members of the campus community
to participate in providing impressions, as
well as to contribute to the candidate’s un-
derstanding of the culture of the institution.
In this final phase of the selection process,
open visits present vitally important oppot-
tunities for both the campus community and
the candidate to determine each other’s suit-
ability. This final step is extraordinarily use-
ful to the search committee in making its
final recommendation to the board.

Final Recommendation

THE SEARCH COMMITTEE, DEPENDING ON ITS CHARGE, MAY
recommend only one candidate to the board. A committee that
has conscientiously fulfilled its duty will recognize the best can-
didate, one who “fits” the institution, and will be able to con-
vince the board of the wisdom of its reccommendation. On the
other hand, a successful search committee may be able to iden-
tify three or more candidates who would make an excellent pres-
ident. The final act in the search process is the appointment of
the president, a decision usually made by the full board.

This checklist is intended as a brief guideline for the presidential
search process. The search itself is an opportunity for a university
or college to take stock, consider new directions, and identify the
individual best suited to lead the institution into its future.

References

Judith B. McLaughlin and David Riesman, Choosing a College
President: Opportunities and Constraints (New Jersey: Prince-
ton University Press, 1990).

Barbara Leondar and Charles B. Neff, Presidential Search (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Association of Governing Boards of Universities
and Colleges, 1992). &



Faculty
and
Governing
Boards:

Building

BY JAMES E. PERLEY

HE TRADITION OF INSTITU-
tional government that AAUP
envisions for American col-
leges and universities is a tradition
of interconnections among all the
component parts of a complex
community, whose many perspec-
tives require consideration. In col-
leges and universities where such

connections exist and are used, ad-

versarial relationships can be
avoided, common understandings
can be reached about the direc-
tions of change, and the history
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and traditions of the institution can be well served. Where
such bridges collapse, the perspectives often evolve in isolation, in con-
flict, in an atmosphere of increasing antagonism. Each side develops dif-
ferent agendas.

I write as a faculty member who has taught biology at a private lib-
eral arts college for thirty years. I have been privileged to work on a campus
where faculty members have regular face-to-face communication with the
members of the board through their elected representatives. My colleagues, &
like the many other faculty I have met in my travels as president of the
AAUBP , have been loyal to their institutions, to their students, to the tradi-
tions of their institutional histories, and to their own disciplines. I believe
that most trustees, like those on my own campus, are not only ap-
proachable but also open to discussion of concerns of mutual interest.
They are as dedicated to the missions of the schools they serve as are the
administrators charged with institutional management and the fac-
ulty charged with research and instruction.

ACADEME September-Q '



But, like other faculty members across the country, I have
grown concerned about recent changes in governance that
threaten to unsettle the delicate and vital relationships that have
been in place during most of my academic career. These relation-
ships have allowed our system of higher education to earn the re-
spect of the world, after all. Nevertheless, we have recently been
called upon to repel attacks on faculty, on faculty work, on tradi-
tions of governance and on established practice in the name of fis-
cal need. We have witnessed significant trustee incursions into
areas of primary faculty responsibility—the curriculum, the stan-
dards for student work, and the recruitiment and retention of fac-
ulty—in the name of responsibility of total stewardship of the in-
stitution. Faculty have been alarmed at the wholesale importation
into the academic world of norms drawn from the world from
which so many trustees and board members are now drawn—the
world of the business community. Faculty worry that trustees will
not only mandate the practices of business and seek uncritically to

mission statement is a “responsibility shared with a chief executive
officer and faculty, perhaps with alumni and other stockholders as
well.” It speaks of the involvement of faculty, students, and
alumni leaders in the selection of a president, for example. The
overall message of the report is that, while trustees have specific,
defined responsibilities, the best interests of the institution call for
mutual involvement in decision-making processes and coopera-
tion in achieving common goals.

Yet in the same year that this thoughtful analysis of academic
governance was published, the AGB cooperated with the Pew
Foundation in the publication of a separate report entitled “Pol-
icy Perspectives: A Calling to Account,” which carried a very dif-
ferent message. This report called for restructuring, praising the
benefits of “reengineering” while at the same time acknowledging
its pain. This report urged faculty members to the impossible task
of separating educational goals from defenses of academic free-
dom and integrity. It chastised those faculty members who are

It is important to understand that faculty members
careers to higher education see themselves less
officers of their institutions. Unlike their counterparts
with constantly seeking the best for their disciplines
their teaching and research—even if the values
those of the administration or the governing board.

restructure, downsize, and outsource but may also use these
wholesale strategies to intrude in areas of faculty expertise, like
curriculum development.

