CHAPTER ONE

Grassroots Leadership
Making the Invisible Visible

&

Janine is a biologist whe has watched students struggle in her classes for
vears—particularly those who cannot overcome math deficiencies. Few
institutional supports exist, and she has no place to send students for ad-
ditional academic assistance. After talking to several other colleagues, she
realizes the issue is prevalent in other science majors. Janine discovers some
helpful teaching techniques and new texts she can use with students, and
she begins to offer an informal math support skills group that gains great
popularity. Students tell her she is fundamentally changing their under-
standing of math. Yet this effort begins to create a great deal of additional
work. She speaks with her department chair about getting a course release
to offer the support group, but he feels that his hands are tied because of
tight finances and refuses. Janine organizes several colleagues to contact the
chair to discuss the importance of the support group. After a few months
of communication by colleagues and students, the chair accedes and tem-
porarily allows her a course release. In the meantime, Janine sets out to
get broader campus support for math support skills. She collects data [pre-
and posttests related to pcrfc:rm::lncc] in her support group to demonstrate
the impact of her tutoring efforts. She presents these data to the academic
senate and administration. Within the year, a math support center opens.
A]thcugh resources are temporary, if the center demonstrates outcomes
similar to her support group, campus administrators agree to provide ongo-
ing funds. Over the next two vears, Janine works with the center director
to set up an advisory board of faculty and to gain campus support, and
she collects data on the cfﬁcacy of the center. Many f::lcultj—' and staff talk
about Janine's work with pride—she identified a real need and developed a
change that made students more successful. While this problem had existed
for years on campus, it had never been addressed and maybe never would
have been without Janine’s efforts. This book is about people like Janine—
bcttom—up leaders whe make important changcs that often g0 l:u:gcl)' un-
noticed, unacknowledged, and often unsupported. Greater understanding
of people like Janine may lead to more support for bottom-up changes on
col]cgc Campuscs that can improve student lc.:lrning and collcgc cc:mplction.
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Lcadership remains onc of the most important topics across a range of
ficlds becausc studics continuously demonstrate that the success and
well-being of any institution or socicty depend on the functionality, of-
fectiveness, and promotion of lcaders and leadership (Conger & Benja-
min, 1999). Traditionally, leadership rescarch has focused on individuals
in positions of power, such as presidents and CEOs, and has scen leader-
ship as an individual attribute (Kezar, Carducci, & Contreras-McGavin,
2006a).! But, in the last twenty years, a varicty of scholars have pro-
poscd that lcadership is not synonymous with authority and have ex-
amined the role of other individuals within the organization and their
contributions to institutional opecrations and change (Astin & Leland,
1991; Kanter, 1983; Meyerson, 20033 Pearce & Conger, 2003). Thesc
ncwer definitions of leadership also attempt to distinguish the work of
managers and lcaders because often the work of managers (budgeting,
hiring, decision making) has become synonymous with leadership (Bass,
2009). Instead, the nonhicrarchical views of leadership have defined and
understood leadership to be distinctive from management (although the
two arc not mutually exclusive) and involved creating change (Astin &
Leland, 19913 Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Komives & Wagner, 2009;
Pearce & Conger, 2003). Furthcrmore, lcadership has expanded to be
considered a process that involves groups and is not cxccuted only by
individuals. Over time, departing from traditional, hicrarchical, and
authority-bascd models, new modcls of leadership have emerged, such as
tcam-based, shared, and distributed leadership (Astin & Leland, 19913
Bensimon & Ncumann, 1993; Komives & Wagner, 2009; Pearce &
Conger, 2003). Team and shared modcls identify and examine the role
of individuals outside authority in lecadership and consider leadership a
collective process that is working to create change (Pearce & Conger,
2003). In our rescarch, we defined leadership as an cffort by groups
or individuals to create change, drawing on these newer definitions of
leadership that distinguished management from leadership and did not
assumec that authority was synonymous with leadership.

