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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
February 22, 2024 
 
Professor Jim New 
President  
Nevada Faculty Alliance  
840 S. Rancho Drive, Suite 4-571  
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106  
 
Dear Professor New: 
 
In your capacity as president of the Nevada Faculty Alliance, you have asked the 
American Association of University Professors for guidance regarding AAUP principles  
of shared governance prompted by governance issues that have arisen at the University of 
Nevada, Reno. 
 
The best-known and most authoritative articulation of the principles and standards of 
shared academic governance is the enclosed Statement on Government of Colleges and 
Universities, which the AAUP formulated in 1966 in cooperation with the American 
Council on Education (ACE) and the Association of Governing Boards of Universities 
and Colleges (AGB). The Statement on Government calls for “adequate communication" 
and "joint planning and effort" by the governing board, administration, and faculty in 
order to carry out effectively the wide variety of complex tasks that institutions of higher 
education must perform. Joint planning and effort means that (1) important areas of 
action involve at one time or another the initiating capacity and decision-making 
participation of all the institutional components and (2) differences in the weight of each 
voice, from one point to the next, should be determined by reference to the responsibility 
of each component for the particular matter at hand." In other words, no decision with 
major ramifications for the institution should be made without involving the board, 
administration, and faculty, and the degree of involvement by each group should depend 
on each group's responsibilities. 
 
The governing board's "primary responsibilities" include "relating the likely needs of the 
future to predictable resources; ...husbanding the endowment; ...obtaining needed capital 
and operating funds"; paying "attention to personnel policy in the broadest sense of the 
term"; insisting on "the development of long-range planning by the administration and 
faculty"; and "when ignorance or ill will threatens the institution or any part of it," 
serving as the institution's "champion" while making clear that its protection "is, in fact, a 
fundamental defense of the vested interests of society in the educational institution." 
While the governing board is the "final institutional authority," delegating administrative 
authority to administrative officers and authority over academic matters to the faculty, it 
should, the statement cautions, practice "appropriate self-limitation” with respect to the 
administration's and faculty's spheres of responsibility. 



Professor Jim New 
Nevada Faculty Alliance 
February 22, 2024 
Page 2 
 

The administration, and particularly the president, is primarily responsible for the day-to-
day management of the institution; long-range planning; "representing the institution to 
its many publics"; defining and attaining institutional goals; maintaining effective 
communication between institutional components, especially between the governing 
board and the faculty; seeing to it that "the standards and procedures in operational use . . 
. conform" to board policy and to the "standards of sound academic practice"; 
maintaining existing institutional resources and creating new resources; and promoting 
"public understanding" of the institution and its activities. As the statement summarizes, 
"in these and other areas," the responsibility of the administration is "to plan, to organize, 
to direct, and to represent." 
 
Under standards of shared governance, the success of a college or university president "is 
measured largely by his or her capacity for institutional leadership." A president, who 
"should be equally qualified to serve both as the executive officer of the governing board 
and as the chief academic officer of the institution and the faculty," must have "an ability 
to interpret to board and faculty the educational views and concepts of institutional 
government of the other." For, as the statement notes, "It is incumbent on the president to 
ensure that faculty views, including dissenting views, are presented to the board in those 
areas and on those issues where responsibilities are shared. Similarly, the faculty should 
be informed of the views of the board and the administration on like issues." To be 
effective in this intermediary role, "the president should have the confidence of the board 
and the faculty." 
 
The fifth section of the Statement on Government outlines the faculty's purview. "The 
faculty has primary responsibility for such fundamental areas as curriculum, subject 
matter and methods of instruction, research, faculty status, and those aspects of student 
life which relate to the educational process." "Faculty status" includes "appointments, 
reappointments, decisions not to reappoint, promotions, the granting of tenure, and 
dismissal." In these areas, the statement adds, "the power of review or final decision 
lodged in the governing board or delegated by it to the president should be exercised 
adversely only in exceptional circumstances and for reasons communicated to the 
faculty." 
 
The faculty's primary responsibility for these matters derives from "the fact that its 
judgment is central to general educational policy. Furthermore, scholars in a particular 
field or activity have the chief competence for judging the work of their colleagues." 
For these reasons, administrations and governing boards should accept faculty 
recommendations in these areas of primary responsibility "except in rare instances and 
for compelling reasons which should be stated in detail." 
 
The chief means by which the faculty exercises its primary responsibility for academic 
matters is through faculty governance bodies. Thus, "agencies for faculty participation in 
the government of the college or university should be established at each level where 
faculty responsibility is present." Critically, "an agency should exist for the presentation 
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of the views of the whole faculty." At most larger institutions that agency is the faculty 
senate. All faculty representatives "should be selected by the faculty according to 
procedures determined by the faculty." 
 
Even in areas where the faculty does not exercise primary responsibility-such as long-
range planning, the hiring and evaluation of administrators, and budgeting-sound 
governance standards require meaningful faculty involvement. The AAUP's Role of the 
Faculty in Budgetary and Salary Matters (enclosed), for example, specifies that under 
principles set forth in the Statement on Government, the faculty should participate both in 
the preparation of the total institutional budget and ...in decisions relevant to the further 
apportioning of its specific fiscal divisions (salaries, academic programs, tuition, physical 
plant and grounds, and so on). The soundness of resulting decisions should be enhanced 
if ...the faculty participates in deciding on the overall allocation of institutional resources 
and the proportion to be devoted directly to the academic program." See also the enclosed 
Faculty Participation in the Selection, Evaluation, and Retention of Administrators. 
 
