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ABSTRACT 

Many scholars in the field of education has adopted as a 

canon the idea that lay participation is an essential 

ingredient in the governance of colleges and universities. 

Closely related to this credence is the conviction that in a 

democratic society it is reasonable to assume that a lay 

governing board, the corporate body responsible for the 

development of policies, is a key factor in protecting the 

public interest. Another idea woven within the fabric of 

American higher education is the reliance and trust in peer 

review. Accreditation, a form of peer review and self

regulation, is an American invention and is a source of pride. 

To a great extent, lay governing boards and accreditat ion have 

become part of the philosophical tenets in higher education. 

Yet little is known about the historical forces that brought 

accredi tation and the governing board concept together., This 

study focused on the history of the criterion governing board 

as used by the commission on Colleges of the Southern 

Association of Colleges and Schools. The major data 

collection method used in this historical-critical research 

was documentary search. The format of the organization of 

this research combined a chronological and thematic approach. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

overview 

Many scholars in the field of education have adopted as 

a canon the idea that lay participation is an essential 

ingredient in the governance of colleges and universities. 

Closely related to this credence is the convic tion that in a 

democrat i c society it is reasonable to assume tha t a l a y 

governing board, the corporate body responsible for the 

development of policies, is a key factor in protecting the 

public interest. Another idea woven wi thin the fabric of 

American higher education is the reliance and trust in peer 

review. Accreditation, a form of peer review and self

regulation, is an American invention and is a source of pride. 

To a great extent, lay governing boards and accreditation have 

become part of the philosophical tenets in higher education. 

Yet little is known about the historical forces that brought 

accreditation and the governing board together. 

statement of the Problem 

In order to place the problem in proper perspective, two 

areas were viewed within the context of American history: 

accreditation and the lay board. Changes in the role of 

1 
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accreditation are reflections of larger social, political, 

educational, and economic forces. Likewise the role of lay 

boards in the governance structure of colleges and 

universities changes as a consequence of widespread changes in 

society. Since the time of Thomas Jefferson, Americans have 

believed in the wisdom of the common citizen. Hence, lay 

people have great power of decision making in a democratic 

society through the institutionalization of lay boards. As a 

matter of fact, the justification for our reliance on this 

type of governance, especially in the structure of colleges 

and universities, is not based on the quality of the decisions 

arrived at by these bodies, but rather in the unquestionable 

creed that lay boards are a sine qua non of democratic 

societies. 

Hand in hand with these historical and philosophical 

perspectives were some prevailing assumptions about the 

governing board. Martorana (1963) listed these as following: 

(1) It has official legal power to govern the 

institution; 

(2) Its authority derives from the state constitution or 

statutes; 

(3) It can only legally act as a corporate body: 

(4) Its membership consists of largely publicly 

appointed laymen; 
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(5) Its corporate authority in practice is delegated to 

board committees, executive officers of the board, and to the 

faculty of the institution; and 

(6) Its primary function is to develop broad 

institutional policies. 

These assumptions emphasize the legal responsibility of 

the governing board in ensuring the well being of the 

institution as a whole. It was this concern that bridged lay 

governance to accreditation. One of the primary concerns of 

accreditation was with the standards of educational quality. 

"Historically they (accrediting bodies) have acted as the 

guardians of quality and quality improvement II (Millard, 1981, 

p. 4). The standards by which the different accrediting 

agencies function are defined by their member institutions. 

Since governing boards are legally responsible for the general 

state of their institutions, it is in their best interest to 

partake in the formulation of the standards upon which their 

college or university will be judged. Another direct linkage 

between accreditation and governing board was stated by Gale 

(1978). He viewed some of the responsibilities assigned to 

governing boards as determinant of institutional quality. 

These responsibilities are: "(1) presidential selection and 

evaluation; 

maintenance 

(2) financial 

and expansion 

support 

of the 

and management: 

physical plant; 

(3 ) 

(4 ) 

clarification of institutional purpose; and (5) preservation 

of institutional independence" (p. 4). 
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While this explained why the governing board should have 

a special interest in accreditation and why there is a copious 

literature on the responsibilities of board members in the 

accreditation process, it did not help to clarify the main 

problem under investigation. The problem under investigation 

aimed to study the historical evolution on the inclusion of 

the governing board concept as a requisite for accreditation 

in the Commission on Colleges in the Southern Association of 

Colleges and Schools. 

The emphasis of this study was two-fold . First, some of 

the critical factors that determined the inclusion of the 

governing board concept as a requisite for accreditation 

stemmed from what had happened on the forefront of higher 

education at the national level. However, special attention 

was given to critical forces in the eleven Southern states 

(Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, 

North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and 

Virginia) where the Commission on Colleges of the Southern 

Association of Colleges and Schools (hereafter cited as SACS) 

is the recognized regional agency . second, the various 

elements which, when united, became the requirements an 

institution must fulfil in order to be accredited, had been 

changed, modified or reviewed several times in the history of 

the Commission. At the opening of the decade of the 80s, the 

Commission undertook the mammoth and laborious task of 

critically analyzing the elements used for ensuring minimal 
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levels of institutional quality. Therefore, a major focus of 

this study was the analysis of the contemporary forces that 

influenced the inclusion of the governing board concept in the 

newly developed criteria for Accreditation (hereafter cited as 

Criteria) aiming at formulating some policy guidelines. 

Research Questions 

In researching the historical evolution of the inclusion 

of the governing board concept as 

accredi tat ion , detailed answers to the 

were sought: 

a requisite for 

following questions 

1. How did the governing board concept become an 

element for accreditation? 

a) What set of assumptions undergirded the 

inclusion of the governing board concept in accreditation? 

2 . How had the governing board concept changed from the 

establishment of the Commission on Colleges to the present? 

a) What changes, if any, had occurred in the 

policies, procedures, and guidelines pertaining to the 

governing board concept? 

3. How had judgments about the governing board concept 

changed over time? 

a) Had there been specific historical periods when 

the governing board concept was more prominent in the 

accreditation process than other times and concepts? 

In this study, certain terms were defined as follows: 



1. Accreditation: 

6 

A concept that guides accredited 

postsecondary institutions to form voluntary bodies and 

encourages colleges and universities to evaluate and improve 

their programs. Accreditation is also a process by which 

colleges and universities evaluate their programs according to 

their own objectives and to the criteria of the association 

from which they seek recognition . 

2. Accrediting body: An agency administering the 

accr editation procedures (e .g., Commission on Colleges, 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools) . 

4. Governing board: Refers to the legally constituted 

group of persons charged with the overall responsibility for 

the control and management of a college or university. 

5. Concept: An abstraction formed and consolidated 

from the observation of things or people. 

6. criteria: statements reflecting the accrediting 

body's expectations and used in evaluating the effectiveness 

of the total institution. 

7. Historical event: Any past happening. 

8. Historical fact: A verified descriptive statement 

about past events. 

9. Historical source: A record of an event at or near 

the time of its occurrence . 

10. Trustee: 

board. 

An individual who serves on a governing 
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Need for the study 

The United states is one of few nations where the 

responsibility for the education of its citizens rests at the 

state and local levels. Historically, the responsibility for 

judging the quality of education provided to citizens has been 

under the leadership of private and voluntary associations. 

The importance of these voluntary associations in the American 

higher education system is based on their power to determine 

educational standards; power that is solidified by an 

accrediting system of peer review (Clemov, 1985). 

As important as accreditation is the use of lay boards in 

the governance of higher education. Traditionally, lay boards 

have been seen as a natural consequence of democracy and have 

served as the sentinels of the public interest. 

Given the historical fact that the Commission on 

Colleges, an accrediting body, was established in 1917 and 

that the concept of board of control seems to be a unique 

governance model in American higher education, the absence of 

any reference to it for more than twenty years in the 

standards for accreditation required some explanation and 

understanding. 

Another reason for the need for the study was related to 

the ever increasing number of proprietary institutions seeking 

accreditation under the Commission on Colleges. Proprietary 

institutions represent a challenge to the traditional 

collegiate conception of governing board because their 
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organization resembles the board of directors of many 

corporations and other profit-making businesses rather than 

that of colleges and universities. How criteria that were 

developed for traditional higher education institutions may be 

applied to different types of postsecondary organizations 

merited scholarly inquiry. 

There were two other situations that paralleled the 

issues involved in the accreditation of proprietary 

institutions and that also challenge the applicability of the 

Criteria to all institutions under the aegis of postsecondary 

education. The first situation was represented by the 

ubiquitousness of statewide governing boards. Lee and Bowen 

(1972) argued that the 1960's CQuld be called the decade of 

the mUlti-campus systems. Although most of the concern over 

these supra bodies has been in the area of institutional 

autonomy, Millett (1975) contended that "a more fundamental 

issue is that of a mUlti-campus governing board versus a 

single campus governing board" (p. 28). He concluded that due 

to the proliferation of mUlti-campus governing boards, "most 

state universities, as individual institutions, are 

universities without a governing board" (p. 30). How criteria 

that were developed for a single campus governing board may 

have changed to accommodate this relatively new governance 

structure was a valid research interest. The second situation 

was represented by the church-related colleges and 
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universities and their theological governance. Schenkel 

(1971) contended that: 

The main difference between the pre- Civil War 
college and the post- Civil War university from the 
pointview of governance, was the c hange from an 
institutional control that was primarily sectarian 
to a control that was primarily secular- -whether 
private or public (p. 2) . 

Schenkel' 5 argument is inconsistent with stamm (1979) who 

placed the laicization of governance of American Catholic 

colleges and universities in contemporary times, specifically 

in the mid-1960s ; indeed, many decades after the Civil War. 

with diocesan sponsorship and seminaries, two other types of 

church-related higher education structures, the relationship 

among lay control, advisory versus governing board, and the 

accredi tat ion of denominational or sectarian postsecondary 

education was relevant to this study. 

Finally, Mingle and Norris (1981) predicted times of 

fiscal constraint and retrenchment in years to come. This may 

result in the c losing and consolidation of many colleges and 

universities. To this effect the Commission on Colleges has 

policies and guidelines that specify the role of governing 

board unde r these circumstances. How financial difficulties 

have affected the governing board concept through time appear 

to be an appropriate interest for historical research. 

Conceptual Framework 

In historical research the conceptual framework is 

referred to as Critical criteria. The critical criteria 
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attempt II ••• to reconstruct the past to establish facts and to 

reach conclusions with respect to specific hypotheses ( or 

research questions]" (Tucker, Weaver, & Berryman-Fisk, 1981, 

p. 69). The same authors continued, "The criticism is the 

composite judgement and should be structured to fit the 

problem .... The conclusions answer the questions asked in the 

beginning" (p. 77). What critical criteria were used in the 

present study? 

There has been no historical research on the inclusion of 

the governing board concept in accreditation criteria. Yet, 

several basic doctrines developed in the early years of this 

Republic undergird the nature and function of governing boards 

and accreditation in American higher education. These three 

doctrines are: (1) Dualism of legislative and executive 

powers; (2) Principle of Delegation; and (3) The public 

interest. These doctrines were used as critical criteria. A 

discussion of each of the doctrines follows: 

Dualism of legislative and executive powers. Brubacher 

and Rudy (1976) did not support the notion that the bicameral 

form of governance of colleges and universities--a president 

and a board of trustees--is an American creation. According 

to these authors, John Lowell, a professor at Harvard in 1826, 

is credited with distinguishing between external and internal 

control of colleges. External control, in the hands of the 

board, included policy making and financial matters. Internal 

control, a prerogative of the faculty, dealt with matters 
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concerning students and instruction. This separation of 

powers still stands as two distinctive pillars of tradition in 

the administration of colleges and universities. 

Principle of Delegation. Moos and Rourke (1959) asserted 

that with the foundation of Harvard, as well as of william and 

Mary and Princeton, lithe pattern of governing private 

universities through a system of lay boards was firmly 

established" (p. 295) . However, trying to define the role of 

boards in the administrative structure of institu-tions of 

postsecondary education can be a perplexing problem. 

authors argued that: 

Perhaps the principal task of any statement on the 
rights and duties of trustees is that of arriving 
at a clear and distinct allocation of responsi
bility between the regents, on the one hand, and 
the president on the other .... A board cannot 
administer as effectively as a president, and a 
president cannot administer at all unless he is 
given a broad grant of discretionary authority by a 
board (pp. 307-8) . 

These 

The public interest. As a philosophical principle this 

doctrine finds its origin in the founding of the Regents of 

the University of New York in 1784 and in the language of the 

statutes stating that the state of New York was concerned 

"with insuring that the several institutions served the best 

interests of the people of the states . .. . II (Millard, 197 6, 

p. 2). 

Summary 

The lack o f historical research on the forces that 

brought accreditation and the governing board together is 
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indicative of a knowledge gap in the state of our under

standing of the factors that expl ain the historical evolution 

of the inclusion of the governing board concept as a requisite 

for accreditation. 

Accreditation and lay governance are cornerstones in the 

philosophical foundations from which traditional colleges and 

universities operate . But colleges and universities are not 

static. Nor are the accreditation and lay governing board 

s tatic concepts. Changes in these structures reflect l a rger 

s ocietal, polit i cal, educational, and economic forces. 

Therefore, an examination of the critical factors tha t 

determined the inclusion of the governing board concept from 

a historical perspective merited scholarly scrutiny. 

The critical c riteria selected for this study consisted 

of three democratic doctrines. These were used to guide the 

historical synthesis necessary in reconstructing past events. 

This is the subject of the chapter that follows . 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW DF THE LITERATURE 

Overview 

Included in this chapter is a presentation of the 

literature on accreditation as it related to governing boards. 

The purpose of this review was to develop a solid historical 

basis from which to understand and interpret the evolution of 

the inclusion of the governing board concept as a requisite 

for accreditation in the Commission on Colleges, Southern 

Association of Colleges and Schools. This unique purpose 

limited the scope of the literature search to very specific 

descriptors, providing control over the abundant literature on 

organization and governance in higher education. In other 

words, the literature on accreditation, as a general topic or 

search descriptor, is robust in terms of the number of 

articles it generates and in relation to the whole gamut of 

variables with which it has been associated. For example, 

when a computer search from the ERIC DATABASE was done using 

accreditation as an open descriptor, it yielded more than 300 

entries. A similar search for governing boards produced 72 

articles. The literature relating accreditation to governing 

boards amounted to a couple of dozen articles, but this was 

not the focus of the present inquiry. This researcher's 

13 
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interest was in articles proposing some rationale for the use 

of governing boards; the concept , as part of the criteria for 

accreditation instead of articles suggesting the 

responsibili ties of a governing board; the members in the 

accreditation process of their institution. 

Given the paucity in the literature of interest, the 

criteria was used to guide the computer search . For example, 

the Criteria makes reference to the committee structure of the 

governing board . Hence, committee structure became a search 

descriptor. This strategy proved to be more fruitful than 

using "accred-itation" and "governing board" as the sale 

guiding descriptors. 

The organization of this chapter is as follows. The 

literature on accreditation will be presented first, followed 

by an examination of the literature on governing boards. The 

chapter will end with an integrative summary of the rev iewed 

literature. 

Accreditation 

The genesis of accreditation can be traced to the rapid 

expansion and democratization of higher education opportun-

ities at the end of the nineteenth century. Accreditation 

began by looking for answers to three questions: What is a 

high school? What is a college?, And what would be the 

appropriate articulation between high schools and colleges and 

among institutions of higher education (Young, 1983; orlans, 

1975; and, Dickey & Miller, 1972). 
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The United states Bureau of Education in 1868 was the 

first organization that tried to define the terms college and 

university. This definition established the idea of 

acceptable "standards" (Selden, 1960). This early attempt by 

the Federal Government to gain control over accreditation 

resulted in a political brouhaha that required Congressional 

and Presidential intervention (Brubacher & Rudy, 1976, 

p. 357). When in 1912 President Taft requested the 

Commissioner of Education to withdraw and suspend the 

publication of the first list ever to classify colleges by 

quality, a dec ision that was upheld in 1914 by President 

Wilson, the American Association of Universities, a voluntary 

association, emerged as the leader that dared to publish such 

a list. since then the strength of accreditation has been 

associated with its democratic beginnings based on voluntary 

self-regulation and voluntary enterprise. El-Khawas (1983) 

defined self-regulation as " ... the actions of any individual 

or group to monitor its own behavior" (p. 57). Harcleroad 

(1983) referrred to accreditation as a voluntary enterprise 

because it is " . .. essentially a process of choice ... (by which) 

universities voluntarily decided to regulate themselves" (p. 

37) • stuart (1987) also views accreditation as a form of 

self-regulation and defined it as " ... a collective and 

communal method of professional accountability" (p.29). 

It was important for this research not only to review the 

different definitions of accreditation but to present the 
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major characteristics , purposes, a nd uses of accreditation. 

To this effect, Young (1983 I p. 1 1 ) enumerated the basic 

c haracter istics of accr editat ion as fo llows : 

(1) Its prevailing sense of voluntarism ; 

(2) Its strong tradition of sel f -regul ation: 

(3) Its reliance on evaluation techniques; and 

(4) Its primary concern with quality. 

In addition to char acteristics, Sel den (1960, p. 42) 

asserted that the major purposes of accreditation are: 

(1) admitting; 

(2) maintaining minimum academic standards; 

(3) stimulating institutional self-improvement; and 

(4) serving as a countervailing force to the many 

externa l and some int ernal pressures that are exerted on 

colleges and universities. 

Lastly, in reference to the uses of accreditation, Bender 

( 1983) believed that accreditation should: 

(1) benefit the p ublic interest; 

(2) heighten educational quality; and 

(3) emphasize its vol untary, 

nongovernmental character. 

self-regul atory, and 

Al though accredi tat ion has been described as an 

achievement of American higher education some researchers have 

called for a revision of this concept. Tucker and Mautz 

( 1978) contended that the growth of statewide coordinating 

boards and data-based management make some of the procedures 
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of accreditation anachronic, repetitive, and expensive. 

Uehling (1987) gave five reasons for past and present shifts 

in the purposes of accreditation: 

(1) the need to clarify the standards for the admission 

to college and the need to improve the communication between 

high schools and institution of postsecondary education: 

(2) the advent of the specialized accrediting bodies; 

(3) the consumer protection interests of the students; 

(4) a focus change from judging the appropriateness of 

the mission of an institution to judging whether the mission 

defined by the institution was being fulfilled; and 

(5) the assessment movement. 

It should be noted that one of the major changes in the 

membership of accredited institutions was triggered by item 

number four. When the focus of accreditation changed from 

judging the appropriateness of an institution's mission to the 

evaluation of the fulfillment of the mission that an 

institution claimed to serve, the doors of accreditation were 

opened to nontraditional and noncollegiate institutions 

(Uehling, 1987, pp. 352-353). Folger and Harris (1989) 

directed our attention to another problematic area. These 

authors believed that the 1980's were years when the debate 

over the state of the quality and improvement of higher 

education received constant attention. During this decade the 

public also voiced its disappointment with professionals in 

any field, including the field of higher education, who tended 
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to put their self-interest ahead of public interests. "Higher 

education has accepted the principle of a limited oversight 

role by the public without giving up its claims and interest 

in being largely self-regulating" (p. 2). But the public has 

grown weary of the privilege of academic autonomy and the 

inability of educational institutions to produce first-rate 

students. Partly due to this dissatisfac tion and partly due 

to the need to find solutions to the problem, there seems to 

be a growing interest in the assessment of educational 

outcomes or results. As mentioned earlier, one of the initial 

objectives of accreditation was the improvement of colleges 

and universities by setting certain standards . In the 80s 

almost all of the regional accreditation bodies included in 

their standards the assessment of outcomes or results. 

Folger et al. (1989) believed that before the assessment 

approach was integrated into the accrediting process, the 

concern of these self-regulating bodies was regulated by a 

rule orientation. This orientation II ••• emphasized consistency 

with established practices, and quality is judged by 

similarity to the most esteemed convention ll (p. 15). It is 

suggested that a preferable practice for accreditation is one 

based on a criterion orientation. liThe principal concern is 

not conformity with accepted practice but accomplishment of 

specific results... (a criterion orientation) keeps the 

institution focused on results and on the necessity for change 

and adaptation" (p. 16). It should be noted that in December 
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1979 the Commission on Colleges, Southern Association of 

Colleges and Schools, initiated a major effort in the revision 

of the Standards for Accreditation which resulted in the 

criteria, a change from rule orientation to a criterion 

orientation. This does not mean that there are not any 

specific and mandatory requirements. 

statements throughout the Criteri a using the word 
"must" (or similar imperatives) are interpreted to 
mean that institutions are required to meet that 
specific criterion. Statements including the word 
"should" a re advisory and are not intended to be 
prescriptive" (Criteria for Accreditation, 1989-
1990 Edition, p. 2). 

Appendix A includes the sUbsection 6 .1.2, Governing 

Board, a nd Appendix B includes a list of all the "must II 

s tatements dealing with the governing board concept throughout 

the Criteria. 

It is appropriate to mention at this point some general 

comments on the structure and organization of postsecondary 

accre diting bodies. The Council on Postsecondary 

Accreditation (COPA) established in 1975 is the na tiona l , 

nongove rnmenta l organization formed by accrediting bodies and 

national organizations in postsecondary education (COPA, 

1 989) . The inst i tutional accrediting bodies . recognized by 

COPA include: nati onal institu t ional accrediting bodies, 

r egiona l accrediting bodies , and specialized accrediting 

bodies. This s tudy was concerned with r eg i o nal associations 

in particular with t he Commission on Colleges, Southern 

Association of Colleges and School s. There are five other 
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regional institutional accrediting bodies focusing on higher 

education: commission on Higher Education, Middle states 

Association of Colleges and schools: Commission on 

Institutions of Higher Education, New England Association of 

Schools and Colleges; Commission on Institutions of Higher 

Education, North Central Association of Colleges and Schools; 

Accrediting Commissions for Community and Junior Colleges; and 

the Accrediting commission for Senior Colleges and 

Universities, Western Association of Schools and Colleges. In 

general the six regional associations of colleges and 

secondary sChools were organized between the 1880's and early 

1920's and the commissions dealing with the higher education 

sector developed between 1904 and 1954 (Orlans, 1975, p. 8). 

The Southern Association was conceived by James H. 

Kirkland, Chancellor of Vanderbilt University in 1895. In 

1906 this agency developed the guidelines for accreditation, 

and in 1912 became the accrediting body for the southern 

region of the United States (Nevins, 1959; Allen, 1978). 

Governing Boards 

Historical Background 

Most studies dealing with governing boards start with a 

historical perspective which disputes whether the lay 

governing board structure is an American invention or an 

importation from other nations. Cowley (1939) traced the 

genesis of lay boards specifically to Scottish universities. 

These universities were nonresidential, democratic, and in 
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part governed by representatives of the community (p.169). 

Other researchers advanced a more general explanation of the 

governing boards, contending that the origin of this type of 

control developed around the sixteenth and early seventeenth 

century in Western Europe (Claxton, 1972; Brubacher et a1., 

1976; Jacklin, 1982). Moos and Rourke (1959) argued that the 

concept of trustees was developed in early Colonial times and 

not in the European medieval inst itutions. In addition these 

authors remarked that trustees is a misnomer since the board 

members' role encompass more than the management of funds. 

Accordingly, a better conceptualization of this office is that 

of public trust rather than trusteeship. still, a somewhat 

more ambiguous reference to trustees is that of estates: "A 

university has four estates with a close day-to-day 

relationship with campus: faculty, students, administration, 

and trustees" (Abram, 1970, p. 132). 

Establishment of lay governing boards: 

Past and present status 

Just (1983) concluded that since the 1700's the locus of 

responsibility and control of education in the united States 

has been in the local community through the use of lay boards. 

This author noted that the only exception to this pattern was 

found in the Southern states where until after the Civil War 

the locus of responsibility and control was within the family 

unit (p. 1 ) . Running parallel to this observation, it was 

noted that the concept of governing board emerged as a need of 
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independent institutions and it was later borrowed by public 

colleges and universities (The Educational Policies 

commission, 1957). 

Moving into the 1800's Slover (1982) reported that the 

concern of the land-grant colleges for accountability resulted 

in the establishment of the lay governing board. In early 

Colonial times the governing boards had secular as well as 

religious representation. "The result was that laymen on 

these boards often viewed themselves as protecting the 

community's investment in the institution and thereby 

representing the public's trust" (p.18) . Herron (1969 ) 

expanded the topic of board representation: 

The Land Grant Act of 1862 had a strong effect on 
the composition of the governing board. These new 
boards brought with them a different composition of 
membership which consisted of farmers, businessmen, 
engineers, lawyers, and ministers (p. 17). 

It must be noted, however, that by the 1940's the 

composition of the boards was monolithic: white, Protestant, 

males over fifty years of age (Beck, 1947). Since this time 

authors have called for a broader representation in the 

membership of governing boards (Lee & Bowen, 1972; Henderson, 

1967). 

Thus, it could be said that from the late 1700's to the 

early 1900 ' s higher education was forging certain ideals among 

which the concept of governing colleges and universities by 

lay citizens flourished (Burns, 1969). 
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In terms of specific events and chronological order, Moos 

et al. (1959) related the following events to the 

solidification of the establishment of lay boards of control 

in the governance of American colleges and universities: 

(1) The founding of Harvard University, 1636; 

(2) The founding of the University of Georgia, 1785; 

(3) The Dartmouth College case, 1819; and 

(4) The Morrill Acts, 1862 

Approaching contemporary times, Nason (1982) suggested 

that before the 1960's governing boards did not receive any 

significant attention and functioned in "honorable obscurity" 

(Foreword, not numbered). According to Herron (1969), the 

board became a salient and visible structure in higher 

education around the mid-1960's in relation to campus 

demonstrations, the student rights movement, and the increases 

in enrollment. Wilson (1975) noted that due to changes 

involving students, faculty, statewide governance, federal 

mandates, and a raise in the public's interest in education 

II ••• the loci of decision making on the average campus have 

become more dispersed and less readily identifiable" (p.28). 

The notion that the public interest in public higher education 

has risen is reported also by Kerr (1970). The general 

assessment of the governing board during this decade is best 

represented by Hartnett (1969): "A greater demand is made for 

student and faculty involvement in college and university 
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governance, the authority of the trustee is being challenged ll 

(p. 11). 

More recently, Gleazer (1985) proposed that since the 

1960's the role of trustees has become more salient. The 

author argues that to believe that the primary responsibility 

of the board is to employ the chief executive officer is a 

mistake and that this notion tends to isolate the board from 

other more important issues for the survival of the 

institution in the 1980's and 1990's. According to this 

investigator, the board's major contemporary responsibilities 

are: 

(1) the clarification of the institutional mission: 

(2) the approval of long-term plans and educational 

programs; and 

(3) interest in these other areas: physical plant, 

finances, community relations, and collective bargaining. 

Millard (1981) makes a similar observation. He believes 

that the main concern of today's board should be with issues 

pertaining to educational quality, assessment, and self

regulation. The author believes that if governing boards do 

not participate in these issues in partnership with the 

accrediting bodies, higher education may lose its freedom as 

the public and the states will act on the need for educational 

reform. 

Cullen (1971) echoed the importance of focusing on the 

mission and believed that the main question asked by the board 
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should be: II what will its [college) distinctive place in 

the market be?1I (p. 24). 

still another argument emphasizing the importance of 

focusing on the mission of institutions, especially religious 

colleges, over other concerns is advanced by Sherril (1983): 

Whether the board is five or 50 in membership, 
whether jUdicatory officers are also board 
officers, whether the proportion of ordained lay 
members is 3:1 or 1:3, whether the board is elected 
or self-appointed, whether the board membership 
rotate or not, has little to do with effective 
performance compared to knowledge of the mission 
and the determination to fulfill it, whatever the 
cost (p. 39) . 

Another tendency observed since the 1960's has been the 

demand to open the board meetings to the general public 

(Henderson, 1967; Fleming, 1975). Whether this has been a 

positive or unfortunate happening was not discussed by these 

authors. 

Al together, the forces perceived to have caused some 

changes in boards of lay governance in institutions of higher 

education are: 

(1) Increase in enrollment; 

(2) community Colleges; 

(3) Statewide system: 

(4) Politicization of higher education; 

(5) Increase in federal support and interventio n; 

(6) Retrenchment; and 

(7) Confusion of mission (Nason, 1982, pp. 7-10). 
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A similar account of the forces affecting the governing 

board concept is provided by Fleming (1975). 

Whereas most of the literature reviewed predicted some 

alteration in the structure of the boards given all the 

societal changes that have occurred since the 60s, various 

authors have remarked on the complete demise of the board. 

Drucker (1973) posits that the idea of having a board as the 

legal governing organ of a corporation is in decline. 

Referring to the board as a legal fiction, the author 

comments: 

But there is one thing all boa rds have in 
cornmon •••• they do not function •••. The boards no 
longer represent the owner, or indeed anyone in 
particular. As a result, board membership has lost 
its rationale. People are invited to sit on boards 
because of their names .... boards cannot be what the 
law .... says it is . It cannot be the govern i ng 
body .. .. that is a full-time job. To try to do it 
on a part-time basis means that only trivia will 
even be looked at, let alone discussed (pp. 628-
629) • 

Dumke (1980) believed that the governing board concept 

has been eroding for some time and that " .. . within the next 

generation it will probably no longer exist, at least in its 

present form" (p. 4). This author listed populist forces, 

bureaucratic encroachment, accreditation, and the establish-

ment of the Department of Education as reasons for the 

erosion. Corson (1973) suggested that the board may be an 

anachronism in governance and Nelson (1973) sponsored the 

notion that governing boards may survive in spite of 

themselves or by default. 
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Corson (1975) explained the criticism of governing boards 

originating in these pitfalls: 

(1) Trustees usually do not deal with the issues that 

give character and quality to their institutions, 

(2) Trustees invest little time in learning about their 

institutions, and when time is spent it concerns financial 

matters, the state of the physical plant, personnel matters, 

and external affairs, and 

(3) Trustees are denied real authority, the legal charge 

they have, by a tradition in higher education that delegates 

power to faculty. 

Lee and Bowen (1972) do not foresee the disappearance of 

governing boards. "But--the revitalization of the governing 

boards cannot be achieved as they are generally structured" 

(p. 21). Nelson (1972) and Andersen (1973) echo this comment 

and the one by Nason (1982): 

... the governing boards of higher education, if 
they are prepared to respond to current opportun
ities, will playa more important role in the years 
ahead than any time in the century (p. 16). 

Albeit negative criticism on boards the literature seems 

to support the importance and benefits of having lay boards of 

control in colleges and universities. The Carnegie Foundation 

for the Advancement of Teaching (1982) supported reliance on 

lay boards because they are a " ... key tone in the governance of 

higher education .... Trusteeship, by definition, means 

fulfilling a special 'trust'--representing the public interest 

without compromising the community of learningll (p. 15) and 
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suggested that, if anything, the role of the governing board 

should be reaffirmed. 

The rise, decline, or demise of governing boards may not 

be related to anyone particular change in society nor to 

pitfalls in the structure of the board. Ingram (1980) posited 

another interpretation: 

... the success of volunteer trustee participation 
will remain a function of three interdependent 
elements--the competence of those selected to serve 
on boards, the ability of the chief executive 
officer of the institution to cultivate an 
effective board, and the manner in which the board 
is o rga nized t o meet its responsibilities (p. 
xiii) . 

Slover (1982) reported that in many arenas the debate on 

how governing board will respond to the socio-economic and 

political changes of the 1980's is taking place. For example, 

according to Wilms (1987) proprietary institutions are the: 

... largest purveyors of postsecondary vocational 
training .... enrolling an estimated 1.2 million 
students annually, almost three-quarters (72%) of 
all postsecondary vocational students (p. 12). 

To protect their interests, these school owners 
organize their institutions as profit-seeking 
entities, thus avoiding potential interference from 
the publicly oriented board of trustees required of 
private nonprofit schools and colleges. In public 
or private nonprofit institutions, the chief 
executive's private interests must be subordinated 
to a larger public interest. However, the persona 
of a profit-making institution is virtually 
indistinguishable from the persona of its chief 
executive (p. 17). 

This view seems to indicate that proprietary institutions 

conceive governing boards and public interest differently from 

traditional collegiate institutions o f higher education. 
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Lastly, in regard to the most salient task of boards in 

the years to come, Howell (1983) said that the board must II ••• 

positioned the college to meet the challenge of the '80s: to 

maintain quality with less" (p. 24). This prediction is 

supported by other sCholars. For example, Mingle and Norris 

(1981) and Furman (1981) postulated that in the 1980's and 

1990' s higher education will be confronted with actual and 

prospective retrenchment or decline and that the governing 

board will be important in determining the monetary 

distribution of depleted budgets. 

The TheQry of Governing Boards 

Henderson (1967) was one of the first scholars to use the 

rubric "theory of governing board ll
• What follows is a summary 

of this theory according to this author (pp. 4-10): 

A corporation is a collection of individuals united 
by authority of law into one body under a special 
name and empowered to act in many respects as an 
individual. 

The express purposes of a corporation are 
enumerated in its charter .... The powers are those 
granted by statute. The implied powers that 
characterized all corporations, by virtue of the 
legal form, include power to have a corporate name, 
to sue and be sued, to purchase and hold property, 
to have a corporate seal, and to make bylaws. 

There are four legal devices for the creation of 
colleges and universities: (1) through the state 
Consti tution; (2) by statutory enactment; (3) 
charter through corporate law; and, (4) a proposal 
by a taxing district. 

The charter creates the board, and the board thus 
becomes the corporation and exercises the powers of 
the corporation. The board operates as a unit; 
individual members have no authority to act for the 
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unless the board as a whole has given 
specific authority for this purpose. 
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It is appropriate to include under this section a list of 

the documents that must be kept by the board. Litton (1964) 

identified three: (1) the constitution and the bylaws; (2) a 

record of its policy statements and the board minutes; and 

(3) a board manual. 

Much of the research on the governing board is related to 

its function and responsibility or charge. While the wording 

for functions is broad and philosophical, there is a tendency 

to word responsibil i ties in terms of concrete activities. 

Another observation--the terms "charge" and "responsibility" 

are used interchangeably. 

Tead (1951) was one of the first researchers to catalogue 

governing boards in terms of their functions, activities, and 

qualifications. The functions are: 

(1) To understand the human and national purpose which 

the university or college is designed to servei 

(2) To gain a genuine intimacy with at least some phases 

of the operation in the specific institution; and, 

(3) To approach the entire effort with a deep sense of 

affection for the value of higher education in general and for 

one's own college in particular. 

One function of governing boards that creates ambiguity 

is their duty to advocate for their institution and for the 

interest of the larger society (Wharton, 1973). The debate 
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has become whether the advocacy or interpretive function of 

balancing the duties toward the college vis-a-vis society has 

insulated the campuses from politics (Zwingle, 1980) or has it 

become a direct avenue for political transactions (Galbraith, 

1967) • 

In the area of board responsibilities, the literature is 

abundant and consistent; researchers tend to reiterate the 

same basic responsibilities. In this area Tead (1951) was 

one of the first to provide a list of responsi-hilities for 

the governing board: 

(1) The selection of the administrative head of the 

institution; 

(2) Understanding and approving the annual budget; 

(3) Helping to supply the actual physical facilities; 

(4) Helping to supply current operating outlay; and, 

(5) Keeping the educational good name of the 

institution. 

The Educational Policies commission (1957) described the 

board charge as: 

(1) Managing COllege properties and funds; 

(2) Selecting the chief administrator; 

(3) Appointing faculties; 

(4) Determining institutional developments; and, 

(5) Reviewing all university programs and actions . 

The list of Rauh (1969) includes: 

(1) To hold the basic legal document of origin; 
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(2) To evaluate the purpose of the insti tution 

consonant with the terms of this document; 

(3) To seek a planned development; 

(4) To select and determine the tenure of the chief 

executive; 

(5) To hold the assets in trust; and, 

(6) To act as a court of last resort. 

More recently, The Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching" (1982) made the following 

recommendations about the respons i bilities of the governing 

board: 

(1) It should be responsible for the overall policy 
of the institution; appoint the president and other 
major officers; approve faculty appointment, major 
facility expansion, and budget; 

(2) Help in the assessment of educational quality: 

(3) Consult with the campus community; 

(4) Make sure that members' appointment to the 
board are independent of any political reward; 

(5) Appoint members for at least six years; and, 

(6) Have proper and relevant information about the 
function of their institutions and faithfully 
interpret those functions to the public. 

Nason (1982) provided a longer list: 

(1) To maintain the continuity, stability, and 
integrity of the institution; 

(2) To appoint the president; 

(3) To ascertain that the institution is well 
managed; 

(4) To approve the budget; 



(5) To raise funds; 

(6) To manage the endowment; 

(7) To assure adequate physical facilities; 

(8) To oversee the educational program; 

(9) To approve long range plans; 

(10) To serve as bridge and buffer between campus and 
community; 

(11) To preserve the institution autonomy: and, 

(12) To serve as court of appeal. 
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The list by Taylor (1987 , p.25) is almost identical to 

the previous one with the exception of mentioning that boards 

are responsible for stimulating change. 

Tead (1951) noted that the selection of the president is 

"the single most important duty of a board" (p. 13). This 

opinion was repeated many times i n the literature (Tead, 1951: 

The Educational Policies Commission, 1957; Rauh, 69; Corson, 

1975; Carnegie Foundation, 1982; Nason, 1984; Taylor, 1987). 

Although Nason (1984) supported the importance of selecting 

the president he quotes Knudsen--complete citation to this 

reference was not provided--as saying: liThe most important 

job of the board, is not hiring and firing the president, but 

selecting the trustees". As mentioned early in this chapter, 

Gleazer (1985) noted that the proposition stating that the 

main responsibility of the governing board is to hire the 

chief executive of the institution is a mistake. 
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Tead (1951) mentioned other general characteristics of 

the governing board. His general comments address quali-

fications, length of service, and size of membership: 

(1) The 
diversity 
community 

selected trustees should represent a 
of experience and Qutlooks--more women, 
representation, and alumni: 

(2) Trustees should 
approximate that of the 

have an 
students; 

outlook that 

(3) Trustees should serve for five or six years; 

(4) The membership should be between ten to 
fifteen individuals; 

(5) The president of the institution should not 
act as the board chairman; and, 

(6) Only the chairperson will be the official 
voice of the board. 

with regard to some of these issues Nason (1982) 

observed: 

The boards of almost all private colleges and 
universities are self-perpetuating .... Governing 
boards range in size from five to 80 .... in public 
institutions the actual number normally being set 
by the statute .... Private institutions have larger 
boards .... between 20 and 40 (pp. 62-69). 

Lastly , the Association of Governing Boards of 

Universities and Colleges (1980) recommended that boards have 

a mandatory rotation system limiting the number of years or 

terms of service, for a maximum of two six-year terms, in 

public institutions and three terms of three to four years in 

private institutions. 
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Dualism of Legislative and Executive Power 

As mentioned in the introductory chapter John Lowell, a 

professor at Harvard in 1826, is credited with distinguishing 

between legislative and executive powers. Brubacher et al. 

(1976) referred to the governing board as the legislative body 

and to the college officers as the executive body. 

LaVire (1964) postulated that the II ••• theoretical bases 

for board/ administration relationship are located in the 

nature of the decision-making structure we have embraced (in 

colleges and univ ersities)" (p. 24). He maintained that the 

process of decis i on making inva l ves three components: ( 1 ) 

policy formulation; (2) policy implementation or execution: 

and (3) policy evaluation. The board is responsible for 

numbers one and three and the president for number two . 

... policy formulation ... broad, basic policy which 
serves to give an educational institution its 
direction .... [it] resides only with the governing 
board .... Although the governing board may be 
advisory to the president in matters involving the 
implementation of educational purposes, it should 
be emphasized that the lay role in this respect 
should be advisory only .... final authority for 
policy evaluation and its achievement resides with 
the governing board. At this stage the board will 
determine the propriety and wisdom of the policies 
it has set. It will also be determining, once it 
is satisfied with its policy as desirable, just how 
effective its executive officer has been in 
implementing the policy (pp. 24-30). 

In practice the dualism of legislative and executive 

powers created overlapping of interests and conflict of 

authority (Hughes, 1951 ) : "While the trustees undoubtedly 

have the entire institution under their control and can take 
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action on any matter, it is with few exceptions most unwise 

for them to act on any detail of appointments or 

administration II (p. 19). The manual authored by Hughes 

emphasized that, "One of the first things that should be 

impressed on a new trustee is that he is a trustee and not an 

executive" (p. 170). 

Lee and Bowen (1972) asserted that in spite of the 

dualism of legislative and executive power, " statutory 

authority to govern includes whatever detail the board may 

wish it to" (p. 5). Taylor (1987) argued that, " Despite their 

legal authority, trustees are a legislative and not an 

executive body" (p. 26). 

The confusion in practice and philosophy around the 

dualism of legislative and executive powers is best 

illustrated by this comment. 

There is a dualism in boards of trustees .... they 
have formal power over education, but are actually 
cautious i n the exercise of their power .... As a 
consequence of this dualism, there is no generally 
accepted theory about what a board of trustees 
should do (Dominguez, 1973, pp. 2 - 3). 

Taylor (1987) provided one of the best arguments for 

maintaining this duality of powers: 

Even if faculty and administrators were deemed 
competent to govern, it is argued that any 
organization left entirely in charge of its own 
affairs will become self-serving, resistant to 
change, and increasingly remote from the public 
interest (p. 8). 
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Principle of Delegation 

As noted earlier, Corson (1975) postulated that one of 

the major faults in the conceptualization of governing boards 

is the contradiction between the legal authority it has and a 

tradition of delegation of power to the faculty. He contended 

that the lay board should reclaim its vested and legal 

authority. 

Such reclaiming of authority for decision making on 
academic matters does not mean trustees involvement 
in day-to-day operations .... It will mean more 
extensive monitoring of all aspects of 
institutional functioning. A board of trustees 
cannot and should not run the institution ... . 
(trustees provide) direction, not management .... The 
role of the board is responsible overseeing in the 
public interest. The objective, dispassionate, and 
positive surveillance expected of the board will be 
done better by boards made up of members not 
representing any constituency (pp. 271-272). 

Henderson (1967) agreed with Corson, "In legal 

theory the governing board has complete authority. In 

practice--by reasons of tradition and professional competence 

of faculty--rnuch authority is delegated to administrative 

officers and faculty" (p. 29). 

Heron (1969) stated that the bylaws and statutes 

delineate the board's prerogatives. The implementation of the 

bylaws and statutes are evidenced in the pattern of delegation 

and advisement. 

Recent research by Gleazer (1985) called for the need to 

differentiate between the duties accorded to the policymaking 

role of the governing board and the management role of the 

president. "The board of trustees determines the programs and 
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services to be offered, as well as their effectiveness and 

efficiency. The president is responsible for the operation of 

the college and for implementing board rules" (p. 44). 

Another argument for the delegation of power by the board 

to faculty was provided by Taylor (1987): 

First, the professional expertise of the faculty 
and administration renders them more competent than 
the board to make and execute any institutional 
decisions, or at least to collaborate with the 
board in doing so. Second, absentee trustees have 
neither the time nor the information to carry out 
all of the responsibilities legally assigned to 
them (p. 26). 

Lee et al. (1972) claimed that if boards are to survive 

the ambiguity that the principal of delegation creates, 

structural changes must take place in this type of governance 

--one of which is to delegate more managerial powers. In this 

regard, Byron (1966) used content analysis to evaluate the 

Institutional Self-Study and Periodic Visitation reports that 

twenty-six institutions completed by the end of 1964-65 

academic year. His analysis found disagreement between 

institutional personnel and visiting teams regarding governing 

boards. The most common criticism about trustees according to 

institutional personnel was the failure of the governing 

bodies to delegate management functions to the chief 

administrative officer. 

