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Testimony to Personnel Committee of UH Board of Regents 

Christine Sorensen Irvine, Professor, SEC member 

September 8, 2016 

While I am here today as a representative of the Senate Executive Committee of the Manoa 
Faculty Senate, my testimony reflects concerns I have personally heard far more broadly on 
the Manoa campus, and that concern is about the current state of shared governance and a 
perception that faculty voice is not respected nor listened to. 

Board of Regents Policy 1.210 affirms the vital role of faculty in academic decision-making. 
Growing concerns about the faculty role began to accelerate last year.  A broader meeting 
was held in March 2016 to discuss a growing number of issues in which faculty voice 
through its official representative body (Manoa Faculty Senate) seemed to be either not 
sought nor if sought, ignored.  This list of issues included reports being delivered to the 
BOR on Mānoa/System administrative reorganization plans based on discussions between 
the President, VPs, Chancellor, and VCs, but without the participation of Mānoa Faculty 
Senate, ASUH, or GSO. Concerns arose about moves of planning and facilities oversight, 
research compliance, and planned moves of communications, finance, and human 
resources. Concerns were expressed that even when attempts at consultation were made, 
they were on short notice, and also complaints of administrators submitting incomplete 
reorganization checklists (both the research compliance and JABSOM reorgs). 

Faculty (via the MFS) in 2015-16 expressing their concerns about the system level small 
programs policy, administrators holding dual executive/managerial positions, lack of 
faculty involvement in facility decisions (Snyder Prime), the 5% withholding of RTRF funds, 
the announcement of a UH course evaluation system, financial conflicts of interest 
regarding administrators, funding reallocations at system level that impact Manoa, 
inadequate faculty representation in developing the Manoa budget model, and the failure of 
administration to address a vote of no confidence in the VCAA. In fact, a list was developed 
titled “List of shared governance problems” that can be found via a link in the MFS minutes.  
And of course the latest example is the concerns expressed by MFS as well as other 
representative bodies at UHM about the dual appointment of one person to serve as both 
system president and UHM chancellor.  

I believe SEC representatives have previously requested a shared governance task force be 
created and in our own discussions we have talked about the idea of a  retreat on shared 
governance with the BOR and system and Manoa administration. 
The issue of shared governance is tightly connected to a growing sense at Manoa of a need 
to assert our right to autonomy, including passage of a resolution in March calling for a  
Task Force to Study Optimal Organization to Enhance UH Manoa Academic Quality and 
Function Including Possible Separation from the UH System. Again, I emphasize that these 
sentiments are not restricted to the SEC nor to the MFS but rather are permeating our 
campus.   I urge you to seriously considering creation of such a task force and perhaps also 
a retreat.  
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The American Association of University Professors statement of government of colleges 
and universities (jointly formulated with the American Council of Education and the 
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges) provides guidance on the 
areas of primary responsibility for governing boards, administrators, and faculties and is 
the central policy document relating to academic governance nationally.  The statement 
asserts the following related to system-level governance: “ In more recent times, governing 
and coordinating boards have increasingly tended to develop at the multi-campus regional, 
system-wide, or statewide levels. As influential components of the academic community, these 
supra-campus bodies bear particular responsibility for protecting the autonomy of individual 
campuses or institutions under their jurisdiction and for implementing policies of shared 
responsibility.  

The AAUP has published a report on Faculty Communication with Governing Boards: Best 
Practices (https://www.aaup.org/report/faculty-communication-governing-boards-best-
practices) It concludes with the following: 

One additional aspect of faculty-board communication in the context of public higher 
education is the existence of statewide boards of higher education, in which one governing 
board oversees multiple institutions. On this topic, the Committee on College and University 
Governance in 1984 issued a joint statement with the Committee on Government Relations 
that is consistent with the recommendations in this report.10 

In sum, effective faculty-board communication is a critical component of shared governance. 
Its absence can result in serious misunderstanding between campus constituents and in 
significant governance failures leading to flawed decision making. The present statement has 
thus recommended the following: 

1. Every standing committee of the governing board, including the executive committee, should 
include a faculty representative. 

2. New faculty representatives to the governing board should participate in orientation for new 
trustees. 

3. Direct communication between the faculty and the governing board should occur through a 
liaison or conference committee consisting only of faculty members and trustees and meeting 
regularly to discuss topics of mutual interest. 

