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The term ‘corporatization’ or the phrase ‘corporate-model’ appears twelve times throughout 
this weekend’s AAUP Shared Governance Conference and Workshops Program. Similarly, at 
the 2012 AAUP Summer Institute at Roosevelt University, themes of corporatization, market-
driven models, and the effects of unilateral decision-making permeated many workshops. One 
need only Google “corporatization of higher education” to locate thousands of articles, books, 
blog posts, and reports on colleges and universities that have instituted market-driven models 
and the consequences of top-down decision making. Indeed, a top hit from a Google search 
for “corporatization of higher education” is a 2006 article in Academe by James Andrews from 
the University of Iowa entitled “How We Can Resist Corporatization.” In short, corporatization 
and expansion of administrative power is happening at a breakneck pace, and unless faculty 
resist this push, faculty primacy in key decision making could be in jeopardy.
 
We assume you know about the corporatization of higher education and you understand 
the potential consequences of corporatization on shared governance. Here, we address 
an issue that is influenced by the corporatization of higher education and degradation of 
shared governance, but is not often directly addressed. Specifically, the threats to curriculum 
development that can result from the imposition of market-driven models and unilateral top-
down decisions. We also address the influence that corporatization can have on pedagogy, 
an issue that has received much attention given the push for online education and the recent 
issues at for-profit institutions that were outlined in US Senator Tom Harkin’s report to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions. As we argue, corporatization can result 
in subversion of faculty primacy in curriculum development by administrators eager to push a 
vision of a 21st Century University; whatever that means.
 
Our experience in curriculum development stems from our serving on and also chairing The 
University of Scranton’s Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee (FSCC). This is a standing 
committee of our Senate that is tasked with reviewing curriculum proposals and making 
recommendations for whether curriculum reforms should be approved by the Provost.
 
We draw on examples from our University regarding the problem that unilateral decision making 
can have on curriculum. Christie will compare and contrast curriculum proposals that were 
developed by faculty with proposals developed by administrators. This will show the success of 
faculty-driven curriculum versus the lack of success of purely administrator-driven curriculum. 
We also address reasons why our administrators would want to develop the curriculum.
 
Our first example of how corporatization threatens faculty primacy in curriculum development, 
which I will present, is related to what our colleague Kevin Nordberg just discussed. That is, the 
threat to faculty primacy in curriculum development if department chairpersons were replaced 
with administrative appointees. Although this “chair concept” was withdrawn and will not be 
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implemented in the near future, we use it as an example for what administrators want and the 
problems this poses for maintaining faculty primacy in the curriculum. Since Kevin introduced 
this chair concept, I will provide a brief recap and then focus on key sections as they relate to 
curriculum and pedagogy.
 
The vision of the chair concept stated “The University wishes to modify its organizational 
structure in a way that strengthens the leadership roles of chairs and removes the ambiguity 
of the chairperson’s role and responsibilities....Because this new position will have clear 
supervisory functions over both full time and part-time faculty, as well as support staff, the new 
position of chair will necessarily be outside the bargaining unit.” In short, “The University is 
planning to create a new position of Department Chairperson with supervisory and managerial 
responsibilities. Accordingly, this will be a position that will be outside of the bargaining unit.”
 
Herein we refer to the administrative appointed chairperson as “administrative chairs.” From 
the initial presentation of the concept, it was clear our administration wanted one of two things: 
(1) Remove the title of chairperson from a faculty member and give it to a hired appointee 
who would oversee a department. (2) Remove the current chairpersons from the faculty and 
make them administrators who would oversee a department. Under #1, if chairs were stripped 
of their position which was then given to administrative appointees, this is an increase of 25 
administrators. Under #2, if chairs were made into administrators, this results in the same 
increase in administrators, but also a 9% to 10% decrease in the number of full time faculty, 
because the same chairpersons would no longer be involved with faculty duties. Thus, either 
move would only have increased administrative bloat, which would be consistent with a 2010 
Goldwater Institute report that found a 39.3% increase in the number of administrators per 100 
students between 1993 and 2007, compared to a 17.6% increase in the number of full time 
faculty (Greene, 2010).
 