Another issue related to the principle of delegation was 

the selection of the chief executive officer. Moos et al. 

(1959) contended that, since the board delegates much of its 

authority, the selection of a president is its most important 
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decision. But, as not ed earlier, this is a notion under much 

debate. 

The last issue under this section referred to the 

delegation of power and the organization of the governing 

board per se. Fleming (1975) noted that" size of the 

board and its willingness to delegate power to the 

administrative officers largely determines the desirability of 

or need for committees" (p. 34) . For example, "many community 

colleges (60%) and a sUbstantial number of state colleges and 

universities do not employ the committee system . .. prefer(ing) 

to function as committees of the whole" (Nason, 1982, p. 71). 

These arguments seem to indicate that the caromi ttee 

structure within the board has not been standardized or 

institutionalized across all colleges and universities. 

However, these are the most frequent types of committees 

within the board: executive, nominating, educational affairs, 

faculty affairs, student affairs, finance, audit, development, 

investment, and buildings and ground (Ingram, 1980, Resource 

C) • 

Is the main question how much power to delegate? 

Hartnett (1971) does not think so. The questions, "Who holds 

the power?" and "How much power?" are too simplistic .... Power 

is situation- dependent .... the trustees' power is on the wane. 

But in specific situations at specific institutions, their 

power may still be considerable, depending on the support of 



40 

these other groups to muster sUbstantive relevant support for 

a dissenting point of view" (pp. 35-37). 

The Public Interest 

In general, the principle of the public interest is 

treated in the literature as a philosophical idea difficult to 

define in empirical terms. 

Addressing the philosophical nature of this doctrine 

Enarson (1975) indicates: 

The public interest a rallying cry in political 
debate~ a c omforting rationalization for everyone's 
purposes; a plea for rationality in the management 
of controversy in public affairs. The public 
interest is as real as the morning fog and · as 
elusive to the grasp (p. 21). 

The pursuit of the public 
education is akin to the 
Grail ... But, the search for 
even the occasional search, 
decision (p. 27). 

interest in higher 
quest for the Holy 
the pub I ic interest, 
makes for the better 

In spite of this ephemeral quality some researchers have 

discussed the public interest principle in terms of private 

and public organizations, state and private colleges, 

accreditation, and governing boards. 

Should public organizations protect the public interest 

more than private organizations? Bozeman (1987) did not view 

public as synonymous with governmental, especially today where 

there is so much "sector blurring" (p . xii). Moreover, " ... 

all organizations are public because political authority 

affects some of the behavior and processes of all 

organizations .... [ this impl i es ) that: (1) public pertains to 



41 

the effects of political authority; (2) organizations can be 

more public in respect to some activities and less public in 

respect to others; (3) all organizations are public, but some 

are more public than others (p. 83). 

Supporting the notion of sector blurring, it was proposed 

that the traditional differences among two-year colleges, 

four-year colleges , and universities have been disappearing . 

liThe prestige state university is often a model .... (it) is the 

American model of higher education in the late twentieth 

century. How it is governed, especially in relation to public 

authority, may well influence the pattern even for private 

colleges and universities as they seek more and more 

governmental financial support. The line between the public 

and private sectors of higher education is perishable" 

(Epstein, 1974, p. x). For a state institution taxpayer 

support was assumed, and, consequently, the public interest in 

them was a logical consequence. However, as more private 

universities face economic difficulties the need for some type 

of tax subsidy will increase. Hence, there was a reason to 

have a public interest in private colleges and universities. 

It was through this type of reasoning that Epstein (1974) 

concluded that in the future most colleges and universities 

will be nonprivate in character and under the public interest. 

The author predicted that one of the major tasks of such an 

educational system will be to make compatible the ideas of 

academic autonomy and public interest. Publ ic interest in 
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this context " ... implies the exercise of some power by the 

state representatives who are outside the university" (p . 63). 

Are there differences in the conception of the public 

interest in public versus private universities? Epstein 

(1974) contended that: 

For the state university, the public interest is or 
should be plain. It is not a purely voluntary 
association, although its students attend more or 
less voluntarily. Its taxpayer support is 
decidedly involuntary, and its rules and 
regulations represent state authority .... But the 
status of the private university may not persist in 
the face of an increasing need for regular tax 
subsidies. Because I thus expect the public stake 
and so the public interest to become more extensive 
in American higher education, it seems reasonable 
to regard the subject as essentially nonprivate in 
character (p. 4). 

with particular reference to public institutions, Corson 

(1971) said of state colleges and universities, "These 

institutions are established and supported to benefit the 

whole society, and all decisions must be tested in the 

crucible of the public interest" (p. 183). 

There was some indication in the literature that the 

public interest is related more to some public topic s than to 

others and that at some historical periods it has received 

more attention than at other times. For example, Henderson 

(1969) observed that, "The public interest demands that a 

distinction be made between issues of a political nature and 

those of an educational cost" (p. 29), while Enarson (1975), 

commenting on the expansion of h i gher education in the 1960's, 

said: "It was asserted that individual colleges and 
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universities were addicted to growth ... captives of local 

constituencies, and indeed that such institutional interests 

were self-serving and therefore not in the public interest" 

(p. 21). 

What is the relat ionship of the public interest to 

accreditation? The Council on Postsecondary Accreditation 

defines the public interest as: 

The interest of the public at large in any activity 
arisen from the effects of that activity on the 
general welfare. In particular , there is a public 
interest in the proper operation of institutions of 
postsecondary education , because their activities 
result in the education and training of persons to 
take responsible positions in society. Similarly, 
since accreditation provides for an institution or 
its units a judgement about its educational 
quality in which the public places confidence, 
there is a public interest in the activities of 
accrediting bodies. In recognition of this public 
interest in accreditation bodies are expected to 
issue useful, accurate public reports on their 
activities, to appoint one or more public 
representatives to their commissions, and to follow 
due process in their decision-making (Young, 1981, 
pp. 451-452). 

The last concern was: How is the public interest related 

to governing boards? Henderson (1967) put it in terms of 

responsibilities: "Among the trust responsibilities of the 

body (governing board] are those to manage the institution in 

the public interest ... since the board of trustees represents 

the public interest, it seems best to provide that lay members 

shall be in the majority" (pp. 10, 13 -14). 

Historically, Taylor (1987) said that: 

From the founding of the earliest American 
colleges, the public interest in higher education 
has been personified in both inde pendent and public 



institutions by the lay board of trustees. A 
common defense of boards is that they protect the 
broadly defined public interest by simultaneously 
shielding the institution from shortsighted 
external interference and ensuring that parochial 
internal interests are not served at the expense of 
essential societal needs (p. 7). 
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In terms of types of boards Enarson (1975) was doubtful 

that state-wide coordinating boards represent public interest 

more than local governing boards: 

But it is anything but self-evident that state 
decisions as opposed to local decisions are made 
with a higher order of rationality and a closer 
adherence to the public interes t (p. 23 ) . 

Types of Governing Boards 

This section discusses five types of boards: (1) single 

governing boards; (2) statewide boards; (3) boards of public 

versus private institutions; (4) denominational boards; and, 

(5) boards of business corporations. 

Historically, most colleges and universities had single 

governing boards. Millard (1976) contended that at the 

beginning of the decade of the 60s almost all agencies or 

boards created were coordinating rather than governing boards, 

but during the 1970's the established norm became the 

statewide governing board structures. He said that the 

distinction between coordinating boards and governing boards 

is a juridical one where the latter is legally responsible for 

the management and operation of the institution (p. 16). 

It was Berdahl (1971) who classified the states by the 

type of board: 
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(1) states with no coordinating agencies; 

(2) states with voluntary association; 

(3) states with statutory coordinating boards not 

superseding institutional or segmental boards, including: 

(a) boards with majority of institutional members 

and advisory powers; 

(b) boards with majority of public members and 

advisory powers; 

(e) boards with majority of public members with 

regulatory powers; and, 

(4) States with a single governing board. 

According to Millard (1976), categories numbered one and two 

above are no longer found in any state. 

Regarding the issues surrounding statewide boards, 

Wilson (1975) phrased the dilemma with statewide boards as the 

ability to conserve institutional idiosyncrasies while 

securing state financial support from a structure that prefers 

monolithic patterns. Nason (1982) believed that: 

... rnulticampus governing boards have proven to be a 
mixed blessing. The transfer of authority for 
major policy decisions to a systems board has 
reduced the amount of infighting .... facilitated 
statewide planning .... provides a higher degree of 
accountability .... (but] It also gives both state 
legislatures and governors much greater control 
(pp. 47-87). 

Baddidge (1975) called for the restoration of governing 

board autonomy from statewide boards which have unclear 

purposes and have bureaucratized the educational decision 

making processes. 
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Whether a university is created through statute or state 

constitution is related to its governing board. Worth (1982) 

defined public universities as corporations which have a board 

with governing authority. The authority of the board is 

stipulated and affected by whether the university charter 

originates from the state constitution or from specific 

legislation or statutes. The missions of cansti tutional 

institutions seem to be more stable than statutory 

universities since the latter is more susceptible to the 

desires of l aw- makers (Daniel s et al ., 1979). 

Church-related institutions pose special problems in the 

area of governance where issues of faith and education are 

closely linked. For example, several authors have called 

trusteeship in church-related institutions, especially 

trustees of seminaries, a calling or a service in the ministry 

of the church (White, 1985; Warford, 1985). conceptual izing 

trusteeship in these ways reflects sectarian beliefs. 

Baumgaertner (1983) refe rred to the same duality of 

theological schools by saying that these institutions 

II •••• operate both in the public forum of higher education and 

in the forum of the faith community known as church" 

(p. 112). In terms of the accreditation of denominational 

schools, the same author says: 

[the accreditation process] It is one of the surest 
ways for the governing board to exercise its 
responsibility of surveillance (but] .. .. can never 
be used as a device for dealing with doctrinal 
diffe r e nce, differences in style of life, or 
ecclesiastical schism .... The overall experience 



with voluntary private accreditation has been a 
positive one for theological schools .... Regional 
accreditation makes theological education part of 
the general stream of higher education, and will 
not allow it to become "ghettoized" (pp. 116; 119). 
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Are trustees of a Catholic seminary vested with the same 

duties, functions, and responsibilities as trustees of 

Protestant seminaries? Warford (1985) responded: 

In Roman Catholic schools where ownership and legal 
authority for the school rest in a religious order 
or with the bishop, the seminary board may be 
somewhat advisory .... it is essential that the 
responsibilities of the board of directors and the 
effective authority of the bishop or the religious 
order be dealt with directly . 

.... a crucial difference between higher education 
and theological education is that seminaries are 
responsible for the formation and preparation for 
the priesthood. This difference makes the matter 
of board authority somewhat more problematic than a 
situation where the ordination is not at stake. 
Within this context, it is a difficult question 
whether laity in the Roman Catholic Church can 
exercise the same kind of authority that is assumed 
in the Protestant school where the policy is quite 
different. Thus, while catholic colleges and 
universities might have increasingly (though not 
completely) moved toward the creation of 
independent and self-sustaining governing boards, 
it is unlikely that this will occur in Catholic 
seminaries (pp. 10-11). 

In terms of a historical background, Stamm (1979) 

commented, IIUntil the mid-1960s, the upper echelon governance 

of American Catholic colleges and universities was the 

responsibility of the religious institute which had founded, 

staffed, and sponsored them" (p. 19). However, Nason (1982) 

noted that since Vatican II, Catholic colleges and 

universities, IIHave been rapidly divesting themselves of 
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clerical control" (p. 56). Savage (1984) concurred with this 

observation. 

Another issue related to Catholic higher education 

institutions was addressed by Murphy (1984). He 

distinguished between Catholic institutions associated to a 

religious order but independent of it and what he called 

diocesan sponsorship . The latter are separated from the 

diocesan corporation but often have a two-tiered board where 

the bishop controls the ownership of property and appointment 

of trustees. The bylaws of some diocesan colleges stipulate 

for the bishop to be a trustee--usually the chairperson ,of the 

board. 

According to Stamm (1979), since Vatican II the structure 

of boards of Catholic institutions falls within three 

categories: 

(1) Comprehensive boards: these are corporate 
boards with all the privileges and rights set 
by corporate law. 

(2) 

(3) 

Dependent corporate boards: 
required to obtain approval 
before any final decision. 

these boards are 
of a higher board 

Managerial boards: any corporate 
comes from another governing 
mechanism. 

privilege 
board or 

Lastly, the Association of Catholic Colleges and 

Universities (1984), in discussing what it means to have the 

Church sponsor a college or university, acknowledged that: 

We have not uncovered a paradigm which will work 
for all institutions ... . As each institution is a 
distinct, autonomous being vis a vis other c olleges 



and universities; we do not form a single system 
(p. 2). 
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The literature on the debate to run colleges like 

businesses was very extensive. Nason (1982) is representative 

of the position arguing that: 

Colleges and universities cannot be run like 
business enterprises .... The rugged individualism of 
academic departments and schools, the shared 
authority with faculty, the limitations on 
presidential power, the principal of academic 
freedom . . .. colleges could not be run like 
businesses (p. 44). 

other authors supported this nontransferability (Alden, 1978; 

8esse, 1972; Herron, 1969). 

For purposes of this study, the issue of interest was not 

the above debate but how business corporate boards mirror 

educational boards, if in any way. This was an important 

point since not all institutions of postsecondary education 

are not-for-profit. As mentioned earlier by Wilms (1987), the 

boards of p r oprietary institutions seem to be similar in 

structure to the board of directors of private businesses. To 

this effect Wood (1982) postulated that: 

The theory is that lay boards of control, whether 
of schools, hospitals, community action agencies, 
or colleges and universities, are uniquely equipped 
to protect the public interest by assuring that the 
professionals and experts in these agencies do in 
fact contribute to the common good (pp. xxiv
xxv) . 

Livingston (1949) described the board of corporations and 

other profit making enterprises in terms of an ideal board, 

its functions, and duties. 
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An ideal board of directors consists of four interests: 

(1) Management; 

(2) Representation of ownership; 

(3) Outside interests; and, 

(4) Experts in management 

This ideal is seldom found .... there is much 
variation in practice in the functioning of a board 
of director. At one extreme is the board that 
merely elects a president and meets every month to 
confirm solemnly the actions of the past month. At 
the other end is the board that actively functions 
in top management through the use of committees. 
Even in these cases, the board members should stay 
out of the functions of operation. An individual 
director has no legal power un l ess specifically 
delegated. It is the board that has power 
(p. 115). 

The four functions ascribed to a board of directors by 

Livingston are: 

(1) Decision; 

(2) Confirmation; 

(3) Counsel; and, 

(4) Review. 

The five major duties of a board of directors are: 

(1) Selection of major executives; 

(2) Definition of general objectives; 

(3) Formulation of broad policies; 

(4) Appraisal of the results; and, 

(5) Determination of profit distribution. 
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Politicization 

The selection of trustees is usually carried out through 

two methods: (1) the majority of members are appointed by the 

governor with or without the consent of the legislature, and 

(2) election of the board by the voters of the state, alumni, 

etc. 1I ••• hut each of the methods followed reveals an effort 

to achieve the dual and sometimes conflicting goal of relating 

higher education to the needs of the community, while 

protecting the universities from capricious political 

interference II (Moos & Rourke, 1959, pp. 300-301). Similar 

information on the method of trustee appointment was p~ovided 

by Slover (1982). Allen (1978) devoted an entire chapter of 

his dissertation, The defense of academic freedom, discussing 

various cases in the Southern region where the governing board 

was subjected to undue pressures from the governors in 

Georgia, Louisiana, and Mississippi (pp. 168-240). 

Moos et al. (1959) suggested that political interference 

could be ameliorated by assigning staggered and long-term 

appointments to board members. One last point, the same 

authors maintained that when it comes to the removal of board 

members, uIn the majority of cases, removal may take place 

without cause II (p. 305). 

As mentioned earlier, the Association of Governing Boards 

of Colleges and Universities (1980) has specific 

recommendations on mandatory rotation of board members as a 

way to ameliorate the level of politicization within the 
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board, but Fleming (1975) argueed that, IIAppointments to the 

boards tend to be for lengthy periods, but a governor who 

stays in office for a number of terms can mold boards in his 

image, thus encouraging political behavior by appointees II (p. 

34) • 

Summary 

Historically, accreditation has been related to the 

expansion of higher education and the democratization forces 

at the end of the 1800's. Its strength has been predicated on 

vol untary sel f-regulation and peer review . It has been 

primarily concerned with institutional quality and 

effectiveness. Current criticism towards the concept of 

accreditation has been based on the proliferation of statewide 

governing boards which carryon their own accountability, 

planning, and review of institutional quality. 

The idea of governing boards has been based also on 

democratic principles supporting the notion about the wisdom 

of the common person and his or her ability to guard and 

represent the public's trust. The period of most turbulence 

for governing boards was in the 1960's. During these years, 

lay governance moved from oblivion to prominence even though 

it had been present, yet dormant, since the founding of 

Harvard University in 1636. During the 1970's, the discussion 

on governing boards centered around whether these structures 

were going to disappear, gain more salience, or go into 

hibernation. Today most arguments about governing boards call 
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for the involvement of trustees in defining the educational 

mission of their institutions. It was observed that the 

literature on this subject is more abundant when discussing 

responsibilities and functions. Responsibilities tended to be 

described in concrete ways while functions were treated on an 

abstract level. There is much agreement among scholars in the 

items listed under responsibilities. But which responsibility 

is more important? The literature did not prioritize the 

listing. However, it was noted that the responsibility to 

select the president is losing importance and that the 

responsibility to define and clarify the institutional m,ission 

is gaining prominence. 

There was much ambiguity about the dualism of legislative 

and executive prerogatives and delegation of power. There 

seemed to be agreement on the fact that these are dilemmas to 

battle where there are not solid demarcation lines. It was 

reiterated throughout the literature that these principles are 

based more on traditions than on rational considerations. 

The notion of public interest created the same ambiguity 

as legislative and executive prerogatives. It was not 

empirically defined. Nonetheless, it was a recurrent 

principle in the literature of accreditation, governing 

boards, and higher education in general. It was predicted 

that the public interest will continue to increase due to the 

cry for more accountability and the blurring of the division 

between public and private organizations. 
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It was noted that public single governing boards seem to 

be in extinction or overpowered in number by statewide 

governing boards. No studies comparing the accreditation of 

public single governing board with statewide governing board 

controlling for trustees were reviewed. 

A limitation of this literature review was that it 

discussed denominational boards in terms of the Christian 

faith. That is, other religious traditions like Judaism, were 

not selected for reviewed. 

Altogether, the literature on governing boards and 

accreditation identified these tensions: 

(1) public interest versus institutional concern: 

(2) insulation from politics versus poli tical 

involvement; 

(3 ) 

(4) 

(5) 

legislative versus executive prerogatives; 

amass versus delegation of power; 

single lay governing board versus statewide 

governing board; and , 

(6) collegiate versus business corporation. 

In general one pitfall that characterized the literature 

of this chapter is the lack of conceptual and operational 

definitions given to the variables, forces, or trends under 

investigation. For example, the majority of the research on 

governing boards emphas ized duties and responsibilities. 

Although the disciplines of public administration and 

political sciences made these terms clear and distinct, higher 
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education, at least as represented by the selection of the 

foregoing scholarly works, did not define concepts nor did it 

translate them into observable categories. This was 

especially true of the concepts duty versus function versus 

responsibility; management versus policyrnakingi broad versus 

specific policies; and, approved versus adopted policies. 

consequently, it must be said that most of the literature 

selected for presentation is based on informed opinion rather 

than on empirical research. This suggests that the concluding 

rema rks of any of these studies provide good persuasions 

rather than advancing a scientific model or grand the~ry. 

This should not be understood as reporting a weakness in 

the assessment of higher education. J ust the contrary--this 

researcher thinks that the ambiguity of many of the concepts 

reviewed point to the interpretive nature of much of the 

research done in the social sciences, humanities, and 

education . Historical research has been classified as an 

interpretive study. In more eloquent words, liThe governance 

of the American college and university is a residue of 

traditions and arrangements that are more a gift of history 

than a conscious thought II (Kerr, 1970, p. 108). How to study 

the historical traditions and arrangements surrounding the 

inclusion of the governing board concept as a requisite for 

accreditation was the subject of the next chapter. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Historical Research Methodology 

The Nature of Historical Knowledge 

contemporary researchers in postsecondary education have 

noted that if the scientific inquiry in this discipline is to 

achieve scholarly maturity, then it needs to consider new 

challenging questions and methodologies (Leslie and Beckham, 

1986; Keller, 1986). It has been suggested that the research 

done in the last thirty years by the historians of higher 

education, particularly that which explains some of the major 

societal and institutional changes, has been useful in 

decision-making and policy analysis. Keller (1986) contended 

that research in higher education has to respond to the needs 

created by the knowledge-based economy of a new century. 

"This research must be •... useful and nationally illuminating" 

(p. 129). 

In this view, Thelin (1986) proposed the use of history 

and its methodology in the study of postsecondary education. 

The historical method should provide higher education with a 

longitudinal perspective on different issues which in many 

56 
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cases is now lacking due to the overreliance on the 

traditional survey method. 

Now that some general observations have been made about 

the general state of research in higher education, following 

are explicit philosophical tenets upon which this research was 

based. The first set of assumptions was based on the 

classical conceptualization of history as proposed by 

Meyerhoff (1959) in the book, The philosophy of history in our 

time: 

(1) The value of historical wo rk consists in the degree 

to which it promotes the advancement of history as a whole or 

in enriching the common treasury of knowledge. 

(2) The historian cannot deceive himself into thinking 

that he is observing the past directly. A historian 

constructs history. 

(3) To construct history is to narrate it; in other 

words, it is the telling of a succession of related episodes. 

Thus, history is the expository narration of the course of 

human societies in the past. 

(4) The essential work of the historian is to bring 

these episodes to light, to show the relations existing 

between events, and to explain these relations. Thus, all 

historical narrative is hypothetical. It is an attempt at 

explanation, a conjectural reconstruction of the past. 

The last assumption was expressed in the following remark 

by B. Fischoff (1982): "The study of the past is predicated 
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on the belief that if we look, we will be able to discern some 

interpretable patterns. Considerable research suggests that 

this is well founded. People seem to have a remarkable 

ability to find some order or meaning in even randomly 

produced data" (pp. 343-344). 

What then should be the subj ect matter of history? 

Shafer (1969) suggested that historical studies should be 

mainly interested in the subject of change over a period of 

time, for any trends appearing in those periods, and for the 

i dentific atio n of the unique people, ideas, or events tha t 

symbolize the period under s tudy . He a sserted t hat II 

historians cannot, and should not try, to tell everything that 

happened in the past. The historian selects facts about the 

past for certain purposes and according to certain standards 

.... [ the historian ] looks not for all the causes, but for the 

most meaningful causes" (p. 24) . 

Humphreys (1980) said, "History is the attempt to give 

veridical and adequate descriptions of change in human 

affairs .... History is specifically descriptive in character 

rather than imaginative ... it is a verbal representation or 

imitation of reality and must, in some 

manner, conform to that reality" (p. 2). 

as not " ... s imply true, but rather 

generally understood 

He defined veridical 

in conformity with 

evidence" (p. 2). The validation criterion in historical 

research is veridicali ty "in conformity with the ev i dence" 

(p. 11). 
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Echoing the definition of history as the reconstruction 

of the past, Garraghan (1946) posited that the task of 

historians is to visualize the past, recapture its atmosphere 

and moods, and then to plaster this summary on the written 

page (p. 396). More recently, Nevins (1962) reiterated that 

the interest in history depended on the " ... fact that 

universally acceptable summaries are impossible ••.. historians 

can only present a number of varying theories, each supported 

by more or less plausible evidence ll (p. 228). 

These types of definitions have prompted Gawronski ( 1975) 

to classify historical research as an interpretive study. 

Having determined the causes for a historical 
event, historians must then determine the effects 
of the event. By definition a cause is anything 
producing an effect. And, since the threads of 
human experience are intertwined, effects in turn, 
become causes for other effects. This fact 
emphasizes all the more the interpretive nature of 
historical inquiry .... A philosophy of history is 
the personal interpretation and judgement of the 
individual who is formulating it: it is his or her 
set of assumption for ordering the course of 
historical facts (pp. 13; 23). 

One philosophical postulate that summarizes this section 

is that historians do not know everything about everything; 

rather, as Fischer (1970) contended, a 1I ••• historian can only 

hope to know something about something ll (p. 5). To think that 

historians should hope for more only perpetuates the Baconian 

fallacy consisting of the idea that researchers can operate 

without preconceived questions, hypotheses, ideas, 

assumptions, theories, paradigms, or other prejudices. 
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The philosophical postulates underpinning this study 

tacitly point to various methodological risks worth 

mentioning. First, the historian is confronted with the 

recording of events that involved an interpretative act by the 

oerson recording the happening and by the historian while s/he 

a rranges the final narrative (Borg and Gall, 1983). It has 

been suggested that the goal in historical research is not 

neutrality but impartiality in the presentation of history 

within the guidelines of the historical methodology (Kent, 

1967, p. 10). Second, there is the problem of cause and 

effect. The literature in this area did not offer definite 

answers for the solution of this crossroad. On one hand, 

Stanford (1986) suggested that in history the issue at stake 

is not whether the present is caused by the past but rather 

" ... which bit of the past caused which bit of the present" 

(p. 45). On the other hand, it has been argued that the goal 

in history is not to " ... uncover the cause [one or more 

indispensable antecedents] of any event, large or small, but 

only the conditions [some of the prerequisites] attending its 

emergence II (Barzum and Graff, 1985, p. 187). Martin (1982) 

claimed that: 

The problem of understanding the manner in which 
historians assign relative importance to causes is 
really two problems. The immediate problem, which 
virtually every good historian addresses, is that 
of determining how a given body of evidence bears 
on a particular question of relative causal 
importance. The underlying problem, which even 
good historians typically ignore, is that of 
determining what is meant by the claim that one 



event or fact is more important than another as a 
cause of some particular result (p. 59). 
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Finally , historians may be overwhelmed by the amount of 

historical evidence . Gawronski (1975) noted that the amount 

and availability of historical evidence will affect the 

interpretation of that piece of evidence. That is, as more 

information is found, new interpretations can be formulated . 

The end of the search for supporting evidence should be based 

on the discovery of a repetitive pattern, form, or a 

redundancy of facts (Gawronski, 1975; Barzurn & Graff, 1985). 

Historical Research Techniques 

The research techniques for this particular study 

followed the guidelines proposed by one of the pioneers of the 

historical method, Ernest Bernheim, as translated, refined, 

and elaborated by Fling (1971) in the book , Outline of 

historical method. and the principles stipulated by Borg and 

Gall (1983) in the book, Educational Researc h. 

The method of history is not one of direct observation. 

Historical events can only be known through an examination of 

its record, which is called the source. There are two main 

sources: material remains and traditions. This study focused 

on traditions. "Source" within the tradition rubric is 

subdivided in three parts: oral, written, and pictorial. For 

this research the source of wr i tten traditions were selected. 

The " source" of written traditions contains the record of what 

has been seen or heard by an eye or ear witness. This is the 
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major direct observation used by the historian: the written 

evidence. But the written evidence is not the event or the 

object per se. Therefore, the method of the historian is that 

of indirect observation. 

Fling (1971), quot ing Bernheim, presented four steps in 

the systematic study of history or historical criticism: 

(1) Quellenkunde, treating of bibliography, source 
collections, and auxiliary sciences; (2) Kritik, 
treating the genuineness of the sources, their 
origin and value, of the establishment of 
historical fact, and the arrangement of the fact 
established; (3) Auffassung, dealing with the 
interpretation and grouping of facts, with their 
physical, psychical, and social environment, and 
with the philosophy of history; (4) Darstellung, o r 
the formulation of the results obtained in the . 
preceding investigation (p. 18). 

Ouellenkunde 

History is an encompassing field which relies on various 

social sciences--sociology, anthropology, economics - -in order 

to visualize the past. Therefore, every historical inquiry 

starts with some preliminary knowledge or historical traces of 

an event. 

KritiK. 

The second part of historical criticism is divided in two 

maj or categories: (1) external criticism, and (2) internal 

criticism . These are subdivided as follow: 

(1) External Criticism 

(a) Testing the 
genuineness 

(2) Internal Crit icism 

Ca) Determination of 
the value of the 
source 



(b) Localization of 
the source 
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(b) Interpretation of 
the source 

ee) Establishment of 
the facts 

Testing for genuineness involved these questions: Are 

the sources genuine? Are they what they appear to be? Are 

they what this researcher thought they were? A lack of 

criticism in this stage could lead to the use of evidence that 

should not be used or rejection of evidence that should be 

used. After these questions have been answered the historical 

researcher must turn to the c rit i cism of the c ontent of the 

source. Does the content of the record agree with \olhat is 

already learned from other genuine sources of the same age and 

place? Is the writer of the document ignorant of the thinking 

that a writer of that day would have mentioned? Is the writer 

familiar with events of which he could not have known at the 

date of his/ her writing? Once the source of written tradition 

passes the test of outward form and content, the researcher 

then asks if the information drawn from the source fits 

naturally into the chain of historical evolution as it is 

known . Finally, the researcher deals with the Localization of 

the Source as s / he is able to tell when the account was 

written, where it was written, and who the author of it was. 



64 

Internal criticism aims at determining the reality of the 

historical event. This part of the critical analysis tested 

for the trustworthiness of the message which the evidence 

appeared to be carrying and an evaluation of the person who 

wrote it. While external criticism looks to rule out forgery 

in order to attest to the authenticity of the evidence, 

internal criticism looks to rule out lies and errors of fact 

in order to attest to the credibility of the source of written 

tradition. 

Auffassung and Darstellung 

According to Fling (1971), there was not agreement on how 

best to accomplish historical synthesis. Although he did not 

offer any specific way of achieving this integration, he did 

insist that, "Criticism supplies us with isolated facts, but 

isolated facts do not constitute history" (p. 89). The 

historian must organize the facts and present them in a 

logical and eloquent narrative. To this effect, Borg and Gall 

(1983) suggested the use of concepts to bring unity to the 

amalgam of persons and events that share similarities. It was 

also suggested to organize the events in chronological order 

of emergence or by distinctive thematic threads. "A possible 

solution to this problem is to combine the chronological and 

thematic approach. Each chapter might cover a discrete time 

period, but the internal organization of the chapters might be 

thematic" (Borg and Gall, 1983, p. 826). 
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Data Collection 

The major data collection method used for this study was 

documentary search. 

Documentary Search 

The following was the search plan for primary documents: 

1 . Archives of the Commission on Colleges. Southern 

Association of Colleges and School (Decatur, Georgia) 

a. Minutes: committees and administrative staff 

b. Special studies 

c. Correspondence on file 

d . Other written documents 

2. The Southern Association Proceedings 

3. Commission on Colleges, microfilm reels 

4 . Revision of secondary sources as yielded by primary 

sources, library search using the descriptors "accreditation 

and "governing board," and other relevant leads. 

Procedures 

The study consisted of two major parts. One part was to 

review the literature on governing boards and accreditation in 

order to record the relevant issues surrounding this type of 

collegiate organization. The other part was to research the 

historical evolution of the inclusion of the governing board 

concept as a requisite for accreditation in the Commission on 

Colleges, Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. 
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The format of the organization of this historical 

research combined a chronological and thematic approach: that 

is, each chapter focused on a discrete time period 

characterized by a specific topic or theme. Humphreys (1980) 

defines theme as "an interpretation--that is, it is an 

assertion of coherence, of definable pattern and relationship, 

among a group of events ... for any given collection of 

documents we might argue that the most adequate theme is that 

which links together the largest number of statements ... " 

(p. 11). In terms of the chronology of events, this study 

spoused a time perspective where the accurate sequence of 

events was more important than the precise date of the event 

(Gawronski, 1975, p. 14). 



CHAPTER IV 

DEFINING THE STANDARDS: THE STRUGGLE 

WITH AMBIGIOUS LANGUAGE 

1917-1939 

Spirit of Administration 

Fifty-two years after the War Between the States the 

South continued to be plagued with poverty, unemployment, and 

submerged in an inertia that permeated all social 

institutions. Education was no exception. 

It was within this regional umbra that Chancellor James 

Kirkland of Vanderbilt University and other southern 

educational leaders met in 1895 and founded the Association of 

Colleges and Preparatory Schools of the Southern States 

(Association of Colleges and Preparatory Schools of the 

Southern states, Proceedings of the First 

1895, p. 3. Hereafter cited as Proceedings). 

Annual Meeting, 

The general aim 

of the organization was to promote cooperation and assistance 

among colleges and preparatory schools. To this effect, 

college entrance requirements and high school curricula were 

standardized for member institutions. In 1917 the college and 

the high school sectors became different units under the aegis 

of the Association. The college membership was grouped under 

the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education (SACS, 
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proceedings, 1917, pp. 18, 23). 
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World War I prevented the 

commission from meeting for two years, and when it reconvened 

in 1919 the notion of specific standards for colleges and 

universities emerged. 

By 1922 there were twenty Standards for Colleges (SACS, 

Proceedings, 1922, pp. 39-42). Emphasis was on uniform, 

quantifiable, and Objective requirements. 

The coordination between high schools and colleges with 

regard to the requirements for admission to college and the 

contrasting need to liberalize the college entrance 

requirements continued to be a recurrent debate during the 

decade of the 1920's. These two forces , standardization and 

flexibility, will characterize the Commission for much of its 

history. 

The search for the specific mention of the governing 

board concept led to a position paper presented by Henry 

Sweets entitled, "Standards of the Denominational Colleges" 

(SACS, Proceedings, 1922, pp. 114-124). This presentation, 

given in 1922, is the first recorded reference to governing 

boards to appear in the Proceedings. 

Sweets ' lecture examined the twenty standards in a 

general way, addressing in an abstract and philosophical 

manner the topic of standardization as a means of control and 

organization. He also voiced some misapprehensions about the 

uniformity resulting from accreditation. 

Defining standardizat ion as control, Sweets stated: 



There is a decided trend back to Church control . 
Some institutions controlled for more than a 
century by self-perpetuating boards of trustees 
have recently come under ecclesiastical authority. 
This does not mean of course that church courts are 
to manage the affairs of these institutions but 
that they will have the final authority as to the 
character of men who shall guide these institutions 
(p. 115). 
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It would be historically unsound to think that the words, 

" . .. decided trend back to Church control" mean that the 

different denominations had lost or diminished their influence 

over sectarian colleges and universities some time before 

1922. Or that there was much control at one historical point 

and that progressively through the years this control 

vanished. 

In the early decades of the Twentieth century there was 

a " trend back II to everything, including church control, 

because the southern states were on a track to recuperation 

and vitalization. The resurgence of c hurch control in higher 

education was not so much one of ecclesiastical assertiveness 

but rather one of many Southern institutions that were 

reawakened after the War Between the States. In other words, 

the "decided trend back to Church control II was not necessarily 

symptomatic of a structural change within southern higher 

education but more truly the reassumption of a previous role . 

Is the description of governing boards as "self-

perpetuating" bodies a value laden portrayal? Sweets did not 

articulate a positive or a negative judgement on the longevity 

of service of these trustees. Nonetheless, he seemed to imply 
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that church control or ecclesiastical authority was good. 

Independently from the length of service of trustees, there 

was a return to church related governing boards. 

The only point of clarification in the quoted paragraph 

is in relation to what the self-perpetuating boards could do 

or not do. They were not to run the institution. Their task 

was to select other men in whose hands the board was to put 

the administration of colleges and universities. It seems 

therefore that Sweets subjugated the board of trustees' length 

of service to the wisdom necessary in selecting, for example, 

the president of a col lege. 

This clarification by Sweets will represent the first 

instance in the Proceedings were two major contemporary 

conceptions on governing boards are expressed: one, that it 

is within the authority of the governing board to have final 

power in the selection of the staff of colleges and universi

t ies , and two, that there is a duality and difference between 

the executive and legislative powers. 

An appropriate question at this point is to what extent 

was Sweets' presentation based on one of the twenty standards? 

A scrutiny of the stated Standards for Colleges of 1922 did 

not find any passage where the words governing boards were 

used. Appendix D includes the Standards for Colleges. 

Notwi thstanding the absence of direct references to 

governing boards per se, standard number 15 seems to be the 

germination ground for the future emergence and development of 
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a specific section within the standards entitled "Governing 

Board. It It will also be the standard by which governing 

boards of some prominent universities will be judged upon in 

cases of alleged political intervention in the decade of the 

Thirties. This standard reads as follow: 

Standard Number 15. General Statement Concerning 
Curriculum and Spirit of Administration. The 
character of the curriculum, efficiency of 
instruction, the scientific spirit, the soundness 
of scholarship, the standard of regular degrees, 
the conservation in granting honorary degrees, the 
character of its publicity, and the tone of the 
institution, shall also be factors in determining 
its standing. The curriculum should provide both 
for breadth of study and for c oncentration. It 
should have justifiable relation to the resourc~s 
of the institution (po 41). 

Standard 15, as it says in its title, is a general 

statement. Its generality encompasses two major areas within 

any college: curriculum and administration. Both areas are 

described in abstract and idealistic terms not defined by 

concrete objectives or tasks. What meaning did "spirit of 

administration" and "tone of institution" had in 1922? There 

is no historical evidence in the archives of the Commission 

defining these terms. They seemed to have been used as 

metaphors that conveyed a meaning shared and understood by the 

collective membership. If these meanings served as pivots for 

symbolic representations of endeared beliefs comparable to the 

saga concept of Burton Clark (1972), it would be possible to 

assume that the "spirit of administration" and "tone of the 

institution" referred to a benevolent, positive, and "beloved 

institution (and administration), to which participants may be 
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passionately devoted" (Clark, 1972 , p. 178). Consequently, 

the "spirit" and the "tonel! of governing boards--a component 

of the administrative structure--were factors used in 

determining the standing of the insti tutions seeking 

membership in the Commission. 

As mentioned previously, in Sweets' presentation one did 

not find a verdict, pro or against, on what he called "se1f-

perpetuating boards." However, when in 1925 a questionnaire 

was completed by member institutions asking their opinion on 

the standards, comments regarding progress as well as stagna-

ticn with compliance were noted (SACS, Proceedings, 1926, pp. 

65 - 66) . The committee on Reports, the committee which had 

developed the questionnaire, recommended further study of all 

standards. Regarding standard number 15 the committee wrote : 

the scientific spirit of an institution is 
tested by its attitude toward research and toward 
scientific teaching (p. 67). 

It is important to note that in this Proceedings 

there were three institutions, not mentioned by name, that 

were denounced because of their treatment of professors. The 

Commitee on Reports acknowledged that: 

These things are not covered by the language of 
Standard No. 15 and that the Association must be 
deeply concerned over such a situation. The 
integrity of the teacher's position is lost and the 
character of an educational institution is worth 
little if inside or outside influences, if either 
state or church undertakes to define the limits 
within which a conscientious and competent teacher 
must work . 

We therefore recommend that Standard No. 15 be so 
interpreted as to include in its scope the relation 



of each institution to the great and fundamental 
question of freedom in study, and that denial of 
such freedom be deemed inconsistent with membership 
in this Association (p. 67). 
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It is clear then that standard number 15 (General 

statement Concerning the Curriculum and Spirit of 

Administration) will be interpreted using meanings that 

transcended the written wording of it. The spirit of the law, 

the spirit of standard number 15 from now on, will dictate and 

define what will be an acceptable "character of an educational 

institution" and what are acceptable "inside or outside 

influences." This passage was interpreted as an indirect 

reference to governing boards since it is only through it that 

the state or the church could become an influence. The 

denouncement of these three institutions will mark the first 

historical instance when the Commission, represented by the 

Committee on Reports, defined the authoritative boundaries of 

governing boards. 

Continuing the move through the archives of the '20s 

there were other references to governing boards. President 

Chandler, College of William and Mary, delivered a 

presentation in 1926 where he questioned the aims and purposes 

of colleges (SACS, Proceedings, 1926, pp. 246-251). Asking, 

what the future of colleges would be, Chandles referred his 

audience to a book and author: "Professor Stowe in his book 

Modernizing the College brings out very clearly that there is 

a conflict in the ranks of the professors and Board of 

Trustees" (p. 248). Careful inspection of the book revealed 
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the following. Modernizing the College (S t owe , 1926) is a 

book well described by its title, which offers ideas on the 

need to modernize colleges and universities in the United 

states of post-World War I. stowe ' s words echoed those voiced 

by Sweets in 1922: 

Legally the ultimate responsibility for determining 
what requirements are necessary for the 
accomplishment of the purpose of a college 
ordinarily rests with its board of trustees (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1926, p. 88). 

As Sweets, Stowe referred to governing boards in what 

could be interpreted as pejorative terms: 

... how powerless to deal intelligently and 
effectively with those activities (all activities 
within a college] are most boards of trustees on 
account of their lack of knowledge of the 
objectives and character of the work of their 
colleges as well as of the principles underlying 
the successful conduct of academic affairs. 
Continued ignorance of the aims, work, and academic 
affairs of their colleges on the part of boards of 
trustees will postpone indefinitely the 
modernization of our colleges (p. 66). 

In academic circles, however, college boards of 
trustees are quite generally regarded as intruders 
in the academic world, barely tolerated because 
they furnish the finances making possible the 
continued existence of their institutions (pp. 88-
89) • 

In 1927 one presentation at the Annual Meeting addressed 

what seemed to be at the heart of the problem with standard 

number 15, its ambiguous language. 

There are institutions which have never defined in 
writing the duties of any officer, notably the 
older colleges of the East , believing such 
definition hinders rather than helps in 
administration. Definitions adopted today would 



probably be out of date five years hence . At the 
same time, the tremendous administrative strain 
under which higher education is now laboring. and 
the difficulty of adjusting the college machinery 
to the vast army of students, makes it imperative 
that there be a clear understanding and equitable 
distribution of administrative direction if the 
institution is to meet adequately the complicated 
and growing demands which are made upon it (Friley, 
1927, p. 273). 
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To conclude this chapter, the early years of the estab-

lishment of the Commission were characterized by standards 

that helped in the restoration of a system of higher education 

that had been devastated by war. Struggles between forces of 

uniformity and flexibility dominated its genesis and molded 

the standards. Therefore, some standards were specific, like 

standard number 6 (Salaries) and others general, like standard 

number 15 (General statement Concerning Curriculum and Spirit 

of Administration). The concept of governing boards emerged 

for the first time in the beginning of the 1920's. The 

language defining boards of trustees was imprecise and its 

meaning was to be found in the spirit and tone of standard 

number 15. By the end of this decade some discontent with the 

ambiguity in language and the noncompliance of some institu-

tions with this standard were chronicled. The spirit and tone 

of the governing board will become contended concepts in the 

1930s . This will be the topic of the next section. 
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Persistent Ambiguities; External Pressure 

and Educational Bodies 

In 1930 the Executive Committee, for the first time in 

the history of the Commission, was called to investigate the 

actions of a governing board (SACS, Proceedings, 1930, pp. 35-

36; 54-55). Their intervention was based on the lack of a 

specific standard upon which to evaluate the possible 

transgressions of this board and an Association constitutional 

right: 

It is, however, provided in our constitution that 
the Executive committee shall judge the eligibility 
of an institution in matters not explicitly covered' 
by our laws. There is a similar reference in our 
statement of Standards to the ' tone of an 
institution' and 'spirit of administration' 
(p. 35). 