These recommendations are also reflected in a report from the Association of Governing 
Boards titled Faculty, Governing Boards and Institutional Governance 

http://agb.org/sites/default/files/legacy/u16/FacultyGoverning%20BoardsandInstitution
alGovernance_final.pdf 

https://www.aaup.org/report/faculty-communication-governing-boards-best-practices
https://www.aaup.org/report/faculty-communication-governing-boards-best-practices
https://www.aaup.org/report/faculty-communication-governing-boards-best-practices#note10
http://agb.org/sites/default/files/legacy/u16/FacultyGoverning%20BoardsandInstitutionalGovernance_final.pdf
http://agb.org/sites/default/files/legacy/u16/FacultyGoverning%20BoardsandInstitutionalGovernance_final.pdf
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In that report, Presidents and CAOs described common problems in shared governance 
that I believe represent some of the problems here at UH. The report provides a succinct 
list of Barriers to Effective Governance that include: 

•Among the most commonly cited barriers is inadequate time. This is mentioned in regard to 
trustees, faculty, and administrators. Faculty work load, busy board meeting agendas, 
distance of trustees from campus, complexity of issues, and urgency of budget decisions are all 
factors. 

•The lack of mutual understanding and respect is another obstacle. Pejorative views, role 
confusion, minimal interaction, and lack of information perpetuate stereotypes and make it 
harder to reach agreement on decisions, especially in a difficult economic environment. 

•Governance policies and practices that aren’t accessible, up-to-date, or understood create 
confusion about process and roles and hamper governance. 

•Higher education is a complex industry. Naïveté about the culture of the academy, on one 
hand, and the business of running a multi-million (or billion) dollar college or university, on 
the other, is evident. There is an enormous amount to learn in order to govern well. 

• Interaction is hampered by presidents who can’t or won’t engage boards and faculty. The 
quality of interaction—communication, understanding, and work accomplished—is 
dependent upon the president. It takes the interest and support of all parties to make it work, 
but interaction in governance work can be thwarted by a president who doesn’t see the value 
or is unable to overcome existing problems. 

•In addition to some uncommitted presidents, there is a lack of interest among some trustees 
and faculty. This means there is neither the will to commit the needed time and energy, nor 
the best people attracted to serve in governance positions. 

 Perhaps as a starting point for working toward a more functional system of shared 
governance would be to conduct an assessment of the state of our current shared 
governance.  The AAUP provides several tools useful for this purpose.  Attached to this 
testimony are two such instruments. 

I want you to know that the faculty realizes there are many issues that need to be 
addressed at Manoa. We in fact are concerned about many of the same things you are 
concerned about.  We believe the best way to make progress on resolving some of these 
issues is to work together in a system of mutual respect and with a deliberate effort to 
listen to each other’s viewpoints. To do that, we need a better way to communicate, a 
deeper understanding of shared governance, and the will to change the current process.  I 
thank you for your time and attention.  

 



Evaluation of Shared Governance 
 
Introduction 
 
The following list of questions is designed to allow for the immediate evaluation of the 

state of shared government at institutions of higher education. An institution can use 

these questions to prepare assessment reports for external reviews as well as to evaluate 

and enhance the institutional system of shared governance. 

 

The questions are largely drawn from a short monograph by Keetjie Ramo entitled 

Assessing the Facultyʹs Role in Shared Governance: Implications of AAUP Standards (1998). 

Each question can be answered with a ʺyesʺ or ʺno.ʺ When areas for concern are 

identified by a preponderance of ʺnoʺ answers, the section on “College and University 

Government” (pp. 133-167) in the AAUP’s Policy and Document Reports should be 

consulted extensively as a means of improving the practice of shared governance. 

 

Ramo identified seven areas that are key indicators of the state of shared governance at 

institutions of higher education: 

 

1. Climate for Governance 

2. Institutional Communication 

3. Boardʹs Role 

4. Presidentʹs Role 

5. Facultyʹs Role 

6. Joint Decision Making 

7. Assessing Structural Arrangements for Governance 



Climate for Governance 
Do the trustees, the administration, and the faculty 

model collegiality, respect, tolerance and civility 

towards other members of the campus community 

and each other?  

  

Yes             No  

Are negotiations and communications among 

university constituents open and carried out in 

good faith and in an atmosphere of trust?  

  

Yes             No 

Institutional Communication 
Does consultation by the administration with 

faculty leadership allow time and a mechanism for 

leadership to consult with their constituents before 

offering recommendations?  