Finally, structures should exist for facilitating communication among the faculty, 
administration, and governing board. These can include regular communications to all 
parties by board, administration, and faculty bodies; faculty representation (e.g., a 
"faculty trustee") on governing boards; a standing liaison committee consisting of board 
and faculty representatives; and faculty representation on administrative committees. Any 
structures established to ensure meaningful faculty participation in institutional decision-
making, the statement insists, will "be designed, approved, and established by joint 
action" of the faculty, administration, and governing board. 
 
We hope that this letter addresses your concerns. Please do not hesitate to contact us if 
you have any additional questions or concerns. We remain interested in the climate for 
shared governance at the University of Nevada. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Anita Levy, Ph.D.  
Senior Program Officer 
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Statement on Government of Colleges 
and Universities

The statement that follows is directed to governing board members, administra-
tors, faculty members, students, and other persons in the belief that the colleges 
and universities of the United States have reached a stage calling for appropriately 
shared responsibility and cooperative action among the components of the 
academic institution. The statement is intended to foster constructive joint thought 
and action, both within the institutional structure and in protection of its integ-
rity against improper intrusions.

It is not intended that the statement serve as a blueprint for governance on a 
specifi c campus or as a manual for the regulation of controversy among the 
components of an academic institution, although it is to be hoped that the prin-
ciples asserted will lead to the correction of existing weaknesses and assist in the 
establishment of sound structures and procedures. The statement does not attempt 
to cover relations with those outside agencies that increasingly are controlling the 
resources and infl uencing the patterns of education in our institutions of higher 
learning: for example, the US government, state legislatures, state commissions, 
interstate associations or compacts, and other interinstitutional arrangements. 
However, it is hoped that the statement will be helpful to these agencies in their 
consideration of educational matters.

Students are referred to in this statement as an institutional component co-
ordinate in importance with trustees, administrators, and faculty. There is, how-
ever, no main section on students. The omission has two causes: (1) the changes 
now occurring in the status of American students have plainly outdistanced the 
analysis by the educational community, and an attempt to defi ne the situation 
without thorough study might prove unfair to student interests, and (2) stu-
dents do not in fact at present have a signifi cant voice in the government of col-
leges and universities; it would be unseemly to obscure, by superfi cial equality 
of length of statement, what may be a serious lag entitled to separate and full 
confrontation. The concern for student status felt by the organizations issuing 
this statement is embodied in a note, “On Student Status,” intended to stimulate 
the educational community to turn its attention to an important need.

This statement was jointly formulated by the American Association of Uni-
versity Professors, the American Council on Education (ACE), and the Association 
of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB). In October 1966, the 
board of directors of the ACE took action by which its Council “recognizes 
the statement as a signifi cant step forward in the clarifi cation of the respective 
roles of governing boards, faculties, and administrations” and “commends it to 
the institutions which are members of the Council.” The Council of the AAUP 
adopted the statement in October 1966, and the Fifty- Third Annual Meeting 
endorsed it in April 1967. In November 1966, the executive committee of the 
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AGB took action by which that or ga ni za tion also “recognizes the statement as a 
signifi cant step forward in the clarifi cation of the respective roles of governing 
boards, faculties, and administrations” and “commends it to the governing 
boards which are members of the Association.”

1. Introduction
This statement is a call to mutual understanding 
regarding the government of colleges and 
universities. Understanding, based on community 
of interest and producing joint effort, is essential 
for at least three reasons. First, the academic 
institution, public or private, often has become 
less autonomous; buildings, research, and student 
tuition are supported by funds over which the 
college or university exercises a diminishing 
control. Legislative and executive governmental 
authorities, at all levels, play a part in the making 
of important decisions in academic policy. If these 
voices and forces are to be successfully heard and 
integrated, the academic institution must be in a 
position to meet them with its own generally 
unifi ed view. Second, regard for the welfare of the 
institution remains important despite the 
mobility and interchange of scholars. Third, a 
college or university in which all the components 
are aware of their interdependence, of the 
usefulness of communication among themselves, 
and of the force of joint action will enjoy increased 
capacity to solve educational problems.

2. The Academic Institution: Joint Effort
a. Preliminary Considerations
The variety and complexity of the tasks per-
formed by institutions of higher education 
produce an inescapable interdependence among 
governing board, administration, faculty, 
students, and others. The relationship calls for 
adequate communication among these compo-
nents, and full opportunity for appropriate joint 
planning and effort.

Joint effort in an academic institution will take 
a variety of forms appropriate to the kinds of 
situations encountered. In some instances, an 
initial exploration or recommendation will be 
made by the president with consideration by the 
faculty at a later stage; in other instances, a fi rst 
and essentially defi nitive recommendation will be 
made by the faculty, subject to the endorsement of 
the president and the governing board. In still 
others, a substantive contribution can be made 
when student leaders are responsibly involved in 
the pro cess. Although the variety of such 
approaches may be wide, at least two general 
conclusions regarding joint effort seem clearly 
warranted: (1) important areas of action involve at 

one time or another the initiating capacity and 
decision- making participation of all the institu-
tional components, and (2) differences in the 
weight of each voice, from one point to the 
next, should be determined by reference to 
the responsibility of each component for the 
par tic u lar matter at hand, as developed 
hereinafter.

b. Determination of General Educational Policy
The general educational policy, i.e., the objectives 
of an institution and the nature, range, and pace 
of its efforts, is shaped by the institutional charter 
or by law, by tradition and historical development, 
by the present needs of the community of the 
institution, and by the professional aspirations 
and standards of those directly involved in its 
work. Every board will wish to go beyond its 
formal trustee obligation to conserve the accom-
plishment of the past and to engage seriously with 
the future; every faculty will seek to conduct an 
operation worthy of scholarly standards of 
learning; every administrative offi cer will strive 
to meet his or her charge and to attain the goals of 
the institution. The interests of all are coordinate 
and related, and unilateral effort can lead to 
confusion or confl ict. Essential to a solution is a 
reasonably explicit statement on general educa-
tional policy. Operating responsibility and 
authority, and procedures for continuing review, 
should be clearly defi ned in offi cial regulations.