It is important to understand that faculty members who have
devoted their careers to higher education see themselves less as
employees than as officers of their institutions. Unlike their coun-
terparts in industry, they are charged with constantly seeking the
best for their disciplines—the core of knowledge that they culti-
vate in their teaching and research—even if the values they ad-
vance may seem to be at odds with those of the administration or
the governing board. Faculty members have a special responsibil-
ity to be involved in the governance of their institutions because
they are charged by both tradition and practice to make sure that
the standards and missions of their institutions mesh with the
highest standards of their individual disciplines.

These values—indeed the whole notion of shared gover-
nance—are not at all dissimilar from those expressed in a publica-
tion issued in 1995 by the Association of Governing Boards of
Universities and Colleges (AGB) entitled “Effective Trusteeship.”
This document speaks to the roles trustees should play in fulfill-
ing their responsibilities. While it charges trustees with setting the
mission and purpose of the institution, it also says that setting the
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“narrowly” committed only to their disciplines. Such statements
stand in sharp contrast to those in the other AGB publication that
warned against the conflict and confusion that can result from
unilateral effort.

Faculty who have watched developments in governance over
the past year know that “effective trusteeship” is collaborative. It
is clear thar the unilateral decision by the board of regents at the
University of Minnesota to embark on a revision of the faculty
code did not advance the best interests of the university. Their re-
quirement that faculty members maintain a “proper attitude of
industry and cooperation with others within and without the uni-
versity community” created concerns and reservations about the
existence of good-faith connections between faculty members and
board members. The faculty who had worked so well for so long
with their board had to take a second look at their own assump-
tions about bridges and common values. The decision by the pres-
ident and board at Francis Marion University in South Carolina
to dissolve the Faculty Senate and create a new governance body
has created a chasm which may be unbridgeable.

Faculty members across the country are deeply distressed by
such developments and, more significanty, by the dissolution of
mutual respect for the work of each segment of the academy. The
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who have devoted their

as employees than as

In industry, they are charged
, —the core of knowledge that they cultivate in

disappearance of this respect may well result in a reduc-
tion in the degree to which faculty members are willing
to share their lives with their institutions. That would be
a tragedy, for that kind of sharing has made the world
I've lived in as a professor a growing place for both stu-

dents and faculty members.

Rifts between faculty and boards are not inevitable.
They must be countered by establishing and maintaining
regular lines of communication. When these are established,
they reunite the university community. When we are able to
communicate with one another directly, we prepare to re-
gain the vital spirit of common dedication and a shared vi-
sion for our institutions.

If faculty members were to express their desires and con-
cerns to boards of trustees, what might they say?

First and foremost, they would hope that relationships
within the university might remain collegial—that there

 they advance may seem to be at odds with

be respect in all segments of the academic world for the work
done in each of the others. As a corollary, faculty would ask to
maintain the partnership model that has served us so well. They
would point to those sectors of the business community where the
collegial model works better than the oppositional one.

Second, they would advocate strategies that permit the faculty
and its representatives to communicate directly and on a regular
basis between any one level of academic structure and any other.
Faculty members feel the need to be able to communicate regu-
larly with their board of trustees, as students need to be able to
communicate regularly with administrators, for example. That
communication should not only be frequent, it should be unfil-
tered and direct.

Thirdly, faculty members would express their desire for re-
spect as builders of their schools. In many instances, faculty
members have given their careers in service to their institutions,
often without the compensation they could have earned in the
business community. By the same token, the faculty are re-
sources of good sense and shrewd policy. Sometimes, the advice
given boards of trustees by their own faculty members may be
more perceptive and functional than evaluations by consultants
hired from off campus who have no continuing commitment to
the institution. The current practice which stereotypes faculty

members as non-productive, overly theoretical, and hostile
to change is not conducive to the harmonious work that
will see our institutions into the future with dignity and
grace.