  

Yes             No 

Does the faculty as a whole, in addition to faculty 

representatives, have timely access to information 

necessary for faculty members to give input into 

governance processes? 

  

Yes             No 

The Board's Role 

Do members of the governing board have 

appropriate individual qualifications with regard to 

education and experience?  

  

Yes             No 

Is the board inappropriately involved in the day‐to‐

day operations of the institution?  

  
Yes             No 

Do board members inform themselves on 

governance issues by keeping up with the literature 

and participating in training opportunities and 

meetings of the Association of Governing Boards or 

the AAUP?  

  

Yes             No 

Does the board respect and support the facultyʹs 

traditional role in institutional governance?  

 

 

  

Yes             No 



The President's Role 
Does the president have adequate academic as well 

as administrative credentials to serve as the chief 

academic officer of the institution?  

  

Yes             No 

Does the president on more than rare occasions 

overturn faculty decisions and recommendations in 

areas in which the faculty has primary 

responsibility (e.g., curriculum, tenure and 

promotion decisions)? 

  

Yes             No 

Does the president seek meaningful faculty input on 

those issues (such as budgeting) in which the 

faculty has an appropriate interest but not primary 

responsibility?  

  

Yes             No 

Does the president effectively advocate the 

principles of shared governance to the governing 

board?  

  

Yes             No 

The Faculty's Role 
Is the faculty afforded an appropriate degree of 

autonomy with regard to its areas of responsibility 

by the administration and governing board?  

  

Yes             No 

Does the faculty appropriately exercise its capacity 

for both adverse and positive decisions in faculty 

personnel matters?  

  

Yes             No 

Do resources for faculty development, reward 

structures, and workloads support the development 

of faculty expertise in areas of faculty primacy?  

  

Yes             No 

Joint Decision-Making 

Does the institution recognize joint responsibility 

for decision making in the area of long range 

planning? 

  

Yes             No 

Does the institution recognize joint responsibility 

for decision making regarding existing or 

prospective physical resources? 

  

Yes             No 



Does the institution recognize joint responsibility 

for decision making in the area of budgeting?  

  
Yes             No 

Does the institution recognize joint responsibility 

for decision making in the selection of a new 

president? 

  

Yes             No 

Does the institution recognize joint responsibility 

for decision making in staff selection and promotion 

and the granting of tenure? 

  

Yes             No 

Are the structures and processes that allow for 

faculty collaboration clearly defined in the 

governance documents? 

  

Yes             No 

Are these structures and processes functioning in an 

effective manner? 

  
Yes             No 

Assessing Structural Arrangements for Governance 

Is there a faculty senate or other institution‐wide 

governance body that meets on a regular basis? 

  
Yes             No 

Do faculty determine how their own representatives 

are selected?  

  
Yes             No 

For joint committees on which the faculty is 

represented, does the representation appropriately 

reflect the degree of the facultyʹs stake in the issue 

or area the committee is charged with addressing?  

  

Yes             No 

Has the faculty as a whole had an opportunity to 

meet and comment on ʺshort‐listedʺ academic 

administrative candidates before hiring decisions 

are made?  

  

Yes             No 

 



The American Association of University Professors

Indicators of Sound Governance

How to Use This Instrument

The AAUP’s Committee T on College and University Government has approved
this instrument as a tool for assessing the extent to which practices at your institution
comport with national standards for shared governance in higher education. We believe
that each of the items on the questionnaire reflects necessary conditions for sound shared
governance. On the other hand, we don’t intend the items to constitute an exhaustive
representation of ideal conditions for sound governance. Furthermore, we don’t intend the
instrument to measure opinions or satisfaction; we designed it to help you compile
informed responses. Therefore, a good method for completion would be for a committee
of faculty members who are experienced in governance on your campus to complete the
instrument consensually.

Expectations and Assumptions That Underlie the Items

Overall Climate for Shared Governance

According to the AAUP’s 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and
Universities, governance in higher education should result from cooperation and
interdependence between and among the administration, governing board, faculty and (to
a lesser degree) other constituents. The Statement emphasizes that it is in the best
interests of the institution for the president, governing board, and faculty to speak with a
unified voice to outside agencies and publics whenever possible. A shared goal or spirit
of collaboration on the part of the administration, governing board, and faculty is vital to
healthy governance.