When an educational goal has been estab-
lished, it becomes the responsibility primarily of 
the faculty to determine the appropriate curricu-
lum and procedures of student instruction.

Special considerations may require par tic u lar 
accommodations: (1) a publicly supported 
institution may be regulated by statutory 
provisions, and (2) a church- controlled institution 
may be limited by its charter or bylaws. When 
such external requirements infl uence course 
content and the manner of instruction or research, 
they impair the educational effectiveness of the 
institution.

Such matters as major changes in the size or 
composition of the student body and the relative 
emphasis to be given to the various elements of 
the educational and research program should 
involve participation of governing board, admin-
istration, and faculty prior to fi nal decision.
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groups involved, are discussed in Part 5 of this 
statement; but it should  here be noted that the 
building of a strong faculty requires careful joint 
effort in such actions as staff selection and 
promotion and the granting of tenure. Joint action 
should also govern dismissals; the applicable 
principles and procedures in these matters are 
well established.1

d. External Relations of the Institution
Anyone—a member of the governing board, the 
president or other member of the administration, 
a member of the faculty, or a member of the 
student body or the alumni— affects the institu-
tion when speaking of it in public. An individual 
who speaks unoffi cially should so indicate. An 
individual who speaks offi cially for the institu-
tion, the board, the administration, the faculty, or 
the student body should be guided by established 
policy.

It should be noted that only the board speaks 
legally for the  whole institution, although it may 
delegate responsibility to an agent. The right of 
a board member, an administrative offi cer, a 
faculty member, or a student to speak on general 
educational questions or about the administration 
and operations of the individual’s own institution 
is a part of that person’s right as a citizen and 
should not be abridged by the institution.2 There 
exist, of course, legal bounds relating to defama-
tion of character, and there are questions of 
propriety.

3. The Academic Institution: The 
Governing Board
The governing board has a special obligation to 
ensure that the history of the college or univer-
sity shall serve as a prelude and inspiration to the 
future. The board helps relate the institution to its 
chief community: for example, the community 
college to serve the educational needs of a defi ned 
population area or group, the church- controlled 
college to be cognizant of the announced position 
of its denomination, and the comprehensive 
university to discharge the many duties and 
to accept the appropriate new challenges which 
are its concern at the several levels of higher 
education.

The governing board of an institution of 
higher education in the United States operates, 
with few exceptions, as the fi nal institutional 
authority. Private institutions are established by 
charters; public institutions are established by 
constitutional or statutory provisions. In private 
institutions the board is frequently self- 
perpetuating; in public colleges and universities 
the present membership of a board may be asked 

c. Internal Operations of the Institution
The framing and execution of long- range plans, 
one of the most important aspects of institutional 
responsibility, should be a central and continuing 
concern in the academic community.

Effective planning demands that the broadest 
possible exchange of information and opinion 
should be the rule for communication among the 
components of a college or university. The 
channels of communication should be established 
and maintained by joint endeavor. Distinction 
should be observed between the institutional 
system of communication and the system of 
responsibility for the making of decisions.

A second area calling for joint effort in internal 
operation is that of decisions regarding existing or 
prospective physical resources. The board, 
president, and faculty should all seek agreement 
on basic decisions regarding buildings and other 
facilities to be used in the educational work of the 
institution.

A third area is bud geting. The allocation of 
resources among competing demands is central in 
the formal responsibility of the governing board, 
in the administrative authority of the president, 
and in the educational function of the faculty. 
Each component should therefore have a voice 
in the determination of short- and long- range 
priorities, and each should receive appropriate 
analyses of past bud getary experience, reports on 
current bud gets and expenditures, and short- and 
long- range bud getary projections. The function of 
each component in bud getary matters should be 
understood by all; the allocation of authority will 
determine the fl ow of information and the scope 
of participation in decisions.

Joint effort of a most critical kind must be 
taken when an institution chooses a new presi-
dent. The selection of a chief administrative 
offi cer should follow upon a cooperative search by 
the governing board and the faculty, taking into 
consideration the opinions of others who are 
appropriately interested. The president should be 
equally qualifi ed to serve both as the executive 
offi cer of the governing board and as the chief 
academic offi cer of the institution and the faculty. 
The president’s dual role requires an ability to 
interpret to board and faculty the educational 
views and concepts of institutional government of 
the other. The president should have the confi -
dence of the board and the faculty.

The selection of academic deans and other chief 
academic offi cers should be the responsibility of 
the president with the advice of, and in consulta-
tion with, the appropriate faculty.

Determinations of faculty status, normally 
based on the recommendations of the faculty 
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president’s leadership role is supported by 
delegated authority from the board and faculty.