The investigation was brought upon the Board of Trustees 

of the University of Mississippi, the Mississippi Agricultural 

and Mechanical College, the Mississippi State College for 

Women, and the Mississippi state Teachers state College at 

Hattiesburg. These four institutions were controlled by the 

same governing board. The Executive committee concluded that 

the Board of Trustees had engaged in: 

The wholesale dropping of scores of officers and 
teachers, without warning, without charges, without 
the opportunity of defense, without action by the 
administrative head of the institution, [these 
actions) puts such a Board outside the category of 
educational bodies. 

In the action above indicated not only the control 
but the active management of these Mississippi 
institutions was taken over by the Governor and a 
small group of his appointees, with which group 



this Association has little in cornmon and can make 
no agreements (SACS, Proc eedings, 1930, p. 36). 

According to Cabannis (1971) , the Governor 
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of 

Mississippi, Theodore Bilbo, in collaboration with the Board 

of Trustees, replaced 179 employees at the above-mentioned 

institutions. Graham (1965) reported on a long standing feud 

between Governor Bilbo and Chancellor Alfred Hume. He wrote 

that at the conclusion of a board of trustees meeting in 1929: 

... Bilbo announced publicly that he was 
to remove the chancellor as soon as 
control of the board (p. 13). 

determined 
he gained 

Governor Bilbo gained control of the board on Ma y 1930 

when he filled three vacancies (Cabannis, 1971, pp. 142-144 ) . 

In this fashion, Bilbo acquired the power to impose 
his will upon the administrations and faculties of 
the various institutions subordinate to the General 
Board of Trustees of Higher Education of 
Mississippi.... (Graham, 1965, p. 28). 

The Executive Committee concluded : 

In view of these facts we recommend that the four 
institutions .•. be suspended from membership in this 
Association until time shall prove the existence of 
an educational and non-political administration 
(SACS, Proceedings, 1930, p. 36). 

The Executive Committee based its recommendations on the 

language of Standard 15, "tone of institution" and "spirit of 

administration," resorting to ambiguous language which in 

this researcher's opinion could have been debated in court had 

it not been for three elements that coalesced the power of the 

Association . These elements were: (1) that other national 

associations backed the Association, (2 ) that although none of 

the standards dealt with ac ademic freedom, the actions of the 
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Board of Trustees had put it "outside the category of 

educational bodies, 11 (which were interpreted as meaning 

"outside academic tradition"), and (3) that all the 

gubernatorial candidates agreed that Governor Bilbo had 

overextended his power. 

The second element mentioned necessitates further 

explanation. Up to this point the Commission's standards did 

not deal with the rights of faculty members; however, in 

explaining the role of a governing board within the category 

o f educational bodies, it enumerated f o r the first time in its 

histo ry some expectations about the process of dismissal. 

This enumeration of expectations represents the emergence of 

the procedural regulations stipulating the involvement of 

governing boards in the dismissal of faculty and staff. In 

order for the board to be inside the category of educational 

bodies, it had to provide for warning, explain charges, 

provide for an opportunity for defense, and the dismissal 

action had to come from the president of the institution. 

The Board of Trustees at the four Mississippi 

institutions acted outside the traditions of governance in 

higher education and hence the institutions were suspended 

from membership. The Mississippi institutions were reinstated 

to membership at the annual meeting of the Association of 1932 

because the new governor, Sennett Conner, planned to 

reorganize the board of trustees. The new board would consist 

of nine members appointed by the governor with the consent of 
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the senate for terms of nine to twelve years. Three new 

trustees would be appointed every four years, providing for 

staggered terms where, in theory, no single governor could 

have control over the appointments of the whole membership of 

the board. The governor would be an ex-officio member 

(Graham, 1965, pp. 117-120). 

Governor Conner wrote: 

In the first place, the wholesale dropping of 
officers and teachers of our educational 
institutions brought forth immediately a storm of 
protest f r om an outraged citizenship and from the 
press within the state of Mississippi. Our people 
were indignant and deeply humiliated, but they 
were powerless until August, 1931. Then, in the 
Democratic Primaries which followed a campaign in 
which taking the University and colleges out of 
politics was one of the major issues, they 
condemned and repudiated this action and 
overwhelmingly defeated practically every candidate 
who sought to palliate or justify it (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1931, p. 34). 

Part of the report of the Executive Committee on Four 

Mississippi Colleges read: 

the educational situation in the St a te of 
Mississippi has undergone radical changes; a new 
method of government has been devised for all four 
institutions, and a new Board of Trustees has been 
selected (SACS, Proceedings, 1932, p. 36). 

In order not to depict Governor Bilbo I s dismissals as 

having been exclusively political, a different type of 

evidence will be presented suggesting that the reasoning 

behind the actions partially responsible for his defeat were 

based exactly on what he was accused of ignoring: educational 

standards . According to Graham (1965) Bilbo, !!an ardent 

advocate of quality education!! (p. 27) had plans to 



80 

reorganize and reform the whole university system of higher 

education based upon the recommendations of the O'Shea report 

(O'Shea, 1927). The O'Shea report was commissioned by the 

governor that preceded Bilbo and who died before having it 

approved by the legislators. Bilbo supported the 0' Shea 

findings and, after failing repeatedly to gain legislative 

acceptance for it, took it upon himself to implement some of 

its provisions. The O'Shea report called for, among other 

things, a state board of education, merging the University of 

Mississippi, 

Mississippi 

the Mississippi State College for 

A & M into a single institution, 

Women, and 

curricular 

changes responsive to contemporary state needs and not to 

tradi tional academic canons, and i ncreases in salary for 

faculty and staff. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that the law school had 

been investigated by the Association of American Law Schools 

in 1926 and found highly inadequate (Horack, 1926). 

Based on this evidence it is be possible to argue that 

Bilbo's decisions were based on educational priorities 

precipi tated by a series of reports that questioned the 

quality and respectability of the higher education system in 

his state. One can contend that his goals for a moribund 

system of colleges and universities demanded the swiftest 

reform. 

A last note on 1930. At the same annual meeting where 

the Mississippi institutions were removed from membership, a 
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presentation "Standards and Standardization," was given by 

Paul Boyd (1930, pp. 80-88). He quoted several of his 

colleagues that perceived efforts to homogenize institutions 

of higher education through accreditation as detrimental: 

for any agency to demand uniformity in 
educational practices allover the country and thus 
stifle experimentation cannot but impede progress. 
For any group to think that it has found today the 
best ultimate educational practice is a sign of 
senility . 

. . . few of the standards in force today possess 
scientific validity . 

. . . present standards are not t h e o nly tru e 
measurement o f an educational institut i on. A 
strict adherence to the standards doesn I t always 
produce a good school. 

On the pages of the 1930 Proceedings, this presentation 

is antagonistic to the commission's handling of the 

institutions in Mississippi. The Commission's argument called 

for governing boards to follow the norms of educational 

bodies, hence traditional college governance operation. 

Boyd's presentation precisely reproached this type of thinking 

arguing that most institutions complied with the standards 

"not from conviction but from necessity and depart from them 

just so far as is safe" (p. 85). Bilbo overstepped the safety 

line. It was pondered whether the relationship between 

Chancellor Kirkland, President Emeritus of the Association, 

and Chancellor Hume, a respected educator, friend of Kirkland, 

and leader of one of the charter member institutions of the 

Association compounded and confounded the results presented. 

This possibility will have to remain tenuous speculation since 
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no evidence was found to support this vein of thought. 

Archival evidence supported the first interpretation, that 

Bilbo departed too far from accepted educational practices. 

Apropos of this last point were various presentations 

given in 1931 and in 1932 at the annual convention of the 

Association. These lectures seriously questioned the role of 

accrediting agencies and suggested the urgent need to study 

the validity of the standards as measurements of quality. 

For example, th"e President of North Central Association of 

colleges and Secondary Schools, J.B. Edmonson cautioned the 

members of the commission in equating educational quality and 

standards to common practices: 

In spite of the numerous contributions of great 
value that have been made by standardizing 
agencies, a considerable number of people 
interested in education apparently feel that these 
agencies have become a real hindrance to 
educational progress through their emphasis on 
standards that have been developed from studies of 
common practice rather than derived through careful 
experimentation (Edmonson, 1931, p. 163). 

Sydney Hall, State Superintendent of Public Instruction 

of Virginia, iterated similar concerns in the Annual Meeting 

of 1932 through a paper called, "Standardization and 

Educational Progress" (Hall, 1932, pp. 316-319): 

First, there is the danger of permitting the 
standards per se to become the maximum requirements 
for many of our institutions; second there is the 
danger of the standards being maintained to the 
detriment and the discouragement of certain types 
of progressive education which do not always comply 
with such standards .... 

standardization 
purpose the fixing of 

should never have as 
practices among schools, 

its 
but 



rather the stimulation and encouragement to better 
procedures and the wiser ways of transferring the 
group culture to the rising generation. 

our standards for teachers' colleges are so 
similar to those for liberal arts institutions and 
vice versa that each institution tends to become 
exactly like the other. In the opinion of the 
speaker there should be certain distinctive 
characteristic in the standards for such 
institutions unless it is desirable for them to 
become one and the same in nature, purpose, 
organization, and administration. 
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Boyd presented another lecture at the annual convention. 

Since Boyd was a lecturer at the annual meeting where the 

Mississippi institutions lost their accreditation, it was 

hypothesized that the following text addressed to some extent 

that circumstance: 

More and more as time proceeds, the Association 
should be able to emphasize less its standardizing 
and accrediting phases and pay more attention to 
fundamental educational problems, less attention to 
fighting educational malpractice and more fostering 
and building into greater excellence our members 
(Boyd, 1931, p. 180). 

The hypothesis was based on the fact that up to this year 

the only situation that could be interpreted as a case where 

the Commission fought "educational malpractice" was in 

Mississippi. Previous to 1930 there was no archival record of 

any such predicament. 

Boyd's examination of every single standard pointed out 

that these were not written on stone nor were they immutable. 

To this effect, he stated that until this year standard number 

9 (Support) was used as a measure of an institution's 

efficiency; nevertheless, given the bleak economic condi tions 
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of this decade, the committee on Triennial Reports recommended 

and the Commission approved: 

That in view of the financial situation no 
institution is to be dropped at present for purely 
financial reasons growing out of the current 
depression, but no modifications are to be made of 
our Standards in this field (SACS, Proceedings, 
1931, p. 56). 

supporting previous remarks that noted the arnbigui ties of 

the language that framed the standards, Boyd (1931) said: 

The mixture of 'shalls' and 'should' in our present 
statement of standards leads to confusion and 
misplaced emphasis in the work of accrediting. It 
would be much better to have two lists, o ne made up 
of those requirements that absolutely must be met 
and one of those in which we frankly recognize an 
element of opinion not yet thoroughly tested in a 
scientific way (p. 182). 

One would think that after this statement, where Boyd 

(1931) advocated for a well defined conceptualization of the 

accrediting process, his proposed lists would differentiate 

between standards worded in precise versus obscure language. 

Pertinent to standard number 15 (General statement concerning 

Curriculum and Spirit of Administration), Boyd ( 1931) 

suggested that the first part be required: 

The character of the curriculum, efficiency of 
instruction, the scientific spirit, the soundness 
of scholarship, the standard for regular degrees, 
the conservatism in granting honorary degrees, the 
character of its publicity, and the tone of the 
institution shall also be factors in determining 
its standing (p. 184), 

while the two last sentences of the standard, in his view, 

were elements of opinion and were not scientific, and should 

be only advisory: 



The curriculum should provide both for breadth of 
study and for concentration. It should have 
justifiable relation to the resources of the 
institution (pp. 190-194). 
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Albeit a good starting point to resolve the obscurity in 

the language of some of the standards, it was postulated that 

his classification of standard number 15 was contrary to the 

arguments posited in his lecture. It was argued by this 

researcher that the whole standard was embroidered with words, 

(e.g. character, efficiency, spirit, soundness, scholarship, 

tone and standing) that not only lacked empirical definitions 

but more importantly, perhaps, these words stitched metaphors 

and images as varied as their orator. 

Altogether, the importance of 1931 stemmed from the tone 

of these presentations. These presentations planted seeds of 

doubt about the scientific bases of the standards which at 

some point in the future would germinate into efforts by the 

Commission to evaluate and later to reform its own rules. A 

year later the Commission declared that the standards were 

primarily applicable to colleges of arts and sciences and 

junior colleges, as Hall had argued, and a committee was 

appointed "to study additional standards for universities, 

technical colleges, and teacher training institutions II (SACS, 

Proceedings, 1932, p. 54). 

The words "at some point in the future" in the middle of 

the last paragraph must be underlined. It would take eight 

years for the Commission to move away from its ambiguous, if 

not metaphorical, language. This move was resisted and 
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defended with a rhetoric that illustrated and reinforced the 

criticisms: 

The Commission is I however, thoroughly persuaded 
that these standards I however excellent, are but 
the minima of material equipment. It seems that 
many institutions, even among our members, are 
content with simple compliance with these standards 
- - this tithing of mint, and anise, and cummin, to 
the neglect of the weightiest matters of the law. 

Your Commission is observing closely all studies 
which are under way with a view of determining some 
method of evaluating what is at once the most 
important and the most elusive element of the 
college, its spiritual a tmosphere. We are 
endeavoring to discover means of disturbing the 
complacency which seems to have taken possession of 
some institutions . If we can succeed in produc ing 
everywhere a 'divine discontent,' we shall be able 
to discard, in large measure, material standards 
and trust to the spirit, which here, quite as much 
as elsewhere, maketh alive (SACS, Proceedings, 
1932, p. 45). 

certainly, the Commission did acknowledge the fallibility 

of the standards but continued to formulate some of its 

expectations in a vacuous manner. If in colleges and 

universities the weightiest matter of the law was a lso the 

must elusive element, the spiritual atmosphere, then was not 

the Commission putting itself out of work? Were colleges and 

universities in need of accreditors or spiritualists? 

Whatever the case may be, the most extraordinary fact was that 

the Commi s sion had chosen a protracted and difficult course 

that would test its ostensibly unsubstantiated and vague 

standards. Though evidence was lacking to support a 

premeditated attack on specific institutions, the Commission's 

statement, "We are endeavoring to discover means of disturbing 
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the complacency which seems to have taken possession of some 

institutions," certainly had the air of a soon-fulfilled 

prophecy. 

Progressing slowly into the decade of the '305, the 

Commission's board of trustees was denounced by some members 

for being "largely self-perpetuating and not as representative 

as the best interests of the Association require .• ,11 (SACS, 

Proceedings, 1933, p. 46). It was posited by this researcher 

that this accusation resembled the case against the 

Mississippi institutions. Several elements of this 

resemblance will follow. Generally, the resemblance pointed 

to violations in the structure of the governing board. 

Infractions against governance in the state of Mississippi 

were part of the recent history of the Association; only three 

years had passed since the situation was first brought in 

front of the Commission. Further, only o ne year had passed 

since these institutions were reinstated to membership. This 

was complicated by the fact that the denouncement was voiced 

by a member from Mississippi, and another from Louisiana whose 

institution would be dropped from membership next year. 

Therefore, a conspiracy theory is not completely farfetched. 

Archival evidence was not found to support the prospect of 

this plot. In any case, a resolution proposed by 

Superintendent Horace Ivy from Mississippi, who had been 

President of the Association, seconded by Dr. Ives from 

Louisiana State University, and approved by the membership at 
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large, resulted in the revision of the Association's 

constitution in 1934 and a new constitution in 1935. The 

limitation in years of service and the increase in the number 

of board representatives were some of the modifications to the 

governance structure of the constitution (SACS, Proceedings, 

1934) : 

section 4. The Commission on Institutions of 
Higher Education shall consist of forty-five 
members to be elected by the Association for terms 
of three years, the terms of one-third expiring 
each year. Each state shall be entitled to two 
college representatives and one secondary school 
representative on this Commission. Twel ve 
representatives shall be elected without 
restriction as to state or classification. The 
members shall be ineligible to succeed themselves 
directly after two successive terms (p . 50). 

All along, the criticisms against the standards have 

emphasized one area of deficiency over another. It was not 

until the annual meeting of 1933 that the discontent with the 

accredi tation process and the governing board was discussed in 

unison. Addressing the membership of the Association, George 

Zook, the united states Commissioner of Education, called for 

a complete revamping of the accrediting process, for new 

scientific, optimum, general and qualitative standards, 

proposed visiting committees of more than two people, and for 

longer days of institutional inspection by a visiting team 

(Zook, 1933, pp. 309-320) . It was a keen and lengthy 

discourse and in reference to governing boards, among other 

things, he said: 

I have stated that society needs a way or ways of 
making its needs and conclusions articulate to the 



schools and colleges. Is this not the task and 
responsibility of the governing board authorized by 
the charter or the law establishing the 
institution? Upon them public opinion beats 
continuously, and the fact that they do not always 
pursue a course of action exactly in line with the 
apparent demands of society at the moment may 
ultimately prove both wise and far-sighted. This 
assumption is correct, and I for one believe that 
educators have been altogether too remiss in 
appreciating and acknowledging the days and years 
of unselfish attention which thousands of men and 
women have enlisted as members of governing boards. 
Some institutions have been blessed through a long 
history with many wise members of the governing 
board. All have been fortunate in securing at 
least a few such persons. But after all has been 
said in praise of governing boards that can and 
should be said, is not the story of the way in 
which they have interpreted the needs of American 
life to school and college authorities generally a 
very disappointing one? Governing boards have, as 
everyone knows, a long catalog of sins, mostly sins 
of omission, which might be paraded at length; but 
I will refrain from elaborating on the obvious. I 
wish merely to have you join with me in concluding 
that as interpreters of their constituency and of 
American scientific and social life, governing 
boards fall far too short of their opportunities 
and responsibilities. Obviously society needs 
other means of interpreting itself to the schools 
and colleges (p. 311). 
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Masterfully, he made an extraordinary prediction, too. 

"Even the word 'standard' itself may enter the limbo of 

obsolete terms" (p. 316). The 1980s will see the realization 

of his forecast. 

The second case where a governing board made decisions 

influenced by external pressure happened in 1934. Louisiana 

State University was investigated on charges of political 

interference by Governor Huey Long and the Board of 

Supervisors (SACS, Proceedings, 1935, pp. 35-37). The 

intrusion forced the university, against the recommendation of 
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the faculty, to confer a degree on a friend of the governor. 

After investigating the situation, the university was placed 

on probation until the board complied with three mandates: 

(1) degrees would not be awarded by the Board of 

supervisors unless recommended and approved by the faculty, 

(2) appointments would be made upon recommendation of 

the president, and 

(3) outside interference must be prohibited. 

A month before the 1935 Annual Meeting the Board met and 

complied with the requirements: 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of 
Supervisors of the Louisiana State University and 
Agricultural and Mechanical College: 

SECTION 1. That with respect to 
positions on the faculty and 
reaffirms its present policy 
continuance as follows: 

the appointment to 
staff, the Board 
and declares its 

(1) All appointments to the faculty and staff are 
made upon recommendation of the President of the 
university with approval of the Board. 
(2) All appointments to the faculty of 
professorial rank and all major administrative 
officers of the university are made initially for a 
period of one year, subject to reappointment upon 
the recommendation of the President for a second 
year. The first and second years of service 
constitute what is known as the probationary 
period, at the end of which, if an individual is 
reappointed , his tenure is considered to be 
indefinite. 
(3) The appointment of all graduate fellows, 
assistants and instructors is made upon a annual 
basis subject to renewal upon the recommendation of 
the President and approval of the Board. 

SECTION IV. That the policy of placing the 
responsibility on the faculty and the President of 
the University with reference to all academic 



affairs of the institution is hereby affirmed and 
declared. 

SECTION V. That it is the policy of this Board to 
continue to require the President of the University 
and, through him, the Deans and other 
administrative officers to exercise such control 
and supervision of all student activities at the 
University as are considered by this Board to be 
conducive to the best interests of the institution 
and of the young men and women who make up its 
student body; that it will continue to resist all 
types of outside interference with curricula or 
extracurricular activities, and it hereby empowers 
the President of the University and direct him to 
use the authority of this o ffice and all legal 
powers of this Board to protect in every legal way 
at his command the University from such 
interference (pp. 35-36). 
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Similarly, charges of political interference with faculty 

and administration were brought against Louisiana state Normal 

College in 19 34. The case involved the tampering with tenure 

of faculty members by Governor Long through the board of 

trustees. In 1935 the State Board of Education of Louisiana 

gave "assurance that satisfactory tenure will be arranged, not 

only for this institution but also for the other institutions 

under the Board" (SACS, Proceedings, 1935 p. 38), and petition 

from the Commission to defer the probation status on the 

tenure charges for another year. The Commission agreed with 

the condition that "the institution will be dropped at that 

time if satisfactory guarantees have not been provided" (SACS, 

Proceedings, 1935, p. 38). Notwithstanding this reprimand, 

the probation period lasted two years. In 1938 probation was 

lifted because the State Board of Education defined tenure as 
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an indefinite status. "Tenure means indefinite tenure. In 

case of dismissal for cause other than misconduct or 

insubordination notice will be given not later than March 15. 

Tenure provisions will always be construed in the interest of 

teachers" (The Southern Association Quarterly, Forty-second 

Annual Meeting, 1938, p . 250. Hereafter cited as Quarterly). 

As the criticisms continued to sound into the middle of 

the '305, the Commission tried again to defend its position on 

accreditation and the use of standards and standardization. 

It remarked that the terms IIstandardization li and "standards ll 

were being misconstrued; and more importantly, its intentions 

were distorted: IINothing could be farther from the intention 

of the commission than the reduction of all institutions to a 

dead level of uniformity. When we use the word(s ) , we mean 

that entirely regardless of the nature o f the work done, it 

must be of standard quality" (Quarterly, 1938, p. 49). 

By the end of this decade, the debate over the concept o f 

standardization continued but the Association for the first 

time acknowledged in an addres s to the membership at large 

that the standards needed to be studied. Dr. Ives, President 

of the Assoc iation, in a paper entitled "Some Evidences of 

Progress in the Southern Association" (1938), said: 

We have set up arbitrary and fixed standards out of 
our best thinking as to what a good school or 
college is. In the nature of the case we are not 
downright assured that our standards are right .... 
Sometimes a n institution is accepted for membership 
one year and is placed on probation the next. This 
would indicate a l a ck of all needed information, in 



the first instance, or a disposition to be more 
exacting the second year (p. 191). 
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Furthermore, the Committee on Triennial Reports, which in 

1938 changed its name to the Committee on Reports, "deplore[d] 

the lack of uniform administration of standards as between the 

committee on Admission of New Members, the Committee on 

Triennial Reports, and the Executive council II (SACS I 

Quarterly, 1938, p. 260). 

From the vociferations of a decade characterized by 

constant debates over the standards, new standards were 

formulated in 1938 and presented to and adopted by Association 

at large in 1939. Significantly, the demands placed by the 

Commission on the Board of Trustees of Mississippi, on the 

state Board of Education of the Louisiana state Normal 

College, and on the Board of Supervisors of Louisiana State 

University were translated into a new standard. Standard 14 

(Genera l Administration), was born, and it dealt specifically 

with governing boards. It also alluded to the financial 

responsibilities and limitations of trustees. Appendix E 

includes the Standards of the Association. Specifically, 

Standard 14 read as follows: 

Standard Fourteen. General Administration. The 
members of the board of trustees should be chosen 
because of their ability and willingness to serve 
the institution without selfish motives. 
Responsibility for the college administration 
should be centered in the president or chief 
executive officer with other officers responsible 
to him. Tenure should be relative secure. 
Nepotism in appointments should be strictly avoided 
throughout the institutional organization. No one 
college officer or trustee should have charge of 



the making of investments or handling t he finances. 
There should be a carefully prepared budget each 
year and centralized purchases and records. 
Departmental officers to whom definite 
responsibility has been assigned should be 
supported by the administration so as to develop 
loyalty and enthusiasm (SACS, Quarterly, 19 39 , 
p. 330). 
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Notwithstanding the gains made by those who had 

campaigned for explicit standards and the incorporation of 

guidelines on governing boards, Standard 14 did not mentioned 

one major issue, political interference. Reference is only to 

the se rvice of trustees in philanthropic terms or "without 

selfish motives." In view o f all the problems of political 

meddling, the position of the Commission seemed indirect and 

tentative . Contrary to this, its position on the role of the 

president as chief executive officer was direct and confident. 

In concluding this chapter, an observation needs to be 

noted. The aforementioned discussion on accreditation and 

governing boards was focused on the sectors of higher 

education that dominated the Commission since its foundation 

in 1895: traditional liberal arts universities and teacher 

training colleges. Tacitly, this examination could give the 

wrong impression that there were not other types of 

institutions within the Association. This point needs to be 

amplified. 

Junior colleges sought membership in the Commission in 

the early 1920s. By 1923 the first standards for junior 

colleges were presented for discussion to the whole 

membership. In 1925 th is sector was accepted to full 
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membership with its own set of "Standards for Junior 

Colleges." Its membership was a controversial one. It was 

supported by those who felt that the Association CQuld not 

confine itself to only certain types of educational endeavors: 

It is to be feared that some people think that the 
Association assumes an attitude of exclusiveness-
that it is cold-blooded and takes an actual 
pleasure in denying admission to worthy applicants, 
or is selfish and does not want to share its 
advantages with others. If such feeling have 
existed in the past, and if there remain any trace 
of it, it is of the utmost importance that it be 
banished forever, and that all men realize that the 
only reason for the existence of such an 
organization is that it may render services to the 
educational world of the South (SACS, Proceedings, 
1925, p. 308) . 

still others feared that the junior college would 

represent the demise of the long established traditional 

institutions: 

We may as well face the fact that the installation 
of the Junior College, as an integral and necessary 
part of the American education system, a part 
through which all students must pass, means, in the 
long run, the death of the college of liberal arts 
(SACS, Proceedings, 1927, p. 252). 

In 1925 the only standard for junior colleges that dealt 

with administration was: 

Standard Number 14 . General Statement Concerning 
Curriculum and Spirit of Administration. The 
character of the curriculum, efficiency of 
instruction, and spirit of the institution shall be 
factors in determining its standing (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1925, p. 368) . 

When the first major revision of all the standards 

occurred in 1939 and regulations on governing board were 

intercalated, the standards for junior colleges rema i ned 
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silent on issues of governance (see Appendix F). In 1940, 

there were some modifications in the standards. As 

previously, matters of governance in the Standards for Junior 

Colleges were not present (see Appendix F). Its Standard 2 

(Organization) defined the different types of junior colleges 

and Standard 15 (General Tone of the Institution) addressed 

the responsibility of the college to represent itself in fair 

and honest terms to the public and students . Intriguingly, 

the words "tone" and "spirit" were clearly defined and their 

meanings completely different from the ones used to judge the 

interventions of Governors Bilbo and Long. 



CHAPTER V 

DEFENDING THE STANDARDS: 

STRUGGLING WITH COMPLIANCE 

1940- 1969 

Educational Bodies Hold Democratic Values 

The atmosphere of the decade of the 19405 was saturated 

with anguish over World War II and an ardent oratory on the 

values of a democratic society. The Association mirrored the 

state of the nation; consequently, two major changes to the 

standards during the early years of this decade would reflect 

this democratic zeitgeist. 

In 1 940 a Preamble to the Standards was approved and 

adopted by the membership: 

The Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary 
Schools ... is composed of members who voluntarily 
join in and willingly accept its standards. It 
does not desire in the least to exercise authority 
over institutions which are not members; and it 
brings no pressure of any kind to have schools or 
colleges join its ranks. It wishes to have an 
attitude of inclusiveness so as to welcome those 
who wish to join and who are properly qualified, 
but it is insistent that institutions must meet its 
requirements in letter and in spirit before they 
are accepted and after they become members (SACS, 
Quarterly, April 1940, p . 329). 

Evidence suggested that this preamble was in effervesce 

since 1935 when a committee that investigated some 
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institutions in Louisiana prefaced their findings with a 

"General statement. II Notably, the wording of the 1940 

Preamble almost replicated the statement of 1935: 

The Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary 
Schools is a voluntary association of the colleges, 
universities and secondary schools of the Southern 
states. Every institution has become a member of 
its own accord and at its own request .... [it is] a 
company or comradeship of schools and colleges 
devoted to high educational principles and to the 
cause of education in the South .... The Committees 
and commission of the Southern Association and the 
Association itself have no legal power over any 
institution, its Board of Trustees or Directors, or 
a state Educational Department or a State 
Legislature. They cannot and do not wish to force 
an institution or its governing authority to follow 
or to reject certain practices and policies. That 
an institution is attempting to observe the 
requirements of the Association and cannot, or that 
circumstances prevail, inimical to educational 
ideals, over which an institution has no control 
does not set aside the obligations and terms of 
membership. The Association determines simply the 
question whether or not a member institution is 
meeting the essential conditions of membership 
(SACS, Quarterly, 1935, pp. 49; 50). 

In 1938 the Committee on Standards amended this 

statement, but, for some unknown reason and lack of clarifying 

evidence when the new standards were revised and adopted in 

1939, the General Statement was omitted. For this reason, its 

resurfacing in 1940 as part of the democratic thinking of the 

decade was offered as a persuasion rather than fact. 

Due to World War II the Association did not have its 

Annual Meeting in 1941. The agenda for the following year 

would be a laborious one. It would present the philosophical 

foundations of the standards, remark on the emergence of 
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military colleges, and report governance infractions on three 

institutions. 

Until this time, the standards were not grounded on any 

philosophical basis. During 1942 a "statement of Principles" 

was adopted by the membership and became the introduction to 

the standards (see Appendix H). This statement was philosoph-

ieal in that it was grounded in American democratic ideals. 

Also, it was a practical and direct document in terms of the 

commission's expectations on how these ideals were to be 

manifested in the structure of colleges and universities. It 

resulted in the clarification of three areas of governance 

never before explained. First, it highlighted the role of 

governing bodies in upholding democracy. Second, it delineated 

areas of responsibility and rights. Third, it put limitations 

to the power of these bodies . Furthermore, it yielded six 

philosophical tenets on governing boards (SACS , Quarterly, 

1942, pp. 214-216): 

1. The Board of Trustees (or Regents) is the 
legislative body whose function it is to 
determine the broad policies of institutions. 

2. Though it may have the power, it has not the 
right to assume the duties of the 
administration in the employment or discharge 
of staff members against the recommendation of 
the administrative officers, just as the 
administrative officers have not the right to 
determine what students have passed or failed 
against the recommendation of the professor. 

3. When either the board of control o r the 
administration of an institution undertakes to 
assume duties outside its proper sphere, as 
defined in the institution's charter, the 



soundness of the entire educational program is 
jeopardized. 

4. statutory provisions which give the governor 
or any other officer or agency arbitrary power 
over the budget of institutions and through 
that over the salaries of their personnel 
actually deprive the board of control of its 
power. 

5. An institution has the right to discard books 
whic h are not deemed su itable for i ts library, 
but this, like other instructional and 
administrative matters, is the responsibility 
of the faculty and the administration, not of 
the board of control. Whenever trustees o r 
regents undertake jurisdiction in such 
matters, they exceed their rights, and 
the r efore, endanger the educational program. 

6. Sound education can be developed only when 
bias and prejudice have been eliminated in the 
relation between teachers and students, in the 
relation between administrators, teachers, and 
students, and in the relation between Board of 
Control, administrators, teachers , and 
students. 
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Altogether, the statement of Principles recognized the vital 

position of trustees in the foundation, maintenance, and 

development of American higher education. 

Continuing with the analysis of the annual meeting of 

1942, the actual addresses and papers given clamored 

democracy. The meeting opened with an address supporting 

President Roosevelt in his Declaration of War t o Japan, 

Germany, and Italy. Dr. Ligon (1942), President of the 

Association, presented to the plenary meeting an analysis on 

how the need to have educated soldiers would possibly change 

the delivery of some courses in colleges and universities. He 

a lso noted that t he different d ivis i ons of the armed forces 
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had organized their own schools and trained their own 

teachers. He asked, "What will be the attitude of the higher 

institutions toward the acceptance of these courses?1I (p. 71). 

A more relevant question to the present investigation, one 

that he did not pose but that the Commission would confront in 

the 19805 was, "How will a military organization adopt 

standards that were developed for collegial institutions?" 

Specifically, how will the military system of higher education 

fullfil the standards dealing with governing boards? Ligon 

ended his lecture with this cassandra, "New problems in 

administration and in instruction are arising thick and fast" 

(p.72). 

Moving the discussion to a larger scope, it was noticed 

in the aforementioned chronicled events that when a governing 

board was approached by the Commission, it was to reprimand 

actions a ntagonist ic to academic traditions and beliefs. From 

1940 on, the relationship between trustees and the Association 

would oscillate between moments of rivalry and congeniality: 

Frequently during the year the commission has been 
called upon by college and university presidents 
and by members of the board of trustees, for 
counsel and advice on financial matters, and 
matters of policy vital to their interests. These 
conferences and communications have dealt also with 
budgetary affairs I salaries I tenure I faculty and 
curriculum organization, and many details of more 
or less importance (SACS, Quarterly, December 1940, 
p. 1 84). 

This passage contained many of the elements of standard 

Fourteen (General Administration). Thus it strongly implied 
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that trustees sought consultation and clarification about 

their role from the Commission. 

The remainder of this section speaks to the three 

institutions that had infractions in governance: the 

University System of Georgia, Memphis state College and 

Winthrop College in South Carolina. 

Chronologically, the case of the University System of 

Georgia developed in 1941, but since the Association did not 

meet that year it was reported in the Quarterly of 1942. 

Governor Eugene Talmadge of Georgia, according to Anderson 

(1975) : 

... fel t that the only way he was going to bring 
about change with the road department was either to 
take personal control of it or to have himself 
recognized by the highway board as their 
supervisor. This attempt at taking over a 
department or agency of the state would mark a 
prophetic step in the Talmadge career. Continually 
blocked or baffled by inept legislatures, he would 
seek to rule through the state's agencies. Any 
means would come to justify this end (pp. 86-87). 

Governor Talmadge tried a similar tactic with the Board 

of Regents of the University System of Georgia. He desired 

for the Board to fire Walter Cocking, Dean of the College of 

Education at the University of Georgia, who was supportive of 

integration. The Commission responded to two issues: the 

inability of the board to make decisions free of political 

pressure and some state statutes that gave the governor 

complete power over the university's budget. In September 

1942 the ten universities within the system were scheduled to 

be dropped from full membership. However, the Georgia state 
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Legislature corrected the conditions that led to the 

suspension and the institutions "were duly restored to 

membership as of September 1, 1942" (SACS, Quarterly, 1 9 42, p . 

177 ) . It is important to clarify that this case was discussed 

by the Executive Council in December 1941. It was stipulated 

then that the suspension was to take place in September 1942 

but since the Georgia Legislature amended the s tatutes in 

question before the Commission's deadline, in reality the ten 

institutions were never suspended. As Bilbo in Mississippi, 

Ta l madge l ost the gubernatorial election to Ellis Arnall whose 

platform pledged to depoliticize the higher education system. 

Accord ing to Mims (1955) from the deliberations on the 

Georgia case, a report was born which IImight be considered the 

Declaration of Independence of the Association. These words 

ought to be the permanent convict ion of this Association:" 

In light of all the ev idence the committee is 
forced to conclude that the University System of 
Georgia has been the victim of unprecedented and 
unjustifiable political interference; that the 
Governor of the State has violated not only sound 
educational policy, but proper democratic procedure 
in insisting upon the resignation of members of the 
Board of Regents in order to appoint to that body 
men who would do his bidding; that the Board of 
Regents has flagrantly violated sound educational 
procedure in dismissals and appointments of staff 
members; that every institution in the System is 
profoundly affected by the precedents established: 
that there can be no effective educational program 
where this condition exists; that in view of its 
(the Board of Regents) dependence upon the 
concurrence of the Governor in matters vital to the 
operation of the System, the Board of Regents does 
not appear to be an independent and effective 
educational Board of control. The committee 
therefore recommends that the fo llowing 
ins titut ions of the Southern Association be dropped 



from membership (SACS Proceedings, 1955, pp. 191-
192) . 
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Memphis State College was dropped from membership due to 

"unsound administrative and educational practices affecting 

adverse ly the academic standards and the tone of the 

institution" (SACS Quarterly, 1942, p. 177). It is not clear 

when this institution was reinstated to membership. It 

appeared as reinstated to membership retroactive December 1943 

(SACS , Quarterly, 1943, p. 58), but reappeared, reinstated to 

membership, in the 1946 March Quarterly (p. 314). 

The third case implicated winthrop College in South 

Carolina for similar violations. It was reinstated to 

membership in 1946 (SACS, Quarterly, March 1946, p. 314). 

Due to the war the Association did not hold its Annual 

Meeting during the years 1943, 1944, and 1945. The Executive 

Council transacted all necessary business, including the 

acceptance or removal of institutions from membership . In 

1945 the University of Texas had been placed on probation due 

to "highly obj ectionable and in flagrant contravention of 

commonly accepted academic principles and practices II (SACS, 

Quarterly, March 1946, p. 314) . After a year the university 

was removed from probation and restored to full membership: 

... the Council is now convinced that significant 
and important changes have been effected in the 
attitude and procedures of the Board of Regents, 
and that there have been notable improvements in 
the relationship between the Board a nd the 
administrative head of the University, involving 
explicit recognition, in principle and practice, of 
the limitations of function of the Board of Regents 
and like recognition, in principle and practice, of 



the limitations of the administrative 
responsibility and authority of the President. It 
is clear that some disaffection will continue: but 
the Council is convinced of the intent and purpose 
of the Board of Regents and of the Acting President 
to conform to sound and accepted educational 
principles and practices (SACS, Quarterly, March 
1946, p. 314). 
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After not having met for nearly four years, the 

Association had its first post-war annual meeting in March 

1946, and due to the amount of work met again in December of 

the same year. 

Approaching the end of the decade, the University of 

Mississippi was once more castigated by the Commission. This 

time the resolution to take action on the following situation 

was deferred and put on the shelf indefinitely: 

The Executi ve council of the commission on 
Institutions of Higher Education has given 
consideration to the actions of January 26, 1946, 
of the Board of Trustees of Institutions of Higher 
Learning of Mississippi, by which action that Board 
declared vacant the office of Chancellor of the 
University of Mississippi. While the Executive 
Council does not find that the Board of Trustees 
failed to act within the scope of its legal power, 
nevertheless the manner by which the occupant of 
the office was dismissed was of a nature which the 
Commission deplores. The commission further 
deplores the evidence of instability in the legal 
control of the University which seems significantly 
to be manifested by the lapse of more than 
half of a century since the head of of this 
University has vacated the office by his own 
voluntary action (SACS, Minutes of the Executive 
Council of the Commission on Institutions of Higher 
Education, March 26, 1946, p. 5. Hereafter cited 
as Minutes) . 

These notes indicated that more and more the Commission 

was noticing actual as well as potential governance 

infringements. Clearly, in this case it was recognized that 
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there was nothing illegal with the actions of the Board of 

Trustees. As in the past, the Commission was alluding to 

actions that, although legal, were in discrepancy with the 

nature and history of the practices in higher education. This 

will continue to be a recurrent and convincing argument in the 

commission. 

Some of the presentations at the March meeting referred 

to the painful experience of World War II and the need to 

rethink the future of American higher education under the 

light of that national experience. In his opening remarks to 

the audience, the president of the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching, O.C. Carmichael (March 1946) 

recounted the history of the Commission from its foundation to 

the war years. The Association had assisted the southern 

states in rebuilding their educational system after the War 

Between the States, but once this was accomplished education, 

including the elementary as well as the university level, 

suffered with content and somnolence. World War II caught 

students with insufficient knowledge in the natural sciences 

and mathematics. The end of the war ought to mean that lithe 

problems of peacetime should challenge the humanities and 

social scientists as the war rallied the chemists and 

physicists" (Carmichael, March 1946, p. 226). consistent with 

these remarks was the cogent report of a committee that was 

formed in 1943 and that for the first time was addressing the 

plenary meeting in 1946. The Postwar Educational committee 
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was brilliantly insightful on what it foresaw as dangerous 

changes in the post war system of higher education: 

... the Veterans Administration is also responsible 
for the care of the veteran's education under the 
provisions of Public Laws 16 and 346. We must keep 
in mind that the law authorizes the Veterans 
Administration to set up facilities for education. 
If the colleges and university fail to provide 
adequate accommodations for the education of the 
veterans, we will have colleges established by the 
federal government and these institutions, some of 
them at least, will remain to duplicate and compete 
with our present institutions . This would be a 
most unfortunate development, because we already 
have enough colleges and universities to meet 
normal requirements and because the entrance of the 
federal government into the field of higher 
education, as well as that of secondary and 
elementary education, would be unwise politically, 
socially, and financially. The finest feature of 
American education is its freedom from federal 
control (SACS, Quarterly, March 1946, p. 267). 

Twenty years before it had evidence to support its 

claims, the above mentioned statement was correct about the 

future relationship between federal control and higher 

education. By 1965 the tentacles of federal intervention 

would be deep and far reaching (Brubacher et al., 1976). 

As mentioned before, the Association met twice during 

1946. In December of that year, the Committee on Work 

Conferences summarized its preliminary findings for the 

membership at large. This Committee was conceived in 1940 

with the purpose of studying problems of administration, 

c urriculum, instruction, personnel, library, and other areas 

of education in the Southern states. It held meetings in 

1941, 1942, and 1946 where a total of 104 institutions were 

represented (SACS, Quarterly, December 1946, p. 79). The 
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final report was published as a book, Higher Education in the 

south (SACS, 1947). This effort represents the first and only 

detailed study on the status of governing boards in the South 

by the Association. Due to the significance of this effort to 

the present research interest, the findings that dealt with 

administration, specifically with governing boards will be 

presented in detail. 

First, the report made general observations on the 

governance structure of American colleges and universities. 

Then, it made specific comments on governing boards. These 

comments juxtaposed observations and recommendations making 

the report difficult to read. In order to provide some 

clari ty, the observations and recommendations on governing 

boards will be presented separately. The general observations 

on governance were: 

1. It was a complex concept--difficult to understand by 

the public as well as by the participants themselves 

2. The complexity resulted from the different types of 

participants (e. g. , students, facul ty, administrators, 

trustees, legislators, etc.) and the fact that lithe roles, the 

functions, the powers, and privileges of the various groups 

are overlapping, with the result that there are large 

'twilight zones' which in themselves provide sour ces of 

misunderstanding, and 
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3. Since its foundation, almost 50 years ago, the 

Association had kept informed of the accepted norms of 

governance. 

But here [in the Southern states ] as elsewhere 
violent upheavals take place from time to time and 
from place to place. Pressure groups I pol i tical 
interventions, uninformed governing boards, 
conniving administrations, and warring faculty 
groups give rise to sudden conflagrations that more 
often than not plunge an institution into notoriety 
a nd disrepute .... From top to bottom most issues 
affecting academic governance are so beclouded that 
the intelligent layman has little foundation for 
judging the merits of a given case. He stands 
confused and helpless in his bewilderment (SACS I 

1947, p. 103). 