Are there issues that need to be addressed by faculty mem-
bers working together with members of governing boards?
Yes, there are many. Distance learning and electronic instruc-
tion call for the best thinking of expert faculty members,
working hand in hand with trustees and administrators. A
new consensus needs to be cultivated as we question the dis-
tinction between training and education. It is time to dis-
cuss the whole area of accreditation. These are only a few of
the subjects that faculty and boards can come together to
discuss. But perhaps the most important thing we can
talk about is our own relationship—how our two
groups can bridge our different perspectives.

There is much to be done. And it is best accom-
plished by cooperation, not by the drawing of bat-
tle lines. As partners in a vital enterprise, faculty
members, administrators, and trustees can to-
gether celebrate and help advance their institu-
tions. If that can happen, society will be the
winner. &
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T IS NO REVELATION THAT HIGHER EDUCATION IS
under attack in this country. After a long period of
growth accompanied by high levels of public support, the
trend toward expansion slowed and then reversed, with
state approptiations for higher education going into an
unprecedented decline beginning in the early nineties.
This decline has been accompanied by criticisms in the public
press thar range from questions about the objectivity of scientific
research to complaints that tuition increases in higher education
have far outstripped increases in starting salaries for jobs requir-

ing college degrees. At the same time, the job instability caused
by downsizing in corporate America has led to the public’s in-
creasing impatience with a tenure system they view as providing
a privileged few with guarantees of lifetime employment. Fur-
thermore, some criticize higher education as a dinosaur whose
personnel and governance structures and practices are ill
equipped to accommodate the need for flexibility and rapid re-
sponses to changing conditions in the social, technological, eco-
nomic, and political environments.

No wonder, then, that individuals and associations are calling

Keetjie J. Ramo is associate professor of social work at the University of Wisconsin-Green Bay.
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for the “retooling” of governance in the academy. What is cause
for concern, however, is that most plans for retooling and re-
structuring aim to accomplish reform at the expense of the fac-
ulty’s role in governance.

This article examines some of the assumptions that underlie
arguments that shared governance must be reformed, and on the
basis of insight gained from the professional literature as well as
direct observation and experience, counters the fallacies in—or
one-sidedness of—these assumptions. The assumptions dis-
cussed here that bolster attacks on shared governance have been
drawn from a variety of sources: direct comments by higher edu-
cation insiders as well as other stakeholders; the literature on col-

KEETJIIE RAMDO

lege and university governance; and reports and presentations
that have directly targeted shared governance.

Among the most alarming of these calls for reform of univer-
sity and college governance thar attack shared governance in
higher education is the 1996 report of the Commission on the
Academic Presidency of the Association of Governing Boards of
Universities and Colleges (AGB), “Renewing the Academic Pres-
idency: Stronger Leadership for Tougher Times.” I will simply
relate the central thesis of this AGB document. For a further dis-
cussion of the AGB report, see Larry Gerber’s article, “Reaffirm-
ing the Value of Shared Governance,” in this issue of Academe.

The central thesis of the AGB report seems to be the follow-
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ing: American society is in a state of crisis, and the decline of
higher education that is due in large measure to shared gover-
nance as it is presently practiced is contributing to the larger so-
cial crisis. Although the report acknowledges that state legisla-
tures, “facing soaring health-care and corrections costs, have cut
university budgets,” it still alleges that the “greatest danger” in
these times is not the budget cuts themselves, but rather the in-
ability of colleges and universities to adapt “nimbly” to changing
circumstances; “The concept of shared governance must be re-
formed and clarified... The need for governance reform is ur-
gent.” (Renewing the Academic Presidenty: Stronger Leadership for
Tougher Times, Association of Governing Boards, 1996.) The
commission’s thesis is not a joyful message for the professoriate.
Rather, the AGB thesis exemplifies some of the victim-blaming
mentality that accompanies attacks on shared governance.

Here are some other assumptions that are used to attack
shared governance in its present form, as well as some rebuttals:
Assumption 1: If old-fashioned bureaucracy is good for the
Acme Widget Manufacturing Company, then it is undoubtedly

good for Midwest State University.

Rebuttal: This statement represents a very widely held as-
sumption. In fact, some critics warn that if higher education
does not get its act together, for-profit busi-
ness will step into the void and do the job bet-
ter. Strangely, this warning sometimes comes
from persons who cite tuition increases as one
of the major problems in public higher educa-
tion. Do these critics think that for-profit
business can deliver high-quality accredited
education at discount store tuition rates and
still make a profit?