The Redbook (AAUP Documents and Reports) and other sources also address
other elements of campus climate that may either affect or reflect the health of shared
governance at the institution. These elements include morale, tolerance of diversity, and
participation. Items 1-13 relate to the overall climate for shared governance at your
institution.

Governance in Areas of Faculty Primacy

The AAUP recognizes the de jure authority of the governing board—and,
secondarily, of the president—for governance of all aspects of the institution. However,
according to the 1966 Statement, faculty judgments should ordinarily prevail in three
areas. These areas are (1) curriculum, subject matter and methods of instruction, and
research; (2) matters of faculty status (e.g., hiring, dismissal, retention, tenure, and
promotion); and (3) those aspects of student life that relate to the educational process.
Although the president and the governing board may override the faculty’s judgments in
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these areas, standards dictate that they should rarely do so. Items 14-22 relate to the
faculty’s governance role in those areas in which the faculty’s judgments should prevail.

The Faculty’s Governance Role in Areas of Shared Responsibility

The 1966 Statement notes that in some areas of governance, the faculty, president,
and governing board share decision-making with greater weight in decision-making
accorded to one or another of the participants. In those areas, the degrees of respective
authority, responsibility, and vested interest determine which group’s judgment should
carry greater weight.

In general, the faculty should have a meaningful role in decision-making in those
areas that have a significant impact on the educational and scholarly enterprise. The
faculty should share with the governing board the responsibility of selecting the
institution’s president, and should significantly influence the hiring of other academic
administrators. Budgeting, strategic planning, facilities planning, and regulating
intramural athletics are only a few of the other functions that require significant
participation by the faculty, according to the Redbook. In addition, the faculty should
have a say regarding institutional relationships with outside entities—government
agencies, athletic conferences, the church, accrediting bodies, foundations, etc.—that
increasingly influence campus policies and priorities. Items 23-36 relate to the faculty’s
role in those areas in which governing responsibilities are shared.

Terminology

This document does not assume a particular structural model such as an academic
senate for faculty governance. (Indeed, the AAUP does not favor a particular structural
model.) When the term “senate” appears in this document, it refers generically to any
legislative body of the faculty. In like manner, we use the term “president” to refer to the
chief administrative officer of your campus, and the term “governing board” to refer
generically to boards of directors, trustees, and regents. The term “administration” refers
primarily to the president, chief academic officer, and academic deans.

Just as the governance and organizational structures may vary from campus to
campus, the number of levels for review of curricular and personnel decisions varies
among institutions according to their size and complexity. To refer to these levels, we
have used the term “institution” generically for both universities and colleges, and we
have used the terms “college” and “school” in the document to refer to divisions within
the institution.

Finally, this document distinguishes between faculty committees and institutional
committees. In this document, the term “faculty committee” refers to governance
committees of the faculty within a department, school, or college as well as committees
of the faculty that carry out the work of the faculty as a whole. (Typically, these latter
faculty committees are committees of the academic senate or its equivalent.) The term
“institutional committee” refers to standing and ad hoc committees (sometimes called
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university committees) that typically are formed and convened by the administration as a
means of communication among university constituents and to carry out administrative
initiatives and tasks.

Institutional committees generally have a mixed membership that may include
faculty members, administrators, staff members, and others. Faculty committees are
usually composed chiefly of faculty members, but may also have student and
administrative representation.

 We make this distinction because the means of selecting members and chairs
differs between the two types of committees, and the reporting lines should also be
different. Specifically, the faculty alone usually decides the composition and selects the
faculty members of faculty committees, but faculty representatives to institutional
committees are often jointly selected or selected by the administration from a list
provided by the faculty. Similarly, institutional committees usually report to the
administration, while faculty committees report either to members of the department or
college, or to the faculty senate.

For more detailed information about standards for shared governance, refer to the
Redbook (AAUP Policies and Documents, 9th edition); and the 1998 monograph by
Keetjie Ramo, Assessing Faculty’s Role in Shared Governance: Implications of Redbook
Standards. Both publications are available for sale on the AAUP’s website,
<www.aaup.org>.

The AAUP welcomes your comments on this instrument, and would appreciate
receiving copies of your results and analysis. Please direct correspondence to the
attention of Robert Kreiser, Committee T on Government of Colleges and Universities.
The address of the AAUP national office is

American Association of University Professors
1012 14   th Street N.W. Suite 500

Washington DC 20005
Phone: (800) 424-2973

(202) 737-5900.