The committee made eight observations on governing boards 

(pp. 103-108). These were: 

1 . It was impossible to establish a single type of 

organization which would fit all institutions; 

2. Board membership tended to become self-perpetuating, 

hence, in-grown; 

3 . The age level of trustees was too high, the legal 

profession dominated the membership, and the organization of 

the board per se resembled an oligarchy of friends and 

business partners; 

4 • In state-supported institutions the governor 

nominated the trustees and usually these nominations meant 

definite election : 

5. state governors usually made appointments based on 

political favors; 
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6. Trustees whose membership was based on political 

compensation were often under pressure to use their membership 

to accompl ish other favors, to the embarrassment of the 

college or university they were serving: 

7. It was difficult for academia to cope with a board 

member who regarded it as his prerogative "to steer business, 

contracts, and jobs to his advantage, or who used his office 

to compel the admission or retention of undesirable students, 

the awarding of honorary degrees;" and finally 

8. Trustees were subjected only to two controls: the 

people of the state, in the case of the state-supported 

institutions, and to public opinion. 

The Committee made also eleven recommendations on 

governing boards (pp. 103-108). These recommendations were: 

1. Board members should be chosen with as great care as 

the administrative officers of the college ; 

2. The governing board should be responsible for 

promulgating the general policies of the institutions while 

the president and his staff carry out and administer such 

policies; 

3. Rotation of membership with one or two terms of no 

longer than five years in duration should abolish the 

oligarchy found in boards; 

4 . Membership on a board should resul t 

distinguished achievements and public service, 

from 

but, 
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appointments for members of the legislature and state office

holders should be avoided; 

5. Trustees must be responsible for the physical plant 

of the institution and for its development, and should be 

custodians of all funds, gifts, beques t s , a nd any othe r 

revenues; 

6. Trustees should elect the chief executive officer of 

the institution: 

7. The governing board has authority to define academic 

freedom a nd the academic tenure; 

8. The governing board as a who le must perform as 

trustees at all times, not as owners of the institutions nor 

as directors of a business corporation; 

9. The sour c e of authority in a college come from the 

board but it must be delegated to others in the college; 

10. The board must understand its powers and limitations 

as trustees, and lastly 

11. It cannot regard faculty members as employees to be 

discharged at will. After the board set policy in broad terms 

the rest must be left to the administration. 

It was noticed that most of the observations and 

recommendations made by the study under examination, Higher 

Education in the SQuth, were stipulations already required by 

the standards at the time the results were presented to the 

plenary meeting in 1946 and then published in 1947. Since the 

Committee on Work Conferences started its work i n 1941, it was 
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inferred for purposes of the present investigation that the 

committee was well versed in the governance infractions of the 

'305 and early '405. This inference was based on the fact 

that many of the study's recommendations and observations on 

governing boards followed very closely the wording of Standard 

Fourteen of 1939 and the Statement of Principles of 1942. 

This suspicion was solidified when a careful examination ot 

the persons involved pointed to double membership. It was 

found that some of the individuals serving on the Committee 

had previous involvement with the Commission. The Committee 

was composed of 16 members. Three members of the committee 

worked with the Commission in 1939, Dr. Carmichael was the 

Commission's Chairman, and Dr. Tucker was a member of the 

Executive Council. He was later replaced by Dr. Jack who also 

became a member of the Committee. In 1940 it was found that 

Dr. Hoke was in charge of the Commission on Curricular and 

Research Problems, and Dr. Yeuell was chair of the Commission 

on Secondary Schools. 

The above posed argument may lead to the conclusion that 

the work of the Committee on Work Conferences was merely a 

summary or regurgitation of facts. Whereas it was a summative 

evaluation, it was not repetitive. Altogether the 

contributions of the Committee were threefold: it collected 

in one document the state of governing boards in the South of 

the late 19405; by publishing a book, its findings and 

recommendation became part of the common knowledge domain; and 
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it provided colleges and universities with an official and 

explicit document on the Commission's stance on governance. 

More importantly, this document reinforced the Commission's 

definition of what constituted normal practices for governing 

boards. 

Following very closely the basic propositions in Higher 

Education in the South was a presentation, at the annual 

meeting of 1947, by the president of the Association of 

Governing Boards of state Universities and Allied 

Institutions, Charles McAllister (1947). Two observations 

were made. McAllister's address represented the first 

instance when an agent of this particular association 

addressed the membership. This was significant for the 

purposes of the present investigation because this agency 

specialized in governing boards. It would be reasonable to 

argue that, since the structure of governing boards had been 

receiving more attention, the Commission sought consultation 

and support from other peer associations. This argument 

obtained more plausibility when the second observation was 

made. McAll ister' s observations on governance paralleled, 

almost perfectly, the findings of the Committee on Work 

Conferences. It was said "almost perfectly" because 

McAllister discussed two areas that were not mentioned in the 

report of the Committee on Work Conferences. 

The first area referred to a distinction between separate 

boards and joint boards . A joint board controlled all 
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insti tutions of higher education in one area, while other 

areas had a separate board for each institution in the system. 

He said, "The joint board can be a means whereby political 

control can be injected ••. . r think there is a graver danger of 

political interference under the joint board system than there 

is with the spearate [sic] boards" (p. 333). Inadvertently, 

the appropriateness of McAllister's observations would become 

a reality in the decade of the '60s with the explosion of 

state governing boards. The second area referred to the 

relationship between the president and the board o n one hand 

and faculty, students, and the board on the other. "A hearing 

before boards should always be available , but the normal 

channel of approach should always be through the president. 

I can't stress that too strongly, and I think the danger of 

injustice is far greater when the approach is made other than 

through the president than when that procedure is followed" 

(pp. 334). Ironically, the Commission will confront this 

situation three years after McAllister's comment. This will 

be discussed in the section devoted to the decade of the '50s. 

McAllister's presentation concluded with solid 

recommendations: politics must be kept out of state 

universities, abolish the position of ex- officio membership in 

the board, joint boards are viewed with a suspicion of 

political control, governors should be accountable for the 

caliber of the people selected as trustees, and as the 
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public's interest in education increases it will penalize 

states that tolerate politics in higher education. 

The year 1946 closed with the suspension from membership 

of Morehead State Teachers College in Kentucky (SACS, 

Quarterly, December 1946, p. 179; SACS, Minutes, December 

1946, pp. 5-6). Dr. Vaughan, President of Morehead State 

Teachers College, requested a hearing with the Executive 

Council in 1946. He requested that his dismissal, without 

formally stated charges, be investigated. He also charged 

that his dismissal was based on state politics. The Executive 

council interviewed Vaughan as well as Morehead ' s new 

president, Dr. Baird, and Mr. John Williams, an ex-officio 

chair of the board of regents. It was found that the 

governing board consisted of five members, one of them ex-

officio and four appointed by the Governor to serve terms of 

four years each . The Governor retained the power to dismiss 

the members of the board at his leisure. During the hearing, 

some of the witnesses in this case presented evidence that 

pointed to administrative blunders on Vaughan ' s part. In this 

regard, the Executive Commission responded with a posture that 

will characterize the Commissions's decisions in the future: 

The Executive Council does not submit a judgment of 
the administration of President Vaughan. Such a 
judgment is deemed unnecessary since the Council 
does not feel called upon to pass upon personality, 
merits, or demerits of the outgoing or incoming 
presidents (SACS, Minutes, December 1946, p. 6). 

It was concluded a t the end of the hearing t hat the 

evidence submitted supported claims of political interference 
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not only in Vaughan 's case but throughout the history of the 

college . Hence, due to the structure of the board and to 

accusations of political interference the college was dropped 

from membership until the situation was remedied. 

At the Annual Meeting of 1947, the Kentucky Governor-

elect Clements appeared in front of the Executive Council and 

petitioned that "steps be taken making it possible for the 

restoration of Morehead to membership in time to "save the 

school [year)." He discussed the state "ouster law" and 

expressed confidence that the law would be "revised" (SACS, 

Minutes, 1 947, p. 3) . The commission gave the following 

recommendation to the Executive council: 

That on receipt of report that the State of 
Kentucky has adopted the projected changes in the 
laws relative to boards of control of state 
institutions of higher education, an application 
for reinspect ion will be accepted from the Morehead 
state College and a special study of the 
institution will be undertaken. On the basis of 
this special study the institution will be 
considered for restoration to membership at the 
next annua l meeting of the Association [December 
1948] (SACS, Minutes, 1947, p . 4). 

What developed next marked the first time in the history 

of the Association when the Executive Council and the 

Commission disputed a decision on a case. The Executive 

Council rescinded the Commission's recommendation and replaced 

it with: 

(T ) he Executive Council recommends that when the 
Higher Commission, through its inspection, has 
secured evidence that the specific deficiencies 
referred to have been removed it shall notify the 



chairman of the Executive Committee of the 
Association who is hereby empowered to present the 
matter to the Executive Committee of the 
Association for action. 

It is further recommended by the Executive 
Committee that the study of the institution by the 
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education be 
completed so that action may be finally taken by 
the Executive Committee of the Association before 
the close of the 1947-48 school year (SACS, 
Quarterly, 1947, p. 158). 
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In order to clarify the chronology of events, a summary 

on the dispute follows. First, the position of the Commission 

will be presented. 

Morehead had been dropped from membership in December 

1946 due to non-compliance with governance requirements. 

Between January and December 1947 the Commission did not 

receive any documentation of remedy. In December of 1947 the 

Commission stipulated two provisions for Morehead's 

reinstatement: a report indicating that the laws pertaining 

to the governance of public higher education had been changed 

and to submit application for the inspectio n of the 

institution. If Morehead complied to the satisfaction of the 

Commission, then its case would be reconsidered at the annua l 

meeting of December, 1948. Morehead complied with the 

recommendations of the Commission in June 1948. However, 

during the inspection visit in July, infractions of other 

standards were found . Thus the Commission requested that new 

information on the compliance o f these areas needed to be 

submitted by December 1948 . The Commission agreed that if 

the report on compliance was satisfactory it would reinstate 
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Morehead to membership retroactive to September 1947 (SACS, 

Proceedings, 1948, pp. 148-149). At the annual meeting of 

December 1948, it was decided by the Commission that its 

standards were fulfilled to satisfaction and Morehead regained 

full membership. 

At this point the position of the Executive Council will 

be summarized. The Council agreed with the Commission on the 

decision to drop Morehead from membership in 1946. In 

December of 1947 Governor Clements met with the Council. From 

this point on the Council departed from the recommenda tions of 

the Commission and its decisions appeared to be more in tune 

with the appeal made by Governor Clements. That was, that 

once the changes in the governance laws were in place, 

Morehead would apply for an inspection, the Commission would 

report its finding to the Executive Council, and the latter 

would make a decision before June 1948. The appeal of 

Clements, which subsequently became the recommendation of the 

Council, treated the decisions of the Commission as 

subordinate to those o f the Council and the Commission itself 

as sUbservient. 

The Annual Meeting of 1948 was drenched with inimi cal 

sentiments between the Council and the Commission. Summaries 

of the Morehead situation were presented to the membership at 

large. Dr. Hubbard, chairman of the Association spoke on 

" ... the history of the growing hostility of the Executive 
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committee toward the Higher Commission ll (SACS, Proceedings, 

1948, p. 139). He informed the membership that: 

On January 8 [1948) he wrote a letter to President 
Baird (Morehead's new president] describing the 
procedures for requesting the study of the college. 
President Baird has not answered this letter, has 
not written Mr. Huntley [Executive Council 
Secretary ) , and has not sent a copy of the bill 
passed by the Kentucky legislature which, in a 
letter to President Hubbard last December ( 1947], 
he said he would do (SACS, Proceedings, 1948, p. 
140) • 

The Commission publicly denounced the actions of the 

Executive Council and accused it of ignoring normal practices 

and procedures. This lack of regard, the Commission declared, 

could result in the dissolution of the Southern Association of 

Colleges and Secondary Schools. It emphasized that the 

Executive Council disregarded the Association's constitution: 

The matter of qualification of a college for 
membership in the Southern Association of colleges 
and Secondary Schools is the responsibility of the 
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education, and 
the Commission must continue to decide its own 
procedures under the Constitution in judging these 
qualifications (SACS, Proceedings, 1948, p. 141). 

Two things resulted from the antagonism inside the 

Association . The first was that the Association's 

Constitution was changed in 1949. These changes solidified 

the power of the Commission over its constituency and 

clarified the boundaries of responsibilities vis-a-vis the 

Council. The second was that the Commission's stance in the 

case of Morehead State College caused the state of Kentucky to 

implement legislation corresponding to the requirements of the 

Standards . This was the third time in the Commission' 5 
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history that southern states (Mississippi in the '30s, Georgia 

in the early , 405, and now Kentucky) saw it necessary to 

revise state laws that dealt with public higher education, 

specifically with the structure, nature, and function of 

governing boards. The changes in Kentucky provided that: 

Trustees have been excepted by statute from the 
executive prerogative of the Governor to remove 
appointees with or without cause (SACS, Minutes, 
July 1948, p. 2). 

This decade ended with two more cases of infractions 

against governance. In the Minutes of November 1948 there was 

a note indicating that the Council had a hearing with Charles 

Thrift, Vice President, and J.e. Peel, Dean of Florida 

Southern College. A report on a study of the college showed 

several areas of noncompliance . One of these area was its 

administrative organization. The Council approved for the 

college to be visited the f o llowing year. Unfo rtunately, there 

was no further mention of this institution in the Proceedings 

until two years later, 1950, when it received a "courtesy 

visit ll (SACS, proceedings, 1950, p . 1 50) by the Executive 

Secretary of the Council. It could not be discerned what its 

membership status was due to the infractions and what the 

findings of the visit scheduled for 19 49 were, if any. 

The last case involved the Louisiana Po lytechnic 

Institute. The Council heard the report of a committee which 

found that the Louisiana State Board of Education had 

dismissed the President of the Institute in an unacceptable 
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manner . Basically, the infraction resided in dismissal 

without hearing and cause. The Executive Council recommended: 

Although the administration of the colleges under 
the control of the Louisiana state Board of 
Education have no legal tenure, the principle of 
tenure is recognized by the board; failure of the 
board to reelect such officers without specific 
charges sustained after a full investigation, 
cannot be justified. Such procedure is in 
violation of all principles of sound administration 
(SACS, Minutes, 1949, not numbered). 

Perplexingly, further information on this case, as in the 

previous one, was not found . 

During this decade the na ti on c onfronte d World War II. 

Many of the democratic ideals voiced during these hostile 

times were translated into philosophical pi l lars for the 

Standards. But the Association also saw how hostility brewed 

among its ranks. The friction between the Commission and the 

Executive Council resulted in the revision of the 

Association's constitution. Clearer boundaries of decision-

making emerged. As if these gains were not enough, the 

Commission achieved much in the area of governa nce. The 

Commission's unshaken firmness on its mission and purpose 

induced legislative modifications that caused changes in the 

governing boards of three southern states. This posture 

suggested that the Commission, by the end of the 19405, had 

obtained the prestige and power necessary to uphold its 

Standards and what it defined as accepted practices in the 

governance of colleges and universities. 
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Reminiscing on these times much later, Executive 

secretary Huntley called this era "parlous years" and 

referred to the period from 1937 to 1947 as "the most critical 

years in the history of the Commission" (Proceedings, 1955, p. 

209) • 

A Quiescent Period for Governing Boards 

After various years of thunderous actions against 

governing boards, the 19505 would be years of repose for these 

bodies. But the silence and stillness did not imply 

inactivity on the Commission's part. During this decade the 

governing board concept in standard Fourteen, General 

Administration, was significantly expanded. Indeed, it was a 

period of maturity in the accreditation of governing boards. 

There was a motion to revise the Standards in 1948 which 

resulted in modifications in 1950. The intent of most of the 

standards remained intact; changes were finite, not sweeping. 

These words would be descriptive of the Commission's style 

toward the revision of its standards, in the past and in years 

to come. As one of the oldest members of the commission would 

say in 1955, "There has been a gradual evolution, never a 

revolution, in all this history of the Association" (Mims, p. 

194) • A more descriptive comment on the revisions of the 

standards was made by Dr. Huntley (1955), who said: 

For the future I foresee, as in the past, constant 
revision of the Standards--in what direction it is 
difficult to know. Through the life of the 
Commission, Standards have been kept fluid, and in 
accord with the times (p. 208). 
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These comments also portrayed the emergence of the topic 

under investigation, the governing board concept. As 

mentioned in the analysis of the decade of the 19305, the 

first major revision to the Standards occurred in 1939. It 

was here when Standard Fourteen, General Administration, first 

appeared. Its appearance , however, was not an element of 

surprise as it had been in gestation since 1922. When the 

Standards had their second major revision in 1942, SOme of the 

six philosophical tenets on governing boards contained under 

the "statement of Principles," had been fermenting since the 

late '30s. An analysis of the revisions in the 19505 yielded 

similar results. 

In a span of ten years, frequent revisions of the 

Standards took place. "The task. of revising standards is 

never done" (SACS, Proceedings, 1954, p. 139). These 

revisions included the deletion as well as the addition of new 

clauses . A completely new standard emerged . Standard Twenty

One dealt with extension and/or correspondence courses. The 

analysis of the additions and deletions will be accomplished 

by discussing general changes in two of the Standards of the 

Association, followed by a detailed examination of Standard 

Fourteen, General Administration. 

will focus the discussion of 

This thorough explanation 

the origin of the new 

requirements, provide plausible postulates on the need to 

include new principles of governance, and will analyze the 

quality of the language used to frame the new incorporations. 
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Two examples will be given to illustrate general changes. 

One was related to an addition and the other to a deletion. 

In 1942 Standard Six, Remuneration and Tenure of Faculty, 

suggested a minimum salary for full professors of $3,000. In 

1950 the same standard suggested $3.600. Standard Four, 

Training and Development of the Faculty I had as its last 

sentence in 1942, "There should be evidence that the faculty 

participate in the program-making of the institution and that 

the faculty meetings are stimulating and helpful II (SACS, 

Quarterly, 1942, p. 218). In 1950 the same sentence read, 

nAIl faculty members should be encouraged to participate in 

the program-making of the insti tution ll (SACS, Proceedings, 

950, p. 241). Ironically, by the 19505 the idea of faculty 

meetings as stimulating and helpful had disappeared. Moving 

ahead with a discussion specific to changes to the standard of 

interest, standard Fourteen, General Administration, four 

major observations were noted. First, it was extended to 

include a new paragraph. It suffered deletions in the area 

related to finances. Appendix I shows the standard in its 

totality. The new paragraph read: 

In principle, members of boards of control of 
public institutions hold these institutions in 
trust for the future. Therefore, such boards 
should be so organized as to provide a maximum of 
stability in the programs of such institutions and 
a maximum of security from partisan political 
changes. To this end, the terms of board members 
should be of such length as to provide experiences 
and knowledge in the problems and programs of these 
institutions. staggered terms of such length as to 
provide a continuing body of experience and 



security from political domination are desirable 
(SACS, Proceedings, 1950, p. 243). 
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The addition of a paragraph which doubled the length of 

standard Fourteen merits a detailed examination. Throughout 

this analysis the origin and plausible postulates on the need 

to include the new requirements will be inserted in the 

discussion. The first sentence of the new paragraph mentioned 

a particular sector of higher education, public institutions. 

It was asserted that the inclusion of this reference was based 

on the Commission's experience with governance issues in 

public higher education. It was an experience almost twenty 

years old and triggered by the Mississippi case in the early 

19305. To date, all but one of the institutions dropped from 

membership due to infractions in Standard Fourteen, General 

Administration, were public institutions. The exception was 

Florida Southern College, a private institution. Most of the 

infractions involved political interference. The new 

paragraph made reference to IIpartisan" and "political 

domination. II It was observed also that the new requirements 

were supported by two developments in 1947. These were the 

publication of the book, "Higher Education in the South," and 

the presentation by McAllister at the annual meeting. These 

expert sources provided specific recommendations in the areas 

of length of service of trustees, the political dangers of 

gubernatorial appointments, and the rotation of membership. 

The second major observation called attention to the 

inclusion of two principles. These principles were "members 
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of board of control. .. hold these institutions in trust" and 

"staggered terms." It was noticed that the notion or concept, 

lito hold in trust", was not mentioned in any of the cases of 

infraction discussed thus far. The closest reference to this 

issue was found in "Higher Education in the south: II 

•.. the governing board ... perform as trustees 
times, not as owners o f the institution 
director of a business corporation (SACS, 
p. 105) . 

at all 
or as 
1947, 

It was suggested that since the wording of the standard 

did not explain what lito hold in trust" meant, at least not in 

a direct way, the principle was obscured. That is, even 

though Standard Fourteen related this principle to the 

organization and the length of service of governing boards it 

did not mandate any specific conditions. This lack of 

specificity would create tension in the Commission in the 

19705 and '80s. During these years, some institutions 

applying for candidacy would have trustees organized and 

serving their boards in ways stipulated by the standard while 

at the same time performing their roles much as owners of 

corporations. The origin of the principle of "staggered 

terms" was less laborio us to obtain. It appeared in 19 32 with 

the reinstatement of the University of Mississippi, 

Mississippi state College for Women, and the Mississippi state 

Teachers College. One of items in the reorganization of the 

Board of Trustees under the leadership of Governor Conner was 

to have trustees appo inted every four years in staggered terms 



(Grahan, 1965). 
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The intention of staggered terms was to 

lessen the control of governors over governing boards. 

The third observation distinguished between the notion of 

nepotism and oligarchy. All along the standard has made 

reference to nepotism. In other words, the commission 

prohibited administrators of colleges and universities from 

making appointments based on favoritism to relatives. Keeping 

in mind that the revision of this standard incorporated much 

of the commission's experience and recommendations of guest 

speakers, it seemed odd that there was no mention of 

oligarchy. This omission was particularly unexpected because 

the observation that many boards were operating under an 

oligarchy, where the power is concentrated in the hands of a 

few, was made in the only study commissioned on governing 

boards. As mentioned much earlier, this was "Higher Education 

in the South," published by the Association. A closer 

analysis to this reference made clear that the writers of the 

book in question defined oligarchy as nepotism: " ... the 

institution is frequently at the mercy of an oligarchy bound 

by ties of friendship and business" (SACS, 1947, p. 104). Due 

to this error of definition it was difficult to assess what 

term, nepotism and/or oligarchy, best described the governing 

boards in the middle of the twentieth century. 

The last observation was on the quality of the language 

used to frame the new incorporations to the standard. In the 

1930s Boyd (1932) made reference to the "shalls" and "shoulds ll 
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in the standards. Items worded in "shall" were mandatory 

while those in " should" were advisory . He suggested that most 

of Standard Fourteen be made mandatory. After two major 

revisions to the standards his recommendations were not 

implemented. Meanwhile, other standards, Standard 1 and 

Standard 2 , had this type of language. These standards 

mandated certain actions and advised others. In the revision 

of 1950, Standard Fourteen was framed in its totality using 

"shoulds." The only item where strong language was used 

required that nepotism "be strictly avoided." But even these 

words were preceded by "should"--"Nepotism should be strictly 

avoided." A similar situation was found with the principle of 

staggered terms. These were desirable not mandatory. For the 

purposes of the present investigation, mandatory requirements 

were understood as written laws while desirable or advisory 

guidelines were understood as conveyed, partly, through the 

spirit of the law. All this to say, that under these 

circumstances , where Standard Fourteen in toto was advisory 

and not mandatory, the Commission's ability to uphold many 

decisions to drop institutions from membership was 

exceptional. However, this accomplishment was augmented when 

it was recalled that based on the spirit of this standard not 

on the written law three states changed laws governing higher 

education. 

A note on the Standards for Junior Colleges . These went 

through a major revision, too. Standard 2, Organization, 



detailed four types of junior colleges (Appendix J) . 

standard Fifteen, General Tone of the Institution, 

became Standard 7, General Tone and Stability 
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What was 

in 1940 

of the 

Institution, in 1950. It grew by one paragraph (see Appendix 

J). Exactly twenty-five years after having been admitted to 

the Association, this sector of higher education continued its 

silence on governing boards and accreditation. But not for 

long. The first rumblings on junior college governance were 

recorded this same year. In 1950 the annual meeting program 

offered a special session on this sector. One of this 

presentations, "The Challenge to the Junior College in the 

South, II did not mention trustees at all (Campbell, 1950). 

However, the second presentation, liThe Junior College,lI would 

represent the first instance where governing boards were 

discussed, although indirectly (Bishop, 1950). Archival 

evidence showed that, after his lecture, the audience asked 

questions about the "desirable systems of state contro l for 

junior colleges" and that at the conclusion of the discussion 

one of the major points considered was, "What should be the 

pattern of administrative organization of junior colleges?" 

(p. 168). Unfortunately, the minutes on questions and answers 

were not found. In spite of this, 1950 was formulated as the 

year when the administrative organization of junior colleges 

started to receive some attention. Hereafter, junior 

communi ty colleges would represent a strong and numerous 

contingency within the Commission. One event would catapult 
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this movement. In 1951 the Commission reported that it had 

been a year of much activity in the Committee on Junior 

Colleges due to a decision in the state of Kentucky. The 

University of Kentucky was no longer accrediting junior 

colleges. After 1953 these colleges would have to apply for 

accreditation with the Commission. "This step put great 

pressure on Kentucky junior colleges which were not members of 

the Association to meet the standards and to apply for 

membership" (SACS, Proceedings, 1951, p. 130). It also put 

pressures on the Commission and by 1955 the record showed 

that: 

In view of the growing number of junior colleges 
admitted to the Association and the probable 
increase in junior colleges during the next few 
years, a number of people in the Commission have 
expressed an opinion that the junior college 
representation on the Commission should be 
increased and that perhaps the machinery of junior 
college accreditation should be revised (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1955, p. 156). 

other developments within the Commission in 1950 

concerned the application of the Instituto Tecnologico in 

Monterey (SACS, Proceedings, 1950, p. 148). In reference to 

Standard Fourteen, it was reported that: 

One member of the committee discussed the 
administrative organization in some detail and 
found that the system was completely understood by 
all participants and that it functioned smoothly. 
There is a self-perpetuating board of capable 
business and professional men. The Director
General is responsible to the Board, and other 
administrative officers report to him.... (SACS, 
Microfiche Reel, no date, no page number). 
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As was mentioned in various studies already discussed, 

one cornmon characteristic among many boards of control in 

North American colleges and universities was the tendency 

toward self-perpetuation. It was not a desirable situation 

according to the addresses and lectures that mentioned it, but 

neither was there any suggestion for its prohibition. Also, 

it was noted that the standards did not sanction self-

perpetuation. The Committee on Admission to Membership 

reviewed the case and accepted Monterey to extra-territorial 

membership that same year (SACS, proceedings, 1957, p. 154 ) . 

The institution received a follow-up visit inspection trip in 

1951. 

Montery would not be the only foreign higher education 

institute knocking at the Commission's door. In 1957, 

summarizing one of the challenges of accreditation, the 

commission would contemp late: 

The possibility of setting up special criteria for 
the listing of institutions in Latin America which 
do not meet the mechanical standards of the 
Association, but which deserve some sort of 
approval (SACS, Proceedings, 1957, p. 150). 

This comment was of special interest to the present study 

in that it pointed to the consideration of modifying the 

standards for types of institutions that were new to the 

commission and to American higher education. This was not 

unusual or an exception. Teacher training colleges and junior 

colleges, at different points in times, were judged under 

different standards. Still , the applicability or non-
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applicability of Standard Fourteen to foreign institutions was 

of interest to this study. This issue would be the subject of 

continuing discussions by the Commission in the decade of 

1960s. 

Another instance in which the Commission questioned the 

appropriateness and applicability of the standards to new 

institutions emerged in 1957 . It was related to technical and 

vocational institutes: 

During the last several years, the growth of 
technical institutes and vocational schools of a ll 
types has raised the question of a ccreditation of 
these non-liberal arts insti tutions .... It is 
believed that unless the regional associations 
accept the responsibility for accrediting these 
institutions, some other agency--perhaps some 
national agency--may step into the vacuum . Fears 
are expressed that if this happens, it will be 
difficult to maintain standards that reflect the 
hopes of the regional associations (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1957, p. 149). 

This statement was recorded as the first instance in the 

history of the Commission when it considered the accreditation 

of non-l iber al arts education based on fear. This statement 

could be interpreted as either indicating needs for empire-

building or terri tory-control. Events in the 1970s will 

support the latter. 

Another issue that characterized the decade of the 1950s 

was the serious concern over the status of graduate education. 

Although, there had been a standard dealing with graduate 

education since 19 39 , Standard Seventeen, Graduate Work, there 

were no issues of prominence until 1950 and 1951. liAs all of 

you know, the attempts of the Commission to bring orderly 
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procedures into the accreditation of graduate work have not 

met with success" (SACS, Proceedings, 1951, p. 129). This 

frustration led to the incorporation of "Supplementary 

standards to Standard Seventeen" in 1952. It was an extensive 

revision which spoke on qualitative standards for graduate 

work, minimum standards for master's and doctor of philosophy 

degrees, and minimum standards for other types of doctorate 

degrees. Standard Seventeen had a section called "Minimum 

standards for the Master's Degree. II It delineated the 

administrative requirements at this and at the doctoral level. 

It also had a footnote indicating that: 

Each institution is free to choose the pattern of 
organization for the administration of graduate 
instruction which it considers best suited to the 
structure and function of the institution, its 
general pattern of organization and adminis
tration, its program of instruction and research, 
and its educational objectives, it being understood 
that the pattern of administration for graduate 
instruction at each institution will be evaluated 
and judged by this Association in terms of its 
character and adequacy and the available evidence 
that such pattern of administration is conducive to 
graduate and research of high quali ty and 
distinction (SACS, Proceedings, 1952, p. 189). 

It was observed that the language used to frame the 

requirement dealing with the organization of graduate 

education resembled the language that the Commission used 

during its early years of operation. In 1922 the language to 

frame the Association's first standard on the general 

organization of colleges and universities used words such as 

"character. 1I with graduate education as well as with other 

organizational issues, the Commission would claim that it 
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looked for evidence showing that the general pattern of 

organization was in accordance to the standards. This claim 

was arguable. It was postulated that the Commission, since 

1942, had been moving from general to specific patterns of 

organization . 

Several times during this discussion it was mentioned 

that during the 19505 the Commission started to receive 

institutions different from the traditional liberal arts 

college. It was also noted at the beginning of this chapter 

that the revision of the Standards involved the inclusion of 

whole new items. Standard Twenty-One, Extension and/or 

Correspondence Courses, was a new standard. As its name 

implies, it regulated courses offered outside the premises of 

an institution. This was a new delivery system of higher 

education. When these new institutions or services were 

emerging, the commission already had an older standard, 

Standard Fifteen, Special Activities or Relations, which 

required that branch institutions comply with the standards. 

In 1950 the Commission started to question some of the 

ramifications of these two standards. Basically, it asked how 

to accredit courses, programs or degrees offered outside the 

walls of the main campus? Adding t o the preoccupation of the 

Commission was a petition by the Army t o be allowed to 

contract with different organizations to offer courses to the 

soldiers on military campuses (SACS, Proceedings, 1950, 

p . 151). By 19 51 as the situation had grown more complicated, 
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the Commission defined what it meant with off-campus 

offerings: 

There has been some confusion about the terminology 
applicable to off-campus offerings. In general, it 
would seem that off-campus programs which have 
their own administrative units, buildings, and 
equipment would be regarded as branch institutions 
and would come under standard Fifteen. Off-campus 
offerings given temporary quarters and without a 
fairly complete administrative unit in charge would 
be regarded as extension work and would come under 
Standard Twenty-One (SACS, Proceedings, 1951, p. 
131) • 

However, by 1953 Standard Fifteen was revised. The 

revision included a specific definition of "branch!! which by 

now was also known as off-campus center , extension center 

and/ or downtown cOllege. Two years later, educational 

television, another new avenue for the delivery of higher 

education, would be under this standard (SACS, Proceedings, 

1955, p. 155). In part, two of the new requirements under 

Standard Fifteen stipulated that: 

There shall be full faculty control from the home 
campus both of curricula and of faculty in the 
branch. The parent institution shall approve the 
courses .... 

There shall be a qualified local administrative 
officer responsible to the appropriate 
administrative personnel on the home campus. 

As if the situation was not complicated enough, there 

were existing special situations that called for exceptions to 

the standard. Two examples were provided. One, the College 

of William and Mary in Norfolk, was a branch of the College of 

William and Mary but was seeking independent accreditation 

(SACS, Proc eed i ngs, 1951, p. 130). Two, the Oak Ridge 
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Institute of Nuclear Studies and the Air University both 

offered off-campus courses of a different nature (SACS, 

Proceedings, 1951, p. 131). 

The problems with Standards Fifteen and Twenty-One were 

presented as indicative of the accrediting problems the 

commission would face as it allowed diverse institutions into 

its membership. Also, it supported the assertion that the 

Commission's standards were going from general to specific. 

Briefly I the present investigation was interested in the 

question: HoW were governance requirements applied to foreign 

institutions, branches, educational television, highly 

specialized institutes, and military colleges? As predicted 

by Ligon (1942) eight years earlier, the administrative 

problems in this area grew abundantly and rapidly. 

However, it would take thirty years before the Commission 

involved itself with an investigation about the governance 

structure of these new types of institutions. The Commission 

was confronted with a crucial and immediate task, to accept or 

not to accept these institutions. The discussion that follows 

was selected for description in the present study because 

decisions taken in this decade would in great part determine 

the positio n of the Commission toward one of these special 

institutions, proprietary schools, almost twenty years from 

the end of the 19505. 

In 1958, a special committee was charged with the 

responsibility of studying the accreditation of post-secondary 
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specialized institutions. Early on, the committee concluded 

that these insti tutions valued accreditation by the 

commission, that other regional agencies were accepting them 

into their ranks, and that their rejection would result in the 

c reation of more specialized accrediting bodies in the region. 

Therefore the committee recommended that: 

... visi ting groups should be "tailored" to the 
institution being visited. The visiting committee 
must have a "frame of reference" in which they can 
carry out their evaluations. The committee feels 
that there should be a broad general set of over
all standards which would apply to all of these 
specialized schools. The standards which have been 
established by the Southern Association for four
year colleges and for junior colleges contain 
certain broad statements which could well become a 
part of such general policy. In addition, it would 
appear necessary to have some type specialized 
standards which would apply to particular types of 
insti tutions. For example, the committee agrees 
that it would be impractical to evaluate medical 
sChools and Bible institutes by the same detailed 
criteria (SACS, Microfilm Reel, Committee on 
Specialized and Technical Institutions, Annual 
Meeting, 19 58). 

It would be wrong to conclude, after reading the polemic 

about the Commission's concerns and problems with graduate 

educat ion, new institutions, and branches that these 

represented the only challenges to accreditation. It was not 

so. In 1951, the commission was concerned a l so with Standard 

13, Intercol legiate Athletics. It emphasized faculty control 

in the curriculum and centralized administrative control of 

finances. 

All matters pertaining to the admission of athletes 
should clear through the normal academic channels, 
and course requirements for athletes should be 
subj ect to the same faculty regulations as 



requirements for other students. A dual system of 
educational administration endangers the 
educational functions of the college or university. 
Likewise, a dual system of financial administration 
of any phase of college activity places the 
president and the administrative staff in a most 
difficult position (SACS, Proceedings, 1951, p. 
132) • 
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This historical account was selected for the purposes of 

this investigation because it was here that the Commission 

specifically said that, "A dual system of educational 

administration endangers the educational functions of the 

col lege or universityl1 (SACS, Proceedi ngs, 1951, p. 132 ). 

Five years later, a resolution was introduced protesting the 

increased state government control of public institutions. 

Certainly, the Commission was close to the time when governing 

boards would respond to the ever increasing regulatory demands 

of state control. These regulatory demands, coming from 

different state agencies, would challenge the Commission's 

expectation that there should be only one focus of 

administrative control. Already in 1946, the increase in 

federal control had been predicted as an unfortunate and 

unwise movement (SACS, Proceedings, 1946, p. 267). The 

resolution on state control said: 

Resolved that the Commission on Colleges and 
Universities of the Southern Association of 
Colleges and Secondary Schools communicate directly 
to heads of member institutions the grave concern 
of the Association over the increase of regulatory 
measures imposed by state governments with 
reference to the administration of public 
institutions of higher learning together with an 
expression of alarm concerning the effects already 
observed in the minimum student-teacher ratios, 
minimum c lass sizes, and other such measures, and 



further, be it resolved that these be requested to 
pass this resolution on to their governing boards 
(SACS, Proceedings, 1955, p. 148). 
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This resolution had been proposed by the Committee on 

standards and Reports, the committee in charge of reviewing 

the material submitted by institutions seeking new or 

continuing accreditation. Its awareness of the increase of 

state control was based on access to information that allowed 

members of the committee to foresee patterns and forces in 

higher education of the South. Aside from having at their 

disposa l the information that was normally requested from 

institutions, the Committee members would ask all member 

institutions to report on standards of interest. For 

example, junior colleges were asked to report on Standards 

Two, Seven, Nine, and Eleven, and senior colleges on Standards 

One, Three, Five, Eleven, and Sixteen (SACS, Proceedings, 

1953, p . 141) . During 1955, junior colleges were to report on 

iU.l the Standards (SACS, Proceedings, 1954, p. 140), and 

senior institutions on standards Four, Five, Six, Seven, 

Eight, Nine, and Seventeen (SACS, Minutes, 1954, p. 13). 

During the following year, 1956, senior colleges were to 

report on Standards Fifteen and Twenty-One (SACS, Proceedings, 

1955, p. 149). Finally, in 1957 junior colleges reported on 

standards Five, Seven, Eight, Ten, and senior colleges on 

Standards Two, Six, Ten, Eighteen, and Twenty. Clearly, the 

Committee asked only once for junior colleges to report on 

standards dealing with administration, standards Two and 
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Eleven~ however, senior institutions were not asked to report 

on Standard Fourteen, General Administration. This was 

puzzling because the Council said that it customarily reviewed 

administrative situations (SACS, Proceedings, 1951, p. 334). 

It could be that the council reviewed actual, not potential, 

situations. 

explanation. 

However, previous discussions negate this 

It is more puzzling when one recalls that a 

number of these infractions received national attention. It 

was not until 1958 that senior institutions were asked to 

report on the standard of interest for this i nvestigation. 

The report, due in 1959, asked information from all senior 

institutions on Standards Five, Eight, Fourteen, and 

Seventeen. Of these institutions only one had problems with 

Standard Fourteen, Kentucky Wesleyan College, a Methodist 

insti tution. The Committee on Standards and Reports for 

Senior Colleges was concerned about "the action of the Bishop 

in regard to the retention or dismissal of the president. The 

committee is concerned over the nullification by the Bishop of 

the action by the Board ll (SACS , Microfilm Reel, Committee on 

Standards, 2-3 November, 1959). The final disposition on this 

case was not found. 

There were four other cases of infraction pertaining to 

governance. The first case was a potential rather than an 

actual infraction since the situation never materialized. The 

non-compliance referred to "a law on the books of the State of 

Kentucky which seems to be in conflict with the spirit of the 
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standards of the Association" (SACS, Proceedings, 1950, p. 

151) . The law gave to the Department of Finance and 

ultimately to the Governor the power to stipulate the salaries 

and responsibilities of state employees. The Commission 

resolved: 

The Association views with grave concern t he 
enactment of certain statutes of the General 
Assembly of 1950 duly signed by the Governor of the 
Commonweal th of Kentucky. These statutory 
provisions are now the law and deprive the Boards 
of Trustees and Regents of their control of the 
institutions of higher education by taking from 
them the power and a uthority to administer the 
affairs of their institutions. Such legislation is 
a violation of the declaration of principles 
announced by the Southern Association of Colleges 
and Secondary Schools and is in conflict with its 
constitution and standards. Under such legislation 
the membership of the Kentucky state colleges and 
of the University of Kentucky in the Association is 
in jeopardy, and the Executive Secretary of the 
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education will 
so inform the presidents of the affected member 
institutions (SACS, Proceedings, 1950, p. 152). 

In 1952, with the election of a new governor, the law was 

annulled. The other case involved faculty members approaching 

the Commission with requests for an investigation of their 

individual complaints. The Commission responded: 

The Commission does not have the time or staff to 
investigate cases of individual misunderstanding 
between faculty members and administrations, those 
cases which seem to involve general administrative 
situations are customarily reviewed by the Council 
(SACS, Proceedings, 1951, p. 130). 

Therefore, the commission heard a situation at San Angelo 

College because it involved general issues. The situation was 

mainly about tenure insecurity. However, it also involved 

professors going directly to the board with their complaints, 
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ignoring the appropriate chain of command. It was recalled 

that in McAllister's (1947) address the dangers involved in 

not using normal procedures of communication were stressed. 

The Executive Secretary of the Council, Godard, wrote a letter 

to President Wildenthal, parts of which stated that: 

Members of the Council understand the close 
association between board members, faculty members, 
and administrative personnel in a local college 
situation. Nevertheless, the council is impressed 
that altogether too frequently employees go direct 
to members of the board rather than bringing their 
problems to the president for discussion. The 
Council urges that all such matters pertaining to 
the business of the college clear through the 
president to the board. This, of course, i mplies 
that the president would serve freely as the 
channel for such communication to the board without 
impairment of his freedom of favorable or 
unfavorable comment on the business in question 
when presented to the board (SACS, Microfilm, San 
Angelo, 13 December, 1951) . 

These conditions were remedied in 1952 and the institution was 

reinstated to membership in 1953. 

The third case involved the Alabama Polytechnic 

Institute. In 1957 the Executive Secretary, Agnew, reported 

that there had been some information in the press stating that 

a professor had been fired from this institute . He was fired 

due to his stance on segregation. The Commission I s main 

concern was that, "It appears that pressure was put on Ralph 

Draughon (the Institute's president ] by the Board of Trustees 

to fire this professor .... The question would seem to me to be 

whether or not undue pressure has been brought to bear upon 

Ralph in connection to this situation" (SACS, Microfilm Reel, 

Alabama Polytechnic Institute, 1950-1965). President 
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Draughon acknowledged that he had agreed with the Board's 

recommendation even though the decision was made in Executive 

Session and without consulting him. To the satisfaction of 

the commission, the Board approved a new statement on tenure 

and academic freedom. Therefore, the institute was reinstated 

to full membership. 

The last case involved Allen University and Benedict 

College, both located in South Carolina and church-related 

black institutions. In 1957 I faculty members from these 

institutions alleged to the Executive Council tha t the 

procedures used for their dismissal were unethical. The Board 

of Trustees dismissed the professors on grounds "that they 

were trouble makers through insubordination and interference 

with the administration of the college.... [Bishop Bonner, 

Chairman of the Board said] that the Governor ( Timmerman] told 

him to get rid of the three professors and a white (Hungarian) 

student, and certification would be restor ed II (SACS, Microfilm 

Reel, Allen and Benedict Colleges, 1957-1958). The 

Commission's concern was with the procedures of dismissal and 

not with the alleged cause. The investigation's results 

pointed to political interference and unethical interference 

by the board in the internal administration of the colleges. 

Hence, both institutions were reprimanded. The Governor was 

visited f o r the purpose of reviewing the situation and giving 

a strong warning concerning the repercussion of similar 

interference by State authorities . It must be clarified that 
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black colleges and universities were not full members of the 

Association until 1961. Before this time, these institutions 

appeared in a separate category that acknowledged that they 

were 

mean 

approved schools by the Commission. 

full membership. It was asserted 

Approval did not 

that a similar 

situation in a white institution would have meant lost of 

membership and even some notoriety since the Governor was 

intervening in the affairs of private church-related colleges. 