On the other hand, there is certainly ample
evidence that higher tuition costs come not
from “outmoded” shared governance, but
rather from factors such as reduced state fund-
ing, higher demands for the infusion of tech-
nology that must constantly be upgraded, and
administrative bloat caused by, among other
things, the increasing complexity of the orga-
nizational environment. For example, financial aid regulations
and processes have become so complicated that ever-increasing
numbers of personnel are needed to deal with the accompanying
red tape.

Criticism of the notion that colleges and universities should be
run according to the corporate model comes from a diverse array

of sources and contradicts the “university-as-business” assumption.

For example, in an interview, “Lebowitz on Money,” which ap-
peared in the July 1997 issue of Vanity Fair, Fran Lebowitz scoffs
at the notion. “People seem to think that these [businesses and
public education] are similar in some way. If they ran the public
school system the way you run your business, people would be
even less educated than they are now, because the purpose of busi-
ness is to earn a profit. This is not the purpose of education.”

Taking another approach is Robert L. Woodbury, former chan-
cellor of the University of Maine System and member of the
board of the American Association of State Colleges and Universi-
ties, and present director of the McCormack Institute of Public
Affairs at the University of Massachusetts, Boston. In a short essay
in the March 23, 1993, Christian Science Monitor, Woodbury
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noted that higher education does, in fact, incorporate important
lessons from the bustness sector. Even so, the title of his article
asks, “Why Not Run a Business Like a Good University?”
Woodbury’s argument is based on the research that shows that
higher education in the United States continues to be one of our
most successful “industries.” As evidence, he noted (1) that our
higher education system is universally recognized as the world’s
best; (2) that American higher education’s favorable balance of
payments (in 1993) was over $5 billion and growing; (3) that
higher education has been in an expansion mode for decades; (4)
that despite some notable exceptions, higher education’s “overall
record of fiscal stewardship” is exemplary; (5) that no other indus-
try can attract and retain such a wealth of educated talent at such a
low cost; (6) that despite the perceptions of the public to the con-
trary, universities and colleges consistently provide a high quality
total living and learning experience for students at a surprisingly
low cost; and (7) that the return on society’s and a family’s invest-
ments is “enviable” (for individuals, a 50 percent lifetime income
advantage over non-degreed workers; not to mention the benefits
to society that accrue from university research and service).
Citing shared governance as one of the crucial differences be-
tween higher education and many corporations, Woodbury con-
cluded that businesses should be modeling
their operations on universities rather than

@lgiileil-{agNolliglsNglolilolg] :he other way around. The real truth, how-
that colleges and
BlalValscliifo R ale Bl Mela] tions of Lebowitz and Woodbury. On the
run according to the
corporate model
comes from a

ever, may lie somewhere between the posi-

one hand, corporations and institutions of
higher education b have divergent goals. On
the other hand, the more that corporations
are staffed with professional personnel, the
more those corporations will need to adapt
structures and practices to optimize the intel-
lectual, creative, and educational resources
these personnel bring to the organization.
(This point will be expanded upon below.)

Assumption 2: Democratic decision-mak-
ing is undermining the effective manage-
ment of colleges and universities.

Rebuttal: This assumption is a straw man set up by opponents
of shared governance who presumably know better or, alterna-
tively, have seriously misconstrued the traditional rationale for
shared governance. Actually, scholars of higher education have
never justified shared governance strictly in terms of democratic
values. Instead, shared governance was founded on two princi-
ples: the nature of the professions and the protection of aca-
demic freedom.

There is an extensive body of literature on the unique nature of
organizations that are staffed primarily by members of the profes-
sions, and on the unique nature of the academy as a particular ex-
ample of such organizations. In brief, a career that can be defined
as professional according to sociological criteria is characterized
by (for example) extensive, long-term, specialized formal educa-
tion and a relarively esoteric knowledge base; a service orientation
that puts the needs of the clientele before profit or personal mo-
tives; a sense of a professional community and culture; and com-
mitment to a set of ethics and standards.! (Interestingly, lacking
the necessary service orientation and code of ethics, administra-
tion per se does not constitute a profession by these criteria.)