The business and nonprofit literatures arc replete with texts that de-
scribe ways to improve tcam-based forms of leadership and create more
owncrship among cmployces and further innovation within organiza-
tions (Bass, 2009; Pearcc & Conger, 2003). Within shared lcadership,
leadership is broadly distributed among a sct of individuals and decen-
tralized to groups of leaders who act in the role traditionally reserved for
supcrvisors or managers (Pecarce & Conger, 2003; Scnge, 1990). Also,
leadership may be viewed as bidirectional between what have tradition-
ally been called lcaders and followers. Both downward and upward hi-
crarchical influence is examined. Traditional models of leadership focus
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only on the downward influcnce of lcaders on subordinates and also fo-
cus on a single individual in authority who plays a leadership role.

A wvaricty of rescarch studics support the need to expand leadership
from the hands of a few lcaders to a broader group of stakcholders in
organizations (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Pearce & Conger, 2003).
In fact, Pearce and Conger demonstrate that studics over the past 100
yecars have pointed in this dircction but that the overwhelming bias
toward heroic, individual, hicrarchical leaders prevented scholars and
practitioncrs from conceptualizing and adopting the outcomes of thesc
numecrous studics. In other words, the cfficacy of involving multiple in-
dividuals outside positions of authority and working in collectives kept
cmerging in studics as related to important leadership outcomes such
as problem solving, change, innovation, and strategic decision making.
Outcomes supported by shared leadership include increased problem-
solving abilitics, greater creativity, organizational cffectiveness, cf-
fectiveness of groups, morc motivation and dedication by member of
leadership groups, satisfaction with decision making, greater social
integration and morc positive rclationships within organizations, and
collective cfficacy (Pearce & Conger, 2003). Most tcam-based, shared,
and distributed leadership models expand who is considered a leader
but still connect the tcam-based leadership to the agenda and direction
cstablished by thosc in positions of authority. For example, people in
positions of authority form tcams for their purposcs and goals. This
book is rooted in definitions of and conceptions of shared leadership,
which expand dcfinitions of lecadership to include a greater number of
people, to conceptualize it as a collective, and to include those not in
authority positions. This book also takes a significant departure from
this tradition. We examinc bottom-up leadership that can be largely in-
dependent of top-down cfforts. We explain this departure from shared
leadership later in this chapter.

While the corporate and nonprofit literature has shifted emphasis
quitc dramatically over the years, the educational literature, particularly
in higher cducation, has been slow to move to tcam-bascd and non-
authority-bascd models of leadership (Kezar et al., 2006a).? Academics
may perceive that the tradition of shared governance® reflects a shared
leadership process on college campuses and that expanding notions of
leadership is unnccessary (Birnbaum, 19925 Cohen & March, 1974).
Yet, mostly a traditional authority-based notion and individual-focused
notion of lcadership arc reflected in the higher education literature (Ben-
simon, Neumann, & Birnbaum, 1989; Kezar ct al., 2zo06a). Higher
cducation scholarship on leadership is geared toward enhancing the cf-
fectiveness of individuals in positions of authority: college presidents,
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provosts, deans, and department chairs (samples include Birnbaum,
1992; Fisher & Koch, 1996, 2004; Fisher, Tack & Wheeler, 1988; Kerr
& Gade, 1986; Lucas, 1994). A plcthora of books and articles cquates
presidential leadership with the notion of leadership on campus. In fact,
Cohen and March’s book Leadership and Ambiguity (1974) questions
the president’s authority on campus as leader, and at the time it was pub-
lished many considered it blasphemous. Twenty years of debate followed
the book’s publication becausc it challenged this fundamental assump-
tion (Bensimon ct al., 1989; Kerr & Gade, 1986). In a similar, morc
subtle attempt to make a departure from the top-down approaches to
leadership, Birnbaum’s (1992) book on academic leadership focuses on
the prominent role of presidents who should rccognize other campus
stakcholders to be successful leaders.