As the chief planning offi cer of an institution, 
the president has a special obligation to innovate 
and initiate. The degree to which a president can 
envision new horizons for the institution, and can 
persuade others to see them and to work toward 
them, will often constitute the chief mea sure of 
the president’s administration.

The president must at times, with or without 
support, infuse new life into a department; 
relatedly, the president may at times be required, 
working within the concept of tenure, to solve 
problems of obsolescence. The president will 
necessarily utilize the judgments of the faculty 
but may also, in the interest of academic stan-
dards, seek outside evaluations by scholars of 
acknowledged competence.

It is the duty of the president to see to it that 
the standards and procedures in operational use 
within the college or university conform to the 
policy established by the governing board and to 
the standards of sound academic practice. It is also 
incumbent on the president to ensure that faculty 
views, including dissenting views, are presented 
to the board in those areas and on those issues 
where responsibilities are shared. Similarly, the 
faculty should be informed of the views of the 
board and the administration on like issues.

The president is largely responsible for the 
maintenance of existing institutional resources 
and the creation of new resources; has ultimate 
managerial responsibility for a large area of 
nonacademic activities; is responsible for public 
understanding; and by the nature of the offi ce is 
the chief person who speaks for the institution. In 
these and other areas the president’s work is to 
plan, to or ga nize, to direct, and to represent. The 
presidential function should receive the general 
support of board and faculty.

5. The Academic Institution: The Faculty
The faculty has primary responsibility for such 
fundamental areas as curriculum, subject matter 
and methods of instruction, research, faculty 
status, and those aspects of student life which 
relate to the educational pro cess.4 On these matters 
the power of review or fi nal decision lodged in the 
governing board or delegated by it to the president 
should be exercised adversely only in exceptional 
circumstances, and for reasons communicated to 
the faculty. It is desirable that the faculty should, 
following such communication, have opportunity 
for further consideration and further transmittal 
of its views to the president or board. Bud gets, 
personnel limitations, the time element, and the 
policies of other groups, bodies, and agencies 

to suggest candidates for appointment. As a  whole 
and individually, when the governing board 
confronts the problem of succession, serious 
attention should be given to obtaining properly 
qualifi ed persons. Where public law calls for 
election of governing board members, means 
should be found to ensure the nomination of fully 
suited persons, and the electorate should be 
informed of the relevant criteria for board 
membership.

Since the membership of the board may 
embrace both individual and collective compe-
tence of recognized weight, its advice or help may 
be sought through established channels by other 
components of the academic community. The 
governing board of an institution of higher 
education, while maintaining a general overview, 
entrusts the conduct of administration to the 
administrative offi cers— the president and the 
deans— and the conduct of teaching and research 
to the faculty. The board should undertake 
appropriate self- limitation.

One of the governing board’s important tasks 
is to ensure the publication of codifi ed statements 
that defi ne the overall policies and procedures of 
the institution under its jurisdiction.

The board plays a central role in relating the 
likely needs of the future to predictable resources; 
it has the responsibility for husbanding the 
endowment; it is responsible for obtaining needed 
capital and operating funds; and in the broadest 
sense of the term it should pay attention to 
personnel policy. In order to fulfi ll these duties, 
the board should be aided by, and may insist upon, 
the development of long- range planning by the 
administration and faculty. When ignorance or ill 
will threatens the institution or any part of it, the 
governing board must be available for support. In 
grave crises it will be expected to serve as a 
champion. Although the action to be taken by it 
will usually be on behalf of the president, the 
faculty, or the student body, the board should 
make clear that the protection it offers to an 
individual or a group is, in fact, a fundamental 
defense of the vested interests of society in the 
educational institution.3

4. The Academic Institution: The President
The president, as the chief executive offi cer of an 
institution of higher education, is mea sured 
largely by his or her capacity for institutional 
leadership. The president shares responsibility for 
the defi nition and attainment of goals, for 
administrative action, and for operating the 
communications system that links the compo-
nents of the academic community. The president 
represents the institution to its many publics. The 
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structure and procedures for faculty participa-
tion should be designed, approved, and estab-
lished by joint action of the components of the 
institution. Faculty representatives should be 
selected by the faculty according to procedures 
determined by the faculty.5

The agencies may consist of meetings of all 
faculty members of a department, school, college, 
division, or university system, or may take the 
form of faculty- elected executive committees in 
departments and schools and a faculty- elected 
senate or council for larger divisions or the 
institution as a  whole.

The means of communication among the 
faculty, administration, and governing board now 
in use include: (1) circulation of memoranda and 
reports by board committees, the administration, 
and faculty committees; (2) joint ad hoc commit-
tees; (3) standing liaison committees; (4) member-
ship of faculty members on administrative bodies; 
and (5) membership of faculty members on 
governing boards. What ever the channels of 
communication, they should be clearly under-
stood and observed.

On Student Status
When students in American colleges and univer-
sities desire to participate responsibly in the 
government of the institution they attend, their 
wish should be recognized as a claim to opportu-
nity both for educational experience and for 
involvement in the affairs of their college or 
university. Ways should be found to permit 
signifi cant student participation within the limits 
of attainable effectiveness. The obstacles to such 
participation are large and should not be mini-
mized: inexperience, untested capacity, a transi-
tory status which means that present action does 
not carry with it subsequent responsibility, and 
the inescapable fact that the other components 
of the institution are in a position of judgment 
over the students. It is important to recognize that 
student needs are strongly related to educational 
experience, both formal and informal.