Keetjie Ramo
February 12, 2001
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The American Association of University Professors
Indicators of Sound Governance

This instrument is designed to gather information about the state of shared governance on
your campus. It should be completed by persons who are very familiar with governance
structures and practices at the institution.

Part I: Indicators of Sound Governance

Circle the appropriate number.

Circle “2” if the statement is True of governance practices
or climate at your institution with rare exceptions.

Circle “1” if the statement is More True than False of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –1” if the statement is More False than True of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –2” if the statement is False with regard to
governance practices or climate at your institution with
rare exceptions.

1. The governing board verbally acknowledges the
importance of shared governance.
(Acknowledgment)

 2  1 -1 -2

2. The president verbally acknowledges the
importance of shared governance.
(Acknowledgment)

 2  1 -1 -2

3. Faculty members view participation in shared
governance as a worthwhile faculty responsibility.
(Acknowledgment, Influence)

 2  1 -1 -2

4. The institution fosters shared governance by
maintaining reasonable workloads, supporting
faculty development of governance skills, and
rewarding participation in governance work.
(Acknowledgment)

 2  1 -1 -2

5. Faculty members can express dissenting views on
governance without reprisal. (Safety)

 2  1 -1 -2
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Circle the appropriate number.

Circle “2” if the statement is True of governance practices
or climate at your institution with rare exceptions.

Circle “1” if the statement is More True than False of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –1” if the statement is More False than True of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –2” if the statement is False with regard to
governance practices or climate at your institution with
rare exceptions.

6. The campus climate supports a diversity of
opinions, schools of thought, perspectives, and
personal styles. (Safety)

 2  1 -1 -2

7. Relationships between the faculty, academic
administrators, and governing board are
cooperative. (Mutuality)

 2  1 -1 -2

8. Structures, policies, and procedures for disciplinary
and dismissal hearings, grievances, appeals, and
allegations of sexual harassment are consistent
with AAUP standards for due process. (Safety,
Gatekeeping)

 2  1 -1 -2

9. Negotiations and communication between and
among the faculty, president, and governing board
are carried out in good faith.

      (Mutuality, Responsible practices)

 2  1 -1 -2

10. The campus community fosters participation and
leadership by women, persons of color, part-time
faculty, and members of other underrepresented
groups. (Representativeness)

 2  1 -1 -2

11. Given reasonable time, the faculty responds
expeditiously to requests from the administration
or governing board for recommendations and
action on institutional decisions. (Responsible
practices)

 2  1 -1 -2
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Circle the appropriate number.

Circle “2” if the statement is True of governance practices
or climate at your institution with rare exceptions.

Circle “1” if the statement is More True than False of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –1” if the statement is More False than True of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –2” if the statement is False with regard to
governance practices or climate at your institution with
rare exceptions.

12. Faculty leaders look to national standards (e.g.,
AAUP Policy Documents and Reports) for the
faculty’s appropriate role in the governance of the
institution. (Responsible practices)

 2  1 -1 -2

13. Given reasonable time, the governing board
responds expeditiously to faculty concerns and to
the need for action on institutional issues.
(Responsible practices)

 2  1 -1 -2

14. Faculty committees determine educational policy,
curriculum design, curriculum review, and
standards and procedures for evaluating teaching
and scholarly production.

      (Appropriate boundaries, Influence)

 2  1 -1 -2

15. Faculty committees largely determine policies and
decisions concerning those aspects of student life
that relate to the educational process.

      (Appropriate boundaries, Influence)

 2  1 -1 -2

16. Faculty committees largely determine standards
and criteria for retention, promotion, and tenure.
(Appropriate boundaries, Influence, Gatekeeping)

 2  1 -1 -2

17. Recommendations of faculty committees largely
determine the nature of decisions regarding the
faculty status of individuals. (Appropriate
boundaries, Influence, Gatekeeping)

 2  1 -1 -2
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Circle the appropriate number.

Circle “2” if the statement is True of governance practices
or climate at your institution with rare exceptions.

Circle “1” if the statement is More True than False of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –1” if the statement is More False than True of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –2” if the statement is False with regard to
governance practices or climate at your institution with
rare exceptions.

18. There are formal procedures at the departmental
level to give peers a voice in decisions on the
appointment, retention, tenure, dismissal, and
promotion of departmental colleagues. (Influence,
Gatekeeping)

 2  1 -1 -2

19. The faculty responsibly renders both positive and
adverse recommendations in faculty personnel
matters through established procedures.