The evidence presented supports the description, early in 

this chapter, about governing boards during the 19505. For 

the most part, infractions by governing boards during this 

decade did not receive public coverage by the press. Their 

non-compliance was reviewed in a still and quiet atmosphere. 

A final observation for this section. The notion of 

periodic visitations started to emerge around 1955. It was 

remarked that, "Many institutions have not been visited by a 

committee since being admitted to the Association (SACS, 

Proceedings, 1955, p. 156). In 1957 the discussion on 

periodic evaluations and self-studies was at full speed. 

Moreover, the Committee on Standards and Reports developed a 

tentative outline of the accreditation procedures. This 

resul ted in a brief manual to provide guidance for the 

institutions that were evaluated (SACS, Proceedings, 

p. 153). By 1959, "Each visiting committee while 

1957, 

on the 

campus interviewed administrative officers, members of the 



145 

faculty, students, and in some cases representatives from the 

board of control" (SACS, Proceedings, 1959, p. 164). 

The decade ended with the need to revise the Standards 

due to the "emergence of the new concept of evaluation 

[periodic evaluation and self-study), it became apparent more 

than ever before that the standards of the Commission are in 

need of a drastic revision" (SACS, Froceedings, 1959, p. 155 ). 

A Mixture of Confusing Times and Auspicious Moments 

There was one similarity between this decade, 1960, and 

the previo us one. The standards continued t o be revised but 

the psychological context of the revision took place under a 

different atmosphere. The atmosphere's pendulum moved from 

hope to despair, from confidence to uncertainty: 

The general membership of the Association seems to 
feel deeply the conviction expressed so often by 
the Executive Committee, that the many loose ends, 
new, recurring, and unsettled matters needing study 
and decision are severely restrictive of the 
usefulness a nd vitality of the Association. There 
is discouragement in the air which many of the 
members feel will remain until a new self-study is 
made to help provide a chart for the way ahead 
which may indicate some of the procedures for the 
settlement of many matters whose unsettled state 
feed upon themselves for disunity (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1960, p. 134). 

It was from within this troubled context that the 

Association embarked on "A study of the Functions of the 

Southern Association." The same study couched the onerous 

revisions to the Standards of the Commission during this 

decade. 
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As an introduction to the need to revise the standards, 

Rufus Harris (1960), who had been President of Mercer and 

Tulane Universities, chairman of the Commission and President 

of the Association, delivered an address to the plenary 

meeting. projecting himself into the future, Harris described 

the 19605 as: 

. .. a time characterized by a weird mixture of 
confusion and accomplishment .. . replete with new 
conditions ... (with ] forces now loose in the world 
that entail great turbulence. 

When there is unrest as there is now, when there is 
expressed a nxiety over the effectiveness of our 
Association as there has been for several years, 
the time is ripe to make a broad advance, with 
depth, courage, and vitality (Harris, 1960, p. 
159) . 

The Commission r esponded to Harris' call for bravery in 

times of confusion, and for the first time in the history of 

the Council it prepared a press release clarifying its 

position on some issues. It clarified its stance on academic 

processes, academic freedom, and on principles and standards 

of the Association: 

The Council will continue to uphold the process of 
academic freedom and, to that end, will appoint a 
committee to s ummarize the pressures against the 
academic process a nd academic freedom as they 
appear to be manifest in the present time. This 
committee will be instructed to clarify the 
statement of Principles and Standards of the 
Association as they relate to colleges and 
universities in the matters of trustees
administrative relationships, faculty-trustee
administrative relationships, and student-faculty
trustee-administrative relationships. This 
committee will furthe r be instructed to spell out 
the rights and responsibilities of all members of 



an academic community--trustees, adminitsrators 
[sic], faculty, and students--under the established 
principles of academic freedom and due process in 
order that men of good will may not fall into 
poorly conceived or dangerous practices through 
carelessness or ignorance (SACS, Proceedings, 1960, 
pp. 223-224). 
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within this context the Steering Committee on Revision of 

s t andards met and developed guidelines for a comprehensive 

revision. For the purposes of the present investigation, two 

of the guidelines were of interest. First, it was noted that 

this committee intended to II develop general standards . .. which 

will be applicable to all types of institutions: senior 

colleges and universities, junior colleges, post-secondary, 

technical and professional schools, and institutions in Latin 

America" (SACS, Minutes, November 1960, Appendix A). This 

was important because in the past there was a debate within 

the Commission on whether or not to modify the Standards to 

fit new institutions. The steering Committee's goal to apply 

the standards to all types of institutions will characterize 

the position of the Commission in the decade of the 1980s. 

Second, the format of the standard was to be changed. Each 

standard would have two parts: an introduction or principle 

followed by illustrations or interpretations. The latter was 

to be quantifiable and the former qualitative. 

The Minutes of the committee on Post-Secondary 

Specialized and Technical Institutions contained information 

that was contrary to the goals of the Steering Committee. 
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This committee still acknowledged the need to accredit these 

institutions using a modified version of the standards but: 

It was agreed that the camm! ttee should restrict 
its consideration to those institutions that had 
achieved some standing and were clearly of a non
profit character... approval of specialized and 
technical schools by the Southern Association of 
Colleges and Secondary Schools would simply mean 
that such institutions were doing an acceptable job 
of the purpose for which they existed. (SACS, 
Minutes of the Committee on Specialized and 
Technical Institutions, 1960). 

The reasons behind the restriction to non-profit institutions 

and the meaning of lIacceptable job" were not available in the 

archives. 

During 1961 four events of interest to the present 

investigation occurred. It was reported that the first group 

of institutions had gone through the newly instituted and 

mandated processes of self-study and periodic visitation. It 

was announced that 89, or 25 percent, of all the member 

institutions had completed their self-study. liThe purpose of 

the self-study is to get behind the official facade to 

evaluate the quality of the institution and to project plans 

for upgrading it" (SACS, Proceedings, 1961, p. 161). The 

other event of interest related to the Committee on Post-

secondary Specialized and Technical Institution. 

recommended that: 

Technical institutes should refrain from using 
terminology which implied equal status with 
colleges and universities when issuing a diploma or 
certificate. The use of the term 'degree' should 
be eliminated (SACS, Minutes of the Executive 
Council, December, 1961). 

It 
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The third event concerned black colleges and universi

ties and their admission to full membership. In the past 

these institutions were placed under a category of approved 

schools but were not granted the usual membership status. In 

1961 all the black schools were reviewed and judged within the 

usual categories of the Commission. Of the 65 institutions 

reviewed, only one had difficulties with Standard Fourteen. 

This was Huston-Tillotson College in Texas . The institution 

was asked to r eport on this standard the following year (SACS, 

Minu t es of the Joint Subcommittee on Colleges for Negro Youth, 

1961). Unfortunately , no other information was found on the 

nature and details of the infraction and the disposition of 

the case. 

The discussion of the next nine years necessitate a few 

words as preambl e . In general, the sixties were turbulent 

times in the social and political history of the United 

States. Colleges and universities were not immune to the 

changes that swept the nation. It was a period where the 

different constituencies in the academic community evaluated 

social mores, questioned the status quo, and protested about 

issues that not too long ago had been the accepted and 

preferred modus vivendi. The Association and the Commissio n 

were not untouched by these events. The last nine years of 

this decade, par ticularly the years 1962 through 1966 , brought 

new and challenging situations. Once more the standards were 

revised. A series of infractions were of such magnitude that 
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some required several years of debate and study within the 

Commission before a satisfactory disposition was reached. 

Indeed, these years demanded an indefatigable and visionary 

leadership. 

In order to achieve the highest degree of clarity in the 

subsequent analysis the next nine years will be discussed in 

this manner. Decisions of any of the Commission's standing 

committees involving governance issues will be presented 

first. This will be followed by modifications or revisions to 

the Standards ending with an analysis of the infractions. 

In 1962 the Council made three general resolutions. It 

resolved that if a university established a branch as a junior 

college, offering a degree in the name of the junior college 

and operating under the same board and president as the parent 

institution, it would be treated as a new college for 

accreditation purposes. During the 19805 the issue of one 

governing board over the parent and branch institutions would 

be studied by the Commission in relation to private for-profit 

institutions. Also, it resolved to conduct a study on the 

question of federa l intervention in 

(SACS, Proceedings, 1962, p. 166). 

finalized in five years. 

insti tutional affairs 

The study would be 

The Committee on Post-Secondary Specialized and Technical 

Institutions provided the Commission with a new set of 

recommendations, too. For the purpose of the present 

investigation three recommendations were noted. One, it was 
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recommended to continue with the accreditation of these 

schools under a new category, Special Purpose Institutions. 

Two, a new standing committee was to be established, reporting 

directly to the Council, and composed of individuals from the 

Committee on Admission to Membership to Senior Colleges and 

Committee on Admission to Membership to Junior Colleges. It 

was proposed that in the future a standing Committee on 

Standards and Reports for Special Purpose Institutions should 

be established. Lastly, the following categories of schools 

were to be classified as Special Purpose Institutions: art 

institutes, medical colleges, seminaries, technical 

institutes, etc . (SACS, Committee on Post-Secondary 

Specialized and Technical Institutions, 1962). This diversity 

of institutions complicated with the sense of ad infinitum 

implied in "etcetera" would be the Commission's Trojan horse 

during the 1970s. 

In the past the commission highlighted its concern with 

general rather than specific patterns of administration. 

Meanwhile, the present analysis had asserted that the 

Commission's interest had moved from general to specific 

patterns. This assertion was based on the study of the 

development of the standards which has pointed in this 

direction. During 1961 the Commission adopted "A Code of 

Accrediting Principles and Practices ll which acknowledged this 

assertion . Partly, it said: 

Accreditation 
defined and 

should be 
appropriate 

based upon 
educational 

precisely 
objectives 



realistically related to the particular 
institution's situation and resources ... The test 
should be observed educational effectiveness in the 
local situation, not conformity to statistical or 
organizational patterns (SACS, Proceedings, 1962, 
p. 180). 
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Gradually moving ahead, it was found that in 1962 a 

comprehensive revision of the standards took place involving 

even a change in its official name. The new name was 

Standards of the College Delegate Assembly of the Southern 

Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS, Proceedings, 1962, 

pp. 220 - 249). Ma j or changes, additions as well as deletions, 

affected the governing board concept. Therefore, an 

exhaustive discussion on each item related t o g overnance will 

be presented. The discussion will fo llow this format: first, 

the changes in the Statement of Principles will be noted; 

second, the deletion of the Preamble will be analyzed; third, 

the complete revamping of Standard Fourteen will be dissected, 

and finally, the discussion will end with an anal ysis of other 

standards where the governing board concept emerged. 

The first point for discussion was in reference to the 

statement of Principles. As mentioned during the analysis of 

the 1950s, the Statement of Principles contained six 

philosophical tenets on governance. This section was renamed 

Principles and Philosophy of the College Delegate Assembly in 

Accreditation and did not make any reference to governing 

boards . However, parts of this new section were noted because 

they would be crucial in the judgement and disposition of 

future cases. 



1. The Commission acknowledged the accreditation 
of institutions of higher education in Latin 
America; 

2. It would 
political 

defend academic 
interference; 

integrity from 

3. The introduction or statement of principle to 
each standard could only be changed by the 
college Delegate Assembly; 

4. Illustrations and interpretations could be 
changed by the Commission: and, 

5 . The Association was concerned wi th the 
compliance of each standard but this 
evaluation would not be done in isolation. The 
totality of the effort to meet the standard 
and the atmosphere of the institutio n while 
meeting the standards were t o be essential 
elements to the accreditation process. The 
assessment of this totality overrides smaller 
considerations as the decision is approached 
whether or not to confer or to retain 
membership (SACS, Proceedings, 1962, p. 221). 
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Even though the section on Principles and Philosophy did 

not include issues of governance it should not be understood 

that all the six philosophical tenets on governing boards were 

deleted from the new standards. Four of the six tenets were 

restated, clarified, and expanded and moved to other parts of 

the Standards. The tenets that addressed the role of the 

governing board in the discarding of books and the need to 

eliminate prejudice between trustees and other members of the 

academic community were completely eliminated in this 

revision. 

The second point to be discussed referred to the 

Preamble. The 1950 Preamble was entirely deleted. In its 

place a new standard emerged: St andard One, Purpose. While 
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the diversity among the member institutions was recognized, 

emphasis was place on one commonality. All institutions were 

expected to have a clear and concise statement of purpose: 

The formulation of the statement of purpose is a 
major decision and basic changes should be made 
only after proper consideration and approval by the 
governing board (SACS, Proceedings, 1962, p. 222). 

The third point to be discussed gravitates around the 

revamp of the standard of interest to this investigation. 

Ma j or changes to the governing board concept were manifested 

in the complete transformation of Standard Fourteen, General 

Administrati on. After more than twenty years of being number 

fourteen, its posi ticn and name were changed. It became 

standard Two, organization and Administration (see Appendix 

K). The statement of Principles of Standard Two stipulated 

eight requirements for governing boards. As mentioned 

earlier, future modific ations to this section could only be 

made by the College Delegate Assembly of the Association. 

Each o f the eight requirements will be presented and followed 

by a discussion on its origins. 

The governing board, the term used in the Standards 
to apply to all governing bodies of institutions of 
higher education, is the legally constituted body 
representing the founders, the religious group, or 
the supporting gov ernmental unit. 

Basically this stipulation served to expand the notion of 

governing boards as legislative bodies. This notion was 

introduced in the 1940s and 19505. It mentioned for the first 

time that boards represent particular constituencies. 



Members of the governing board should be chosen 
because of their ability and willingness to serve 
the institution without selfish motives. 

155 

This requirement had not changed since the revision of 

the Standards in late 19305. However, the notions of 

oligarchy and nepotism were eliminated while still nothing has 

yet been mentioned on self-perpetuation. 

The board acts as a body politic and no single 
member can act in place of the total board. 

Since the revision of the Standards in 1939 the idea that 

no one member of the board could make decisions was present. 

However, at that time the requirement made specific reference 

to financial decisions. The present revision defined the 

board as a body politic whereby decisions were based on the 

determinations and resolutions of the board as a whole and not 

on one individual. It was noted, too, that group decisions 

were required on all matters not only in the financial arena. 

Since the governing board holds institutions in 
trust, there should be continuity in membership 
which will assure stability. 

The principle of "to hold in trust" first made its 

appearance in the Standards in 1950. It was argued then that 

it was not well defined even though it was related to the 

organization and length of service of trustees. In the 

present revision "to hold in trust" seemed to be related to 

longevity of service. It was maintained that this relation, 

trust-longevity, did not contribute to the clarification of 

the principle of trusteeship. 



The responsibilities 
include: 

of the governing board 

a. establishing broad institutional 
policies: 

b. securing financial resources to support 
adequately the institution's program; and 

c. selecting the chief administrative 
officer , and upon his recommendation, the 
other administrative officers of the 
institution . 
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In the past the only mention of the word "responsibility" 

under Standard Fourteen r eferred to the need of the 

administration of the college to be centered in the president. 

The standard did not assign any "responsibility" per se to the 

trustees. For the first time in the histor y of the Standards, 

governing boards were prescribed specific responsibilities. 

A possible explanation for the origin of these 

responsibilities was related to the work of Tead (1951). This 

author was the first to provide a list of respons ib i lities for 

governing boards which included the appointment of the chief 

administrative officer and the securement of financial 

resources. Since then these two responsibilities have been 

presented in the literature of higher education as essential, 

almost unquestionable, elements of trusteeship. 

The governing board should not be s ubject to undue 
pressures from state officials o r other outside 
political or religious groups, 

Basically , this sti pulation was born in the democratic 

climate of post-world War II . The statement of Principles of 

1950 was direct on its posi ticn on undue pressures and 

political interference. The new idea contained in this 

present revision was the Commi ssion's s t ance on undue pressure 
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or interference by religious groups. The origin of this 

stipulation was unclear because although many member 

institutions were church-related, as of yet, there was not a 

case of infraction from this sector. 

The governing board should protect the 
administration from similar outside pressure 
(pressures from state officials or other outside 
political or religious groups]. 

This was a new addition to the governing board concept. 

For the first time the Commission suggested that one of the 

roles of governing boards was to serve as a buffer between the 

university and the rest of society. 

There should be a clear differentiation between the 
policy making function of the governing board and 
the responsibility of those in charge of 
administering these policies. General 
insti tutional policies may originate wi thin the 
board or be approved by the board upon the 
recommendation of the administration. Once these 
have become the policies of the governing board, 
the chief administrative officer should be free to 
implement such policies laid down by the governing 
board. 

This was an expansion and clarification of one of the 

responsibilities assigned to trustees and discussed in a 

couple of preceding paragraphs. It was mentioned then that 

governing boards were responsible to establish broad 

institutional policies. The expansion and clarification of 

this responsibility seemed to be based on one of McAllister's 

recommendations: 

Having laid down a framework of policies and 
procedures, the board should have enough confidence 
in the man they select as president to allow him 
some discretion in carrying out policies and 
procedures within that framework. On the other 



hand, details of administration should be left 
primarily to the presidents and to their staffs. 
Over-zealous regents and trustees can frequently 
prove a handicap to an institution. If they are 
convinced that they are more capable of the details 
of administration than the president they have 
selected, they should have the moral courage to 
dismiss him, and secure the services of a man in 
whom they have confidence. Constant interference 
in details of administration by trustees is 
something that must be avoided at all costs 
(McAllister, 1947, p. 334) . 
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As mentioned before, the new standards were to have an 

introduction or Statement of Principles followed by an 

illustration and interpretation. The latter could be modified 

by the Commission on Colleges. The following discussion will 

explain each illustration dealing with governing boards. 

standard Two. Organization and Administration 

Illustration and Interpretation #2: 

Governing Boards. Although it is recognized that 
the title and functions of governing boards vary, 
there should be a clearly identifiable body which 
assumes the responsibility for policy. The duties 
and responsibilities of the board should be clearly 
defined in an available official document. This 
document should also specify the number of members, 
length of service, rotation policies, organization 
and committee structure, frequency of meetings, and 
other pertinent information. 

Clearly, this illustration required governing boards to 

have an official manual on policies and procedures. Since the 

illustration mentioned specific areas to be included in the 

document; number of members, length of services, etcetera, it 

was postulated that this mere specificity achieved the 

standardization of all governing boards manual. In other 

words, it was to be expected that from 1962 forward the 
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governing boards ' manual throughout the southern region would 

contain similar information. 

Illustration and Interpretation #3: 

By-laws and Faculty Manuals. Published by-laws of 
the board ••• are strongly recommended. 

This illustration paralleled the one just discussed. It 

was posited that by-laws would be part of the official 

document or manual on policies and procedures of governing 

boards. 

To finalize the discussion of the revisions to the new 

standards, an analysis o f all the standards where the 

governing board concept emerged will be provided. This was in 

and of itself a new modification to the Standards. That is, 

during this revision the governing board concept was not 

restricted to nor solely contained in St andard Two. For the 

firs t time in the history of the Commission the governing 

board concept became an element of other standards. 

Standard Four. Financial Resources. 

Illustration and Interpretatio n #3 : 

Organization for the Proper Administration of 
Financial Resources. The chief business officer 
should be appointed by the governing board, upon 
the nomination of the president of the institution. 

Illustration and Interpretation #5: 

Budget Preparation. The budget is presented by the 
president to the trustees for final approval. The 
review by trustees should generally be limited to 
matters of broad policy and not involved with 
details. 

Illustr ation and Interpretation #6 : 



Budget Control. Budgetary control is an 
administrative function, not a board function. 

Illustration and 'Interpretation #7 : 

The Relation of an Institution to External 
Budgetary Control. Once funds have been 
appropriated for the operation of an institution, 
budget making and control of expenditures should be 
entirely within the institution under the 
jurisdiction of the governing board . 
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Although financial matters were present in Standard 

Fourteen in the revision of 1939, 1942, a nd 1950, its presence 

was minimal. Mainly it required the preparation of an annual 

budget. In 1942, the relationship between fi nances and 

governance became somewhat more noticeabl e as the statement of 

Principles castigated statutory clauses that gave control of 

the budget to any body but the governing board. Conse-

quently, the extent of the permeation of the governing board 

concept in standard Four, Financial Resources, was a surprise. 

Three situations that developed in previous decades might have 

been the basis for these lengthy and numerous illustrations 

and interpretations. In 1946 there was a resolution deploring 

the increase of regulatory control of state government over 

public institutions. The other two situations occurred in 

1950. One was in relation to a case i n Kentucky where the 

governing board had transferred its power to determine 

salaries to the Governor . The other situation referred to the 

need of graduate programs to have control over the monies 

appropriated to them for research purposes. 



standard Fiye. Faculty. 

Illustration and Interpretation #6: 

Tenure and Academic Freedom. Tenure regulations 
for an institution should be established by the 
governing board in accordance with generally 
accepted practices and should be clearly stated in 
writing to the faculty. 
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since the revision to the Standards in 1939, the tenure 

principle was mentioned under Standard Fourteen. However, 

this standard only stated that tenure should be relatively 

secure and sound . The present revision was direct in 

indicating that the tenure regu lations we re to be stipulated 

by the trustees. More important perhaps was the notion that 

these regulations had to be within the customs and traditions 

of higher education. It was asserted that by defining sound 

tenure regulations as those that were in the realm of 

"generally accepted practices" the Commission gave itself some 

leeway for future interpretations. Also, a new element in 

this illustration was the requi rement stating that tenure 

regulations should be given in writing to the faculty. 

There were four cases of infractions which began in 1962. 

The Council described accreditation and higher education 

during these confusing and auspicious years as: 

... accrediting in a society of strong pressures 

... The academic process, given to the free pursuit 
of ideas, is thus at times regarded by the 
community as inimical to its welfare. So, 
pressures mount against colleges and universities. 
These can flow not only from political sources, but 
even from church and citizens groups (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1962, p. 188). 
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Truly, the Commission would confront the forceful power of 

political, church, and citizen groups before this decade is 

over. 

The first case involved the state of Mississippi. The 

situation would not be resolved until 1963. In November 1962, 

Henry King Stanford, Chairman of the Commission, presented t he 

council with the following summary on what has become known as 

the Mississippi Case. In the month of September he read in 

the press several news stories which appeared to indicate non

compliance with the Standards on the part of Governor Barnett 

and the Board of Trustees of the State Institutions of Higher 

Learning. He called a special meeting of the Council which 

concluded that the Board had committed two major infractions 

to the Standards. The Board abdicated its power and 

transferred it to the Governor, and it also was prevented by 

the Governor from executing its policies. The Council then 

took the following actions. It asked the Executive Secretary 

Gordon Sweet to discuss in person the alleged situation with 

administrators at the University of Mississippi and the Board. 

It sent telegrams warning the Governor, the Board, and each 

president reporting to the Board, that the Council would 

recommend suspension from membership at the Annual Meeting 

unless the situation was corrected . The telegrams specified 

various other things. For example, the constitution of the 

Association gave the Commission the right to be concerned with 

issues that questioned the integrity of the member 



institutions. 
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The Statement of Principles stated that 

education must be free from political manipulations and that 

the constitution of the State of Mississippi, which 

established the Board, indicated that its members would serve 

institutions without political considerations. After 

receiving his telegram the Governor called the Chairman to say 

that he was not interfering in the internal administration of 

the University of Mississippi. As far as the Board was 

concerned it was beyond his power: therefore, he was not 

influencing it. He was, though, trying to preserve law and 

order and was upholding the lOth Amendment of the Constitution 

of the United States. Later the Governor wrote a letter to 

the Chairman restating that he did not intend to assume the 

powers of the Board. The Board wrote similar letters 

indicating that they would comply with the Standards. By the 

end of September the situation at the university of 

Mississippi had not changed or improved. Thus, the Council 

decided that it was appropriate to be concerned not only with 

the actions of the Board but with the atmosphere and the 

stability of the programs at the university. In November, the 

Executive Secretary Sweet visited the university to assess the 

situation. He reported that the University was in 

considerable chaos. There were riots and disagreement between 

faculty and administrators on how to discipline the students 

and about the intervention of the Federal Government (SACS, 

Mississippi Case, no date). In the same month the Council met 
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with members of the Board and the Chancellor. The Council 

concluded that the atmosphere at the university was unstable 

and that external pressures were interfering in the internal 

administration of it. From these investigations it was 

decided to place all the state institutions under observation 

and under lIextraordinary status." The Commission framed 

these decisions by stating that: 

In its most literal sense, accreditation in the 
Association depends upon an institution's meeting 
minimum standards for membership. 

In its most signific ant sense, membership in the 
Association demands of each member and all members 
jointly that they support--and assist one another 
in defending--those ideals, purposes, and 
conditions essential to higher education. 

The Commission advises the officers 
government, the governing board, 
institutions concerned that 

of state 
and the 

(1) any weakening of the constitutional board; 

(2) any encroachment by pressure groups, inves
tigating committees or other agencies, as 
judged by normal standards, upon the freedom 
of the faculty, the administration, or the 
students to learn and teach; 

(3) any manipulation of appropriation bills as a 
punitive measure or as undue influence upon 
internal operations of the institutions or any 
of them; and 

(4) failure of the administration and faculty to 
maintain through normal student discipline a 
climate conducive to intellectual pursuits 
will be considered by the Commission cause for 
immediate and rigorous reexamination of the 
accredited status of the institutions. 
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Particular details of the Mississippi Case were not 

obvious from reading the summary made by Chairman stanford. 

These omissions were significant to the disposition of the 

case by the Commission. These exclusions need to be 

amplified. In the literature of higher education, the 

Mississippi Case has been generally associated with the civil 

Rights Movement, segregation versus desegregation, and the 

admission of the first black student, James Meredith, to "Old 

Miss" in September 1962. The Counci l insisted that these were 

not issues of its concern s ince the Standards did not mention 

these situations: 

It should be emphasized that the admission or non
admission of any stude nt cannot be considered as 
correction or failure to correct [the infractions 
to the Standards) . The admission or non-admission 
of students is not the issue of this Association. 
Our interest is in the integrity of these insti
tutions , in their ability to achieve their 
purposes, without undue political interference and 
in the preservation of their standing in the 
educational world (Stanford, 1962 , p. 174) . 

The Council felt that it could only address the issue of 

political interference a nd the actions of the Board, both 

stipulated by the Standards, a nd was very cautious not to 

address the root of the problems a t Old Miss: racial 

integration. A summary made by Chancellor Williams in 

November 19 62 provided specific information about the nature 

of these political pressures and the actions of the Board 

(SACS, Mississippi Case, no date). The Registrar of the 

university had denied admission to Meredith. The Board by 

unanimous vote supported his decision . Meanwhile, the Fifth 
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Circuit Court had reversed the ruling that supported the 

Registrar's decision and issued an injunction against the 

board members. The Board knew that the decision of the 

Registrar had been overruled but not that an injunction had 

been issued . Thus, it determined under the authority of the 

state constitution to decide whether or not to admit Meredith. 

All other officials or persons in the university were 

prohibited from making such decisions. Therefore, the Board: 

Exercising its constitutional right, it had 
withdrawn from from the University officials t o 
itself authority to act wi t h r egar d to Meredith's 
application. It l ay u nder a Federal injunction to 
admit Meredith t o the University and a state 
injunction to deny such admission. To refuse 
admission would risk such penalty as might be 
imposed for contempt of Federal Court. To grant 
admission would be t o break a State law and be made 
subject to fine and imprisonment. The executive 
head of the State--the state by whose constitutio n 
the Board existed--had issued a p r ocl amation 
stating that in the area of conflict the State had 
jurisdiction. In this d i l emma the Board, again 
under its Constitutional authority, determined to 
appoint the executive head of the State to act for 
it . .. the Board voted to invest Honorable Ross R. 
Barnett, the Governor of the state of Mississippi, 
wi th the full power, authority, right and dis
cretion of this Board to act upon all matters 
pertaining to or concerned with the registration or 
non-registratio n, admission or non-admission, 
and/ or attendance o r non-attendance of James H. 
Meredith at the University of Miss issippi (SACS, 
Mississippi Case, no date, p. 8). 

The moment the Board rel i nquished its power in academic 

matters to the Governor, it was in non-compliance with the 

Standards. Why was not the University of Mississippi dropped 

from membership? Because by the time the council ' s telegram 

expressing the possible consequences of the situation got to 
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the Board, it had already rectified its action and was in 

control of the affairs of the university. But the climate at 

the University had not returned to normality. Moreover, the 

Council was aware that similar and critical situations could 

develop in other states of the region. Therefore, it decided 

to place all state universities in Mississippi in "extra

ordinary status. II This meant that the Council would closely 

monitor events in Mississippi, and elsewhere, with the hope of 

preventing the replication of this scenario in another place. 

During 1963, Sweet followed up at the university by visiting 

the campus. Student unrest was under control, but 

administrators and faculty voiced some apprehension about the 

future. The latter was related to new gubernatorial 

elections. Thus the universities were removed from 

"extraordinary status," but the Council stated that it would 

continue to monitor Mississippi . After 1963 there was no 

record of infractions from Mississippi in the archi ves of the 

Commission. 

The second case involved the state of Florida. This case 

would be discussed from 1962 to 1966. It involved two 

different issues: extension courses and budgetary control. 

The Board of Control of Florida had proposed to revise the 

extension activities of the universities. When the Council 

reviewed the proposal by the Board enti tled Ini tial 

Recommendations Relating to the Extension Function of the 

State University System of Florida, it concluded that there 
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was a strong possibility of infraction of the Standards 

(Minutes, December, 1961, p. 6). Chairman Stanford sent a 

letter to the Board explaining that: 

Our concern is based upon the traditional policy of 
the Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary 
Schools to regard degree programs of an institution 
as the product of the thinking and planning of the 
faculty and administration of the institution 
awarding degree credit. These recommendations 
would seem to place the responsibility for such 
educational programs in the hands of an agency 
other than the lnsti tution granting the degree 
credit (SACS, Minutes, 1961, not numbered). 

Unfortunately, there was no record on the result of this 

communication . The same Minutes showed that Flo rida state 

University had r e ceived a committee visit. Problems were 

found in the relationship between the budget director of the 

university and the Budget Commission at the state level 

(p. 5). Already in the Summer of 1961 the Council had 

discussed general problems surrounding budget control, and the 

proposed 1962 modifications to the Standards included this 

concern. The v isiting committee also suggested that the 

organization of the Board in Florida needed study. According 

to the visiting committee report, the budget and the 

organization of the Board were related problems: 

The Board as it is now constituted consists 
primarily of appointments by one governor and this 
procedure is possible with each governor. The 
colleges and the committees feel that a larger 
Board with staggered terms and with longer terms 
would be much more effective, especially in 
protecting the institutions from political 
interference or control. Great concern was 
expressed by the committee also in regard to the 
state Board of Education. The Board of Control 
reports to the Board of Education and thus colleges 



are, in effect, under two boards. The Board of 
Education has the direct contact with the Budget 
Commission (SACS, Executive Council, 1962, not 
numbered) • 

169 

The same report indicated that another delicate problem 

was how the budget was determined in the state of Florida: 

Legislative appropriations are made on a line-item 
basis, with each position named in the legislative 
budget, together with the annual rate of pay. 
Transfers between items, changes in titles or in 
the rate of pay, can be made only with the approval 
of the Budget Commission. The vast increase in the 
research program alone makes this requirement 
unworkable and impractical. 

Another facet of the so-called IIspending 
philosophy" of the State of Florida is that which 
endows the Budget Commission with the power to 
withhold appropriations even though approved by the 
Legislature. This power on the part of the state 
is detrimental to the institutions of higher learn
ing where unanticipated educational developments 
during the biennium demand flexibility in the use 
of appropriate funds ... It is strongly urged that 
appropriations be made to the Board of control on 
behalf of the institutions of higher education on a 
lump sum basis with full responsibility for 
discrete and wise expenditure of these funds vested 
in the Board of Control and in the presidents under 
its jurisdiction (SACS, Executive Council-visiting 
Committee Report, 1962, pp. 23-24). 

Even though the Council, at its Annual Meeting of 

December 1962, was very preoccupied with this situation, it 

did not sanction the Florida University System because the new 

standard on finance had not been adopted yet and the committee 

on Standards and Review for Senior Institutions had not 

reviewed the visiting committee report. The Standards were 

approved and adopted by the College Delegate Assembly at the 

1962 meeting. In 1963 the Committee on Standards and Review 
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for Senior Institutions reviewed the committee visit report 

and the Executive Council concluded that: 

The controls exercised by the state Budget 
Commission over the appointment of key faculty 
members at the state universities in Florida, and 
other financial matters, impairs the freedom of the 
university administrations and Board of Control in 
developing educational policies and programs and 
violates the standards of the Southern Association 
of Colleges and Schools (SACS, Minutes, December, 
1963, Exhibit C). 

The Council decided to schedule a hearing in Tallahassee 

in order to mediate a solution to the problem between the two 

boards. One of the conclusions of the meeting was that the 

budget laws in Florida were in contradiction with the 

standards and the common practices of colleges and 

universities. During 1964 there was some legislative progress 

in this regard but it was an election year. The proposed 

changes to the statutes failed at the last minute. Some of 

the presidents of the state institutions met with the Council 

in December 1964 and reported that the budget situation had 

not improved but that the people of the state were to vote on 

a proposed budget amendment in 1965. They also asked for the 

Commission to clarified what "legal control" meant in standard 

Four, Illustration #7 . 

The illustration in question partly read: 

In some colleges and universities interference in 
budget and expenditure functions other than the 
legally defined control of the institution is 
imposed on the college or university. This 
practice is particularly prevalent in some tax 
supported institutions. It is to be condemned. 



The clarification, approved and adopted by 

commission, in part, said: 

No educational institution is properly administered 
nor can it conduct a sound educational program when 
any agency or officer other than the controlling 
board, the president, and business officer 
exercises financial control . 
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The following year, 1965, the people of Florida voted in 

favor of these amendments: one, a Board of Regents was 

created. It was composed of nine members with staggered terms 

of from one to nine years. However, two boards, the 

constitutional Board of Education and the statutory Board of 

Regents, continued to be responsible for policy- making; two, 

the Legislature authorized the creation of a chancellorship 

for the University System; three, the Legislature adopted a 

law which authorized the Board of Regents to give more 

discretionary administrative power to the presidents; and 

four, there was proposed legislation for 1967 providing for 

fiscal flexibility and autonomy. For example, some of its 

language gave the Chancellor power to propose a single budget 

for the entire system . 

In 1966 the Commission contemplated the possibility that 

the problems of budgetary control were not unique to Florida. 

Thus, it commissioned a comprehensive study of budget controls 

in all of the eleven states under its jurisdiction (SACS, 

Minutes, June 1966, p. 2). The results of this study will be 

presented later. 
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The fourth case involved church-related institutions. 

This case would extend from 1962 to 1967. In November 1962, 

the Executive Secretary of the Commission, Gordon Sweet, 

received a letter from Dr. Tribble, President of Wake Forest 

college. Dr. Tribble was concerned about the relationship 

among the university, the Trustees, and t he State Baptist 

convention (SACS, Wake Forest College, not dated, not 

numbered). In 1964, the Council's minutes indicated that: 

Recent problems of relationship between 
administrators and governing boards of Wake Forest 
College and Furman University and the state Baptist 
Convention were brought to the attention of the 
Council. The difficulty lies primarily in the 
reversal of board action by the Convention (SACS, 
Minutes, 1964, The Baptist Case, 1964-65). 

Sweet had held informal conversations with some Baptist 

leaders and found that six of seven boards of Baptist colleges 

had approved a proposal to allow 25 per cent of college boards 

elected without regard to denominational affiliation . The 

proposal was defeated at the Convention. The same Minutes 

indicated that IIConvention control is considerable since it 

appoints the nominating committee for vacancies on col lege 

boards and may ignore college recommendations II (page of 

citation not numbe red). The Council decided to meet with 

representatives of the universities and with members of the 

Convention (SACS, Minutes, 19 65, Exhibit A). Meanwhile, Wake 

Forest College received a visiting committee in April 1965 

which found that the Baptist Convention of North Ca rolina had 
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been interfering in the internal administration of the 

college. The committee concluded that: 

Wake Forest may not have met fully, in letter and 
in spirit Standards One and Two (particularly 
standard Two) of the Commission.... (SACS, Wake 
Forest, 1965, not numbered). 

In April, too, Sweet wrote a letter to the President of 

Furman, Gordon Blackwell. The letter answered the request 

from Blackwell for clarification on the applicability of 

standard Two to church- related institutions. Sweet wrote: 

[standard Two] means that the governing board 
(trustees) must be the policy making agency for the 
institution. While a sponsoring body, such as the 
state Baptist Convention may give advice, make 
suggestions, submit requests, or express its wishes 
in any proper fashion, the trustees must remain as 
the final authority for the college. The trustees 
must be free to act in whatever manner they judge 
to be in the best interests of the institution . 
Should the governing board surrender its policy 
making power to the convention such would be a 
violation of Standard Two. 

The rationale for Standard Two is obv ious. The 
governing board should be thoroughly aware of the 
college's problem and procedures. These men and 
women are in frequent contact with the 
administration of the college. They carefully 
study policy matters over a period of time. 
Presumably they are in a position to determine what 
is best for an institution. While they should ever 
be mindful of the sentiments of the Convention, as 
it changes composition from year to year, they 
cannot be subject to direction from the Convention 
(SACS, Minutes, June 1965, p. 3). 

The Council also heard testimony of President McEniry, 

Stetson University, who said, "Baptist Colleges have autonomy 

but appear to bow to will of conventions whic h ultimately 

appoint the boards" (SACS, Minutes, 1966, pp. 6). Concurrent 

to these develo pments the staff o f the Commission, authorized 
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by the Council, decided to conduct a study of charters and 

bylaws of member institutions not state- controlled (SACS, 

Minutes, 1966, Exhibit B, p. 21). While the Commission was 

trying to resolve the dilemma posed by the boards of church-

related institutions, a fortunate circumstance was unfolding 

within the Southern Baptist leadership. 

In January 1965 the Education Commission of the Southern 

Baptist Convention appointed a steering committee to study the 

problems facing Southern Baptists in the operation of their 

colleges. The committee was formally known as the Baptist 

Educational Study Task, BEST (Education Commission of the 

Southern Baptist Convention, 1967, p. iii). Opportunely, the 

Council arranged to meet with BEST in 19 66. In 1967 speakers 

on behalf of the Commission highlighted the importance of 

Standard One and Two in church-related colleges. The 

Commission's reaction to these meetings was one of 

disapPointment because they were attended by individuals 

already familiar with the Standards: 

... the seminar was not reaching into the grassroots 
level of those clergy and laymen who attempt to 
exercise an uninformed control over colleges (SACS, 
Minutes, Summer 1967, Exhibit B). 

In spite of the Commission's reaction to the seminars, 

the Baptist group did address two main questions in regard to 

governance: who was in control of the colleges and how the 

control was to be exercised. It developed a position 

statement declaring that: (1) the denomination has the right 

to own and operate colleges, thro ugh duly elected trustees, 
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and (2) colleges are institutions wi th boards of trustees who 

are empowered to determine policies. Conventions should not 

take over the responsibilities of boards of trustees 

(Education Commission of the Southern Baptist Convention, 

1967, p. 23). Although these suggestion were in line with the 

Standards they were not enforceable . Therefore, the 

Commission organized its own study in 1966 and these results 

were intercalated into the Standards in 1967. A detailed 

analysis of these changes will be discussed in the examination 

of the modification to the Standards in 1967. Suffice it to 

say for now that two-thirds of the church-related member 

institutions were in compliance with standard Two. The one

third in non-compliance had charters which were not clear, 

vague phrasing or ambiguities, or language contrary to the 

standard. The institutions having problems in this area were 

sent letters regarding their charters and bylaws. Although 

the letters carried no punitive action, the institutions were 

informed that a copy of the letter was given to visiting 

committees with a specia l note to examine closely the items in 

question and to judge compliance with Standard Two. 

The last case of infraction referred to an institution 

placed on "extra-territorial status" and under the Committee 

on Latin American Colleges. It was Mexico city College. In 

September 1962, Rufus Harris, a leader in the Commission and 

in the region, wrote a letter to Gordon Sweet infuriated with 

the way the college was treated by the Commission (SACS, 



176 

Mexico City College, letter dated september 20, 1962). He 

maintained that the ambivalence of the Commission on whether 

to accredit or not accredit foreign institutions was part of 

the colloquial chauvinism within the Commission. This myopic 

vision demanded all institutions to follow the North American 

pattern of higher education, including similarity in 

regulations and requirements. "That assertion usually 

interprets anything that is different from us as something 

less." He insisted that if the Commission continued to be 

ambivalent about these institutions, they should be referred 

to other regional accrediting bodies. In October, Dr. 

Lindley, president of the college, wrote a letter to Sweet 

indicating that his institution had been "caught between cross 

currents in the Southern Association itself. II The Commission 

decided to visit the institution and found, among other 

things, that the Faculty Senate, by charter, could dominate 

the administration, call faculty into meeting, and make direct 

approaches to the Board. The Committee resolved that the 

institution was not ready for membership. Also, it 

recommended that the College begin a self-study in the fall of 

1963 with a final report due a year later. No record was 

found on this institution until February 1967. At that time 

it had changed its name to the University of the Americas, and 

its accreditation was not reaffirmed. President Lindley wrote 

an angry letter to Gordon Sweet stating, in part: 

I must confess that I am both bewildered and 
definitely disappointed • • • I am saying that I think 



that time has passed when this school should 
continue to be looked on as a stepchild or second 
class citizen ... If the problem is the fact that 
there are still those on the Standards Committee 
who feel as one expressed himself a few years ago 
that, "I don't care anything about Latin America 
and do not want to have anything to do with Latin 
America," then I think we should start meeting the 
problem on that ground. (SACS, University of the 
Americas, 1967) . 
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Unfortunately, no further information was found on this 

institution during this decade. It would receive a visiting 

committee during 1973, and this report will be discussed 

later. As mentioned in the introduction of the analysis of 

these years, these were times of great political and social 

changes in the United states. The commission's experience of 

this period was colored by many problems that jolted the 

Southern way of life. Harry Ransom, Chairman of the 

Commission in 1963, said: 

I would put a point which local, regional, and 
immediate problems often obscure. This year we 
have kept repeating that we are in the South, but 
not only in the South. We are in the United 
States, but not intellectually alone in this 
democracy. We are in a world which seeks 
education. We are in a world that increasingly 
looks to education. Rules and regulations, however 
wisely devised; resolutions, however high-minded; 
and organization, however efficient and no matter 
how amiable, cannot quite answer the questions 
which are being asked. The Council, the 
commission, and this assembly are all informed by 
the free spirit of education which alone can 
provide answers toward the future. They may not be 
easy, those answers. But these days in these 
meetings have convinced me that we are ready to 
keep seeking them (SACS, Proceedings, 1963, pp. 
178-179) . 

Besides soul-searching, the Commission continued at the 

task of studying other concrete, but each year more persistent 
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and troublesome, issues. In 1963 one of these issues was in 

reference to the increasing and palpable intervention of the 

federal government in the affairs of colleges and 

universities. When the study of this situation was proposed 

it had a clause which suggested that the study should be of a 

confidential nature, not to be discussed at the plenary 

meeting. During the summer of 1963, the Commission consulted 

with various lawyers in the region who believed that: 

There is a broader more long range program needing 
study which should not be identif ied necessarily 
with integration o r intervent ion but which should 
be concerned more with the influenced of the 
federal government on higher education (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1963, p. 168). 

Thus, the Council decided to postpone the matter until 

1964 when it would receive more attention. Also, it was hoped 

that the issue of racial integration would have subsided. 