Professional status is accorded to those occupations to which so-
ciety entrusts crucial facets of the well-being of its citizens: health
care and maintenance (medicine); spiritual development (the
clergy); protection of civil rights (the law); transmission of the cul-
ture, and discovery, development, and dissemination of knowl-
edge (higher education); and national defense (military leader-
ship). Because of this trust and responsibility, members of the
professions are expected—indeed, obligated—to exercise their in-
dividual and collective professional judgment based on their spe-
cialized knowledge, experience, ethics, and values as to what con-
stitutes acceptable practice in their fields. Since the administration
of the institutions within which professionals dominate inevitably
affects professional practice, it follows that if professional judg-
ment regarding good practice is to prevail and be protected from
changing politics and administrative oligarchies, then professional
personnel must have a very strong voice in government.

In the academy, the urgency of this need for a professional voice
in institutional government is accompanied by the need for struc-
tural and procedural protections for freedom of expression and the
unfettered pursuit of knowledge by those whose professional mis-
sion is to seek and transmit the truth in their disciplines as they
understand it. In other words, shared governance is necessary to
protect and preserve academic freedom.
Academic freedom is threatened where the
faculty’s traditional governance roles are ig-
nored; and true shared governance is unlikely
where the faculty’s traditional freedoms of
scholarly and artistic inquiry and expression
are threatened.

This necessary linkage of academic free-
dom and shared governance is discussed in
AAUP’s statement, On the Relationship of
Faculty Governance to Academic Freedom,
which asserts that “a sound statement of in-
stitutional governance is a necessary condi-
tion for the protection of faculty rights and
thereby the most productive exercise of essen-
tial faculty freedoms. Correspondingly, the
protection of the academic freedom of faculty
members in addressing issues of institutional governance is a pre-
requisite for the practice of governance unhampered by fear of
retribution.”

In other words, neither in principle nor in practice is shared
governance democratic, except to the extent that the position the
faculty takes on an issue may be determined by a faculty vote.
No one who understands higher education would suggest that
power is equally distributed among trustees, administrators, and
faculty. Instead, at the level at which the faculty, administration,
and governing board deal jointly with policy matters, decision-
making, in the ideal, is participative, not democratic, and the ad-
ministration and board clearly have the upper hand. Shared gov-
ernance founded in academic freedom simply helps to ensure the
infusion of professional—in addition to managerial—considera-
tions into those decisions that affect the teaching and research
mission of the institution.

As Louis Menand points out in his essay, “The Limits of Aca-
demic Freedom,” academic freedom (not democracy) is “the key
legitimating concept of the entire [academic] enterprise,” form-
ing the basis for virtually all convention in the academy. With-

No one who
understands
higher
education would
suggest
that power

among
trustees,
administrators,
and faculty.

out academic freedom, he argues, governance would be “a polii-
cal free-for-all, in which decisions about curricula, funding, em-
ployment, classroom practice, and scholarly merit are arrived at
through a process of negotiation among competing interests. ..
The power in such a negotiation,” he dryly observes, would “not
be wielded by professors.”?

Assumption 3: The effective academic chief executive officer
is one who shows the faculty and staff who is in charge.

Rebuttal: In fact, much of the professional literature on lead-
ership and management suggests otherwise. For example, Ami-
tai Etzioni argues that the administrator-as-hero model of deci-
sion-making (a2 model which carries the expectation that the
president will possess strong scientific management skills and
the ability to protect and save the institution from threats to its
integrity, survival, and mission) is an inappropriate model for
prescribing the distribution of authority in academic institu-
tions—organizations peopled primarily by highly educated pro-
fessionals. As Etzioni points out: “It is here that Weber over-
looked one necessary distinction: He viewed bureaucratic or
administrative authority as based on technical knowledge or
training; the subordinates, he thought, accept rules and orders
as legitimate because they consider being rational being right,
and regard their superiors as more rational.”
In higher education, the failure of faculty to
assume the rationality of administrators (to
oversimplify grossly the argument) and the
accompanying assumption by administrators
and governing boards of the subordination
of the faculty in decision-making contribute
to the stresses of shared governance.