The concept for administrative chairs reads: “The University seeks to recreate the department 
chairperson position...It seeks to empower the chairperson with full accountability for clearly 
defined functional responsibilities, and full accountability for their roles as leaders in the 
development of academic personnel and programs. This goal necessarily places greater 
emphasis on accountability for leadership of the functions of academic departments and 
the programs associated with the academic departments.” [emphasis ours]
 
Duties of the administration chair included “Developing a vision and set of goals for the 
department. This requires stepping outside the normal activities of course scheduling, 
managing department activities, etc., to know the fundamental directions in which the discipline 
is moving, to identify what future students will want from the discipline, and to develop 
a plan to bring the department to a state where it can understand and meet future 
expectations.” [emphasis ours] In short, administrative chairs would be responsible for reacting 
to market demands and perceived needs of future students, possibly without considering what 
learning should take place within a discipline.
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Although curriculum and pedagogy were not directly mentioned by the administration in their 
initial presentation of administrative chair concept, both were included a few weeks later in a 
letter from the President. This letter, dated 2 April; 2012, stated, “I [President] want to elaborate 
on why the University has decided to create a new supervisory/managerial chair position. This 
position did not arise out of a vacuum but out of the considered opinion of many administrators, 
including myself, that we wanted fully accountable, supervisory leaders at the departmental 
level, unfettered by any potential conflicting loyalties with unit members and capable of making 
hard decisions and recommendations on supervision of staff, merit pay, etc., as well as being 
able to be strong academic leaders on curriculum and pedagogical issues, and the like.” 
[emphasis ours]
 
Two points: (1) This decision was based on opinions of administrators, not evidence, that 
a change to the role of chairperson was needed. (2) It was clear the administrative chairs 
would be involved with curriculum decisions. What is troubling about the administrative 
chairs being “...leaders on curriculum and pedagogical issues...” is this completely ignores 
key sections of our faculty handbook. Specifically, Section 3.0 on Departments states “The 
members of a department have a collective responsibility for the academic program and the 
curriculum.” Similarly, Section 5.4-E describes a primary responsibility of full-time faculty 
as “Involvement in the development and improvement of the academic program and curriculum 
of the department;” The handbook is endorsed by the faculty, administration, and Board of 
Trustees. Apparently the administration did not feel these sections of the handbook were 
important.
 
It is especially important to note that curriculum development is described as the collective 
responsibility of faculty; hence, does not fall onto individuals. The administrative chair concept 
would have taken curriculum development, a responsibility delegated to the faculty as a whole, 
and relegated it to administrative appointees. Our Faculty Affairs Council was sensitive to 
the President’s language and responded, “How will the University comply with its contractual 
agreement to subscribe to the AAUP’s principles of academic freedom (Handbook Section 5.4) 
if it is simultaneously taking primary leadership on curriculum and pedagogy away from the 
faculty and giving it to administrators?” The problem is that as administrations have bloated, 
shared governance in curriculum decision making has eroded, resulting in less faculty power 
over curriculum development (Martin, 2012).
 
In a second letter to the faculty, dated 20 April 2012, the President clarified the position of the 
administration by first reiterating a portion from his Fall 2011 Inauguration speech: “What does 
it mean to say that Scranton is a 21st century Jesuit University in North America?” Answering 
that question, the President wrote “Scranton is a strong, stable institution that is blessed with 
a talented faculty, excellent facilities, marvelous students and boundless potential. We must, 
however, adapt to the challenging and dynamic landscape of higher education if we are to 
build on or even sustain our momentum. As a thesis in answering this question last fall, I 
stated my belief that to be a 21st century Jesuit university in North America, The University 
of Scranton “...can and should excel in providing its students an education that is engaged, 
integrated, and global.” [emphasis his]. “Essential to achieving an engaged, integrated and 
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global education for Scranton is the role of the faculty and the academic structures put in place 
to serve and empower you. It is equally important to ensure a vibrant and responsive 
curriculum, encourage research, and foster a global perspective among and across 
disciplines.” [emphasis ours]
 