Another issue that had persisted in the Commission for 

several years, without a satisfactory answer, was the 

accreditation of junior colleges. The Council suggested that 

the situation merited study because there was much confusion 

in differentiation of this sector from technical institutes, 

technical-terminal, or vocational-terminal (SACS, Minutes, 

June 1963, p. 15 ). 

In efforts to educate the academic community about the 

purposes a nd aims of accreditation, the Commission in 1963 

distributed 10,000 copies of the new Standards targeting the 

larger distribution to all members of governing boards. A 

year earlier it had started to hold conferences throughout the 
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region to inform member institutions of the new Standards. 

This was the first time in the history of the Commission when 

board members were a targeted audience . "They would probably 

be particularly interested in discussions of college finance, 

of board responsibilities, and of organization and 

administration" (SACS, Minutes, June 1963, p. 4). Obviously, 

these were the thorny governance issues of the 19605. 

In 1963, four cases of infractions were noted. Three 

cases involved the states of Alabama, Louisiana, and North 

Carolina. The fourth case was pertinent to a military 

college. 

The council was informed in 1962 that the University of 

Alabama was going to face a similar situation as Mississippi 

in the spring of 1963. The situation involved the admission 

and registration of black students. The president of the 

Board of Trustees informed the COUncil that since 1955, due to 

an inj unction issued by the Federal Court and upheld on 

appeals to the Federal Circuit Court of Appeals and by the 

u.s . Supreme Court, the Board had complied with the mandate to 

serve the citizens of Alabama. In May 1963 the same court 

mandated the Board to consider the application of three black 

students. The Board again was planning to obey the mandate, 

but Governor George Wallace stated publicly his intentions to 

stop the admission of black students. Ransom, on behalf of 

the Commission, sent a telegram to the Governor alerting him 

of the possible consequences of his actions: 



We hope you will consider the fact that such 
interference with the duly constituted authorities 
of the University of Alabama, violates standards of 
the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, 
and would require investigation and possible action 
by the Commission on Colleges (SACS , Proceedings, 
1963. p . 169). 
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The Governor answered with another telegram stating that 

he did not intend to interfere with the actions of the Board 

but that: 

The action I take wil l be consistent with the 
duties and responsibilities of the highest 
constitutional officer of this state. My action is 
intended to raise legal questions under the 
Cansti tution of the United States. This is the 
exercise of a constitutional right and the exercise 
of my sworn duty as Governor of the State of 
Alabama. The University of Alabama is one of the 
most respected institutions in the nation, and if 
your organization improperly interprets my action, 
you will do a monumental disservice to this great 
university (SACS, Proceedings, 1963, p. 169). 

The president of the Board mailed a second letter to 

Ransom reiterating that the Board would not allow politics to 

gain control of the affairs of the University. This telegram 

had a P.S. note that was not reported in the Proceedings. In 

that telegram, the President of the Board argued , based on the 

history of the board, that the argument or even the 

possibility of political intervention was mute. This note 

will be quoted almost entirely because it makes an a rgument 

supporting the existence and advantages of self-perpetuating 

boards. It was hypothesized that one of the reasons why th is 

note did not appear in the Proceedings was that the Council 

approved of the position of the Board of the University of 

Alabama vis-a-vis Governor Wallace but it did not support the 
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idea of self-perpetuating boards. Certainly this hypothesis 

was open for dispute as the Standards did not prohibit this 

type of organization. 

P,S. It might be of interest to you to know that 
our Board of Trustees is, to a certain extent, 
self-perpetuating. Our State Constitution provides 
that whenever a vacancy occurs the remaining 
members of the Board shall fill the vacancy, 
although the Trustee selected by the other members 
of the Board has to be confirmed by the Alabama 
State Senate. I am sure there has never been a 
case where the Alabama State Senate failed to 
confirm the selection of a Trustee made by the 
remaining members of the Board . When a Trustee is 
selected he serves for twelve years, except in case 
of death or incapacity. This provision was placed 
in our constitution in 1901, in order to remove the 
University as far as poss ible from politics. If 
you will pardon a personal reference, let me state 
that my father for over fifty years was a member of 
the faculty of University of Alabama, and I was 
reared on the University campus. While I have now 
passed my eightieth year, yet I c an well remember 
back in the Nineties that whenever a new Governor 
took office for a four year term about the first 
thing he did was to "kick off of the Board ll all 
members of the Board who had not actively supported 
him and appoint in their stead his political 
henchmen ... I merely mentioned this so that you will 
understand why it is that our Board has been so 
absolutely non-political (SACS, Minute s, June 
1963) . 

Fortunately, the students were admitted to campus in 

spite of Governor Wallace's personal defiance to the mandates 

of the Board and the courts. The Governor did go to the 

University of Alabama to stop the students from entering the 

campus but complied after having stood on guard on the steps 

of the University. Having complied, there was no action from 

the Council. 
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The second case happened at two universities in Louisiana 

which had similar budgetary control problems as the ones that 

had emerged in Florida the previous year. In 1963 the 

Louisiana Polytechnic Institute received a visiting committee. 

The Institute was under the Board of Education, governing 

board of all state institutions except Louisiana state 

University. The Board exerted great control over the Economy 

Committee of the legislature. The visiting committee report 

indicated that the Institute was having problems with the 

financial regulations of the Economy Committee. The problem 

had extended to Louisiana state University which was under a 

different governing body, the Board of Supervisors. A 

Legislative Budget Committee made the appropriations to the 

state institutions. In November 1964 Gordon Sweet met with 

representatives of these two institutions and members of the 

boards. Louisiana State testified that it could not make 

budgetary decisions without approval of the Economy Committee. 

Similar complaints were voiced by the Institute: 

In brief, problems and issues named by the Board 
and presidents are: delay of budget approval until 
after session has started making hiring of faculty 
and program planning difficult in the preceding 
spring; item by item approval is required on all 
purchases, as small as a typewriter; appropriation 
request required each quarter; ... It was thus felt 
by the Board and presidents that the Legislative 
budget committee and the Economy Committee were 
exercising management and control of educational 
programs, in violation of Illustration No.7, 
Standard IV (SACS, Louisiana Case, no date). 

The Council decided to meet with the Economy Committee 

and the legislative committee and asked the school to submit 
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No further archival information 

was found in the disposition of this case. 

The third case emerged in North Carolina. In June 1963 

the North Carolina Legislature passed House Bill 1395, "An Act 

to Regulate Visiting Speakers at State Supported Colleges and 

Universities." The Act was also known as the "Ban Law" or the 

"gag law." It prevented specific classes of people from 

speaking at public institutions without regard to the subject 

of their presentation. 

from lecturing at the 

The foll owing people were prevented 

insti tutions: (1) members of the 

Communist Party, (2) individuals who supported the overthrow 

of the Constitution of the United States or the State of North 

Carolina, and (3) those who pleaded the Fifth Amendment in 

relation to points one and two. In October the Board of 

Trustees publicly deplored the legislation and asked that the 

law be repealed because it violated academic freedom and 

ignored its authority over the unive rsities . Numerous 

petitions for redress by students, faculty, and administrators 

to the legislation went unheard. For some unknown reason the 

council, although aware of this situation, decided not to act 

in 1963. But in 1964 a visiting committee went to the 

University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. It found that the 

faculty, students, and administrators opposed the law. 

Therefore, the Council reviewed the case in the Summer of 1964 

and decided that the law was contrary to Standards Two (SACS, 

Proceedings, 1965, p. 62). The President of the University of 
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North Carolina, William Friday, asked the Council not to take 

action against the state institutions because he was hopeful 

that the legislature would revoke the law in early 1965. The 

Council consented to this arrangement but drafted a reprimand 

to be published if there was no progress in 1965. Parts of it 

read: 

Insofar as the act removes from the governing 
boards of state institutions of higher learning in 
North Carolina their traditional authority to 
handle such matters with administrative discretion, 
it raises an issue of interference with the 
necessary authority of the board. 

A governing board must prot ect the integrity o f the 
colleges ... For this responsibility it requires 
commensurate authority ... The Council gives notice 
that it will present its findings to the Commission 
at its next meeting at which time the Commission 
will determine the status of these institutions 
with respect to continue accreditation (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1965, p. 64-65). 

In May, Gordon Sweet met with the newly elected governor, 

Dan K. Moore, who promised to propose that a committee study 

the law. But the Council waited no longer. It sent a 

telegram to the Governor stating the reprimand that had been 

drafted weeks earlier. The Council understood that it had no 

power to dictate to the North Carolina Legislature in matters 

of state laws, but it had authority over member institutions. 

In June the Governor appointed the Speaker Ban Study 

Commission. In November, the General Assembly passed an 

amendment to the law returning the power to regulate speakers 

on campus to the board: 

Subject to Recommendation No.2, we recommend that 
Chapter 1207 of the 1963 Sessio n Laws be amended so 



as to vest the trustees of the institutions 
affected by it not only with the authority but also 
with the responsibility of adopting and publishing 
rules and precautionary measures relating to 
visiting speakers covered by said Act on the 
campuses of said institutions (SACS, Proceedings, 
1965, p . 71). 
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The Council was satisfied with this results and no further 

action was taken against North Carolina. 

The last involved Gordon Military College in Georgia. In 

January 1963 Joe Ezell, Assistant Executive Secretary, met 

with the Chairman of the Board of Trustees to inquire about 

the resignation of the president, Colonel Harris. The 

Commission had received various letters a lleging that 

President Harris had resigned under due pressures from the 

board. Ezell was satisfied with the evidence found indicating 

that President Harris resignation followed normal procedures. 

While at the College Ezell made some observations about the 

general administration of the College and governance. He 

indicated that the board's bylaws s hould be specific about the 

responsibilities and duties of administrators versus trustees. 

He found it unwise to have a staff member acting like a 

secretary to the board and: 

Whenever possible the president of the institution 
should be the only member of the administrative 
staff reporting directly to the board. I believe 
that you are now familiar with the new Standards of 
the Southern Association which deal with the powers 
and responsibilities of a Board of Control and 
agree that in general the primary role of the board 
is to establish general policy but not to 
administer (SACS , Gordon Military College, no 
date) . 

No actions were taken against this institution. 
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By the end of 1963 the Commission was dealing with eight 

cases. All of them posed critical infractions to the 

governing board concept. These involved Mississippi, Florida, 

Alabama, Louisiana, North Carolina, church-related 

institutions, a military school, and a foreign college. 

During 1964 the Commission continued its active 

involvement in the budgetary control situation in Florida, and 

the relationship between trustees and conventions in church-

related colleges. It may be recalled that during this year, 

too, Standard Four had Illustratio n and Interpretation #7 

modified. The change made clear that budget and expenditures 

functions were to be exercised by the governing board, the 

president, and business officer rather than by any other 

agency or officer. The case of Mississippi continued to be 

monitored quietly and the Council was formally informed of the 

Speakers Ban Law in North Carolina. At leas t in terms of new 

infractions, 1964 provided a time of respite; there were no 

new infractions. Charles March (1964), Chairman of the 

Commission, described 1964: 

The work of the Commission this year, as in former 
years, has been characterized by its ability to 
keep its feet on the ground and its head in the 
clouds ... In the face of threats by outside 
agencies to the freedom of our colleges to fulfill 
their high mission and maintain integrity, we have 
become increasingly aware of the bulwarks provided 
by the Standards ... 

[Referring to Standard Two] That these and similar 
statements in the Standards a re more than empty, 



pious generalities is demonstrated by the history 
of action by the Southern Association .... (p. 62). 
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Apart from these 5i tuations, there were three other 

resolutions in 1964 that related to governance. The first one 

related to foreign institutions. Another one regarded new 

procedures on probationary status. The last one was in 

relation to new guidelines for the accreditation of junior 

colleges. 

In spite of the ambivalence within the commission about 

the accreditation of Latin American institutions, the 

standards were translated into Spanish. perhaps as a reaction 

to this ambivalence, some Latin American schools informed the 

Commission that they did not "wa nt to have accreditation 

awarded by an organization that is strictly of the United 

states" (SACS, Minutes, December 1964, p.ll). EXecutive 

secretary Gordon Sweet was to discuss this issue with the 

Federation of Regional Accrediting commissions of Higher 

Education. 

In the past, institutions that were in non-compliance 

with the Standards were identified in the Proceedings with an 

asterisk or a "Pll. It was decided that institutions would no 

longer be publicly identified this way. Colleges and 

universities in non-compliance would be placed on private 

probation with confidential communications only between the 

Council and the institution at fault. However: 

Institutions guilty of very serious weaknesses will 
be placed on public probation and an announcement 
of this action will be make at the annual meeting. 



Institutions placed in extraordinary status will be 
publicly identified at the annual meeting ... 
Institutions placed in this category are in 
violation of the Principles and Philosophy ... or 
fail to comply with the spirit of the Standards 
(SACS, Proceedings, 1964, p. 58). 
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These categories were of significant impact within the 

context of the numerous cases the Commission was faced with 

during these years. Curiously, the actions that constituted 

"serious weaknesses" were not defined, nor was extraordinary 

status. Also, it was noticed that the Commission reiterated 

that failure to comply with the spirit of the standards was an 

offense. It was argued that these categories provided the 

commission amplitude of freedom to interpret the Standards. 

This was of extreme importance in the solution of the cases in 

Florida, Mississippi, and North Carolina where caution had to 

be exercised because the Association had no authority over 

state law or legislative prerogatives and mandates . 

During this time the Commission developed guidelines 

important in the accreditation of junior colleges . They were 

to serve as aids to visiting committees and to the Committee 

on Admission to Membership for Junior Colleges. Gordon Sweet 

informed the Council that junior colleges posed special 

problems. Essentially, some junior colleges were small, 

church-related or fundamentalist, while others were very large 

and soon to become four-year institutions (SACS , Minutes, June 

1964, p. 5). It was highlighted that the colleges had to meet 

all the Standards , in spirit and intent, before being admitted 
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to membership (SACS, Proceedings, 1964, p. 63). with this 

stipulation, the "Supplementary Guidelines for Accrediting 

Small Junior Colleges II was developed (SACS, Minutes, June 

1964, Exhibit E). Some of the guidelines for Standard II, 

Organization, partly read: 

The Board of Control s hould be representative of 
the institution's supporting groups and its consti
tuency, and it should exhibit the capability of 
making policy. 

The administration of the college should reflect a 
desire to develop the educational program (rather 
than to fUrther some other special cause) . 

Unwritten 
employing 
should be 

policies o f 
faculty and 

examined. 

the governing board for 
appoint ing boa rd membe rs 

At first glance these supplementary notes did not seem of 

much relevance to the present investiga tion . After all, these 

were not maj or changes to the s t andards per se. Just the 

contrary; the guideline were introduced in order to serve the 

accreditation needs of very small specialized institutions. 

However, when these supplementary notes were framed within the 

socio-political context of the Commission due to all the 

concurrent cases of infract ions, the guideline gained much 

significance. Two issues wi ll be addressed: (1) the 

differential treatment of junior colleges versus senior 

institutions and the policy of attaching guidelines to the 

Standards; and (2) the language of the guidelines. 

Every time that modifications were required for any of 

the standards for senio r i nst itutions, they were inserted in 

the official Standards. Most o f the time these changes took 
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at least one year to be implemented and required the approval 

of the College Delegate Assembly; if the changes were in the 

statement of Principle of each standard. The approval of the 

Commission on Colleges was required if the changes were in an 

Illustration or Interpretation. The Council had no authority 

to implement changes to any of the standards. The argument 

could be made that these were not modifications but 

guidelines. Still, this was an instance when the Council 

assumed an authority that traditionally had been performed by 

the Commission. This initiative, it was posited, was 

dangerous and unwise within the context of the turmoil and 

governance infractions of the 19605. 

The guidelines were approved with a specification: 

junior colleges had to meet the spirit and letter of the 

Standards. Albeit , the guidelines' language gave much 

latitude for interpretation. Also, it was argued that the 

guidelines were contradictory to Standard One and Standard 

Two, Illustration and Interpretation #2 and #3. The aim of 

Standard One, Purpose, was in its totality in reference to 

educational institutions. It mandated a clear educational 

purpose. 

thing for 

According to the guidelines, 

the administration of a 

it was a desirable 

college to develop 

educational programs. The Standards were clear in this 

regard; they did not desire but mandated. The guidelines 

suggested that governing board members should have the 

"capability of making policy. II Illustration and 



191 

Interpretation #2 did not mention "capabilities." The word 

capability generally implies the potentiality of a skill and 

suggests a desirable but not a necessary skill. But Standard 

Two required trustees to be the policy-making body. The word 

"required" usually implies a firm mandate. Lastly, the 

visiting committee was recommended to inquire about "unwritten 

policies." According to Illustration #3 , all policies should 

be written and contained in an official document or manual. 

As mentioned earlier, it was proposed that within the context 

of the 19605 the development of these guidelines, when viewed 

as creating exceptions to the rules, could have represented 

the Commission's Achilles heel in a court of law. 

As the middle of the 1960s was reached, Fields Emmett 

(1965) , in his report as Chairman of the Commission, 

enumerated a series of powerful changes that transformed 

higher education. Never before had the citizenry been so 

interested in higher education. He referred to the explosion 

in the number of students that came to college, race 

relations, the status of blacks, and the threat of Communism. 

Futhermore, he explained that the public's concern with 

colleges and universities was related to the awareness that 

the basis for national growth was in an educated population. 

Going to college had become part of the American Dream. But 

these developments were not withou t conflict because: 

Change liberates, but it also causes pain. The 
universities attempt to study change; they must 
expect on occasion the backlash that pain provokes. 
This much is inherent in the natur e of universities 



and colleges and goes far to illuminate the age
long tensions between Town and Gown. Apart from 
this, we are in the midst of fundamental movements 
which higher education did not create but must 
inevitably face (SACS, Proceedings , 1965, p. 56). 
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His report devoted a great part to the importance of 

governing boards to higher education. This was the first time 

in the history of the Commission that the statement of the 

Chairman addressed the governing board concept. He based the 

development of lay governance on European roots, especially to 

Scottish universities and Calvinistic principles, this 

principle stated that l aymen should assist in the 

administration of social institutions. He spoke with 

eloquence about the history and importance of lay trusteeship 

in the contemporary United states: 

If independent boards of trustees were necessary 
for the ivory towers, they are all more so now . We 
need on the boards men of great stature, energy, 
and intelligence, men without selfish motive, men 
who enjoy the confidence of all who know them. For 
theirs is a very heavy responsibility. They are 
the bond of authority between the colleges and the 
publics those col leges serve. They must know the 
college well, establish for its [s ic] wise 
policies, be its voice to the world. They must 
defend it against all i nterferences with its 
charter mission, whether from within o r without. 
For this is what it means to be responsible. And 
they must have authority commensurate with their 
responsibility. These are the principles set forth 
in Standard Two of this body's published criteria 
for membership, and what this Association believes. 
It believes, also, that governing boards, once duly 
created and selected, should be set free to do 
their work without external interferences which set 
their work to nought (SACS , Proceedings, 1965, p. 
58) . 

During 1965 there were two recommendations from standing 

committees that were of i nterest t o the present investigation. 
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One of these recommendations spoke of the need to make a clear 

distinction in the language of the standards between 

"recommendations II and "suggestions ." These would be additional 

guidelines for visiting committees. It was noted that thirty-

four years earlier Boyd's presentation had made this 

suggestion. 

The second recommendation corresponded to the growth and 

proliferation of new institutions. Procedures were developed 

whereby these institutions had to seek correspondent status. 

This status did not imply membership. An institution could 

only be considered for this status if, among other things, a 

governing board had been appointed and the type and nature of 

control. After being granted the correspondent status, the 

institution was visited by a representative of the commission. 

During this visi t representatives from the governing board 

were interviewed "to determine their attitude toward the 

institution and their interest in accreditation" (SACS, 

Proceedings, 19 65, p. 47). Only after satisfactory results 

was the institution considered a Candidate for Membership. 

During 1965 the Commission was s till involved with the 

cases of infraction in Florida , Louisiana, North Carolina, and 

the governance issues in church-related institutions. 

Simultaneously, two new cases unfolded. Sweet informed the 

Council that North Carolina College at Durham was having 

critical administrative problems. But, he said: 

The most serious problems, however, which needs 
follow up in [sic] the practice of certain board 



members to divulge board actions to faculty 
before it is release by the president 
discuss board deliberations with these 
(SACS, Minutes, June 1965, p . 7). 

members 
and to 
faculty 
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Unpropitiously, further archival information on this case 

was not found. It was noted that in the 19505 a similar 

situation occurred in San Angelo College, and it was put on 

probation. 

The second case involved Lee College in Baytown, Texas. 

The Commission received a report from George Gentry, 

Superintendent of Schools in the Goose Creek Independent 

School District and also president of Lee College, alleging 

that his dismissal was political and did not follow 

appropriate procedures. The college and the school system 

were under the same governing body, the Board of Education. A 

visiting committee report indicated that at the root of the 

problem was a debate on whether or not to separate the college 

from the schoo l district. Also, Gentry was president on paper 

but not in reality; the Dean o f the college administered the 

institution . The faculty of the College supported the 

separation while the board was divided on the issue. Gentry 

had sued the board and the visiting committee was of the 

opinion that the Texas Commissioner of Education was going to 

rule in favor o f Gentry. Based on this information the 

visiting commit t ee recommended that: (1) no formal action be 

taken on the situation, (2) close monitoring of the situation 

be provided until the Texas Commissioner ruled on the case, 

(3) the chief executive administrator assume the presidency in 
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paper and in reality, and (4) a separate Board of Trustees be 

established for the college . 

The final disposition on this case by the Commission was 

unavailable in the archival repository. 

The year 1966 was a quiet period for the Commission . 

There were no new cases of infractions and it received the 

results of two major on-going studies. The cases of Florida, 

North Carolina, Louisiana, and the issues surrounding the 

governance of church-related colleges were coming to a 

closure. During this time only one issue continued to be 

unresolved, the accreditation of junior colleges. Visiting 

caromi ttees had informed the Council that there was extreme 

diversity among the two-year colleges in the region. There 

was some discussion in the Council about providing the 

guidelines to the visiting committee. This discussion was not 

understood by this researcher because in 1964 guidelines had 

been developed for this sector. 

In preparation for the participation of the Commission in 

the BEST seminars and the conclusion of the study of private 

charters and by-laws, a philosophical statement was developed. 

It was called "The Stance of the Southern Association Toward 

Church-Related Colleges: II 

The Southern Association has always had church
related members, and has welcomed them. Its 
Standards are designed to protect institutions in 
their right to represent differing points of view, 
differing philosophies, and differing religions. 
The Association has no desire to dictate in 
religious matters, and recognizes fully the 
inappropriateness of any attempt to do so. Its 



sale interest is in the integri ty of the 
educational processes as defined by its Standards. 
It sees no inherent conflict in the operation of an 
educational institution of worth and influence by a 
religious body. Such conflicts as do arise, it 
believes, can be mediated under its Standards to 
protect the supporting religious body in its 
incontestable rights and to protect the educational 
institution in its rights (SACS, Minutes, Summer, 
1966, Exhibit C) . 
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In this way the Commission recognized the power of the 

denominations supporting colleges a nd universities throughout 

the region as well as recognizing its own prerogative in 

ascertaining that the Standards were upheld by member 

institutions. The same Minutes indicated that as of the 

Summer of 1966, 176 institutions were requested to send their 

charters and by-l aws to the committee studying this situation 

and that 151 had responded. It was reiterated that the main 

goal of the study would be to obtain an informed opinion on 

the provisions of the by-laws and charter of the religious 

body that allowed for the dismissal of trustees vis-a-vis the 

by-laws and the charters of the institution. 

Also, it was discussed in the Council that summer that it 

appeared that Florida and Alabama were not the only states 

having budgetary control problems. Thus it was concluded that 

a comprehensive study be made of all the states in the region. 

The study would be under Dr. Edward Boling, Vice President for 

Development, university of Tennessee, and Mr. J. Jefferson 

Bennett, Administrative Vice President, University of Alabama. 

Later, the study would be recognized as the Boling-Bennett 

report. 
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Moving further along, in his statement of the Chairman, 

Philip Hoffman (1967) informed the plenary meeting that as of 

that year the total number of member institutions included 294 

senior colleges and universities, 143 two-year colleges, and 

eight (8) special purpose institutions. During this year the 

Commission was involved in the revision o f the Standards, and 

a policy was developed stipulating procedures for 

institutional change. Together with that, the committees on 

budget control and church-related colleges concluded their 

studies, and their results were i ntercalated in the revision 

of the Standards. Furthermore, two new cas es ensued . The 

tentative resolution of the University of the Americas 

occurred during this year and was discussed elsewhere in the 

analysis of this decade. 

The results of the study on charters and bylaws were 

based on the response of one hundred and eighty private 

institutions. After careful review, it was recommended that 

compliance with standard TWo, Illustration and Interpretation 

#2 emphasize the letter and the spirit of it. This, the study 

concluded, was not always an easy task. liThe issues are not 

always decisive, because of the subtleties of language, yet 

for many institutions certain latent problems are evident" 

(Minutes, December 1967, p. 5). As mentioned earlier, these 

recommendations were translated into the new mod i ficati ons of 

the Standards for that year . 
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The results of the Boling-Bennett study were based on 

interviews done with state and university budget officers 

rather than on the review of laws and regulation. Among other 

things it concluded that: 

The potential for external involvement in higher 
education budget matters during the execution or 
administrative phase of the budget system exists in 
every state, but the degr ee of contro l ranges from 
virtually none (Kentucky , Mississippi, Alabama, and 
Texas ] in the majority of states to a considerable 
amount in few states, specifically Florida, 
Louisiana , and North Carolina (SACS , Special 
Committee on Budget Control, no date). 

The Principle of St atement as the preamble to standard 

Two, Organization and Administration, was lengthened by the 

addition of t wo new paragraphs. In essence the first 

paragraph indicate d that not a ll institutions have the same 

administrative structure, but whatever that structure was it 

should ha d been understood by all members of the college. It 

read: 

The administrative organization of an institution 
of higher learning shoul d bring t ogether its 
various resources and coordinate them effectively 
to accomplish its objectives. Although a similar 
pattern of organization for all membe r institutions 
is neither required nor expected, the organiza
tional structure and the administrative processes 
should be well defined and understood by the e ntire 
college community (SACS, Proceedings, 1967, p. 75). 

The second paragraph underscored the position of the 

president as chief administrator who ma nages other 

administrators. Again the importance of explaining the 

responsibil i ties of each officer to the academic community was 

mentioned: 



In addition to the administrative head of the 
institution, there should be other administrative 
officials directly responsible to him. The duties 
of these officers should be well defined and known 
to the faculty and staff. An effective pattern of 
organization will contribute to the development of 
the institution and to general morale. Opportun
ities for adequate communications throughout the 
institution are highly important (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1967, p. 76) . 
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The forcefulness of the revisions was more evident in the 

additions to Illustration and Interpretation #2. Cogently, 

the additions were very specific in explaining the meaning of 

"continuity and independence" to the governing board or 

trusteeship concept . Additionally, problems with state and 

church control were addressed without pOinting to anyone of 

these bodies specifically . It read: 

The board should be assured appropriate continuity 
and independence. Appropriate continuity is 
normally assured by express provision for 
individual terms of adequate length, reasonable 
staggered; and for removal from office only for 
cause, by procedures involving due process, 
desirably by the board itself. The board's 
independence is normally assured by an expression 
or an established traditio n that the board is 
independent of outside control in determining 
policy for the institution. In practice the board 
has the responsibility to exercise its independent 
judgement in matters of institutional policy, a nd 
should not permit itself to be subject to undue 
outside pressures (SACS , Proceedings, 1967, p. 76). 

As was discussed in the a nalysis o f the revisions of 

1962, governance issues were intercalated into Standard Four, 

Financial Resources. During the present revision Illustration 

and Interpretation #3 and #6 were expanded . These additions 

read: 



Illustration and Interpretation #3. 
for the Proper Administration 
Resources: 

Organization 
of Financial 

In accordance with policies carefully developed by 
the board of control, the endowment funds and other 
investments should be administered by an 
appropriate officer or committee designated by that 
board. On all of these matters the president 
should report regularly to the governing board 
(SACS, Proceedings, 1967, p. 81). 

Illustration and Interpretation #6. Budget Control: 

After the budget has been approved by the president 
and adopted by the governing board, there should be 
a system of control. It is only in this way that 
plans of the governing boa rd and the president with 
respect to the budget may be carried out, and it is 
only in this way that the institutio n c an operate 
according to a preconceived plan. 
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Clearly, these two illustrations gave control of financial 

planning and expenditures to the governing board. 

Aside from these revisions, the Commission developed 

policies on "Substantive Changes" which made specific mention 

of the role of governing boards. A sUbstantive change was any 

change that affected the nature, purpose, goals, or scope of 

an institution. These could range from the addition of a new 

master program to teaching courses at a new location. The 

member institutions were to inform the Commission on any of 

these changes. Accordingly, institutions we nt through a change 

in governance if their status changed from private to public 

or vice-versa; from church-related; when there was a merger of 

two accredited institutions; when a branch campus became 

independent from the parent inst i tution; and/ or when an 

accredi ted insti tution was bought by an unaccredited 
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institution or vice-versa (SACS, Proceedings, 1967 , pp. 49 -

50) • This policy will become critical in the decade of the 

19805 as private for-profit institutions seek accreditation. 

The two cases of infraction involved the Junior College 

of Broward County, Florida, and Christopher Newport College of 

the College of william and Mary, Virginia. 

The case in Broward County was triggered by the dismissal 

of the president, Dr. Blee, by the Broward County Board of 

Public Instruction without the approval of the college's 

Advisory Board. The visiting committee report indicated that: 

There have been practices of questionable ethics 
among the faculty and on the part of individua l 
board members ... there appears to be a c lear 
division of the board along political party 
lines .. . The Board should agree to act as one body, 
cease talking as individuals, cease talking as 
individuals to the newspapers, especially as these 
reports strengthen the charges of partisan politics 
(SACS, Minutes, Summer 1967, Exhibit 0; and SACS, 
Broward County Case, 1967 ). 

Thus the college was placed o n probation. Later in 1968 

the Board of Public Instruction appointed a new president. In 

1969, through legislation, the Advisory Committee became the 

Board of Trustees of the College and the college was removed 

from probation. 

The second case of infraction pertained to Christopher 

Newport College, a community college in transition to become 

a four-year institution and part of the College of William and 

Mary. The visiting committee report indicated that there were 

problems with the college because its Board of Visitors had 

not provided it with a clear statement of purpose: 



The Board's seeming assumption that christopher 
Newport can be merely a copy of the lower division 
of the College of William and Mary has meant that 
Christopher Newport has been unable adequately to 
develop its own functions or to provide a 
meaningful evaluation of them (SACS, Christopher 
Newport College, 1967). 

Further information on this case was not found. 
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close to the end of the 19605, it was found at the 

plenary meeting that the president of the University of 

Houston and Chairman of the Commission made a special 

presentation-panel entitled, "The Changing Pattern of 

Governance in Higher Education." The text of this 

presentation was not found in the archival records. In spite 

of this unfortunate situation, it was decided to report it as 

an indication of the ubiquitous presence of the governing 

board concept during this decade. Supporting this assertion 

was another motion. In preparing for the Annual Meeting of 

1969, the Council proposed to include a program on "Governance 

of Higher Education" including issues like the role of 

trustees and their conservatism (SACS, Minutes, December 1968, 

pp. 10-11). As a general overview for 1968, two new issues 

emerged: the accreditation of mUlti-campus systems and the 

accreditation of junior colleges which are part of state 

systems. Possibly as a vestige of the study of the charters 

and bylaws of private institutions, the Commission would be 

concerned with Bible and fundamentalist colleges. The Council 

was informed of the possibility that in the future the 

Substantive Change policy would need to be expanded to include 
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changing from municipal to state control, and changing from 

state boards to individual boards . As mentioned before, the 

Broward case was resal ved this year by appointing a new 

president and legislating the establishment of the college's 

advisory board into its Board of Trustees. However, two 

situations emerged as possible cases of infractions. 

During that year the Federation of Regional Accrediting 

Commissions of Higher Education recognized the eligibility of 

Bible colleges for accreditation. The Counci l had started 

this d iscuss i on in 1967 and had instructed the staff to 

provide more information in 1968 because : 

An effort to devise a fair and suitab le position 
for the Association relative to these colleges 
leads one into a veritable fairyland of conundrums. 
The questions about Bible colleges are not 
difficult to write, but the answers are almost 
impossible to find (SACS, Minutes, Summer 1968, 
Exhibit B). 

The staff's report, The Accreditation of Bible Colleges 

and colleges with Special Religious Commitments, called 

attention to various concerns (SACS, Minutes I Summer 1968, 

Appendix A-Exhibit B). First, accreditation was not the 

concern only of accrediting bodies. These co lleges were 

concerned, too. Many questioned the ab ility of the Commission 

to accredit them, given the unfamiliarity of traditional 

higher education with their programs. Prejudice, it was felt, 

would permeate the visiting committee evaluation. Only a few 

years later the same concerns would be enunciated by the 

proprietary institutions seeking accreditation. The main 



204 

concern for the Commission was the distinction between 

indoctrination and the requirement in the Standards, more in 

spirit than in the letter, emphasizing the notion of open 

inquiry and institutional integrity: 

If the colleges with deep religious commitments are 
found to be honest in their publications, candid in 
their recruitment, and zealous in their efforts of 
education , no barrier to accreditation should 
exist. If the religious aims take precedent in all 
efforts, the specter of 'indoctrination' will 
confront the visiting committee. 

No case can be made for barring from membership a 
college with deep religious commitments. The 
visiting committee will be constrained, beyond 
questions of integrity, to ' ... the totality of the 
effort, and the atmosphere in which it is carried 
on.' (SACS, Minutes, Summer 1968, Appendix A
Exhibit B) . 

The Council was also confronted with the accreditation of 

institutions within state systems (SACS, Minutes, Summer 1968, 

Exhibit C). The following areas, among many others, were 

identified as sources of potential problems: (1) the 

governance of these institutions, and (2) the relationship 

between the Commission and the institution's local board and 

the state's system board. Given these concerns, the 

Commission organized a conference in October to discuss these 

areas. It was recognized that the increase in state coord i-

nation and control posed questions about the traditional 

concept of institutional autonomy. The staff observed that in 

some states the governing board is the board of control, 

while in other states it is a coordinating body in charge of 

broad policy-making and not in charge of particular institu-
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tions. To this regard, a main question emerged: Who would 

get the report from the visiting committee: the president or 

the governing board? The Commission restated its position. 

The president would get the report and s/he would release it 

to the boards. It was noted that the prediction of the 

increase in state coordination and control and the subsequent 

accreditation problems had been predicted almost exactly 

twenty years ago--precisely in 1946 and 1947. 

A" similar issue to the above was represented by 

mUlticampus operatio ns. Multicampus was defined as a system 

with two or more campuses located in different areas but under 

a single centralized administration. In terms of governance, 

the Commission concluded that if one of these institutions 

sought accreditation as a separate unit: 

... actions of the governing board that hamper the 
operation of anyone of the col l eges o r the failure 
of the board to preserve the freedom of one of the 
colleges could jeopardize the accreditation of al l 
institutions under the board (SACS, Minutes, Summer 
1969, Exhibit A). 

The two new cases of possible infractions were 

represented by Gupton College, Tennessee, a nd the extension 

courses of technical colleges in North Carolina . Gupton 

College was a profit-making institution until 1964 when it 

became a two-year institution. The Council denied Gupton 

regular membership and referred the College to the Committee 

on Special Purpose Institut ions, partly because the board 

structure posed serious questions (SACS , Minutes, December 

1968, p. 3). No further record was found o n Gupton College. 

! 
I 
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It came to the attention of the Council that in 1967 

through an agreement between the North Carolina State Board of 

Education and the local Boards of Education some technical 

inst itutes became extension units. The local Board of 

Education, not the board of the units, held the title of the 

institute's property. It was concluded that the compliance of 

these extension u nits with the Standards was questionable, 

especially Standard Two, Illustration and Interpretation #2 . 

The latter required: 

.. . a clearly identifiable governing board which is 
granted and must assume the responsibility for 
policy, and should have appropriate independence 

(SACS, Minutes, December 1968, p. 84). 

The institutions were denied correspondent status until the 

boards were granted final authority in the affairs of the 

institutes. 

The decade of the 1960s ended in a quiet way. There were 

no new cases of infractions in governance, and past issues 

seemed to have been r esolv ed. In 1969 the total number of 

institutions was 517 . Three hundred and four were senior 

colleges, 180 were two-year col l eges, and JJ were special-

purpose institutions. The growth had been enormous. 

The most important event during the last year of the 

decade was the ruling of the united States District Court in 

favor of a proprietary institution seeking accreditation by 

the Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary 

Schools. During the 1970s the commission would be greatly 

influenced by this decision. 
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In no other time in the past, and perhaps never again in 

the future, was the governing board concept so prominent in 

the accreditation process as in the decade of the 19605. 

There were 17 

several years, 

coverage while 

cases of infractions, some extending over 

receiving national and international press 

the Commission looked for the appropriate 

answers posed by the challenges of each case. Two major 

studies took place. These dealt with the governance of 

sectarian colleges and universities and budgetary control. 

Both of these resolved critical issues in the region. Lastly, 

two comprehensive revisions to the standards were proposed and 

adopted by the College Delegate Assembly. These revisions 

testified to the sensitivity of the membership to a decade 

characterized by a mixture of confusing times and auspicious 

moments. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF THE STANDARDS: 

THE ROAD OF CONTINUITY INTO THE FUTURE 

197Q-1984 

The Nature of Ownership 

Some of the social and political changes that started in 

the previous period continued to unfold in the 1970s. As in 

the 19505, in the 19705 there were few infractions of the 

Standards by governing boards per se and the governing board 

concept underwent only minor modifications. The major 

revisions to the Standards in 1962 and 1967, especially the 

latter, would guide the Commission's decisions until the early 

19805. 

Representative of an issue that emerged in the 19605 and 

continued to develop into the 1970 was collective bargaining. 

At the annual meeting of 1970 the Council "discussed current 

and potential problems in institutions between faculty members 

and the administration and the growth of collective bargaining 

between faculty groups and boards of trustees. Unionization 

of faculty members is spreading in the United States" (SACS, 

Minutes, 1970, p. 15, Exhibit A-2). Unfortunately, the 

relationship to unionization to governing boards was not 

2Q8 
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elaborated and further information on this issue was not 

found. 

curing this year too the Chairman of the Commission, J. 

K. Williams, informed the plenary of the legal hattIe betWeen 

Marjorie Webster Junior College and Middle states Association 

of Colleges a nd Secondary Schools. Marjorie Webster Junior 

College was a proprietary institutio n. The District Court 

concluded that Middle States had to accept proprietary 

institutions as members but the United States Court of Appeals 

reversed the decision. Williams said about this situation: 

Regional accreditation has been under at t ack for 
many years, as I suspect you know. The attacks 
generally come from persons representing schools 
either not eligible for accreditation or from those 
eligible but unable to meet minimum requirements 
(SACS, Proceedings, 197 0, p. 72) . 

Williams did not provide any further details on this 

situation beside indicating the support of the Association for 

Middle states. Unknown to Williams was that in a few years 

another proprietary institution was to seek accreditation in 

the region under the jurisdiction of the Association. 

Therefore, an inquiry into the legal archives of the Marjorie 

case was deemed appropriate. In 1966 Marjorie, a proprietary 

junior college for women, applied for accreditation. Middle 

states refused to consider the junior college for 

accreditation, arguing that it was not a nonprofit 

organization (Marjorie Webster Junior College . Inc .. v. Middle 

States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools. Inc.). 

The district court found that "to deny accreditation to all 
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proprietary institutions solely by reason of their proprietary 

character was arbitrary and unreasonable, in violation of the 

Fifth Amendment ll (p. 653). The Court of Appeals reversed the 

judgment and made the following assertions: one, 

accreditation and membership policies of Middle states did not 

warrant the intervention of the courts: and two, in order to 

apply the Due Process Clause Marjorie had the burden of 

showing the arbitrariness of Middle states ' policies. 

Marjorie was not able to sustain this claim. A critical 

question posed by this case was t o what extent could courts 

regulate the standards of private profess ional associations? 

Acknowledging the complexity of the response, the court 

determined that : 

In particular, the extent to which deference is due 
to the professional judgement of the association 
will vary both with the subject matter at issue and 
with the degree of harm resulting from the 
association's action (p. 656). 

Two elements involved in this answer, deference to 

professional judgment and judicial intervention due to 

judgment's harmfulness, merited special remarks. In response 

to the harm caused by disaccreditation, the court maintained 

that "denial of accreditation by Middle states is not 

tantamount to exclusion of appellee from operating 

successfully as a junior college II (p . 655) . Asserting 

deference to Middle State's judgment, in a lengthy and 

eloquent reasoning the court said: (1) Middle States refusal 

to consider proprietary schools was not unreasonable, (2) 

• 
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proprietary schools were worthy of accreditation but, (3) 

accredi tation standards for proprietary schools should be 

different than those used by Middle States. In reference to 

this point the court candidly indicated that the IIAppellee, 

however, is free to join with other proprietary institutions 

in setting up an association of such character ... " (p. 658). 

As in other cases involving the legal contention the court 

reiterated that II, •• (it) is inclined to extend deference to 

the standards of the Association!! (Rockland Institute v. 

Association of Independent Colleges and Schools. 412 F . Supp. 

1015 C. D. Cal. 1976 p. 1018). As mentioned before, the 

Commission would change its stance toward the accreditation of 

proprietary institutions by 1973. 

topic will be continued then. 

The discussion of this 

In 1971 the Council addressed two issues which had been 

of concern for various years: (1) state boards and the 

accreditation of multi-campus systems and, (2) the explosion 

in numbers of two-year institutions. Regarding the 

relationship between accreditation and state boards it was 

recalled that at the end of World War II several educational 

leaders within the Commission had noted, with alarm, that 

there was an increase in federal and state control. During 

the 1960's the Council had indicated its interest in studying 

the degree of such control but as in previous years no action 

was taken. In May 1971 the Association held a meeting with 

the directors of coordinating boards of state institutions of 
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higher education and with chief executives of governing boards 

of state systems. These directors and chief executives 

described the legislative authority granted to them in their 

respective states and commented on their relationship with the 

Commission. Their main concern was about the lack of exchange 

of information between the system boards and the Commission . 

The Commission's staff agreed to encourage colleges and 

universities to share with their state coordinating or 

governing board the report written by the Visiting Committee. 

In reference to the explosion in the numbers of junior 

colleges the Commission resolved to study the development of 

two- year colleges in the South from 1925 to 1970. The former 

year marked the initial recognition of two-year colleges in 

the Association. 

The review of the archives for 1972 yielded three events 

of importance for this investigation. During this year the 

states of Tennessee and North Carolina voted to change the 

governance of some colleges and universities from 

institutional to state level . These institutions were to be 

governed by a state board . Even though this restructuring 

could had been interpreted as a Substantive Change, the 

Council resolved that when a publicly- supported cOllege or 

university experienced a governance change from the 

institutional level to the state level it should not 

constitute a sUbstantive change (SACS, Proceedings, 1972, p. 
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43). A search for the justification and rationale for this 

decision resulted in this additional information: 

The Council urged the staff to visit the newly 
created boards in these states, but felt that any 
evaluation of these boards should be conducted 
solely on a voluntary basis. 