      (Responsible practices, Gatekeeping)

 2  1 -1 -2

20. The faculty determines criteria and procedures for
conferring faculty status on administrators,
librarians, coaches, and other professionals.

      (Appropriate boundaries, Influence, Gatekeeping)

 2  1 -1 -2

21. The president and governing board avoid
overturning faculty judgments in those areas in
which the faculty has primacy (i.e., curriculum, subject
matter and methods of instruction, research, faculty status,
and those aspects of student life that relate to the educational
process).

      (Appropriate boundaries, Influence)

 2  1 -1 -2

22. The faculty sets agendas, chooses representatives
and leadership, and establishes procedures for
committees that oversee those areas in which the
faculty has primacy.

      (Appropriate boundaries, Influence)

 2  1 -1 -2

23. The faculty periodically reviews and, when
appropriate, proposes changes to the faculty
handbook, senate by-laws, and similar documents.
(Influence, Responsible practices)

 2  1 -1 -2
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Circle the appropriate number.

Circle “2” if the statement is True of governance practices
or climate at your institution with rare exceptions.

Circle “1” if the statement is More True than False of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –1” if the statement is More False than True of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –2” if the statement is False with regard to
governance practices or climate at your institution with
rare exceptions.

24. Since they may administratively overturn or
override decisions and judgments of the faculty,
academic officers do not have votes on faculty
committees and legislative bodies.

      (Appropriate boundaries)

 2  1 -1 -2

25. Formal arrangements exist for regularly and
accurately communicating faculty positions and
concerns to the governing board, and for regularly
and accurately communicating the views of the
governing board to the faculty. (Communication
channels)

 2  1 -1 -2

26. Faculty members have timely access to the
information they need to make informed decisions
or recommendations on institutional matters.
(Communication channels)

 2  1 -1 -2

27. The president and board use established
mechanisms to ensure a faculty voice in matters of
shared concern, consulting either the faculty as a
whole or representatives who have been selected
or approved by the faculty. (Communication
channels, Representativeness)

 2  1 -1 -2

28. Faculty representatives to institutional committees,
advisory boards, and the governing board have
adequate time to consult with their constituents
before voting or making recommendations on
important issues. (Communication channels)

 2  1 -1 -2



AAUP9

Circle the appropriate number.

Circle “2” if the statement is True of governance practices
or climate at your institution with rare exceptions.

Circle “1” if the statement is More True than False of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –1” if the statement is More False than True of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –2” if the statement is False with regard to
governance practices or climate at your institution with
rare exceptions.

29. Faculty members who represent the faculty on the
governing board, institutional committees, and
advisory groups, or who represent the institution to
outside agencies such as athletic conferences, are
selected by the faculty or are selected by others
from a list provided by the faculty.
(Representativeness)

 2  1 -1 -2

30. The faculty has a voice regarding the nature and
goals of relationships with outside entities such as
accrediting bodies, athletic conferences, etc.
(Influence)

 2  1 -1 -2

31. The faculty has an influential role in developing
the institutional budget. (Influence)

 2  1 -1 -2

32. a. (For collective bargaining campuses): Where
collective bargaining arrangements exist for the
faculty, collective bargaining reinforces but does
not replace sound policies and structures for shared
governance. (Influence)

      b. (For campuses without collective bargaining for
faculty): The faculty’s participation in governance
can improve and has improved working conditions
for the faculty. (Influence)

 2  1 -1 -2

33. The faculty shares with the governing board the
primary responsibility for selecting a president.
(Influence, Gatekeeping)

 2  1 -1 -2

34. The faculty has a strong influence on the selection
of academic administrators. (Influence)

 2  1 -1 -2



10AAUP

Circle the appropriate number.

Circle “2” if the statement is True of governance practices
or climate at your institution with rare exceptions.

Circle “1” if the statement is More True than False of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –1” if the statement is More False than True of
governance practices or climate at your institution.

Circle “ –2” if the statement is False with regard to
governance practices or climate at your institution with
rare exceptions.

35. Faculty participation influences the evaluation of
academic administrators. (Influence)

 2  1 -1 -2

36. Faculty representatives to the senate, institutional
committees, and other representative bodies keep
their constituents informed of the agendas of those
bodies and solicit constituents’ views whenever
appropriate.