Reading the President’s letter, one cannot neglect two ideas: (1) The curriculum must adapt to 
the dynamic and ever-changing landscape of higher education. That is, react to what others are 
doing and what future students might want when entering the job market; and offer programs 
to meet those demands. Indeed, recent administrative-proposed programs at Scranton have 
been connected to some need in the labor market, without consideration for how such programs 
fit Scranton’s mission. (2) The administration’s desire to have department leaders who can 
react to this dynamic environment and implement curriculum changes. More than likely, what 
our administration wanted was the ability modify key aspects of the curriculum in order to offer 
students “practical skills” or “job skills” at the expense of our traditionally liberal arts curriculum.
 
Not surprisingly, unilateral administrative curriculum decisions made in response to market 
demands, financial exigency, or major events are quite controversial. Examples include the 
controversy over the elimination of language, theater, and classics departments at SUNY 
Albany (my alma mater); a decision based loosely on low enrollments. Another example is 
the removal and reinstatement of Teresa Sullivan as President of the University of Virginia. 
As we learned, the decision to remove President Sullivan was based in part on her reluctance 
to push for open online education programs (MOOCs) at UVA. Other examples include the 
consolidation and elimination of academic programs at gulf coast institutions following Hurricane 
Katrina; situations that were widely reported on by AAUP (O’Neill, et al., 2007). In these cases, 
the presidents of Tulane University and Loyola New Orleans, following the emergency created 
by Katrina made the decision to eliminate some programs, reorganize others, and make drastic 
changes to the curriculum, sans faculty input. Incidentally, both universities ended up on the 
AAUP’s list of censured administrations, though were later removed.
 
One, almost, cannot blame administrators for feeling it necessary to adapt to a dynamic world 
by revising an institution’s curriculum. After all, a practical curriculum full of life and jobs skills 
courses might be attractive to students and parents, as such a curriculum gives the appearance 
that graduates would have job-specific skills needed to compete in a dynamic market. Such 
thinking is myopic. A 2007 study by the National Association of Colleges and Employers 
(NACE) noted that for entry-level positions, which new graduates are likely to fill, employers 
are looking for job candidates who can communicate effectively, have a strong work ethic, 
have good interpersonal skills, and perhaps most important are good at solving problems and 
adapting  quickly (Gehlhaus, 2007). Such skills are not learned in courses that teach job skills; 
rather such skills are acquired through rigorous liberal arts education. Indeed, NACE’s April 
2012 Salary Survey showed that among liberal arts degree recipients, those with a major in 
liberal arts and sciences or general studies have the highest median starting salary at $38,000 
(Koncz, 2012).
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Returning to the chair concept, our Provost also supported the administrative chair concept. In 
a letter dated 20 April 2012, the Provost stated “[The President] has shared an ambitious vision 
for the University, one that compliments the aspirations that we identified in our Strategic Plan.” 
(As an aside, in over a year the president has not shared his vision and has an open invitation 
to address the Faculty Senate.) The Provost continues, “...achieving our goals will mean growth 
and development of programs and curricula that will require more time than our present 9-month 
contract for chairs allows. We need academic leaders working on a 12-month basis to partner 
with faculty and deans to prepare departments to be active participants in the growth and 
development of the University and to explore and understand the directions of their disciplines. 
The chair must also have the time to navigate the waters of various faculty viewpoints within 
a department and to develop consensus and direction for the department, in concert with 
accrediting agencies, other governance bodies and the administration.” [emphasis ours] 
This last sentence identifies the nuanced threats corporatization can have on curriculum. Our 
administration wanted more control over curriculum development and the best way to achieve 
that goal was to place administrators in the academic departments, which is where curriculum 
proposals originate.
 