Students expect, and have a right to expect, 
that the educational pro cess will be structured, 
that they will be stimulated by it to become 
in de pen dent adults, and that they will have 
effectively transmitted to them the cultural 
heritage of the larger society. If institutional 
support is to have its fullest possible meaning, it 
should incorporate the strength, freshness of 
view, and idealism of the student body.

The respect of students for their college or 
university can be enhanced if they are given at 
least these opportunities: (1) to be listened to in 
the classroom without fear of institutional 

having jurisdiction over the institution may set 
limits to realization of faculty advice.

The faculty sets the requirements for the 
degrees offered in course, determines when the 
requirements have been met, and authorizes the 
president and board to grant the degrees thus 
achieved.

Faculty status and related matters are primar-
ily a faculty responsibility; this area includes 
appointments, reappointments, decisions not to 
reappoint, promotions, the granting of tenure, and 
dismissal. The primary responsibility of the 
faculty for such matters is based upon the fact 
that its judgment is central to general educational 
policy. Furthermore, scholars in a par tic u lar fi eld 
or activity have the chief competence for judging 
the work of their colleagues; in such competence it 
is implicit that responsibility exists for both 
adverse and favorable judgments. Likewise, there 
is the more general competence of experienced 
faculty personnel committees having a broader 
charge. Determinations in these matters should 
fi rst be by faculty action through established 
procedures, reviewed by the chief academic 
offi cers with the concurrence of the board. The 
governing board and president should, on 
questions of faculty status, as in other matters 
where the faculty has primary responsibility, 
concur with the faculty judgment except in rare 
instances and for compelling reasons which 
should be stated in detail.

The faculty should actively participate in the 
determination of policies and procedures govern-
ing salary increases.

The chair or head of a department, who serves 
as the chief representative of the department 
within an institution, should be selected either by 
departmental election or by appointment follow-
ing consultation with members of the department 
and of related departments; appointments should 
normally be in conformity with department 
members’ judgment. The chair or department 
head should not have tenure in offi ce; tenure as a 
faculty member is a matter of separate right. The 
chair or head should serve for a stated term but 
without prejudice to reelection or to reappoint-
ment by procedures that involve appropriate faculty 
consultation. Board, administration, and faculty 
should all bear in mind that the department 
chair or head has a special obligation to build a 
department strong in scholarship and teaching 
capacity.

Agencies for faculty participation in the 
government of the college or university should be 
established at each level where faculty responsibil-
ity is present. An agency should exist for the 
pre sen ta tion of the views of the  whole faculty. The 
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3. Traditionally, governing boards developed within 
the context of single- campus institutions. In more 
recent times, governing and coordinating boards have 
increasingly tended to develop at the multi- campus 
regional, systemwide, or statewide levels. As infl uential 
components of the academic community, these 
supra- campus bodies bear par tic u lar responsibility for 
protecting the autonomy of individual campuses or 
institutions under their jurisdiction and for implement-
ing policies of shared responsibility. The American 
Association of University Professors regards the 
objectives and practices recommended in the “State-
ment on Government” as constituting equally 
appropriate guidelines for such supra- campus bodies, 
and looks toward continued development of practices 
that will facilitate application of such guidelines in this 
new context. [Preceding note adopted by the AAUP’s 
Council in June 1978. See also “Statewide Boards of 
Higher Education: The Faculty Role,” Academe 70 
(May– June 1984): 16a.]

4. With regard to student admissions, the fac-
ulty should have a meaningful role in establishing 
institutional policies, including the setting of stan-
dards for admission, and should be afforded opportu-
nity for oversight of the entire admissions pro-
cess. [Preceding note adopted by the Council in June 
2002.]

5. The American Association of University 
Professors regards collective bargaining, properly used, 
as another means of achieving sound academic 
government. Where there is faculty collective 
bargaining, the parties should seek to ensure appropri-
ate institutional governance structures which will 
protect the right of all faculty to participate in 
institutional governance in accordance with the 
“Statement on Government.” [Preceding note adopted 
by the Council in June 1978.]

reprisal for the substance of their views, 
(2) freedom to discuss questions of institutional 
policy and operation, (3) the right to academic due 
pro cess when charged with serious violations of 
institutional regulations, and (4) the same right to 
hear speakers of their own choice as is enjoyed by 
other components of the institution.

Notes
1. See the 1940 “Statement of Principles on 

Academic Freedom and Tenure,” AAUP, Policy 
Documents and Reports, 11th ed. (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 2015), 13–19, and the 
“Statement on Procedural Standards in Faculty 
Dismissal Proceedings,” ibid., 91–93. These statements 
 were jointly adopted by the Association of American 
Colleges (now the Association of American Colleges 
and Universities) and the American Association of 
University Professors; the 1940 “Statement” has been 
endorsed by numerous learned and scientifi c societies 
and educational associations.

2. With respect to faculty members, the 1940 
“Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and 
Tenure” reads, “College and university teachers are 
citizens, members of a learned profession, and offi cers 
of an educational institution. When they speak or write 
as citizens, they should be free from institutional 
censorship or discipline, but their special position in the 
community imposes special obligations. As scholars and 
educational offi cers, they should remember that the 
public may judge their profession and their institution 
by their utterances. Hence they should at all times be 
accurate, should exercise appropriate restraint, should 
show respect for the opinions of others, and should 
make every effort to indicate that they are not speaking 
for the institution” (ibid., 14).
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The Role of the Faculty in Bud getary 
and Salary Matters

This statement was approved by the Association’s Committee on College and 
University Governance, adopted by the Association’s Council in May 1972, and 
endorsed by the Fifty- Eighth Annual Meeting.