     (Responsible practices, Representativeness)

 2  1 -1 -2

Column Totals

Total Score

Part II: Satisfaction with the Faculty’s Role in Shared Governance

In general, how satisfied is the faculty with its role in shared governance? (Circle the
appropriate response.)

Very satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied

Keetjie Ramo
February 12, 2001



Faculty Losses (2010 — present)

Retirements
2010
Morgan Blair/Faye Kicknosway -CW (poetry/fiction)
Steve Curry — CW (poetry)
LaRene Despain — Corn p/Rhet
Tom Hilgers - Corn p/Rhet
Barry Menikoff— 19th Century British and Ameircan
Bob Onopa - CW (Fiction & Non-Fiction)
Ann Rayson — African American Literatures
Valerie Wayne — Shakespeare/Early Modern

2012
Frank Ardolino - Renaissance/Drama
Gay Sibley — 19th Century British

2013
Judith Kellogg — Medieval
Joseph O’Mealy — Victorian Literature/Drama
Kathy Phillips — 20th Century British/Modernism

2014
Peter Nicholson — Medieval
Stephen Canham — Victorian

2015
Robert McHenry — 18th Century

2016
Jeffrey Carroll — Comp/Rhet (Composition Studies & Rhetoric]
Steven Goldberry — CW (poetry/fiction)
Jim Henry — Comp/Rhet (Composition Studies)
Joan Peters Modernism, narratology, the novel

Projected retirements
AY2016-2017=1-2
AY 2017-20 18 = 1-2

Resignations
2011
Erica Clayton — Comp/Rhet (WPA/Composition Studies)

2012
Anne Kennedy — CW (fiction & poetry)
Robert Sullivan — CW (non-fiction & poetry)/Pacific Literatures

Late Testimony
handed out at mtg.

by M. Butler



2013
Uzma Khan — CW (fiction)
Lisa King — Comp/Rhet (indigenous Rhetorics)
Greta LaFleur — LSE/CSAP (18th Century Literatures & Queer Studies)

2014
Urvashi Chakravarty — LSE/CSAP (Early Modern)

2015
Alice Te Punga Somerville — LSE/CSAP (Pacific Literatures and Cultures)

Hires - includes those hired and retained since 2010 and newest hire
2012
Craig Santos Perez - CW (poetry)

2013
Georganne Nordstrom - Comp/Rhet (Composition Studies]

2014
Katharine Beutner — CW (fiction]
Shawna Yang Ryan — CW (fiction)
Jack Taylor — LSE/CSAP (African American Literature and Culture)

2015
Anna Feuerstein — LSE/CSAP (19th Century Literature and Culture)

2016
Sarah Allen — Comp/Rhet (writing program administration)
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	While I am here today as a representative of the Senate Executive Committee of the Manoa Faculty Senate, my testimony reflects concerns I have personally heard far more broadly on the Manoa campus, and that concern is about the current state of shared...
	The AAUP has published a report on Faculty Communication with Governing Boards: Best Practices (https://www.aaup.org/report/faculty-communication-governing-boards-best-practices) It concludes with the following:
	http://agb.org/sites/default/files/legacy/u16/FacultyGoverning%20BoardsandInstitutionalGovernance_final.pdf
	In that report, Presidents and CAOs described common problems in shared governance that I believe represent some of the problems here at UH. The report provides a succinct list of Barriers to Effective Governance that include:
	•Among the most commonly cited barriers is inadequate time. This is mentioned in regard to trustees, faculty, and administrators. Faculty work load, busy board meeting agendas, distance of trustees from campus, complexity of issues, and urgency of bud...
	•The lack of mutual understanding and respect is another obstacle. Pejorative views, role confusion, minimal interaction, and lack of information perpetuate stereotypes and make it harder to reach agreement on decisions, especially in a difficult econ...
	•Governance policies and practices that aren’t accessible, up-to-date, or understood create confusion about process and roles and hamper governance.
	•Higher education is a complex industry. Naïveté about the culture of the academy, on one hand, and the business of running a multi-million (or billion) dollar college or university, on the other, is evident. There is an enormous amount to learn in or...
	• Interaction is hampered by presidents who can’t or won’t engage boards and faculty. The quality of interaction—communication, understanding, and work accomplished—is dependent upon the president. It takes the interest and support of all parties to m...
	•In addition to some uncommitted presidents, there is a lack of interest among some trustees and faculty. This means there is neither the will to commit the needed time and energy, nor the best people attracted to serve in governance positions.

