Faculty, Staff and Governance in American
Research Universities

Richard Saller

Dean, School of Humanities & Sciences
Stanford University

August 7, 2017



FA)JHDOHARKEICBITS
HE.BERUAHNFUR

Richard Saller
AR ITA—FKRFEANX - EHEE & X OEM

201748H7H

ESATIE= €

el



Some basic principles

Four ingredients for excellent universities: Faculty,
students, staff, facilities

Academic programs should be faculty-led
Faculty time is most precious asset

Staff provide essential professional expertise to
make the institution run

Importance of trust
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Types of American universities

* Private research and public flagship
universities

 Liberal arts colleges

* Non-research teaching institutions for
vocational degrees

« Community colleges

 For-profit universities
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Gradient of university types

Non-research. Professional
education administrators.
Vocational curriculum.
Unionized faculty in some
cases.

For-profit. Business leaders.
Vocational training. No
faculty input, no tenure.
Profit motive.

Highly ranked. Scholar-
leaders. Strong faculty &
department input. Focus on
research & teaching
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Stanford’s organization

Board of Trustees: non-academics with fiduciary responsibility

President with final authority over internal decisions and non-
academic administrative functions

Powerful Provost in centralized planning and budget

Relatively autonomous deans of 7 schools, organized as
“Executive Cabinet” with President and Provost

Faculty organized in departments with Faculty Senate

Staff with expertise in finance, administration, legal counsel, public
relations, facilities, student affairs
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Possible points of tension

Trustees intrusive in academic decisions (not at Stanford)

Separation of academic and financial authority (Provost
vs. CFO)

Deans adversarial toward President/Provost or each
other. Deans constrained by legal counsel.

Vice-provosts for undergraduate, graduate education,
teaching & learning: run by staff bureaucracies rather
than academic departments—->priorities not based on
academic needs, lack of coordination, rule-oriented



HL>4ZKERE R

&)

FZElERIToFE R

. BHECORE~DEELDNA (REL T+ —ETIEAL)

. SRS BERO N (TORZ X BEHBEEE

o ZREUVTARAMIMULTRIFHEEIZH ILHGETE, &

- FIRBEHFHEIS, KFREFHES, AFHES. FEES

HREDEITORAMEI, BEMHBANIBTOEREELLTE
BIN, FMRTFEOERIZIIELEL - BERIBRMNE

8 L7

T EDBEMEICESHLAGY, HEAN RO, REAIRE



Points of tension (con' t)

Regulators versus academic freedom
Students versus academic freedom (“safe spaces”)

Sports versus educational mission

Accreditation versus faculty control of curriculum:
— Low, low bar for accreditation

— Trend away from accreditation (Stanford’s Electrical Engineering
and Northwestern’s Medill School of Journalism)

Consultants and outcomes metrics (KPIs) versus liberal
education
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What works at Stanford

Board of Trustees that is generous and respectful of academic
boundaries

President, selected with faculty advice, highly respected
scholar, long term of service to implement initiatives

Provost, chosen by President with faculty advice, also highly
respected scholar with strong academic values. Chief
academic officer, chief budget officer, chief campus planner.

Deans appointed by Provost on advice of a committee
comprising faculty and students. Respected scholars chosen
for high standards and collaborative leadership.



AR IA—FRFIZEIFTHH FELLNHTULNS,
BESX. FROMEKICEKRT,. TNZESE

-
-
v

FRE.BEOMEICE>TEEIN, GLEHENLGZETHY.
EHFSEEMIEDOERR=OHICKRL

TARAMME, ®IEXY, WG EBMAKREL, LLEHENLFE
THY. . FMEOERSEER. ReMBFREER. Ty N\ ER
=REA

FHRIE. BELFENERESNSGZEROYEICEDNTT
ORARAMEERT D, BLVKESGRANG) —F -y T ORBED
EOISGEREN-BEHINGFEE



What works (con't)

High-functioning departments chaired by senior faculty
appointed by the dean on the advice of faculty

Interdepartmental research units (Bio-X, Institute for
Environmental Studies, etc)

Research support from individual competition for funds
from government and foundations, and from requests for
university funds

Long-term planning of priorities: faculty-run with staff and
students
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What works less well

Faculty Senate and Senate Committees: limited knowledge,
venue for reports rather than decision-making, with exceptions;
low attendance

Variable department leadership: faculty sometimes cede
decision-making to managers

Occasional lack of coordination among units in setting priorities

Occasional intrusion of inappropriate business practices into
academic considerations (“enterprise risk management”)

10
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Optimizing use of staff

« Staff growth and causes

Maximizing productivity of best faculty
More complex research: e.g., social science “labs”

New programs for students: e.g., experiential learning,
Internships, overseas programs

More complex organization, IT: Stanford’s budget grew from
$36M in 1956 to $6B in 2017

Increasing regulation: e.g., reporting and audits of federal
research funds, university respon3|b|I|ty for policing student
behavior

11
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Conclusion: Importance of trust

« Elite universities: extreme example of distributed
expertise and production in the organization

* Reliance of academic administrators on faculty
assessments

« Detrimental effects of posturing on decision-making
In a context of highly asymmetrical information

12
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Conclusion: Value of competition

* Disadvantages:

— Increased inequality, especially under conditions of
declining financial support from the state

— Increased stratification in quality of faculty and educational
opportunities for students

« Advantages
— Matches resources to quality of faculty and students

— Market competition has the potential to empower the best
faculty

— Increased private investment in higher education through
philanthropy

13
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