The Council suggested that a study of institutional 
state-wide governance in the eleven states and 
their relationship to the Commission on Colleges be 
undertaken by the staff to ascertain future 
Commission procedures (SACS, Minutes, 1972, 
p. 2). 

The second event in 1972 regarded the results o f the 

Visiting Committee to the University of Florida which r eported 

that there were problems with standard Two, Organization and 

Administration: 

The principal problems isolated by the committee 
facing the University of Florida were primarily 
those created by the external imposition of highly 
restrictive operational regulations by ( 1) the 
Board of Regents of the State university System and 
(2) the Board of Admini s trati on of the State of 
Florida. The resulting centralization provides 
neither efficiency nor effectiveness--only extended 
bureaucracy and unnecessary waste of the taxpayer's 
dollars which could more wisely be used for 
educational, or even other, purposes. Far be it 
from the committee to try to tell the state of 
Florida how to run its business, but it would be 
helpful if someone could cut through the 
unbelievable maze of restrictions and regulations 
imposed upon higher education in Florida in the 
name of good administration (Microfilm Reel, 
University of florida, 1972). 

In the 1960s the University System of Florida faced 

similar criticisms and one of the solutions recommended was 

the establishment of the Board of Regents in 1965. The 

Visiting Committee noted the persistence o f the restrictive 

regulations upon the university without taking any action 
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leading to probation because the Committee concluded that the 

university was cognizant of the problems and was working 

toward the solutions. Again, the Committee recommended the 

curtailment of the broad regulatory powers of the Board of 

Regents and the Board of Administration. 

The third event mentioned in the archives of 1972 was in 

reference to proprietary institutions. The Federation of 

Regional Accrediting commissions of Higher Education 

(hereafter cited as FRACHE) voted on new policy statements for 

the six regi onal accrediting commissions. One of these 

statements required for the Commission to change its stance 

toward proprietary institutions. A year earlier the 

Commission had supported Middle States I decision to deny 

consideration for accreditation to profit-making institutions. 

No action was taken on this information this year. 

The Proceedings of 1973 did not provide any information 

of relevance to the present investigation. However, the 

Minutes of the Executive Council indicated that the Council 

had started to incorporate some of the guidelines proposed by 

FRACHE into the Standards. In order to be considered under 

the status Candidate for Accreditation, the appl icant 

institution had to have eight characteristics or meet eight 

Conditions of Eligibility. Condition of Eligibility Two 

related to the governing board concept: 

To be considered for Candidate for Accreditation 
status the applicant organization must be a 
postsecondary educational institution with the 
following characteristics: 

I: 
I 
I 



2 • Have a governing board which 
representation reflecting the public 

includes 
interest. 

(SACS, Minutes, 1973, p . 49, Exhibit C-l) . 
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As in previous years when the concept of public interest 

had been mentioned it was not defined in any specific way. 

Thus , the meaning of what constituted representation of the 

public interest remained obscure. 

These Minutes also indicated that FRACHE had dropped all 

references to profit- making institutions in their po l icies fo r 

accreditation . In return the council proposed I and it was 

approved, that the term Ii non-profit" be e liminated from the 

Standards. This reference appeared in the second paragraph of 

the section Principles and Philosophy of the Standards. The 

last sentence of that paragraph read: 

Accordingly, the Commission believes that 
accreditation with its controls and stimulation can 
be accomplished best through a voluntary 
association of non-profit educational institutions 
(SACS, Proceedings, 1973, p. 73). 

Thus, in accordance with FRACHE guidelines the Council 

dropped the words "non-profit" from this sentence . This made 

the consideration for accreditation of proprietary 

institutions possible. 

Moving along it was found that during 1974 the Commission 

organized eleven regional seminars to inform higher education 

leaders of the pol icies and procedures of the Commission. 

These one - day seminars included representation of governors' 
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staff, legislators, and members of the boards of trustees. 

Unfortunately, a record of the content of these seminars was 

not found. 

Also during this year the committee on Nontraditional and 

Proprietary Institutions reported to the Council. This 

committee was noted as a surprise because the latter part of 

its name, Proprietary Institutions, indicated that this sector 

had been included in its composition. In the past this 

commi ttee was only for nontraditional lnsti tutions. Among 

various other things the commi ttee recommended tha t: (1) a 

study be made to determine what are the essential elements in 

the accreditation of nontraditional institutions, (2) the 

committee discuss the possibility of developing a set of 

criteria and guidelines for the accreditation of 

nontraditional institutions, and (3) a determination be made 

as to which Standards are basic and applicable to the 

nontraditional sector of higher education (SACS, Minutes, 

1973, p. 16). During the Association's annual meeting the 

Committee gave its second report to the Council. The 

Committee recognized as s ound judgment the recommendation that 

nontradi tional and proprietary institutions should not be 

exempt from complying with the Statement of Principle that 

accompany each one of the Standards . These statements, the 

Committee concluded, should be worded in such a way so as to 

communicate the fundamentals o f all forms of higher education. 

In other words, the statements voiced the " ... unexceptionable 
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statements of the relatively immutable necessities of higher 

education in all its forms ... " (SACS, Minutes, 1974, not 

numbered). On the other hand, the Illustrations should make 

mention of particular and adjustable accreditation 

requirements given the different sectors of higher education . 

Thus, while no general revision of the Standards was warranted 

the committee asserted that: 

All institutions can be so bound if a mechanism is 
provided to make rulings on particular sentences in 
the Standards and Illustrations that are shown to 
be educationally dysfunctional in reference t o the 
special characteristics of an appealing institution 
(SACS, Minute s, 1974, p. 2). 

The Committee also maintained that the development of 

learning outcomes measurements c ould be used to validate 

nontraditional as well as traditional institutions. 

recommendation partly read: 

In general, variances are allowed on the basis of 
credible evidence that one or more specific 
elements of the Standards is educationally 
dysfunctional with reference to the unconventional 
characteristic of the institution or its program, 
and credible evidence, also, of evaluation 
procedures which certify the learning outcomes of 
students and so validate the unconventional effort 
in terms of its acceptable educational purpose. If 
direct assessment is to be employed as a route to 
special recognition suffici ent to warrant a 
variance from the Standards, the institution must 
establish that it has clear educational goals and 
objectives which are sufficiently explicit to be 
assessable and which comprehend the learning 
necessary for successful performance in the fields 
for which students are being educated ... (SACS, 
Minutes, 1974, p. 3). 

This 

I 
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This recommendation was of particular interest to the 

present investigation because the concept of outcome 

assessment will become a debatable and prominent topic during 

the 19805 . It will drive many educational reforms in the 

uni ted states and will become the bases for another maj or 

revamping of the Standards. 

During 1974 there were minor modifications to the 

standards . Regarding Standard TWo, organization and 

Administration, most of the changes were edi torial . For 

example, long paragraphs were reduced in length by making 

portions of it separate paragraphs. The governing board 

concept was clarified by adding a new sentence that mentioned 

different types of governance structures. The new sentence 

read: 

Though it may encompass individual institutions, 
several institutional units, an institutional 
system or several institutional systems, the 
governing board should not be subject to undue 
pressures from political or religious bodies: 
furthermore, the governing board s hould protect the 
administration from similar pressures (SACS, 
Standards of the College Delegate Assembly, 
December 11, 1974, pp. 3-4) . 

Archival search for events related to the governing board 

concept in 1975 did not produce any relevant information. 

Two major events characterized the remaining four years 

of this decade, the accreditation of military colleges and 

proprietary institutions. In 1976 the staff informed the 

Council that the Community College of the Air Force, San 

Antonio, Texas, was going to received degree-granting 

I 
I 
II 
I' 
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authority. This was to be possible by legislation passed by 

Congress and subject to approval by the United States Office 

of Education. The American council on Education and COPA 

opposed the legislation. The College had 48, 000 students, all 

of whom were members of the armed forces. General courses 

were offered by community colleges while the technical work 

was offered by the military bases. In October, the Office of 

Education sent an on- site review committee which included 

members of the Commission. The committee concluded that the 

College should be authorized to award degrees. The staff 

believed that there was a high probability that the College 

would become a degree-granting institution. This change of 

status had various repercussions for the Commission. Up to 

this point the College had been accredited by the Commission 

on Occupational Education Institutions. However , if it became 

a degree-granting institution, then it had to be accredited by 

the Commission on Colleges. Some transitional policies 

between the two Commissions needed to be developed. From the 

Commission on Colleges' perspective, the major problems in the 

accreditation of the College of the Air Force pertained to (1) 

defining what the totality of the institution was, (2) its 

governance structure, and (3) the elements of control over the 

curriculum (SACS, Minutes, 1976, pp. 18; 27a- 28). Early in 

1977 the College requested recognition by the Commission. In 

May, 1977 the Council approved a visit by an advisory 

committee. The latter concluded that the College met the 
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Conditions ot Eligibility, but there were some concerns 

related to the governing board, the nature of the 

institutional programs and where the course offerings where 

given. Thus, the Council resolved that the unique nature of 

the College called for some modification of the accreditation 

procedures and asked the staff to develop the required 

modifications that would enable the Council to consider the 

application of the institution (SACS, Minutes, 1977, p. 15). 

Unfortunately, there was no archival record indicating what 

sort of modifications, if any , were i mplemented . The 

Community College of the Air For ce became accredited in 1980. 

The College is presently located in Maxwell Air Force Base, 

Alabama . 

In their summer meeting of 1976, the Executive Council 

discussed the increase in applications from the proprietary 

sector since 1973 when the term "non-profit" was dropped from 

the Standards. An ad hoc commi ttee was established to discuss 

guidelines for the accreditation of this sector, to detect 

problem areas, and to visit some of these institution. The 

institutions selected for visits were Kings College located in 

Raleigh, North Carolina, and Phillips College in Columbus, 

Georgia (SACS, Minutes, 197 6, pp. 7 ; 20). In December, 1976 

the ad hoc committee presented its report to the Executive 

Council. 

The Report of the Special Committee on Accreditation of 

Proprietary I nst itutio ns (SACS, Minutes, 1976, pp . 68 - 77, 
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Exhibit C) opened with an introduction, addressed each one of 

the eleven standards, commented on the evaluation of these 

schools by the visiting committee, and formulated some general 

conclusions. In the introduction to this report it was stated 

that: 

From the beginning the committee has taken the 
position that the primary determinant for 
accreditation must be the quality of the 
educational program and therefore the nature of 
ownership, per se, is not relevant if the Standards 
are met. The form of ownership does take on 
significance if it adversely affects activities or 
characteristics which directly influence the 
quality of the educa tional program. Example of 
such are financial stability I governa nce, 
continuity of operation, accounting procedures, and 
the like. While these areas were identified by the 
Commi ttee as a source of possible concerning the 
proprietary schools, it was recognized that these 
sarne activities and characteristics can and have 
been problems in institutions with other forms of 
ownership (p. 69). 

This statement reinforced the validity and justification 

of the recommendation in 1973 from FRACHE to the regionals and 

consequently adopted by the Commission regarding the deletion 

of the term "non-profit" from the Standards. Obviously, the 

Committee agreed that the categories "profit" and "non-profit" 

or the nature of ownership of an institution did not determine 

its educational integrity a nd quality. 

The Committee also agreed that the standards should not 

be modified or exceptions made in the evaluation of 

proprietary schools. Nonetheless, the repo rt indicated: 

On the other hand, the Committee cautions against 
interpretation of standards by evaluators which 
would result in the imposition of unreasonable 
requirements (p. 70). 



Evaluators (should] employ reasonable 
interpretations of the Standards (which does not 
imply liberal interpretations) (p. 77). 
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These warnings were ambiguous since on one hand the 

report called for the applicability of the Standards 

independent from the type of institution while on the other it 

asked the visiting committees to exert prudence in the 

interpretation of the Standards when evaluating proprietary 

colleges. The situation became more complicated as the 

Committee recommended not to incorporat e their findings into 

the Illustrations . Instead it made the staff of the 

Commission experts and mediators on the accreditation of 

proprietary institutions: 

While the Committee acknowledged that supplementary 
guide-lines for some standards and many 
Illustrations would be quite helpful, it also 
recognized the difficul ty in establishing 
quantifiable measures as well as the trend away 
from such an approach in recent Assembly acti on. 
Under the circumstances a visiting committee (for 
at least the first few visits) should be guided by 
staff as to what they might expect and what they 
should review most carefully (p. 77). 

The last point of the introduction stated that if a 

proprietary institution changed in ownership this move would 

be considered a Substantive Change and that "Applicants should 

be aware that accreditation cannot take the form of a salable 

asset" (p. 70). In other words, accreditation was not 

transferable or marketable. 

Pertaining the standard of interest to this 

investigation, standard Two, Organization and Administration, 
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the Committee found that some of the most serious concerns 

were raised under this area: 

These concerns have to do with the role of the 
governing board, the appropriateness of a single 
owner or a partnership arrangement, the stability 
of an institution in terms of continuing mission , 
policies, financial status, etc., the protection of 
the consumer (or students in this case), the 
interface with other types of educational 
institutions, independence relative to educational 
decisions, and other such matters (p. 71) . 

The Committee's concern with the governing board of 

proprietary institutions referred to situations where the 

chairman of the board, the president , the chief financial 

officer, and the owner of the institution or the major 

stockholder, were the same person or individuals related by 

ownership arrangements. The report added: 

The Committee recognizes that some proprietary 
institutions have single or partnership owners. 
However, it appears that the Standard contemplates 
an institution to be a legally constituted 
corporate entity with appropriate governing board 
and that this form of organization is necessary to 
provide continuity and assure stability. It is 
felt that a governing board and a corporate form of 
organization is not an unreasonable requirement and 
should benefit the institution. Further, it should 
be understood that the references to founders, 
religious groups and bodies, supporting 
governmental units and political bodies are to be 
interpreted as including stockholders and owners 
(p. 71). 

In terms of Illustration #2 , Governing Boards, the 

Committee concluded that it was appropriate with some 

modifications: 

While it is probably reasonable to permit a major 
stockholder on a board, just as it is probably 
reasonable to permit a president of a non-profit 
institut ion to sit on his board, there should be 



safeguards against dominance of the board by any 
individual because of his or her ownership status 
or because of employer/employee relationships which 
might exist between and among board members (p. 
71) • 
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Altogether the Committee concluded that: (1) the 

proprietary nature of these schools did not need to prevent 

their membership in the Commission, (2) the Standards should 

be applied without modifications, (3) major adjustments in 

governance were required but that these changes could be 

accomplished within a proprietary framework, and (4) changes 

in the accounting and financing systems were necessary (p. 

77) • 

Continuing with the issue of proprietary institutions, in 

1977 the Proceedings indicated that "The Commission has 

received applications from several proprietary institutions 

and, during this past fall, eva luated for the first time a 

two-year proprietary institution. This institution has been 

granted candidate status at this meeting" (p. 41). The 

institution in reference was Sullivan Junior College of 

Business, Louisville, Kentucky. Also, during this year the 

accreditation of the Community College of the Air For ce by the 

Commission continued to be discussed. The Council concluded 

that: 

Because the unique a nd complex nature of the 
Community College of the Air Force suggests the 
need for some modification of forms and procedures 
normally used with institutions seeking Candidate 
status, it was the decision of the Council that 
the Commission staff should develop the needed 
modifications and proceed in the consideration of 



the institution's application (SACS, Minutes, 1977, 
p. 15). 
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In 1978 Sullivan Junior College along with other 

institutions was presented for membership to the Association. 

However, the following motion was made from the audience: 

I move that no proprietary school be admitted to 
membership this year until a special study 
committee has been appointed and completed a study 
of the current law to determine whether the 
Commission on Colleges must admit proprietary 
schools to membership (SACS, Proceedings, 1978, p . 
42) • 

This motion was approved and the membership of Sullivan 

Junior College was deferred until the next a nnua l meeting. It 

was hypothesized that this motion must had taken the Council's 

members by surprise. The Council had discussed Sullivan's 

membership for some time and care was exercised in studying 

areas of organization that made proprietary schools different 

from traditional colleges and universities. When the council 

met in the Summer and December of 1978 , their agenda included 

the discussion of Sullivan various times. The tone of these 

discussions was represented by this comment: 

Through an Executive Council Special Committee, 
attention has been given to partic ular areas 
deviating from the non-proprietary institutions 
such as the chart of accounts and the 
administrative organization of the proprietary 
institutions (SACS, Minutes, 1978, p. 25). 

At the end of the Annual Meeting of 1979 a special 

Committee to Study the Legal Aspects of Accrediting 

Proprietary Institutions was established. The Committee met 

four times during 1979 and traced the history of the 
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development of policies and procedures for the accreditation 

of proprietary institutions from 1973 to 1978. (SACS, 

Minutes, Report of the study committee on the accreditatioD of 

proprietary institutions, December 1979, pp. 1-6). The report 

indicated that this sector of higher education was eligible to 

apply for membership in the Association since December, 1973. 

At this point the "Princip l es and Philosophy of the College 

Delegate Assembly in Accreditation" were changed to allow 

profit-making institutions to seek membership. In 1976 the 

Commission informed the membership- at-large that a committee 

was studying the applicability of the Standards to proprietary 

organizations . During this year proprietary institutions 

interested in seeking accreditation received a statement 

declaring that: 

had 

The primary determinant for accreditation must be 
the quality of the educational program and, 
therefore, the nature of ownership, per se, is not 
relevant if the standards are met (po 3) 0 

In 1977 the Commission informed to the membership that it 

received various applications from proprietary 

institution, evaluated one of these institutions, and it had 

been granted Candidate status. 

After this brief historical account the Committee 

studying the legal repercussions of accepting proprietary 

institutions asserted that the membership "has been kept fully 

apprised {sic] of the progress in the consideration of 

proprietary institutions" (p o 4) 0 ThUS, among other things 

the Committee concluded: 



Having announced a willingness to admit proprietary 
institutions that meet the standards, the Assembly 
~ legally obliged to honor that policy. It cannot 
legally accept an application from a proprietary 
institution, find that institution acceptable on 
the basis of published standards, then refuse to 
admit the institution to membership ... We, as an 
association, are legally bound by that statement of 
policy. 

If the College Delegate Assembly, despite its 
published policy, refuses membership to proprietary 
institutions, the Commission on Colleges could lose 
its recognition by the U.S. Office of 
Education ... a n accredi ting agency, to be 
recognized, must follow impartially its published 
standards, policies, and procedures. 

If a proprietary institution, denied accreditation 
by the College Delegate Assembly because of its 
proprietary character, were to bring a suit against 
the Association, it would probably win the suit .. . 

Ethically, the Assembly has no basis for denying 
membership to a proprietary institution that meets 
the published standards for accreditation (pp. 4-
5) • 
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Needless to say, at the Annual Meeting of 1979 Sullivan 

Junior College was admitted to membership. 

The 1970s ended with a proposal to revised the Standards. 

The proposed revision had been under consideration since late 

1974 when the Committee on Non-Traditional Education suggested 

the need to develop alternative ways of evaluating all 

institutions, including those differs from traditional models 

of organization. It was recommended that: 

A revision in the procedures of accreditation be 
made in order to accommodate an institution with 
programs at variance with the Standards of the 
College Delegate Assembly--provided the institution 
submits evidence which certifies the effective 
(educational) outcomes of students and so validates 
the unconventional effort in terms of its 



acceptable purpose (SACS, A proposal for Revision 
in the Process and Standards for Accreditation, 
December, 1979, p. 1). 

The Rise of the Criteria 
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At the Annual Meeting of 198 0, the membership was 

informed that "The comprehensive review of the standards and 

accreditation procedures approved at the 1979 Annual Meeting 

is proceeding on schedule ll (SACS, Proc eedings, 1980, p. 45). 

A steering committee was appointed and several subcommittees 

were established and charged with, among other things, to 

survey the state-of-the-art of outcome assessment. 

Apparently, the interest and fervor in outcome assessment was 

not shared by all the members of the Association. 

Consequently Fred Bentley, who was the Chairman of the 

Commission since 1978, perceptive of the apathetic and 

suspicious mood of some of the members addressed the plenary 

with the following cogent and persuasive words: 

We a re being approached by more and more new types 
of institutions--Bible colleges, proprietary 
institutions, nontraditional institutions, and new 
types of free-standing professional schools ... There 
is consternation here and there among the 
membership concerning the fact that we consider 
these institutions at all. Such concern is, of 
course, not new. Throughout its history whenever 
the Commission considered a type of institution 
that it had not considered before--community 
colleges, technical insti tutes and colleges, 
medical schools, teacher training colleges--there 
have been dire predictions that the demise of the 
Association was at hand. These predictions have 
not come to pass. There have, however, been some 
legitimate concerns expressed about the 
accreditation process and criteria. Most notable 
of these has been the criticism that the process 



and the standards were oriented to input, process, 
and format .•• 

I think one of the significant projects that the 
Commission has embarked upon in the last two years 
has been the effort to review and as necessary, 
revise Commission standards and procedures so as to 
better address quality issues ... a nd give greater 
attention to educational outcomes and the 
relationship between inputs and outcomes (SACS, 
Proceedings, 1979, pp. 46-47). 
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During 1981 the Project to Review the Standards and 

Procedures for Accreditation continued to gain momentum and 

directionality. Several study committees were appointed 

(e.g. I Committee on Educational Processes) I but only the 

committee on Administrative Processes was related to the 

interest of the present investigation. The Steering Committee 

announced during the Annual Meeting that the project schedule 

called for preliminary committee reports by June, 1982, and 

for field testing of new standards by spring, 1983. The 

atmosphere during this time continued to be characterized a 

sense of expeditiousness and distrust. Whereas the 

expeditiousness was related to the need to develop standards 

and procedures in congruence wi th the diversity of 

institutions seeking accreditation, the sense of distrust was 

related to state and federal intervention: 

Perhaps the most cruc ial problem to wrestle with is 
that of maintaining quality in higher education, 
but still allowing the diversity which has been 
characteristic of the American system. 

I 

~ 
II 

I 



Accreditation has had many critics in recent years. 
Lurking behind the criticism are very real dangers. 
Voluntary, private accreditation by peer review has 
been a unique American institution, but recent 
evidence has shown that the states and the federal 
government may actively enter into the 
accreditation of post-secondary institutions. It 
is not difficulty to image the ramifications of 
these developments (SACS, Proceedings, 1981, pp. 
54-55) . 
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Apparently, the specter of federal and state intervention 

was also envisioned by other organizations of higher 

education. For example, on Apr i l 20, 1981, Clark Kerr, 

chairman of the Association of Governing Boards of 

universities and Col leges (AGB) Subcommittee on the Role of 

Trustees in Institutional and Specialized Accreditation wrote 

a letter to Gordon Sweet. Kerr informed Sweet that AGB wanted 

to provide trustees with some means of discussing how public 

policies affected higher education and " ... improve trustees 

understanding of the purposes and processes of accreditation, 

and the role of governing boards in helping to safeguard the 

principle of non-governmental review" (SACS, Minutes, 1981, 

Exhibit E). A questionnaire was enclosed with the letter . 

Several of these questions were relevant to this research and 

consequently the ans wers to these would be partly reported: 

1) What do you consider to be the 
problems of your Commission 
immediate future? 

foremost 
in the 

The problem of governmental regulation on 
several level s is an ever-increasing one. 
We view recent attempts by the states to 
move in the direction of assuming an 
accreditation function for institutions 
of higher educat i on to be a grave threat 
to the nongovernmental nature o f 



accreditation and to the autonomy of our 
member institutions .... 

A concomitant development has been the 
attempt by the federal government to 
impose regulati.ons on our member 
institutions and to regulate the 
accrediting associations themselves. 

3) What potential role do you see for 
college trustees in helping to deal with 
these problems? It would be helpful to 
institutional accreditation if college 
trustees would make ita point to be 
completely informed about the nature of 
the accrediting process ... They should be 
alert to a developing trend that would 
politicize the process by transferring 
the accreditation function to either the 
states or to the federal government. 
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Obviously, AGB as wel~ as the Association were concerned 

about the possible lost or weakening of the self-regulatory 

processes in higher education. Information on the results and 

implementation of this survey was not found. 

In terms of specific issues on governing boards, the 

committee to Review the Conditions of Eligibility for 

Membership, proposed the following changes to Condition of 

Eligibility Number Three: 

The institution has a governing board of which a 
substantial portion 0 fits voting membership (at 
least 40%) is representative of the general public 
interest, i.e., includes voting members with no 
professional or personal financial interest in the 
institution (SACS, Minutes, November 30, 1981, not 
numbered) . 

Obviously, this was a major expansion and specificity of 

the 1973 Condition of Eligibility Number Three which required 

only that the applicant institution had a governing board 

representative of the public interest. The proposed changes 
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defined, for the first time in the history of the commission, 

the concept of "public interest. II It was suggested by the 

present investigator that this specificity of definition owned 

its genesis to the recommendations submitted on the Report of 

the Special Committee on Accreditation of Proprietary 

Institutions in 1976. The report was critical of the 

administrative organization of these institutions, 

specifically about the structure and organization of governing 

boards. Thus, it recommended that these institutions should 

safeguard against the centralization or monopoly of the power 

of the governing board by any individual due to his or her 

ownership status to the school. 

In 1982 the Conditions of Eligibility for Candidacy and 

Membership were submitted to and approved by the membership of 

the Association. However, the specification that required 

that "at least 40%" of the governing board voting membership 

represented the general public interest was deleted. This 

deletion made the definition of what constituted a voting 

membership of trustees as representative of the public 

interest open to the interpretation of the institutions. 

Documents were not found explaining the reasons for the 

amendment to the proposed Condition Number Three. 

During this year too, Thomas Carpenter, Chairman of the 

Commission provided the membership wi th a summary on the 

Project to Review the Process and Standards for Accreditation 

(SACS, Proceedings, 1982, pp. 43-44). Succinctly he informed 
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the membership that the project had been proposed by the 

council in 1979 and it began in 1981 with a survey of more 

than 2,600 individuals connected with higher education. liThe 

survey was conducted to determine both the effectiveness of 

the current accrediting process and how the process could be 

improved" (SACS, Proceedings, 1982, p. 43). A total of 2627 

questionnaires were mailed, 1779 were returned and 1704 were 

used in the analysis of the responses. Presidents, Visiting 

Committee Members, Directors of Educational Foundations, among 

others, represented the type of respondents. A total of 101 

chairmen of governing boards of member institutions were 

surveyed . The survey was composed of 84 statements. Three 

statements made specific mention to governing boards. The 

analysis of the responses appeared to indicate that the 

respondents felt comfortable with the relationship between 

governing boards and accreditation, or at least, no major 

changes in this relationship were suggested. These were the 

statements with instructions and computed results: 

Please indicate, relative to present practice, the 
amount of emphasis you think the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools should put on 
each of the following areas when an institution is 
evaluated. 

Freedom of institution and its governing 
board from undue external pressures 

Much More 
More 
About the Same 
Less 
Much Less 
Not at All 

7.04% 
33.04% 
57.04% 

2.00% 
.47% 
.12% 



Commitment of 
governing board 
freedom 

institution 
to protection 

and its 
of academic 

Much More 
More 
About the Same 
Less 
Much Less 
Not at All 

5.28% 
16.3 7% 
71.77% 

5.11% 
1.06% 

.06% 

Please indicate, relative to present practice, the 
amount of emphasis you think the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools should put on 
the following items: 

Require trustee involvement 
accrediting process 

Much More 
More 
About t he Same 
Less 
Much Less 
None at All 

4.51% 
28.05 % 
60 .4 5% 

4.99% 
.35% 

1.17% 

in the 
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During the Annual Meeting of 1982 the membership received 

the new standards, now called criteria for Accreditation, for 

revision and comments. Final approval of the criteria was 

scheduled for December, 1983 at the Annual Meeting, however 

the final approval took place a year later (SACS, Proceedings, 

1984, p. 42). No record was found explaining this delay. 

The Criteria submitted in 1982 to the membership for 

revision and comments organized the standards in a complete 

new and different way from last revision of the Standards in 

1967. Standard Two, Organization and Administration, appeared 

under Section VI, Administrative Processes. Section VI was 

further divided into three categories: Organization and 

Administration, Institutional Advancement, and Financial 

, 
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Resources. These three categories were subdivided into other 

segments. For our purposes only Organization and 

Administration was of interest. organization and 

Administration included specific stipulations for: 

Descriptive Titles and Terms, Governing Board, Advisory 

committees, Official Policies, Separately Accredited Units, 

and Administrative Organization. An analysis of the new 

Criteria focused the present investigation on Section VI, 

Administrative Processes, division Organization and 

Administration, and subdivision Governing Board. 

Pertinent to the specific interest of this research there 

were two major changes in the criteria, SUbdivision Governing 

Board, from the last revision to the Standards in 1967. The 

first meeting of the Steering Committee on the Revision of the 

Standards and the Processes of Accreditation met in May, 1980. 

At this meeting accreditation was defined as: 

The evaluation of both the quality and the 
educational effectiveness of an institution for the 
purpose of improving institutional quality and 
effectiveness (SACS, Progress Report of the Project 
for the Review of the Process and Standards for 
Accreditation, June 19, 1981, p. 1). 

To this effect the Steering Committee concluded also and 

included on the same document as above that: 

In order to determined the educational 
effecti veness of an institution, some means of 
outcome measurement should be devised (p. 1). 

One of the major changes in the criteria pertaining to 

the governing board concept was related to the educational 

effectiveness of a governing board through some means of 
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outcome measurement. That is, the outcomes assessment program 

of an institution should be designed to measure the 

effectiveness of its governing board. The criteria did not 

define effectiveness. In other words, the Association did not 

prescribe a set of procedures or effectiveness indicators to 

its member institutions; just the contrary, effectiveness 

assessment was to be defined by the institutions. Therefore, 

in terms of governing boards: 

within certain administrative units of an 
institution , it is necessary to identify goals and 
expected outcomes which are not stated in terms of 
student achievement, but which ultimately translate 
into the support and facilitation of student 
learning. Evaluation of the effectiveness of 
administrative processes and educational support 
services properly constitutes another dimension of 
outcome assessment. 

The Commission does not prescribe a single process 
or a particular format for an institution to follow 
in its outcome assessment program, but recognizes-
indeed, urges, that some assessment procedures and 
instruments should be locally developed. Where 
available and appropriate, however, assessment 
techniques that permit comparisons against external 
norms should also be considered (SACS , Proposed 
Criteria for Accreditation, December, 1983, p. 16). 

The governing board concept was one area were the 

expected outcomes could not be stated in terms of s tudent 

achievement. Thus, in rega rd to governing boards the Criteria 

was more prescriptive than in other areas. There were 

specific and mandatory requirements for governance. 

Statements indicating mandatory requirements throughout the 

Criteria used the word "must" while advisory statements used 

the word "should. " Appendix B included a list of al l the 
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"must" statement dealing with the governing board concept in 

the criteria. For the first time in the history of the 

Commission the governing board concept was clear of 

ambiguities. In the past, the governing board concept 

appeared in only two sections of the Standards: Principles and 

Philosophy and Organization and Administration. In the 

criteria the governing board concept appeared in these 

sections plus Institutional Purpose and Educational Program. 

On these two areas the policy function of governing boards, 

specifically as a body t ha t approve but does not administer 

general institutional policies was highlighted. 

The other major change from the Standards to the criteria 

was in the elimination of the sections called Illustration and 

Interpretation. The use of the words "must" and "should U made 

the deletion of these sections appropriate. 

As mentioned before the criteria was finally approved in 

1984. Since then, there have been some changes in some parts 

of the Criteria, for example, in the section dealing with 

Educational Program, but these modifications have been minor. 

Since 1984 the governing board concept has not suffered any 

changes. 



CHAPTER VII 

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS, CONCLUSIONS, 

AND IMPLICATIONS 

The data for this study was obtained from the analysis of 

documentary search. The purpose of the study was to examine 

the historical evolution of the inclusion of the governing 

board concept as a requisite for accreditation in the 

Commission on Colleges, Southern Association of Colleges and 

Schools. 

The findings of the study are presented in the following 

section. 

Analysis of Results 

The study sought to answer three questions. These 

questions looked at the historica l factors that were 

influential in establishing a governing board criterion in the 

accreditation of Southern colleges and universities . 

Research Question 1. How did the governing board concept 

become an element for accreditation? What set of assumptions 

undergird the inclusion of the governing board concept in 

accreditation? 

The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools was 

established in 1895 and the Commission on Colleges in 1917. 

238 
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While by 1922 the commission had twenty standards for Colleges 

none of these standards referred specifically to governing 

boards. Nonetheless, it is during this year that the first 

references to governing boards are made and recorded in the 

Proceedings. The first references to the governing board 

concept were found in the analysis of two documents that 

although unrelated to one another marked the beginnings on how 

the governing board concept became an element for 

accredi tation. 

In 1922 in a presentation entitled, "Standards of the 

Denominational Colleges," the first reference to governing 

boards appeared in t he archives of the Commission. The 

presentor, Henry Sweets, described governing boards as "self

perpetuating" bodies. This description, however, did not 

carry positive nor negative connotations. In other words, the 

text of this presentation did not elaborate on the rhetorical 

meaning of self-perpetuation; instead, the longevity of 

service of trustees was presented in a nonjudgmental, factual 

manner. The most important aspect in selecting trustees was 

not in determining the length or duration of their service but 

in their ability and wisdom in selecting the administrators of 

c olleges and universities. 

The latter perspective encapSUlates two assumptions about 

governing boards that prevail today. The first assumption is 

related to the belief that the primary responsibility of the 

board is to employ the chief executive officer. The other 
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assumption deals with the dualism of legislative and executive 

power . Governing boards legislate while presidents administer 

or execute board's policies. 

The other document which marked the origin of the 

inclusion of the governing board concept as one of the 

criterion for accreditation is found indirectly in Standard 

15, General statement Concerning Curriculum and Spirit of 

Administration . The word indirectly must be underlined since 

this standard does not address trustees as a distinctive part 

of the administrative structure of colleges and universities. 

Standard 15 basically called for the eva luation of the "spirit 

and tone of the administration ll of the institutions seeking 

membership in the Commission. Indirectly this standard refers 

to the "spirit and tone" of governing boards since these 

bodies are part of the administration of colleges and 

universities. This point is supported by a statement of 

clarification offered for the interpretation of standard 15 in 

which it was stated that the character and worth of an 

institution was questionable if internal or external forces, 

either state or church, were allowed to determined fundamental 

questions of freedom in study and teaching. 

Other assumptions about governing boards, beside their 

tendency to be self-perpetuating bodies in charge of hiring 

the chief executive officer of an institution, acknowledged 

that trustees were ultimately responsible for determining the 

purpose of a college. Although these assumptions pointed to 
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governing boards as one of the most powerful entities in 

colleges and universities it should not be understood that 

governing boards were without critics in the early years of 

the Commission. Some of the presentations at the Annual 

Meetings during the middle 19205 and early 19305 spoke on 

trustees' ignorance of academic affairs and how this lack of 

knowledge contributed to the stagnation of higher education in 

the South. 

These assumptions about governing boards I basically self

perpetuating bodies with 1 i ttle understanding of academic 

functioning but whose spirit and tone was to protect the 

institution from outside and inside interference, served as 

the basis for the incorporation of the first criterion on 

governing board in 1939. In early 1930 the Commission 

described the actions of the Board of Trustees of the 

University of Mississippi, the Mississippi Agricultural and 

Mechanical College, the Mississippi state College for Women 

and the Mississippi state Teachers state College at 

Hattiesburg as "outside the category of educational bodies. I' 
For the first time in its history, the Commission enumerated 

some expectations about governing boards. These expectations 

referred to the dismissal of faculty and staff . A board, in 

dismissing faculty and staff, had to act in accordance to the 

expectations of "educational bodies" and also this process had 

to be "inside academic tradition." Educational bodies and 

academic traditions meant that employees were to be provided 



242 

with warning, an explanation of the charges, provided an 

opportunity for defense, and the dismissal action had to come 

from the president of the institution. 

In summary. the concept of governing board and its 

relation to accreditation emerged for the first time in the 

beginning of the 19205. The language defining boards of 

trustees was indirect referring only to the longevity of the 

service or to the tendency of trustees to be "5e1f

perpetuating." By the mid-1920s assumptions about governing 

boards pointed to conflicting conceptions about these bodies. 

On one hand trustees were described as ignorant on academic 

matters and on the other defined as protectors of the 

institution from inside and outside forces. In the 1930s the 

Board of Trustees of Mississippi was confronted by the 

Commission to define and act wi thin the mores of academic 

traditions or risk suspension from membership. The resolutio n 

of this case in 1932 resulted in the incorporation of the 

governing board concept as an element for accreditation in the 

Standards of the commission in 1939. 

Research Question 2. How was the governing board concept 

changed from the establishment of the Commission on Colleges 

to the present? What changes, if a ny, have occurred in the 

policies, procedures, and guidelines pertaining to the 

governing board concept? 

The Commission developed its first Standards for Colleges 

in the 19 20s. At this time the need to coordinate the 
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focused the 

accreditation efforts in the standardization of college 

entrance requirements and high school curriculum. Emphasis 

was on uniform, quantifiable, and objective requirements. 

However, the language of the Standards defined governing 

boards in a indirect, general, and imprecise way. The spirit 

and tone of the work and policies of the trustees determined 

the caliber and character of an insti tution. The 

determination as to whether the spirit and tone of the 

performance of trustees was acceptable was related to the 

degree of intervention that this body had in the affairs of an 

institution or more specifically, in affairs related to study 

and teaching. In spite of this clarification, some members of 

the Commission voiced their dissatisfaction with this 

ambiguity of language and at the end of the 1920's were 

calling for a clear understanding and definition of the 

prerogatives that administrators had within an institution. 

These clamors did not result in immediate changes. By 

early 1930 a series of presentations at the Annual Meeting 

were not only attacking the ambiguous language of the 

Standards but also doubting the scientif i c bases of all the 

standards. The Commission acknowledged the fallibility of the 

Standards but continued to formulate some of its expectations 

in a vacuous manner. 

Vociferous discontent with the Standards lasted from mid-

1920s until 1938. In 1939 new standards were formulated and 
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adopted. Standard Fourteen, General Administration was born 

and it dealt specifically with governing boards. Standard 

Fourteen specified: Some of the personal attributes that 

trustees should have, established the position of the 

president as the administrator in charge 

prohibited nepotism, and alluded to 

responsibilities and limitations of trustees. 

of the college, 

the financial 

Notwithstanding 

the importance of the changes in the governing board concept 

that the first major revision of 1939 implied, the new 

Standards lacked or were silent on one ma j or issue. Given 

the fact that by this time there had been various cases of 

non-compliance with the Standards, especially related to 

issues involving the tone and spirit of administration which 

were evaluated by the Commission by the degree to which there 

were inside or outside forces dictating acade mic matters, the 

lack of reference to political interference was noticeable. 

Was this omission intentional or an oversight? Analysis of 

the documents available did not provide a definite answer to 

this question. However, as early as 1930 the constitution of 

the Association provided that the Executive Council of the 

Commission had the power to judge the accreditation status of 

institutions in matters not explicitly covered by the 

Standards. This constitutional prerogative gave the 

Commission an enormous power of interpretation of its own 

rules. Surprisingly, this power will be unquestionable for 
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more than forty years and reduced only after judicial 

intervention. 

In 1942 the Standards that had been adopted in 1939 were 

revisited. In the revision of 1942 the governing board 

concept went through as of that time its greatest 

transformation or change. The Standards started with an 

introduction called "Statement of Principles." It was a 

philosophical preamble grounded on the American democratic 

ideals and resulted in the clarification of three areas of 

governance never before explained. First, it underscored the 

role of governing boards in upholding democratic principles. 

Second, it delineated areas of responsibilities and rights for 

trustees. Third, it stated some limits to the powers of 

trustees. In addition, it stated six philosophical ideals on 

governing boards. Succinctly, these were: 

1. Governing boards are legislative bodies who 
determine broad institutional policies. 

2. Although it has the power, it does not have 
the right to execute, implement, or administer 
regulations concerning employees contrary to the 
recommendations of the administrative officers. 

3. When a governing board assumes duties outside 
its proper role as an educational body, the 
institution's character and the caliber of the 
educational program is questionable. 

4. Statutory mandates giving a governor, agency, 
or any other officer arbitrary power over the 
budget of an institution deprive the governing 
board of power. 

5. Discard of books is not under the jurisdiction 
of governing boards. 



6. Quality education can only be b a sed when there 
are non-biased relationships between students, 
administrators, teachers, and trustees. 
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The third modification of the Standards occurred in 1950. 

The intent of most of the standards remained intact. That is, 

the changes were discrete and evolutionary-- not sweeping and 

revolutionary. There were four changes in our standard of 

interest, standard Fourteen, General Administration . First, 

it was extended to include a new paragraph and suffered 

deletions in the area related to finances. The first sentence 

of the new paragraph mentioned a part icular sector of higher 

education, public institutions. This researcher postulated 

that the inclusion of this reference was based on the 

Commission's experience with issues of non-compliance, mainly 

due to trustees intervention in the academic affairs of 

institutions of higher education, in the last twenty years. 

To date, all but one of the institutions dropped from 

membership due to infractions in Standard Fourteen, General 

Administratio n, were public institutions . The new paragraph 

made reference to "partisan" and IIpolitical domination . 1I 

The second major change incorporated the inclusion of two 

principles. These principles described members of the board 

of trustees as holding institutions in trust and called for 

staggered terms. It was suggested by this researcher that 

since the concept of li to hold in trust ll was not mentioned in 

any of the cases of infraction to date and since the wording 
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of the standard did not explain the meaning of lito hold in 

trust" or staggered terms, these principles were obscured. 

The third change distinguished between the notion of 

nepotism and oligarchy. 

reference to nepotism . 

All along the standard had made 

In other words, the Commission 

prohibited administrators of colleges and universities to make 

appointments based on favoritism to relatives. Now it also 

prohibited oligarchy; where the power is concentrated in the 

hands of a few. 

The last change was on the quality of the language used 

to frame the new incorporations to the Standards. In the 

1930's Boyd (1932) suggested that items worded in !lshall" to 

be made mandatory while those in "should ll advisory. In 

reference to Standard Fourteen, General Administration, he 

suggested for most of it to be mandatory. After two major 

revision to the standards these recommendations were not 

implemented . In the revision of 19 50, Standard Fourteen was 

framed in its totality using IIshoulds. 1I The only item where 

strong language was used required that nepotism "be strictly 

avoided. II 

In 1962 a comprehensive revision of the Standards took 

place involving even a change in its official name. The new 

name was Standards of the College Delegate Assembly of the 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. The Statement 

of Principles which contained the six philosophical tenets on 

governance was renamed, too. It became the Principles and 
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Philosophy of the College Delegate Assembly in Accreditation 

and did not make any r eference to governing boards. Even 

though this new section did not include issues of governance 

it should not be understood that all the six philosophical 

tenets on governing boards were deleted from the new 

Standards. Four of the six tenets were restated, clarified, 

and expanded and moved to other parts of the Standards. The 

tenets that addressed the role of the governing board in the 

discarding of books and the need to eliminate prejudice 

between the trustees and other members of the academic 

community were completely eliminated in this r evision. Major 

changes to the governing board concept were manifested in the 

complete transformation of Standard Fourteen, General 

Administration. After more than twenty years of being number 

fourteen its position a nd name were changed. It became 

Standard Two, Organization and Administration. The Statement 

of Principles of Standard Two st ipulated eight requirements 

for governing boards. The two most important stipulations 

stressed the notion of governing boards as legislative bodies 

representative of particular constituencies and the idea that 

no one member of the board could make decisions. The present 

revision defined the board a body politic whereby decisions 

were based on the determinations and resolutions of the board 

as a whole and not on one individual. Another major 

incorporation in this revision was in terms of the 

responsibilities of trustees. In the past the only mention of 
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the word "responsibility " under standard Fourteen referred to 

the need of the administration of the college to be centered 

in the president. The standard did not assign any 

" responsibility ll per se to the trustees. For the first time 

in the history of the Standards, governing boards were 

prescribed specific responsibilities. These were : 

a . establishing broad institutional policies; 
b . securing financial resources to support 

adequately the institution's program; 
and, 

c. selecting the chief administrative 
officer, and upon his recommendation, the 
other administrative officers of the 
institution. 