General Principles
The purpose of this statement is to defi ne the role 
of the faculty in decisions as to the allocation of 
fi nancial resources according to the principle of 
shared authority set forth in the Statement on 
Government of Colleges and Universities, and to 
offer some principles and derivative guidelines for 
faculty participation in this area. On the subject 
of bud geting in general, the Statement on 
Government asserts:

The allocation of resources among competing 
demands is central in the formal responsibility of the 
governing board, in the administrative authority of 
the president, and in the educational function of the 
faculty. Each component should therefore have a 
voice in the determination of short- and long- range 
priorities, and each should receive appropriate 
analyses of past bud getary experience, reports on 
current bud gets and expenditures, and short- and 
long- range bud getary projections. The function of 
each component in bud getary matters should be 
understood by all; the allocation of authority will 
determine the fl ow of information and the scope of 
participation in decisions.

Essentially two requirements are set forth in 
this passage:

1. Clearly understood channels of communica-
tion and the accessibility of important 
information to those groups which have a 
legitimate interest in it.

2. Participation by each group (governing board, 
president, and faculty) appropriate to the 
par tic u lar expertise of each.1 Thus the 
governing board is expected to husband the 
endowment and obtain capital and operating 
funds; the president is expected to maintain 
existing institutional resources and create 
new ones; the faculty is expected to establish 
faculty salary policies and, in its primary 
responsibility for the educational function of 
the institution, to participate also in broader 
bud getary matters primarily as these impinge 
on that function. All three groups, the 

Statement on Government makes clear, should 
participate in long- range planning.

Faculty Participation in Bud geting
The faculty should participate both in the 
preparation of the total institutional bud get and 
(within the framework of the total bud get) in 
decisions relevant to the further apportioning of 
its specifi c fi scal divisions (salaries, academic 
programs, tuition, physical plant and grounds, 
and so on). The soundness of resulting decisions 
should be enhanced if an elected representative 
committee of the faculty participates in deciding 
on the overall allocation of institutional resources 
and the proportion to be devoted directly to the 
academic program. This committee should be 
given access to all information that it requires to 
perform its task effectively, and it should have the 
opportunity to confer periodically with represen-
tatives of the administration and governing board. 
Such an institution- level body, representative of 
the entire faculty, can play an important part in 
mediating the fi nancial needs and the demands of 
different groups within the faculty and can be of 
signifi cant assistance to the administration in 
resolving impasses that may arise when a large 
variety of demands are made on necessarily 
limited resources.

Such a body will also be of critical importance 
in representing faculty interests and interpreting 
the needs of the faculty to the governing board 
and president. The presence of faculty members 
on the governing board itself may, particularly in 
smaller institutions, constitute an approach that 
would serve somewhat the same purpose, but does 
not obviate the need for an all- faculty body that 
may wish to formulate its recommendations 
in de pen dent of other groups. In addition, at public 
institutions there are legitimate ways and means 
for the faculty to play a role in the submission and 
support of bud getary requests to the appropriate 
agency of government.

Bud getary decisions directly affecting those 
areas for which, according to the Statement on 
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In the event of a merger, the faculties from the 
two institutions should participate jointly in 
negotiations affecting faculty status and the 
academic programs at both institutions. To the 
extent that major bud getary considerations are 
involved in these decisions, the faculty should 
be given full and timely access to the fi nancial 
information necessary to the making of an 
informed choice. In making decisions on whether 
teaching and research programs are to be 
curtailed, fi nancial considerations should not be 
allowed to obscure the fact that instruction and 
research constitute the essential reason for the 
existence of the university. Among the various 
considerations, diffi cult and often competing, that 
have to be taken into account in deciding upon 
par tic u lar reductions, the retention of a viable 
academic program necessarily should come fi rst. 
Par tic u lar reductions should follow considered 
advice from the concerned departments, or other 
units of academic concentration, on the short- term 
and long- term viability of reduced programs.

Faculty Participation in Decisions Relating 
to Salary Policies and Procedures
The Statement on Government asserts that “the 
faculty should actively participate in the determi-
nation of policies and procedures governing salary 
increases.” Salaries, of course, are part of the total 
bud getary picture; and, as indicated above, the 
faculty should participate in the decision as to the 
proportion of the bud get to be devoted to that 
purpose. However, there is also the question of 
the role of the faculty as a body in the determina-
tion of individual faculty salaries.

1. The Need for Clear and Open Policy
Many imagined grievances as to salary could be 
alleviated, and the development of a system of 
accountability to reduce the number of real 
grievances could be facilitated, if both the criteria 
for salary raises and the recommendatory 
procedure itself  were (a) designed by a representa-
tive group of the faculty in concert with the 
administration, and (b) open and clearly under-
stood.4 Such accountability is not participation 
per se, but it provides the basis for a situation in 
which such participation can be more fruitful.