The Provost continues, “Our concept does not change the process by which the curriculum is 
developed and approved. It does increase the time, attention and administrative expectations 
for keeping the curriculum up-to-date and creative. Chairs would have the time and 
expertise to partner with faculty in their discipline and will be a resource for faculty as they seek 
to maintain a responsive and vibrant curriculum for our students.” [emphasis ours]
 
This speaks directly to the impact that corporatization may have on curriculum: To create an 
institution in their vision and become marketable to potential students, administrators need 
more control over the curriculum in order to make changes to meet demands. Indeed, from 
an administrator’s point of view curriculum development can be slow. But, slowness is to 
everyone’s benefit. Faculty scrutinize curriculum changes to examine whether a proposed 
change fits the institution’s mission, whether a proposing department has a faculty member who 
can offer a course, and whether similar courses are already offered. Thus, unlike administrators 
who react to market trends without considering whether a curriculum reform will ‘fit’ a university, 
faculty take time evaluate the need and fit of curriculum changes.
 
If the chair concept was instituted, faculty primacy in the curriculum would have been eliminated 
as administrators would have been in control of every aspect of its development. Specifically, 
the individual initiating curriculum development and who would sign a proposal on behalf of a 
department would not be a faculty member, but rather an administrative appointee. Thus, their 
signature would not indicate faculty approval, it would indicate approval from one level of the 
administration. This chair concept would also have removed faculty from the curriculum review 
process that happens in the Dean’s conferences (i.e., a meetings of chairs with their deans), 
because the Dean’s conference would now be filled with administrative chairs. Thus, under such 
chair concepts, the initiation of curriculum development, program creation, department approval, 
and review by chairpersons is controlled exclusively by administrators. Although our Provost 
stated that faculty would still have primacy over curriculum, we would have been without faculty 
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leaders in our departments; and as one of our colleagues stated, “Primacy, in the absence of 
leadership, is servitude.”
 
Bryan has described the direct threat to our curriculum process that was posed by the 
Administrative Chairs proposal. I’ll now provide some examples of administration-initiated 
curricular actions that preceded that proposal and that made it easy for us, having chaired the 
curriculum committee, to see the implications of the proposal our curriculum process. Then I’ll 
say a bit about the evidence, or the lack thereof, for the kinds of curricular and pedagogical 
changes that come with corporatization. 
 
Some primacy-threatening specifics from administration-driven proposals
 
On your handout, the table of recent multidisciplinary proposals displays some features of two 
administration-driven and three faculty-driven new program proposals from the past four years. 
I’ve focused on multidisciplinary proposals because they tend to be the most complicated for 
curricular review. They don’t fit neatly into the department- and college-based structure and, 
because there is generally not much in the way of additional funding for these new programs, 
they run the risk of being “piecemeal and incoherent” (National Research Council, 2006).
The STA proposal included courses from faculty in business, sciences, and social/behavioral 
sciences, from 9 departments total. The HI proposal included courses from nursing, computer 
science, business, and health administration, along with one developed by an outside person 
from the local medical college, for a total of 4 departments. The others contain components 
you’d expect given the names of the programs, from several disciplines, with 10 departments 
contributing to the Women’s Studies curriculum, 7 to Latin American Studies, 6 to Asian studies, 
and 7 to African Studies.
 
Both of the administration-driven proposals were developed by the Graduate Dean in 
conjunction with individual faculty he selected from a variety of relevant departments. On 
the curriculum forms submitted with these proposals, the Dean asserted that he and the 
developing faculty members comprised a committee and that their approval of the 
proposal—the proposal that they had developed--was the substitute for a departmental 
or college review. By this thinking they did not need to obtain approval from (or in the case 
of STA even notify) relevant academic departments, including the departments from which 
the faculty came, because the proposals were interdisciplinary and thus no department could 
legitimately review the courses. The quality control provided by a group of experts, by the 
involvement of the relevant collective, was eliminated and it was assumed that the individual 
faculty members were appropriate replacements for their departments. Unfortunately, there 
was unclear communication regarding how often the faculty would be available to teach the 
courses—e.g., some would only be available on alternating years, but were needed every year. 
This creative proposal might have been passed with an extra year of cooperative work on the 
details, but did not complete its trip through the curriculum process because it was dependent 
on an NSF grant that was not funded. 
Health Informatics, still in the curriculum process, would be fully online. Our fully online 
programs take various forms and are marketed and serviced by a third-party provider. That 
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provider takes half the revenue and encourages the administration to provide more programs 
to market. This has had a top-down effect on the curriculum process and on pedagogy. 
For example, agreements to develop a certain number of online programs were made with 
the online provider before proposals came to the faculty for curriculum review, setting up 
an awkward situation for the administration if the faculty recommend scrapping or even 
substantially revising and thus slowing the progress of a poor or unfinished proposal. This 
situation both reflects and has contributed to the administration’s notion that the role of the 
university’s collective faculty really is just to make small recommendations about little details, 
not to help decide whether the university should offer a particular program.
 