In justifying his position, Etzioni states:

is equally
distributed

Only if immune from ordinary social
pressures and free to innovate, to experi-
ment, to take risks without the usual so-
cial repercussions of failure, can a profes-
sional carry out his work effectively. It is
this highly individualized principle
which is diametrically opposed to the
very essence of the or anizational principle of control and
coordination by superiors—i.e., the principle of administra-
tive authority. In other words, the ultimate justification for
a professional act is that it is, to the best of the professional’s
knowledge, the right act. He might consult with his col-
leagues before he acts, but the decision is his. If he errs, he
still will be defended by his peers. The ultimate justification
of an administrative act, however, is that it is in line with
the organization’s rules andregulations, and that it has been
approved—directly or by implication—by a superior rank.3

Etzioni’s discussion centers on governance of institutions of
higher education. Ironically, though, at a time when legislators,
trustees, and administrators are bemoaning the absence of top-
down bureaucratic “efficiency” in colleges and universities, en-
lightened management experts are advocating a less top-down,
more “professional” model for corporations.

For example, Warren Bennis, in the introduction to the 1994
paperback edition of his 1989 classic study on leadership, On
Becoming a Leader, writes that intellectual capital is whart will
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give present and future organizations the competitive edge and
the ability to prevail. He notes that corporations of the future
will sink or swim on the “ideas, know-how, innovation, brains,
knowledge, and expertise” of their workforce, and concludes that
“you’re not going to atcract or retain a work force like that under
those silly and obsolete [emphasis added] forms of bureaucratic or
command and control leadership. You cannot release the brain
power of any organization by using whips and chains. You get
the best out of people by empowering them, by supporting
them, by getting out of their way.” (Addison-Wesley, 1994)

The examples continue. To wit, William Davidow and

Michael Malone, in The Virtual Corporation: Restructuring and
Revitalizing the Corporation for the 215t Century, insist that mod-
ern corporations will have to redefine the role of management
from “directing action to ensuring the smooth functioning of
processes,” and that in successful companies, organizational
charts will become much flatter. They warn: “...recall that
today’s hierarchical and directive management systems were de-
signed to control the railroads and the mass production factories
of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. They are a
legacy of the past...designed in an era when computers did not
exist. These systems are as obsolete for modern flexible and re-
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“[Bly pushing the
academy to take her
as she is—dirty mind,
long red nails and
all—Gallop helped
make it a less gray,
and ultimately less
sexist, place.”
Margaret Talbot,
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sponsive environments as are the buggy
whip and horse-drawn carriage.” (Harper
Business, 1993)

Similarly, Richard Jenrette, in Jenrette, the
Contrarian Manager, writes that the success-
ful companies he helped build and staff with
brilliant, well-educated personnel had to have
relatively horizontal organizational structures.
Jenrette has an aversion to top-down struc-
wures: “They tend to stifle creativity on the
front lines since all wisdom is perceived to
flow from above.” (McGraw-Hill, 1997)

The implication of these examples is that
college and university presidents (as well as
business leaders) must foster governance
models that move away from hierarchical
administration.

While the model of the administrative
hero who unilaterally develops—and directs
the realization of—the institutional vision is
not totally absent from the current litera-
ture, it certainly does not predominate.

Assumption 4: The faculty’s resistance to
new technology impedes necessary innova-
tion in higher education.

Rebuttal: This allegation flies in the face
of experience, and it is doubtful that critics
could cite many instances where faculty gov-
ernance stood in the path of technological
innovation. Take computer technology, for
example. My institution has a small contin-
gent of faculty computer “hobbyists,” who
are motivated by interest, talent, and/or en-
joyment and have spent a great deal of
“leisure time” mastering the instructional
and research potential of computer technol-
ogy. Another small contingent consists of
technophobes, who ignore computers and
produce their work by pencil and pad.

The largest group of faculty, though, is
more or less computer-literate, would like to
develop more expertise in computer technol-
ogy, and would welcome being able to use
this technology for instruction. However,
they are frequently hampered by time con-
straints (e.g., large courseloads and classes,
pressures to publish, committee work, and
time conflicts between computer training op-



portunities and other professional demands); inadequate computer
resources {e.g., heavy student demands in student computer labs,
heavy faculty demands for a limited number of “wired” class-
rooms, and unreasonably slow Internet access for students who
must rely on a university connection); and inadequate training
and consultation resources (e.g., paucity of “entry-level” computer
workshops for faculty; focus on specialized training opportunities
that assume a level of computer sophistication beyond that of
many faculty members; thinly stretched support staff). Similar
barriers exist to the development of high quality distance educa-
tion programs, but the issues surrounding distance education are
oo complex to be adequately dealt with here.