Once the procedures are established, the 
person or group that submits the initial salary 
recommendation (usually the department chair, 
alone or in conjunction with an elected executive 
committee of the department) should be informed 
of its status at each further stage of the salary- 
determination pro cess. As the Statement on 
Government points out, the chief competence 
for the judgment of a colleague rests in the 

Government, the faculty has primary 
responsibility— curriculum, subject matter and 
methods of instruction, research, faculty status, 
and those aspects of student life that relate to the 
educational process— should be made in concert 
with the faculty. Certain kinds of expenditures 
related to the academic program, such as the 
allocation of funds for a par tic u lar aspect of 
library development, student projects under 
faculty sponsorship, or departmental equipment, 
will require that the decision- making pro cess be 
suffi ciently decentralized to give the various units 
of the faculty (departments, divisions, schools, 
colleges, special programs) autonomy in deciding 
upon the use of their allocations within the 
broader limits set by the governing board, 
president, and agencies representative of the 
entire faculty. In other areas, such as faculty 
research programs or the total library and 
laboratory bud get, recommendations as to the 
desirable funding levels for the ensuing fi scal 
period and decisions on the allocation of univer-
sity funds within the current bud get levels should 
be made by the university- level, all- faculty 
committee as well as by the faculty agencies 
directly concerned.2 The question of faculty 
salaries, as an aspect of faculty status, is treated 
separately below.

Circumstances of fi nancial exigency obviously 
pose special problems. At institutions experienc-
ing major threats to their continued fi nancial 
support, the faculty should be informed as early 
and as specifi cally as possible of signifi cant 
impending fi nancial diffi culties. The faculty— 
with substantial repre sen ta tion from its nonten-
ured as well as its tenured members, since it is the 
former who are likely to bear the brunt of any 
reduction— should participate at the department, 
college or professional school, and institution- 
wide levels in key decisions as to the future of the 
institution and of specifi c academic programs 
within the institution. The faculty, employing 
accepted standards of due pro cess, should assume 
primary responsibility for determining the status 
of individual faculty members.3 The question of 
possible reductions in salaries and fringe benefi ts 
is discussed in the section below. The faculty 
should play a fundamental role in any decision 
that would change the basic character and purpose 
of the institution, including transformation of the 
institution, affi liation of part of the existing 
operation with another institution, or merger, 
with the resulting abandonment or curtailment of 
duplicate programs.

Before any decisions on curtailment become 
fi nal, those whose work stands to be adversely 
affected should have full opportunity to be heard. 
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department, school, or program (whichever is the 
smallest applicable unit of faculty government 
within the institution), and in most cases the 
salary recommendation presumably derives from 
its judgment. The recommending offi cer should 
have the opportunity to defend that recommenda-
tion at a later stage in the event of a serious 
challenge to it.

2. Levels of Decision Making
Not all institutions provide for an initial salary 
recommendation by the department chair or the 
equivalent offi cer; the Association regards it as 
desirable, for the reasons already mentioned, that 
the recommendation normally originate at the 
departmental level. Further review is normally 
conducted by the appropriate administrative 
offi cers; they should, when they have occasion to 
question or inquire further regarding the 
departmental recommendation, solicit informed 
faculty advice by meeting with the department 
head or chair and, if feasible, the elected body of 
the faculty. It is also desirable that a mechanism 
exist for review of a salary recommendation, or of 
a fi nal salary decision, by a representative elected 
committee of the faculty above the department 
level in cases involving a complaint.5 Such a 
committee should have access to information on 
faculty salary levels. Another faculty committee, 
likewise at a broader level than that of the 
department, may be charged with the review of 
routine recommendations.

Of the role of the governing board in college 
and university government, the Statement on 
Government says: “The governing board of an 
institution of higher education, while maintaining 
a general overview, entrusts the conduct of 
administration to the administrative offi cers, 
the president and the deans, and the conduct of 
teaching and research to the faculty. The board 
should undertake appropriate self- limitation.” The 
Statement adds that “in the broadest sense of the 
term” the board “should pay attention to person-
nel policy.” The thrust of these remarks is that it 
is inadvisable for a governing board to make 
decisions on individual salaries, except those of 
the chief administrative offi cers of the institution. 
Not only do such decisions take time that should 
be devoted to the board’s functions of overview 
and long- range planning, but such decisions also 
are in most cases beyond the competence of the 
board.

When fi nancial exigency leads to a reduction 
in the overall salary bud get for teaching and 

research, the governing board, while assuming 
fi nal responsibility for setting the limits imposed 
by the resources available to the institution, 
should delegate to the faculty and administration 
concurrently any further review of the implica-
tion of the situation for individual salaries, and 
the faculty should be given the opportunity to 
minimize the hardship to its individual members 
by careful examination of what ever alternatives 
to termination of ser vices are feasible.

3. Fringe Benefi ts
The faculty should participate in the selection 
of fringe- benefi t programs and in the periodic 
review of those programs. It should be recognized 
that of these so- called fringe benefi ts, at least 
those included in the defi nition of total compensa-
tion set forth by the Association’s Committee on 
the Economic Status of the Profession, have the 
same standing as direct faculty salaries and are 
separated for tax purposes. They should be 
considered and dealt with in the same manner as 
direct payment of faculty salary.

Notes
1. The participation of students in bud getary 

decisions affecting student programs and student life is 
taken for granted in this document, but no attempt is 
made to defi ne the nature of that participation  here.

2. For obvious reasons, the focus  here is on funding 
from the resources of the institution, and not from 
external agencies such as private contractors or the 
federal government. Even in these cases, however, it 
may be possible in certain circumstances for the faculty 
to play a part in deciding further on the allocation of a 
par tic u lar grant to various purposes related to the 
project within the institution. There should be careful 
faculty and administrative scrutiny as to the methods 
by which these funds are to be employed under the 
par tic u lar contract.