Two additional disconcerting features of the Health Informatics proposal:
 
1. It is intended to be developed by full-time faculty and run by adjunct faculty. The faculty who 
develop the courses might be asked to sign away intellectual property rights to the courses 
though, in accordance with the contract just ratified by the faculty, they cannot be forced to do 
so.
 
2. The program is transient by design. It was intended to be run by a hired administrative 
program director of unknown status working in the Graduate College, which does not have 
faculty or departments, and shut down when it is no longer profitable for us to offer it due to less 
expensive competitors in the “fully online” market. A virtual department, comprised of faculty 
who don’t need to come to campus teaching students who don’t need to come to campus. 
On the face of it, at least, it is a very far cry from our mission and ideals, e.g., “community of 
scholars.”
 
What the table suggests about the need for administrative chairs for curriculum
 
A closer look at the table reveals some interesting points related to the administrative chairs 
proposal. First, it is clear substantial curricular proposals make it through the regular process in 
good time.  LAS, Women’s Studies, and AS all were through the process and into the catalog in 
time to be offered the year after they were submitted. The complaint that the regular curriculum 
process is too slow is not supported by this table, and would not be supported by the full set 
of data for all curriculum submissions, at least since 2008. I started as chair in 2008 and don’t 
know about turnaround time before then.
 
Second, it is clear that our faculty are in fact developing new programs. Indeed, given the 
modest size of our university, a scan of the curriculum board for any recent year will reveal a 
faculty that is very actively engaged in curriculum development and revision. Our curriculum is 
pretty vibrant, and that’s no small feat since there is precious little funding to support any new 
programs. It is also responsive, though more to what faculty see as important directions than to 
market forces. Our faculty are internally motivated to develop and revise.
 
Third, at least one of the reasons for administrative frustration with the faculty curriculum 
process can be seen here--administration-sponsored program proposals did not fare well. It is 
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also clear why they did not. The proposals were not fully developed when they were submitted. 
The approved courses and the clarity about faculty resources that are needed for a smooth 
trip through the curriculum process were not in place. This inattention to detail is typical of our 
administration-driven proposals, as is the administration’s frustrating assertion that leaving the 
details of implementation of administration-driven changes to the faculty is evidence of faculty 
primacy in curriculum.
 
Finally, we know from the letters of the President and Provost, and from subsequent 
meetings with administrators, that the administrative chairs proposal was based on the vision 
and “considered opinions” of administrators, not on a logically coherent set of arguments (at 
least none they were willing to share) and definitely not on anything that would qualify as 
evidence about the general state of things. A scan of the very simple and readily accessible 
information in this table raises the possibility that, in order to move forward with their agenda, 
administrators would prefer to stay away from evidence, or at least from that evidence that 
provides a “big picture” view of our actual functioning as faculty.   
 
Evidence? Who needs evidence? We’re trying to keep up with the Joneses.
 
We have been frustrated throughout this process by the tendency of top-down types to present 
positions based on a few cases (some problem chairpersons, some ‘deadwood’ faculty, 
a student who reported wanting an online program, a job applicant who wouldn’t consider 
taking a position without merit pay) rather than descriptive or appropriately generalizable 
information about the situation as a whole. This would never fly in psychological research and 
it is an approach to the world that is hard to take coming from well-educated people like our 
administrators. The proposed changes to our structure are substantial and most measurable 
indicators (new buildings, enrollments, new programs, success of graduates, etc.) would 
suggest they are unnecessary, so it is not unreasonable to expect them to present a solid case 
based in logic and data. This is too important a change to base on fads, emotions, and a notion 
that the grass might be getting greener at another university.
 