Introduction of new technology must be accompanied by inten-
sive faculty development, up-to-date equipment and software, ad-
equate access for students, and adequate support services. The lack
of these resources and opportunities is a funding issue and is not
generally a function of resistant faculty governance.

Assumption 5: Public universities and colleges must be able to
respond instantaneously to changing demands and circum-
stances, including the strategic objectives of the state.

Rebuttal: This assumption as an implied criticism of shared
governance is bound to cause many of us to wince, since those of
us who are active in institutional governance
recognize that some issues move through a fac-
ulty senate like (as a former colleague put it) “a
pebble in a glacier.” In the faculty governance
structures of many institutions issues are
brought to the senate as information items at
one meeting, as discussion items at the next,
and as action items at the third. This process
allows faculty senators to solicit responses from
their respective constituents before taking ac-
tion on any item. Yet in terms of timeliness, it
is potentially problematic, especially at institu-
tions where senates meet monthly or even less
frequently.

Nevertheless, as a member of my senate’s
executive committee who has spent a good
part of my unpaid break this summer meet-
ing often with my colleagues to deal with an
emergent situation that had the potential to embarrass the ad-
ministration, I can attest to the faculty’s ability to be nimble
when the occasion warrants. Similarly, the rapidity with which
faculty can produce a grant proposal when a sudden funding
opportunity arises never ceases to amaze me.

In spite of faculty governance’s reputation for slowness, I
was unable to recall a single example from my eight or nine
years of governance experience of an emergency that was not
handled or an opportunity that was lost to the institution be-
cause the wheels of faculty government ground too slowly. I
can, however, recount examples when faculty governance
processes were bypassed by administrators with unhappy re-
sults in terms of the appropriateness or wisdom of the result-
ing decisions.

These arguments aside, faculty have good reason to be wary of
criticisms that shared governance is too unwieldy to address the
“strategic objectives of the state” in an expeditious way. Since the
strategic objectives of the state are almost always grounded in
political agendas, and since trustees of public institutions are

Calls for the reform
of the governance
of colleges and
universities are
based on the
premise that

shared governance
in its present form
places higher
education, if not
society, at risk.

usually political appointees, questions must certainly be raised
regarding how higher education is to tread the fine line between
appropriately addressing legitimate and pressing societal issues
and being diverted from its mission by transient political priori-
ties. How, if at all, will this question be debated if not in the
context of shared governance?

Conclusion

MY FORTHCOMING AAUP-SPONSORED PUBLICATION,
“Assessing the Faculty’s Role in Shared Governance: Implications
of Redbook Standards,” summarizes and cross-references the
broad array of governance standards contained within the AAUP’s
Policy Documents and Reporss, including the centrally important
1966 “Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities.”

Briefly summarized, the “Statement on Government” clearly
acknowledges the ultimate 4e jure decision-making authority and
responsibility of the governing board, but it also calls for collabo-
ration among the board, the president, and the faculty and shared
responsibility in those areas of governance in which they all have
a legitimate interest. The board is expected to delegate everyday
administration of the institution to the administrative officers,
and to recognize the primacy of the faculty in
the areas of curriculum, teaching, research,
and faculty status. According to the state-
ment, the governing board and president are
expected to concur with the faculty’s judg-
ment in those areas in which the faculty has
primacy, “except in rare instances and for
compelling reasons which should be stated in
derail.”

Calls for the reform of the governance of
colleges and universities are based on the
premise that shared governance in its present
form places higher education, if not society,
at risk. However well-intentioned, these re-
form proposals put higher education at risk
by weakening protections of academic free-
dom and reducing the influence of faculty
expertise in the management of the academy.

As faculty encounter these calls for reform, we must critically
analyze the assumptions on which they are based and encourage
others who have a stake in higher education to do the same.
When subjected to such scrutiny, most of the arguments used
to question the faculty’s role in governance do not hold up well;
yet their effect, when they go unchallenged, is to exacerbate the
very erosion of trust in the academy that they are designed to
reduce. &

Notes
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