3. On the question of due pro cess and appropriate 
terminal settlements for individual faculty members 
(on tenure or prior to the expiration of a term appoint-
ment) whose positions are being abolished, see 
Regulation 4c of the “Recommended Institutional 
Regulations on Academic Freedom and Tenure,” AAUP, 
Policy Documents and Reports, 11th ed. (Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins University Press, 2015), 81–82.

4. This section does not take into account those 
situations in which salaries are determined according 
to a step system and/or a standard salary is negotiated 
for each rank. The salary policy and, in effect, 
individual salaries are public information under such 
systems.

5. See Regulation 16 of the “Recommended 
Institutional Regulations on Academic Freedom and 
Tenure,” Policy Documents and Reports, 88.
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Faculty Participation in the Selection, 
Evaluation, and Retention of Administrators

The statement that follows, a revision and expansion of the 1974 statement on 
Faculty Participation in the Selection and Retention of Administrators, was pre-
pared by the Association’s Committee on College and University Governance. It 
was adopted by the Association’s Council in June 1981 and endorsed by the 
Sixty- Seventh Annual Meeting.

The Association’s Statement on Government of 
Colleges and Universities rests largely upon the 
conviction that interdependence, communication, 
and joint action among the constituents of a 
college or university enhance the institution’s 
ability to solve educational problems. As one facet 
of this interdependence, the Statement on 
Government asserts the expectation that faculty 
members will have a signifi cant role in the 
selection of academic administrators, including 
the president, academic deans, department heads, 
and chairs. As a corollary, it is equally important 
that faculty members contribute signifi cantly to 
judgments and decisions regarding the retention 
or nonretention of the administrators whom they 
have helped select.

The Selection of Administrators
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 board 
or by a joint committee of the faculty 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 refl ect both the primacy of 
faculty concern and the range of other groups, 
including students, that have a legitimate 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 that will be controlling in 
making an appointment. When separate commit-
tees 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.

The role of the faculty in the selection of an 
administrator other than a president should refl ect 
the extent of legitimate faculty interest in the 
position. In the case of an academic administrator 
whose function is mainly advisory to a president 
or whose responsibilities do not include academic 
policy, the faculty’s role in the search should be 
appropriate to its involvement with the offi ce. 
Other academic administrators, such as the dean 
of a college or a person of equivalent responsibil-
ity, are by the nature of their duties more directly 
dependent upon faculty support. In such in-
stances, the composition of the search committee 
should refl ect the primacy of faculty interest, and 
the faculty component of the committee should be 
chosen by the faculty of the unit or by a represen-
tative body of the faculty. The person chosen for 
an administrative position should be selected from 
among the names submitted by the search 
committee. The president, after fully weighing 
the views of the committee, will make the fi nal 
choice. Nonetheless, sound academic practice 
dictates that the president not choose a person 
over the reasoned opposition of the faculty.

The Evaluation of Administrators
Institutions should develop procedures for 
periodic review of the per for mance of presidents 
and other academic administrators. The purpose 
of such periodic reviews should be the improve-
ment of the per for mance of the administrator 
during his or her term of offi ce. This review 
should be conducted on behalf of the governing 
board for the president, or on behalf of the 
appointing administrator for other academic 
administrators. Fellow administrators, faculty, 
students, and others should participate in the 
review according to their legitimate interest in the 
result, with faculty of the unit accorded the 
primary voice in the case of academic administra-
tors. The governing board or appointing adminis-
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an account of actions taken as a result of the 
review.

All decisions on retention and nonretention of 
administrators should be based on institutional-
ized and jointly determined procedures which 
include signifi cant faculty involvement. With 
respect to the chief administrative offi cer, the 
Statement on Government specifi es that the 
“leadership role” of the president “is supported by 
delegated authority from the board and faculty.” 
No decision on retention or nonretention should 
be made without an assessment of the level of 
confi dence in which he or she is held by the 
faculty. With respect to other academic adminis-
trators, sound practice dictates that the president 
should neither retain an administrator found 
wanting by faculty standards nor arbitrarily 
dismiss an administrator who meets the account-
ability standards of the academic community. In 
no case should a judgment on retention or 
nonretention be made without consultation with 
all major constituencies, with the faculty involved 
to a degree at least co- extensive with its role in 
the original selection pro cess.

The president and other academic administra-
tors should in any event be protected from 
arbitrary removal by procedures through which 
both their rights and the interests of various 
constituencies are adequately safeguarded.

trator should publish a summary of the review, 
including a statement of actions taken as a result 
of the review.

The Retention of Administrators
A more intensive review, conducted near the end 
of a stated term of administrative ser vice, may be 
an appropriate component of the decision to retain 
or not to retain an administrator. When used for 
such a purpose, the review should include such 
procedural steps as formation of an ad hoc review 
committee, with different constituencies repre-
sented according to their legitimate interest in the 
result; consideration of such added data as the 
administrator’s self- assessment and interviews 
with appropriate administrators and faculty and 
students; and submission of a report and recom-
mendations, after the subject administrator has 
had an opportunity to comment on the text, to the 
board or appointing administrator. The board or 
appointing administrator should accept the 
recommendations of the review committee, except 
in extraordinary circumstances and for reasons 
communicated to the committee with an 
 opportunity for response by the concerned parties 
prior to a fi nal decision. The report should be 
made public, except for such sections as the board 
or appointing administrator and the review 
committee agree to be confi dential, together with 
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