I have learned that this is not just a feature of our administration, but is characteristic of 
corporatization and of the various unexamined fads (a la Birnbaum) that it promotes. Data 
based in legitimate methodology generally are not sought. A 2011 article on outcomes 
assessment by John W. Powell is quite enlightening. He spells out in frightening detail the 
fact that the entire firmly-established business of outcomes assessment lacks even a single 
controlled study to determine whether it actually makes any difference at all in student learning 
or in the quality of the “product” we provide. Faux research abounds, an enormous amount 
of faculty time is wasted, and education is misrepresented as being simpler than it really is 
(Powell, 2011). Of course there is no way to get away from it, since accrediting and other 
oversight bodies have bought into it and there is an entire layer of staff that would be displaced 
if it were to be halted. Powell also describes outcome assessment’s encroachment on faculty’s 
role in curriculum and pedagogy.
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We are not asserting that administrations, trustees, and such are intentionally manipulating 
flaws in reasoning to promote corporate agendas. These cognitive errors and biases are basic 
components of human thought, and it takes quite a lot of effort and good data to stay free from 
them. Try challenging the notion that a full moon doesn’t actually cause weird human behavior, 
or convincing people to attend more to the risks of a backyard swimming pool than a shark bite 
or a white van.
  
Our administrators were shocked to learn that the vast majority of faculty didn’t like the 
administrative chairs proposal—clearly due to attending to only a few noisy cases and not 
understanding the big picture. Some data are available regarding corporatization of education 
in general, online courses, and so on, and the data are largely ignored. How well have charter 
schools worked out for K-12? What is the dropout rate for online courses compared to on- 
ground courses? How do the student course evaluations for online courses compare to those 
for on-ground courses, even when you’re only including the people who didn’t drop out of 
the online courses? What is the likelihood of an online graduate donating money back to the 
university? If online courses require smaller class sizes for instructor sanity and for student 
ratings, will the university actually make much money from them? How well does ‘what students 
want’ map on to what they actually learn?
 
Emotional responding, without consultation of legitimate data, is likely what’s driving the current 
panic to be as involved in online education as are the neighbors. As is typical of panic, it blurs 
the capacity to logically examine the differences between types of online courses and programs 
(e.g., free vs. quite expensive, fully online vs. mixed, for degree vs. certificate) and reduces the 
stock that is placed in findings that online courses and programs have relatively high dropout 
rates (well-established for regular online programs as well as innovations like Stanford’s free 
course, which 7,000 in 160,000 enrollees managed to complete), appear to have lower student 
satisfaction (likely even more so than reported since studies typically only compare people who 
have completed the course and the difference in dropout rates distorts in favor of the online 
courses), and might also have higher rates of cheating (likely depending on the stakes and 
various features of the course). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recent Multidisciplinary Curriculum Proposals from Administration & Faculty
 
           STA HI             LAS (& WS) AS AfS
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Source Admin Admin       Faculty Faculty Faculty
 
Degree Master’s, M.S. B.A. Concent’n Concent’n       

Type N/A
 
Credit Hours 42 32 (8 courses) 39-42/130 24/130 18/130
 
Program Director(s) Yes No Yes Yes No      
Identified
 
Academic Dean 2 of 3 No Yes Yes Yes
Signatures
 
Course  Chair Partial No Yes Yes Yes
Signatures
 
New Courses No No Yes Yes Yes
Submitted Correctly
 
Number/% 13/14 (93%) 8/8 (100%) 1/32 (3%) 3/19 (16%) 3/19 (16%)
of new courses
 
New Students All All Few Few Few
 
Enough Faculty? No No Yes No Yes
 
Approved for year No No Yes Yes No
after posted?
 
STA = Sustainable Technologies Administration, a combination of business, science, and social science;
HI = Health Informatics, a combination of nursing, health administration, and computer science.
LAS = Latin American Studies. Along with this program was submitted a Women's Studies major for 
which the information in the table is essentially the same;
AS = Asian Studies;
AfS = African Studies.
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