In addition to these stipulations, the Commission for the 

first time suggested that one of the roles of governing boards 

was to serve as a buffer between the university and the rest 

of society. 

In th is revision each Standard was to have an 

introduction or Statement of Principles followed by an 

Illustration and Interpretation. The illustrations required 

governing boards to have an official manual on policies and 

procedures and that by-laws be published. 

Finally, during this revision the governing board concept 

was not restricted to nor solely contained in Standard Two. 

For the first time in the history of the Commission the 

governing board concept became an element of two other 

Standards. These were Standard Four, Financial Resources and 

standard Five, Faculty. Standard Four reinforced the 

fiduciary responsibilities of trustees while Standard Five 
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indicated that the tenure regulations were to be stipulated by 

the trustees. More important perhaps, was the no tion that 

these regulations had to be within the customs and traditions 

of higher education. 

During 1967 the commission was involved in the fifth 

revision of the Standards sinc e its establishment in 1917. 

The Principle of Statement as the preamble to Standard Two, 

Organization and Administration, was lengthened by the 

addition of two paragraphs. In essence the f i rst paragraph 

indicated that not all i nstitutions have the same 

administrative structure but whatever that structure was it 

should be understood by all members of the college. The 

second paragraph underscore the position o f the president as 

chief administrator who manages other administrators. The 

forcefulness of the revisions were more evident in the 

additions to Illustration and Interpretation #2 . Cogently, 

the additions were very specific in explaining the meaning of 

"continuity and independence" in the governing board or 

trusteeship concept. 

The last revision to the Standards occurred in 1984. 

Although some changes have taken place since then, generally 

speaking, it is this revision that guides the Commission's 

decisions at the present time. Once again standard Two, 

Organization and Administration changed its position and name. 

During this revision each criterion, the word standards was 

eliminated from the text of the Standards, was categorized 
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Each section has a 

preamble which states the general philosophy and intent of 

that Section. After the preamble each section is divided in 

subsections. Standard Two became section VI, Administrative 

Processes and our subsection of interest became 6.1.2, 

Governing Board. From 1967 to 1984 the changes in the wording 

to the criterion governing board were minimal in terms of 

meaning. The most noticeable change was in terms of the 

arrangement or textual presentation of the criterion. In 

other words, the criterion per se did not c h ange from 1967 to 

1984. However, the text on Governing Board reads better and 

clearer. One of the major changes in the Criteria pertaining 

to the governing board concept was related to the educational 

effectiveness of a governing board through some means of 

outcome assessment. That is, the outcome measurement program 

of a college or university should be designed to measure the 

effectiveness of its trustees or governance structure. In 

regard to governing boards the Criteria did not prescribe 

mandatory requirements in this area. Instead each institution 

has to define its effectiveness criteria. That is not to say 

that the commission did not mandate certain requirements 

regarding trustees. Statements indicating mandatory 

requirements throughout the Criteria use the word "must" while 

advisory statements use the word "should." Subsection 6.1.2 

Governing Board has eight "must s tatements." For the first 
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time in the history of the Commission the governing board 

concept was clear of ambiguities. 

Research Question 3. How have judgments about the 

governing board concept changed over time? Have there been 

specific historical periods when the governing board concept 

has been more prominent in the accreditation process than 

other times and concepts? 

The governing board concept emerged for the first time in 

the beginning of the 19205. By the end of this decade some 

discontent with the ambiguity in the language and the 

noncompliance of some institutions with Standard Number 15, 

General statement Concerning curriculum and Spirit of 

Administration were chronicled. Unfortunately, specific 

information providing details as to the involvement of the 

trustees and the accusation of non-compliance with Standard 

Number 15 was not available. 

The first prominent case invo lving the actions of a 

governing board developed in 1930 and lasted until 1932. The 

Commission charged the Mississippi Board of Trustees and 

Governor Bilbo of controlling and managing the affairs of the 

University of Mississippi, the Mississippi Agricultural and 

Mechanical College, the Mississippi State College for Women, 

and the Mississippi state Teachers State College. The 

seriousness of the intervention by the Governor and the 

trustees in the affairs of these universities did not follow 

expected or traditional educational administrative patterns. 
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The Governor and the trustees acted outside the traditions of 

governance in higher education and hence the institutions were 

suspended from membership. To this effect the Association 

declared that it had IIlittle in common [with the actions of 

the Governor and trustees] and can make no agreements." In 

1932 these institutions were reinstated to membership when the 

state of Mississippi instituted procedures for the dismissal 

of faculty and staff and new statutes provided for guidelines 

in the appointment of trustees. In spite of these incidents, 

in no other time in the past, and perhaps never again in the 

future, was the governing board concept so prominent in the 

accreditation process as in the decade of the 1960s. There 

were seventeen cases of infractions I some extending over 

several years, receiving national and international press 

coverage while the Commission looked for the appropriate 

answers posed by the challenges of each case. These cases 

involved political manipulations by governors that translated 

into the inability of trustees to serve their institutions 

without political considerations. In addition, two major 

studies took place. These dealt with the governance of 

sectarian colleges and universities and budgetary control. 

Both of these resolved critical issues in the region. 

Conclusions 

This study focused on the history of the criterion 

governing board as used by the Commission on Colleges of the 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. 
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The conclusions derived from this study indicate: 

1. There is a lack of historical research on the forces 

that brought accreditation and the criterion of governing 

board together. 

2. Accreditation and the c riterion of governing board 

are based on democratic principles s upporting the notion about 

the wisdom of the common person and his or her ability to 

guard and represent the public's trust. 

3. In Commission on Colleges, southern Association of 

Colleges and Schools the period of most turbulence for 

governing boards was in the 19605. During these years, lay 

governance moved from oblivion to prominence even though it 

had been present, yet dormant, since the formulation of the 

standards for Colleges in 1922. During the 1970s and 1980s, 

the discussion on governing boards called for the involvement 

of trustees in defining the educational mission of their 

institutions. 

4. The Criteria clearly defined the dualism of the 

legislative and executive prerogatives and the delegation of 

power of governing boards. 

5 . The Criteria is not clear on the notion of public 

interest which is referred to as li to hold in trust. II 

6. The literature on accreditation and governing boards 

indicate functional distinctions between single lay governing 

boards and statewide governing boards. The criteria does not 

address this issue. 
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7. Historically the sectors of higher education that 

dominated the Commission on Colleges since its foundation in 

1895 were the traditional liberal arts universities and 

teacher training colleges. When junior colleges sought 

membership in the Commission in the early 1920's many member 

institutions feared that this new sector would represent the 

demise of higher education and the applicability of the 

Standards to these institutions was questioned. These 

sentiments have been echoed more recently in reference to 

other types of institutions, specifically the church

controlled colleges, proprietary institutions, extra

territorial institutions, and military colleges. 

8. The last major survey of the member institutions was 

carried by the Commission on Colleges in 1982. The purpose of 

the survey was to determine the effectiveness of the 

accreditation process and how it could be improved. The 

analysis of the results seemed to indicate that the 

respondents felt comfortable with the relationship between 

governing boards and accreditation, or at least, no major 

changes in this relationship were suggested. 

Implications 

When one attempts to analyze the policy implications that 

might emerge from this work, the highly specif ic nature of 

this study is immediately apparent. The focus of the study 

was to examine the historical evolution of the inclusion of 

the governing board concept as a requisite for accreditation 
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in the Commission on Colleges, Southern Association of 

Colleges and Schools. Upon considering the site-based 

university community, the governing board criterion, only 

seems to have applicability to the president of an institution 

and this application is not direct. Consequently, it is the 

obligation of the governing board, the responsible state 

agency and the legislative and executive bodies of the state 

government to assure compliance. However, policy implications 

for these groups are largely a matter of establishing 

appropriate procedure and following the guidelines provided by 

the Criteri a. At the present time most state systems seem to 

be in compliance with the criterion governing board. 

Nevertheless, when one considers the expanding nature of the 

accreditation process and the fact that all institutions are 

not under state control there do exist policy implications for 

the Commission on Colleges. 

The main issue involving the accreditation of less 

traditional sectors, for example, bible colleges, military 

colleges, and proprietary institutions, points a serious 

dilemma for the Commission. This has been a historical 

dilemma for the Commission that has been debated since early 

1920s but never resolved. Should the Criteria be applicable 

to all types of institutions? Should emphasis be on uniform, 

quantifiable, outcome oriented, and objective requirements? 

Should a goal of accreditation be an uniform system of higher 

education with similar patterns of governance? Are 
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flexibility and diversity contrary to the process of 

accreditation? These are some of the questions that the 

Commission needs to confront and resolve. It is suggested 

that the following advice given to the Commission in 1932 by 

Sydney Hall could contribute to the resolution of this debate: 

First, there is the danger of permitting the 
standards per se to become the maximum requirements 
for many of our institutions; second there is the 
danger of the standards being maintained to the 
detriment and discouragement of certain types of 
progressive education which do not always comply 
with such standards .... 

... standardization should never have as its purpose 
the fixing of practices among schools, but rather 
the stimulation and encouragement to better 
procedures and the wiser ways of transferring the 
group culture to the rising generation (Hall, 1932, 
pp. 316 - 319). 



APPENDIX A 

criteria for Accreditation (1984) 

Section VI 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESSES 

6.1. 2 Governing Board 

Although the title and function of governing boards vary, 
there must be a clearly identifiable body which is responsible 
for policy making. The governing board is the legal body 
responsible for the institution, which it holds in trust. 
Except under clearly defined circumstances, board action must 
result from a decision of the whole -- no individual member or 
committee can take official action for the board unless 
authorized to do so. 

The duties and responsibilities of the governing board 
must be clearly defined in an official document. This 
document must also specify: the number of members, length of 
service, rotation policies, organization and committee 
structure, and frequency of meetings. There must be 
appropriate continuity in the board membership, usually 
provided by staggered terms of adequate length. In addition, 
the document should include provisions governing the removal 
of a board member from office. A board member may be 
dismissed only for cause and by procedures involving due 
process . 

The responsibilities of the governing board include 
establishing broad institutional policies, securing financial 
resources to support adequately the institutional goals and 
selecting the chief executive officer. In addition, the 
governing board must have in place proper procedures to ensure 
that the board is adequately informed about the financial 
condition and stability of the institution. The governing 
board must not be subject to undue pressures from political, 
religious or other external bodies. Furthermore, the 
governing board should protect the administration from similar 
pressures. 
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There must be a clear distinction, in writing and in 
practice, between the policy- making functions of the governing 
board and the responsibility of the administration and faculty 
to administer and implement policy . General institutional 
policies should originate wi thin the board or should be 
approved by the board upon the recommendation of the 
administration. Once these have become official policies, the 
administration should implement them within a broad framework 
established by the board. 



APPENDIX B 

"MUST" STATEMENTS DEALING WITH THE GOVERNING BOARD CONCEPT 

IN THE CRITERIA FOR ACCREDITATION (198 4) 

SECTION I. PRINCIPLES AND PHILOSOPHY OF ACCREDITATION 

1.3 Conditions of Eligibility 

The institution has a governing board, consisting 
of at least five member s, which has the authori ty 
to carry out the mission of the institution. A 
majority of the voting members must have no 
contractual, employment, familial, o r personal 
financial interest i n the institution. 

SECTION II. INSTITUTIONAL PURPOSE 

The statement of purpose has been approved by the 
governing board. 

SECTION IV. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 

4.1. 3 Undergraduate Curricul um 

The inst i tut ion defines a process by wh i ch 
curriculum is established, reviewed a nd evaluated . 
Such a process recognizes the various roles of the 
faculty, administ r ation, a nd governing board. 

The governing board approves the number a nd types 
of degrees, the number a nd nature of departments , 
divisions, schools o r colleges through which the 
curriculum is administered and the extent to which 
the ins titution should offer graduate work and off
campus programs. 

The administration and faculty develop proposed 
academic programs and recommendations f or 
submission to the board, and implement and monitor 
the general curriculum policy and academic programs 
approved by the board. 
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Graduate Completion Requirements 

The administration and faculty are responsible for 
the development of proposed academic programs to be 
recommended to the governing board. 

Academic Freedom and Professional Security 

The institution adopts and distributes to all 
members of the faculty a statement of the 
principles of academic freedom as established by 
the governing board. 

The institution publishes and distributes to the 
faculty a ll policies regarding employment, as 
established by the governing board. 

SECTION VI. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESSES 

6.1. 2 Governing Board 

Although the title and function of governing boards 
vary, the institution has a clearly identifiable 
body which is responsible for policy-making. 

Board actions results from a decision of the whole, 
not an individual member or committee. 

The duties and responsibilities of the governing 
board are clearly defined in an official document. 
The document specifies: the number of members, 
lengths of service, rotation policies, organization 
and committee structure, and frequency of meetings. 

There is appropriate continuity in the board 
membership, usually provided by staggered terms of 
adequate length. 

The responsibilities of the governing board include 
establishing broad institutional policies, securing 
financial resources to support adequately the 
insti tutional goals, and selecting the chief 
executive officer . 

The governing board has in place proper procedures 
to ensure that the board is adequately informed 
about financial condition and stability of the 
institution. 

The governing 
pressures from 
external bodies. 

board is not subject 
poli tical, reI igious 

to 
or 

undue 
other 
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The institution maintains a clear distinction, in 
writing and in practice, between the policy-making 
functions of the governing board and the responsi
bility of the administration and faculty to 
administer and implement policy. 

Administrative Organization 

The programs under institutional advancement 
directly relate to the purposes of the institution 
and have the support of the governing board, 
administration, faculty, staff, student body, 
friends and alumni. 

Organization for the Administration of Financial 
Resources 

The chief executive officer reports regularly to 
the governing board on the financial and business 
operations of the institution. 

Budget Planning 

The chief executive officer presents the budget via 
proper channels to the governing board for final 
approval. 

Relation of an Institution to Externa l Control 

Once funds have been appropriated, the institution, 
operating under the jurisdiction of the governing 
board and subject to its policies, is responsible 
for budget making, establishment of priorities, and 
the control of expenditures. 

Investment Management 

The board approves a written statement of the 
institution's investment policies and guidelines . 
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APPENDIX C 

STANDARDS FOR COLLEGES (1922) 

standard Number 1. Entrance Requirements. The 
requirement for admission shall be the satisfactory completion 
of a four-year course of not less fifteen units in a secondary 
school approved by a recognized accrediting agency, or in a 
secondary school that is a member of this Association, or the 
equivalent of such a course as shown by examination. Thee 
major portion of the secondary school courses accepted for 
admission should be definitely correlated with the curriculum 
to which the student is admitted. Any college of this 
Association may be called upon at any time for a record of all 
the students entering the freshman class, such record to 
contain the name of each student, his secondary school, method 
of admission, units offered in each subject, and total units 
accepted. 

standard Number 2. Requirements for Graduation. The 
college should demand for graduation the completion of a 
minimum quanti tati ve requirement of one hundred and twenty 
semester hours of credit (or the equivalent in term hours, 
quarter hours, points, major or courses), with further 
scholastic qualitative requirements adapted by each 
institution to its conditions. 

Standard Number 3. Number of Degrees. The conferring of 
a multiplicity of degrees is discouraged. Small institutions 
should confine themselves to one or two. When more than one 
baccalaureate degree is offered, all should be equal in 
requirements for admission and for graduation. Institutions 
of limited resources and inadequate facilities for graduate 
work should confine themselves to strictly undergraduate 
courses. 

Standard Number 4. Number of College Departments. A 
college of arts and science of approximately one hundred 
students should maintain at least eight separate departments, 
with at least one professor devoting his whole time to each 
department. The size of the faculty should bear a definite 
relation to the type of institution, the number of students, 
and the number of courses offered. With the growth of the 
student body the number of full-time teachers should be 
correspondingly increased. The development of varied 
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curricula should involved the addition of other heads of 
departments. 

Standard Number 5. Training of Faculty. The training of 
the members of the faculty of professorial rank should include 
at least two years of study in their respective fields of 
teaching in a fully organized and recognized graduate school. 
The training of the head of a department should be equivalent 
to that required for the doctor's degree or should represent 
a corresponding pro fessional or technical training. A college 
will be judged in large part by the ratio which the number of 
persons of professorial rank with sound training, scholarly 
achievement and successful experience as teachers bears to the 
total number of the teaching staff. Honorary degrees are not 
recognized as a qualification for teachers. 

Standard Number 6. Salaries. The average salary paid 
members of the f aculties is an i mportant consideration in 
determining the standing of an institution . It is recommended 
that the salary of full professors be not l ess than $2,500 at 
present, and by 1923-24 not less than $3,000. The local cost 
of living and other factors shall be taken into consideration. 

Standard Number 7. Number of Class-Room Hours for 
Teachers. Teaching schedules exceeding sixteen hours per week 
per instructor shall be interpreted as endangering educational 
efficiency. In general, two laboratory hours will be counted 
as equivalent to one recitation hour. 

Standard Number 8. Number of Students in Classes. 
Classes (exclusive o f lectures ) of more than thirty students 
shall be interpreted as endangering educational efficiency. 

standard Number 9. Support. The college should have an 
annual income of not less than $50,000 and if not tax 
supported, an endowment of not less than $500,000. The 
financial status of the college should be, however, judged in 
relation to its educational program. 

Standard Number 10. Library. The college should have a 
live, well distributed, professionally administered library of 
at least 8,000 volumes, exclusive of publ ic documents, bearing 
specifically upon the sub j ects taught and with a definite 
annual appropriation for the purchase of new books in keeping 
with the curriculum. 

Standard Number 11. Laboratories. The laboratory 
equipment shall be adequate for all the experiments called for 
by the courses offered in the sciences, and these facilities 
shall be kept up by means of a n annual appropriation in 
keeping with the curriculum. 



265 

standard Number 12. Separation of College and 
Preparatory School. The college may not maintain a 
preparatory school as part of its college organization. In 
case such a school is maintained under the college charter it 
must be kept rigidly distinct and separate from the college in 
students, faculty, buildings, and discipline. 

Standard Number 13. Proportion of Regular College 
Students to the Whole Student Body. At least seventy-five per 
cent of the students in a college should be pursuing courses 
leading to baccalaureate degrees in arts and science. Soldier 
rehabilitation students should not be considered in the 
twenty-five per cent of irregular and special students at 
present. 

Standard Number 14. General Statement Concerning 
Material Equipme nt. THe l ocation and construction of the 
buildings, the lighting, heating, and ventilation of the 
rooms, the nature of t he laboratories, corr idors, closets, 
water supply, school furniture , apparatus, and methods of 
cleaning shall be such as to insure hygienic conditions for 
both students and teachers. 

Standard Number 15. General Statement Concerning 
Curriculum and Spirit of Administration. The character of the 
curriculum, efficiency of instruction, the scientific spirit, 
the soundness of scholarship, the standard for regular 
degrees, the conservation in granting honorary degrees, the 
character of its publicity, and the tone of the institution, 
shall also be factors in determining its standing. The 
curriculum should provide both for breadth of study and for 
concentration. It should have justifiable relation to the 
resources of the institution. 

Standard Number 16. Extra Curricular Activities. The 
proper administration of athletics, amusements, fraternities, 
and all other extra curricular activities, is one of the 
fundamental tests of a standard college. 

Athletics. The college members of the Association will 
be expected to make regular reports on their supervision of 
athletics, showing that the latter are on a clean and healthy 
basis, that they do not occupy a n undue place in the life of 
thee college, and that strict eligibility and scholarship 
requirements are enforced. Professionalism or commercialism 
in athletics shall disqualify a college from membership in the 
approved list of the Association, and no college that places 
its chief emphasis upon inter-collegiate athletics to the 
detriment of its scholarship will be placed on the approved 
list. 

Standard Number 17. standing in the Educational World. 
The institution must be able to prepare its students to enter 

recognized gradua te, professional, o r research institutions as 
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candidates for advanced degrees. In evidence statistics of 
the records of the graduates of the college in graduate or 
professional schools shall be filed with the commission on 
Institutions of Higher Education on demand. 

Standard Number 18. Professional and Technical 
Departments. When the lnsti tution has in addi ticn to the 
college of arts and science professional or technical 
departments, the college of arts and science shall not be 
accepted for the approved list of the Association unless the 
professional or technical departments are of approved grade, 
national standards being used when available. 

standard Number 19. Inspection . No college will be 
recommended for membership until it has been inspected and 
reported upon by an agent or agents regularly appointed by the 
Commission. Any co llege of the Association shall be open to 
inspection at any time. 

standard Number 20. Filing of Blank. No institution 
shall be placed or retained on the approved list unless a 
regular information blank has been filed with the commission. 
The list shall be approved from year to year by the 
commission. The blank shall be filed triennially, but the 
Commission may for due call upon any member to file a new 
report in the meantime. Failure to file the blank shall be 
cause for dropping an institution. 



APPENDIX D 

STANDARDS OF THE ASSOCIATION (1939) 

standards for Colleges of Arts and sciences and Teacher 
Training Colleges 

Standard One. Requirements for Admission. Ordinari ly 
the requirement for admission shall be graduation from an 
approved secondary school with the minimum of fifteen units 
(or eleven such units from a three-year senior school), or the 
equivalent of this requirement as shown by examination; but 
the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education may arrange 
for properly safeguarded programs with other requirements. 
Candidates for admission from secondary schools requiring more 
than the normal four years for graduation may be accepted when 
their transcripts show the full equivalent of graduation from 
a four-year secondary school. In the preparatory training, 
there should be several sequences of subject matter adapted to 
the curriculum of the institution where admission is sought. 
The certificate should show the quality of work accomplished 
and give information as to the personality, character, and 
health of the applicant. Supplementary psychological or 
achievement test are advised. All information needed about a 
student should be in the hands of the institution before 
registration is permitted. A program of guidance or 
orientation should be provided by each institution as apart of 
its entrance procedures . 

standard Two. Requirements for graduation. The minimum 
requirements for a baccalaureate degree shall be 120 semester 
hours, or the equivalent, with such qualitative restrictions 
as may be deemed needful. The giving of a variety of degrees, 
especially by a small institution, should be discouraged. 

Standard Three. Instruction. The effectiveness of an 
institution should be measured largely by the quality of its 
instruction. This should be a principal concern of both 
administration and faculty. Data on this point should include 
classroom methods, tests, examinations , grading systems, 
faculty, and student interest in the subjects taught, faculty 
and institutional self-analysis of instructional results, 
including the compilation and distribution on a comparative 
basis of grades by departments and by individual teachers. 
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Standard Four. Training and Development of the Faculty. 
The training and experience of the teaching staff are 
important items in testing an institution. In general, the 
heads of departments should have the doctorate in their 
respective fields or the equivalent, but adequate graduate 
training of high quality should be expected of all staff 
members. There should be at least one well trained teacher 
for an average of twenty students. In addition, all members 
of the faculty should belong to learned societies appropriate 
for their departmental work, should keep up with their 
publications, and attend their meetings with reasonable 
diligence. At least some members of the faculty of each 
institution should be interested in writing articles or books. 
There should be evidence that the faculty participate in the 
program-making of the institution and that the faculty 
meetings are stimulating and helpful. 

Standard Five . Teacher Load. As the effectiveness of a 
teacher depends to a large extent on his having some time of 
his own for research and for recreational activities, he 
should not be burden with too heavy a teaching load. A 
schedule of more than sixteen credit hours a week should be 
carefully investigated, as also the handling of unusually 
large classes. The faculty committee assignments should be 
given consideration in the teaching load, and all specialized 
teaching in extension work, correspondence courses, honor 
programs, and the like, should be counted fully as a part of 
each teacher's activities. 

Standard Six. Remuneration and Tenure of the Faculty . 
FUll professors should receive a minimum salary for nine 
months of work of not less than $3,000, while the minimum for 
other ranks should not be less than the following: associate 
professors, $2,400; assistant professors, $1,800; and 
instructors, $1,000. The faculty remuneration should not 
include housing or living arrangements unless on an optional 
basis. Provision should be made for pensions and for 
occasional leaves of absence. Tenure should be r egarded for 
all professional ranks as continuous after a tentative period 
has expired. There should be no unreasonable restrict ions as 
to academic freedom, but the f aculty should recognize a 
corresponding responsibility in the exercise of this 
privilege. 

Standard Seven. Financial Support. In the case of 
institutions owned or controlled by states, municipalities, or 
other units of government, there should be appropriated by 
supporting agencies, or derived from endowment, an average sum 
of $150 a student in addition to any income derived from 
student sources. 
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In the case of private or independent institutions, there 
should be a minimum endowment (in excess of all indebtedness) 
of at least $500,000 for an institution having 300 students or 
a small number, with an increase of at least $100,000 of 
endowment per each additional 100 students or major fraction 
thereof. It is essential that this minimum endowment be well 
invested and productive. 

In the case of institutions supported or controlled by 
churches or denominations, it may be allowed that they have a 
minimum endowment of $300,000 provided that they have annual 
contributions regularly paid of $5,000 income for each 
$100, 000 endowment that may be lacking. In the case of 
Catholic institutions, contributed life service may be allowed 
to sUbstitute for the annual support, but the minimum of 
$300,000 endowment is expected in any event. 

If an institution gives graduate or professional or 
specialized service in addition to the program of a rts and 
sciences, l a rger support will be expected. 

Standard Eight. Instructiona l Expenditures. The 
percentage of income spent on the more direct instructional 
processes is an important factor in measuring a college 
program. To arrive at the figure desired, there should be 
added the following items: (1) the total salaries of the 
teaching staff (omitting administrative officers): (2) the 
expenditures of the library for salaries of librarians, the 
purchasing of books and periodicals, and binding; and (3) the 
expenditures for classroom and laboratory supplies, but not 
permanent equipment. The t otal sum thus derived should be 
divided by the average number of students attending the 
institution during the regular session of nine months, 
excluding the summer session, and the results should indicate 
an expenditure of not less than $150 per student annually. 

Standard Nine. The Library. Since in many respects the 
library is the heart of the college, its effectiveness is one 
of the surest tests of institutional worth. The collection of 
books and periodicals should be tested frequently by 
comparison with the Shaw list or other standard guides. The 
building should be well lighted, protected as far as possible 
against fire, and equipped with adequate working quarters for 
the staff. There should be an expenditure of an average of 
S$5.00 per student for books, periodicals, and binding. The 
librarian or librarians should be well trained and 
experienced, and should have faculty rank. The salaries for 
the staff should average not less than the equivalent of $5.00 
a student enrolled in the institution. In case graduate work, 
professional training, or other specialized services are 
attempted, heavier expenditures than those a bove permitted 
should be expected. A careful record should be kept to show 
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the use of the library by faculty and students; and 
arrangements should be make so that all students may receive 
instruction from time to time in the use of the library. 

standard Ten. Physical Plant and Equipment. The 
buildings and grounds for an institution must be judged by the 
programs of service it undertakes to render. There should be 
sufficient land or campus to provide for the buildings needed 
and give an opportunity for recreational activities. The 
buildings should be located and constructed so as to be 
suitable for class work, laboratories, administration, health, 
recreation, dormitory facilities, and student activities. 
Lighting, heating, ventilation, and general sanitary 
conditions should be carefully provided. The care and upkeep 
of the buildings should be factors in determining the 
effectiveness of the plant. 

standard Eleven. student Personnel Work. Provision 
should be made for handling students as ind iv iduals, including 
careful records, academic and personal, counseling, as to the 
college program and personal problems, phys i cal examinations 
for tuberculosis and other physical defects, vocational and 
placement advice. All such service in each institution should 
be carefully correlated, whether rendered by students, 
faculty, administrative officers, or alumni. 

Standard Twelve. Extra-Curriculum Activities . The 
extent to which students activities add to the educational 
efficiency of an institution or detract from it will determine 
their value. The entire program should be under faculty 
supervision. The participation of students should be far as 
possible on a fair try-out basis. Fraternities or social 
clubs should not initiate members until their academic 
standing is fully approved. The "spoils system" in student 
elections should be eliminated. The financial programs of all 
extra-curriculum activities should be audited, reported to 
students and faculty, and careful management assured. 

Standard Thirteen. Intercollegiate Athletics. It is 
essential that there be faculty control of all phases of 
intercollegiate athletics. This should cover specifically the 
admission of students, the choice of studies to be pursued, 
the grades attained, scholarship aid permitted, and other 
similar details. Athletes should have the same treatment as 
other students in these matters . The athletic coaches should 
be regular members of the faculty, appointed as other members, 
with tenure and remuneration suitable to the faculty scale. 

The financing of athletics should be a function and 
responsibility of the institution and under the control of the 
administration. Purchases should be made on requisition forms 
and all receipts and expenditures should be shown in detail in 
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should be the 

All members of this Association which engage in 
intercollegiate athletics should hold membership in some 
athletic conference or association of approved standing and 
requirements. Exemption from this requirement may be granted 
for reason by the Commission on Institutions of Higher 
Education. 

Standard Fourteen. General Administration. The members 
of the board of trustees should be chosen because of their 
ability and willingness to serve the institution without 
selfish motives. Responsibility for the college 
administration should be centered in the president or chief 
executive officer with other officers responsible to him. 
Tenure should be relatively secure. Nepotism in appointments 
should be strictly avoided throughout the institutional 
organization. No one college officer or trustee should have 
charge of the making of investments or handling the finances. 

There should be a careful prepared budget each year and 
centralized purchases and records. Departmental officers to 
whom definite responsibility has been assigned should be 
supported by the administration so as to develop loyalty and 
enthusiasm. 

Standard Fifteen. Special Activities or Relations. 
General standards set up for the regular session of nine 
months as outline herein are expected to be applied to other 
activities or relations of each institution. If a college or 
university is a member of a state system or a denominational 
group and is required to accept credits of other members or 
units of the system, then every member of unit of such a 
system must make reports and be approved by this association. 
This applies also to branches or junior colleges operated by 
any institution. 

Work done for degree credit in summer schools, extension 
service, correspondence studies, or accepted for credit by any 
institution when done under auspices of some other college or 
university must be strictly administered. Such work must be 
done under conditions which approximate those of the regular 
college term as to entrance requirements and supervision, the 
training and remuneration of the faculty, teaching loads, 
library and laboratory facilities, and the like. 

Standard Sixteen. Alumni Records and contacts. If 
adequate information were obtainable in regard to the attitude 
and achievements of those who have attended an institution, it 
would serve as a sufficient single standard for accrediting. 
It is important for a college or university to keep careful 
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records in the Registrar's office, or in a supervised alumni 
office or elsewhere, not merely for a few outstanding 
graduates but for all who have attended. These records should 
show those who have gone on for further study, should indicate 
the occupations followed, contributions to public or community 
service, and other items that may measure the influence of the 
institution in church or state. A college or university 
should consider carefully the carrying on of an educational 
program among its alumni . These should be encouraged to 
maintain an interest in their Alma Mater and contribute to its 
support, but care should be taken that they do not dominate 
the policies and programs of the institution. 

Standard Seventeen. Graduate Work. The giving of 
degrees beyond the baccalaureate level is not permissible 
unless the undergraduate foundations are carefully laid and 
the institutional support is unusually strong. For the giving 
of the Master of Arts degree an institution should have and 
institutional expenditure a student of not less than $250.00 
as interpreted in Standard Eight, and should have faculty 
training and remuneration and teaching loads, as well as 
library expenditures and f acilities, distinctly above the 
average. Advanced degrees should be limited and awarded 
according to the best recognized standards for such work. No 
university should offer the doctorate unless in addition to 
meeting the conditions enumerated above the institution is 
outstandingly strong. 

standard Eighteen. Professional Schools or Departments. 
Any institution which operates a professional school or 
department must meet the general requirements outlined above 
for the baccalaureate work and in addition must have support 
or resources which will insure the maintenance of such special 
work without weakening or jeopardizing the undergraduate 
program. All such professional schools must be recognized by 
the appropriate national association or standards when such 
are available, but this Association may also check the 
efficiency of the same . 

standard Nineteen. Standing in the Educational World. 
There are many varieties of institutions in the membership of 
the Association, and there is no desire to standardize or cut 
them to a pattern. The records made by the students of any 
institution in other colleges or universities to which they 
may have transferred will be an important factor in 
determining its effectiveness. 

standard Twenty. Maintenance of Educational Ideal. The 
tone of an institution is one of the most important factors in 
its recognition. Fairness in recruiting students, 
truthfulness in publications and on the part of those who 
represent the institution in soliciting students, or in other 
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relations, conservatism in granting honorary degrees, and the 
spirit of cooperation in educational work, and saneness in the 
award of scholarship and loan funds are factors of importance 
in judging any institution. 



APPENDIX E 

STANDARDS OF THE ASSOCIATION (1939) 

Standards for Junior Colleges 

standard Fourteen . General Statement Concerning 
Curriculum and Spirit of Administration. The character of the 
curriculum, efficiency of instruction, and spirit of the 
institution shall be factors in determining its standing. 
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APPENDIX F 

STANDARDS OF THE ASSOCIATION (1940) 

standards for Junior Colleges 

Standard Two . organization. The junior college is an 
institution offering two or four years of instructon [sic) 
suited to the needs of its particular constituency. Two types 
are recognized: first, a two-year institution embracing two 
years of standard collegiate study, based on the successful 
completion of an accredited three- or four - year high school 
course; second, an institution embracing two years of standard 
collegiate study, integrated with two years of accredited high 
school study, all four years administered as a single unit. 
In any case, the last two years are to be equivalent in 
prerequisites and thoroughness to the work offered in the 
first two years of standard two-year junior colleges. The 
program of the last two years may be so organized as to be 
preparatory to the last two years of senior liberal arts, 
professional, or fine arts colleges, or it may be general, 
semi- professional, or terminal. 

standard Fifteen. The General Tone of the Institution . 
The general atmosphere and spirit of its administration, the 
nature of its publicity, the truthfulness of its publications, 
and on the part of those who solicit students, its code of 
ethics, and its standing in the estimation of senior colleges, 
universities, and other educational agencies, shall all be 
carefully considered in determining the rating of a junior 
college. 
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APPENDIX G 

STANDARDS OF THE ASSOCIATION (1942) 

Standards for Colleges of Arts and Sciences and Teacher 

Training Colleges 

statement of Principles. It is fitting that a statement 
of the principles by which the Southern Association of 
Colleges and Secondary Schools is guided be made in order that 
the basis for action taken from time to time may be more 
clearly understood, and in order that all institutions may 
understand more fully the policies which they are expected to 
maintain. It may serve to answer many questions which are 
sincerely asked by those not fully acquainted with the 
Association and the basic philosophy by which it is guided. 

In the first place, the Southern Association of Colleges 
and Secondary Schools is a voluntary organization, the 
instrument of the institutions that belong to it, through 
which they express their collective judgement and purposes. 
It seeks continuously to keep education close to the realistic 
needs of changing conditions and to protect its members from 
the handicap of temporary forces which might impede their 
progress and endanger their services. It is dedicated to the 
high purpose of promoting and maintaining sound educational 
programs and procedures through helpful cooperation. It 
welcomes to its membership institutions that exemplify this 
spirit and that meet its standards; it declines to accept as 
members those institutions that do not; and from time to time 
it has dropped from its roll those that have flagrantly 
violated its principles. These principles are simple, self
evident truths that require no elaboration and are obviously 
basic to sound education and effective democracy. They derive 
from the philosophy distinctive of America that to keep 
education free from political manipulation is fundamental to 
the preservation of liberty. They may be briefly stated as 
follow: 
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1. First of all freedom to teach the truth as he sees 
it is the privilege and the responsibility of the teacher, 
without which there is no hope of education. This is the 
heart of education's guarantee for freedom and the guarantee 
against totalitarian threat to the democratic way of life. 
This does not preclude special arrangements between 
institutions and teachers, nor is this to be interpreted to 
mean that one has the right to be protected by this principle 
if he teaches the overthrow of the principle or of the system 
out of which it springs. 

2. The guarantee of this freedom means security of 
position after a reasonable probationary period, which is the 
accepted policy of every stable institution of higher 
learning,. This does not mean that a teacher has the right to 
indefinite employment if he become for any reason incompetent, 
unable or unwilling to perform his full duty, or that he may 
not be dropped for violation of institutional contract, but it 
mean that he cannot arbitrarily be dismissed. This fact 
emphasizes the importance of filling teaching positions on the 
basis of merit alone; that is, on the basis of qualifications 
in training and experience, in ability, industry and 
character. Only by careful selection of teaching staffs, and 
proper security of tenure can institutions of higher learning 
best serve society which supports them. The occasional 
practice of filling or attempting to fill educational posts 
with political "favorites" by governors or other Officials or 
by representative of other vested interests, ecclesiastical or 
economic, can never be justified, because it destroys 
educational integrity. 

3. Sound education is founded on democratic ideals and 
reflects the spirit of democracy, which declares certain 
rights to be inalienable, the right of trial by jury and of 
fair treatment, the right to worship God according to 
conscience, and to vote according to conviction. The 
conscientious exercise of these rights should in no way affect 
the status or tenure of a member or staff of a college or 
university. The institution which fails to observe this 
principle betrays both the democratic and the educational 
ideal cherished by every true American .. This does not mean 
that institutions are not at liberty to consider a teacher's 
religious view or church relationship when he is being 
employed, particularly in the case of church- related 
institutions. 

4. The people through their duly elected 
representatives have the right to determine, within the 
framework of constitutional guarantees, the policies of 
educational institutions which they support, whether they be 
independent, church-related, o r state-supported; but there are 
certain well established principles by which sound educational 
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procedure is guided. The Board of Trustees (or Regents) is 
the legislative body whose function it is to determine the 
broad policies of institution. Thought it may have the power, 
it has not the right to assume the duties of the 
administration in the employment or discharge of staff members 
against the r ecommendation of the administrative officers, 
just as the administrative officers have not the right to 
determine what students have passed or failed against the 
recommendation of the professor. When either the board of 
control or the administration of an institution undertakes to 
assume duties outside its proper sphere, as defined in the 
institution's charter, the soundness of the entire educational 
program is jeopardized. 

5 . statutory provisions which give the governor or any 
other officer or agency arbitrary power over the budget of 
institutions and throug h that over the salaries of their 
personnel, actually deprive the board of control of its power. 
All its acts may be nullified by the act of one individual or 
agency. Under such a system sound education is in constant 
jeopardy. 

6. Freedom to investigate and to publish the results of 
research is fUndamental to the promotion of higher learning 
and social progress. Institutions have no right to withhold 
or to require the withholding of results of research carried 
out by its staff members, except in rare cases of national 
emergency when findings may be deemed of value to the enemies 
of the State. Spokesmen for totalitarian states have denied 
the validity of this principle, but it is basic to the 
democratic conception of education and learning. 

7. All through history leaders have arisen from time to 
time who have sought to suppress ideas by the proscribing or 
burning of books. A recent impressive example is that of Nazi 
Germany. An institution has the right to discard books which 
are not deemed suitable for its library, but this, l ike other 
instructional and administrative matters, is the 
responsibility of the faculty and the administration, not of 
the board of control. Whenever trustees or regents undertake 
jurisdiction in such matters, they exceed their rights, and 
therefore, endanger the educational program. 

8. The great movement of liberty-loving peoples, which 
began at Runnymede in the thirteenth century, has sought to 
eliminate arbitrariness, the whim and caprice or rulers high 
and low, a nd to establish a government of laws rather than of 
men. The constitution, the Bill of Rights, and the great body 
of laws developed in democratic countries, all have been 
directed towards achieving this goal. Bias and prejudice are 
the enemies of objective judgment and justice. The history of 
democratic government records the struggle of the race to 
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eliminate them as elements in social control. The history of 
educational administration records a similar struggle. Sound 
education can be developed on ly when bias and prejudice have 
been eliminated in the relation betweens teachers and 
students, in the relation between administrators, teachers, 
and students, and in the relation between Board of Control, 
administrators, teachers, and students. It is a fundamental 
of sound procedure, therefore, that these enemies of objective 
judgement and justice be eliminated from educational systems 
as factors determining actions taken. In upholding this 
principle educational associations may be a strategic bulwark 
in support of the American way. In failing to uphold it they 
may be responsible for destroying some of the most precious 
values in our democratic heritage. 

Preamble. The Southern Association of Colleges and 
Secondary Schools was organized in 1895 for the purpose of 
improving the quality of work and the procedures to be 
followed in the institutions belonging to it. The Association 
is composed of members who voluntarily join in and willingly 
accept its standards. It does not desire in the least to 
exercise authority over institutions which a re not members; 
and it brings no pressure of any kind to have schools or 
colleges join its ranks. It wishes to have an attitude of 
inclusiveness so as to welcome those who wish to join and who 
are properly qualified, but it is i nsistent that institutions 
must meet its requi rements in letter and in spirit before they 
are accepted and after they become members. 

The standards as outlined apply to colleges of arts and 
sciences and cover onl y incidentally graduate, professional, 
technical, or special ized departments . All these must be 
measured by t est which are additional to the regular standards 
mentioned below. 

It is expected that the standards of the Association 
shall have been met by any institution for a l ong enough 
period of time to be operating satisfactorily. Recognition is 
not to be granted o n the promise that requirements are about 
to be meet or will be met. 

The status of provisional membership shall be inaugurated 
after an institutions meets the technical requirements for 
admission to the Association and after the application for 
admission has been approved by the Commission. It will be 
given this status of provisional membership for two years, 
subject to review and final act i on at the end of that period. 
This type of membership shall carry the privilege of voting 
but not the privilege of holding office or committee 
assignments. 
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No institution of higher education may be considered for 
membership until it has had a special study under the 
direction of the Commission on Institutions of Higher 
Education. Information regarding this special study may be 
obtained through the Executive Secretary of the Association. 

Every institution which holds membership, and all those 
which are applying for recognition, must supply very full data 
on all points covered by the standards, and on such other as 
may be requested by the commission. The reports are to be 
furnished on blanks provided by the Association. 

[Hereon appeared the Standards ] . 



APPENDIX H 

STANDARDS OF THE ASSOCIATION (1950) 

standards for Colleges of Arts and Sciences and Teacher 

Training Colleges 

standard Fourteen. General Administration. The members 
of the board of trustees should be chosen because of their 
ability and wi llingness to serve the institution without 
selfish motives. Responsibility for the college 
administration should be centered in the president or 
executive officer with other officials responsible to him. 
Sound principles of tenure should be in operation. Nepotism 
in appointments should be strictly avoided throughout the 
institutional organization. No one college officer or trustee 
should have charge of the making of investments or handling 
the finances. 

In principle, members of boards of control of public 
institutions hold these institutions in trust for the future. 
Therefore, such boards should be so organized as to provide a 
maximum of stability in the programs of such institutions and 
a maximum of security from partisan political changes. To 
this end, the terms of board members should be of such length 
as to provide experiences and knowledge in the problems and 
programs of these institutions. staggered terms of such 
length as to provide a continuing body of experience and 
security from political domination are desirable. 

There should be a carefully prepared budget each year, 
centralized purchases provided, and complete records kept. 
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