It is surprising that the leadership literature is focused on thosc in
positions of authority given that the organizational literature in higher
cducation documents faculty, as professionals, having autonomy in the
workplace, defining much of their own working cnvironment, and de-
veloping mechanisms such as shared governance to have a voice (and
presumably play a leadership role) within the institution (Baldridge
ct al., 1977; Birnbaum, 1988; Clark, 1985; Duryca, 1973). For example,
Clark’s extensive study of college and university organization notes that
there are dual authority structures, with administrators having hicrar-
chical and faculty having profcssional and expert-based power and au-
thority. Also, the overriding emphasis in the leadership literature on the
power of presidents and boards scems problematic given the many con-
straints and limitations on their power over faculty- and professional-
based powecr, the influence of dcpm‘tmcnts that have dclcgatcd decision
malking on many campuscs, collective bargaining, and cven external
groups such as accreditators or statc policy makers (Birnbaum, 1988;
Clark, 1983; Cohen & March, 1974).°

In a review of the leadership literature, Bensimon, Neumann, and
Birnbaum {1989) call attention to the lack of connection between the or-
ganizational and leadership literatures in higher education. They arguc
that lcadcrship plays out diffcrcntl}' than is often prcscn‘ccd becausc of
these distinctive characteristics of higher education—faculty autonomy
and professional status, academic freedom, dual authority structures,
and the like. The argument made by Bensimon and her coauthors (1989)
builds off Cohen and March’s (1974) leadership rescarch that found
presidents to be constrained in their authority by the structure and orga-
nizational context of higher education, particularly within the rescarch
university context, where faculty have more power than in other scctors.
Cohen and March document the issucs of faculty autonomy, departmen-
tal dclcgatcd authorit}r, shared governancce structurcs such as committees
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and scnatcs, and cven the roles of boards and external constitucncics
who can assert their power. Given these multiple influences and sources
of authority, individuals such as presidents arc constrained. Cohen and
March also point to the ambiguity of goals within higher cducation
pursuing tcaching, rescarch and service missions, and the complex web
or structurc of universitics with the proliferation of divisions without a
simple burcaucracy but instcad a professional burcaucracy that makes
lines of authority diffusc and unclear and somewhat chaotic. Cohen and
March labeled these various characteristics and constraints as an orga-
nized anarchy.

While later scholars have debated the relevance of this characteriza-
tion for other institutional types beyond rescarch universitics (Birn-
baum, 1988; Kerr & Gade, 1986), the work is significant for rclating
organizational context and structure to the process of leadership, which
had largely been decontextualized. Bensimon and her coauthors (1989)
arguc that top-down leadership models used within corporations were
not a strong fit for higher cducation with its unique organizational
structurc. While much of the leadership literature that followed did not
accept the challenge posed by Bensimon and her collcagucs to recnvision
leadership in higher education as distinctive from corporate, top-down
modecls and to contextualize leadership rescarch within our best knowl-
cdge about organizations (ambiguous goal, professional burcaucracy,
dual authority structures), Birnbaum and Neumann, writing individu-
ally and together, created works that were embedded within this new
perspective on studying leadership (Kezar ct al., 2006a). A recent re-
view of the lcadership literature in higher education by Kezar and her
coauthors documents that the literature remains mosrly devoid of the
organizational context, maintains the top-down authority-based view
of lcadership, and sces leadership as an individual, not collective, pro-
cess or phenomenon. We point out these important picces that deviate
from the overarching trends in the literature as we arc building on this
tradition of departing from a top-down vicw of leadership and authority
and conceptualizing leadership as shaped by higher cducation organiza-
tional theory and rescarch.

Another book that takes a significant departurc and has examined
tcam-bascd forms of lcadership on college campus is Bensimon and Neu-
mann’s (1993) Redesigning Collegiate Leadership. While the rescarch
focuscs on presidential cabinets and still connects leadership to author-
ity, the book focuses on how higher cducation lcadership should be
more collective and team based given the organization of higher educa-
tion with professional staff, shared governance, and the need to draw on
cxpertisc throughout the organization. Yet, Bensimon and Neumann’s
book is important as it was the first in higher education to consider
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leadership to be a collective process. In recent years, a foew studics in
higher education have begun to examine leadership from beyond the per-
spective of thosc in positions of authority. Helen Astin and Carol Leland’s
(1991) study of lcaders in the women's movement examined faculty who
created major changes on college campuses. Their rescarch challenged
conventional notions of leadership—leadership as the usc of power by
authority figurcs to create a change defined by exccutives—and reframed
leadership as a process of collective action by individuals throughout an
organization who usc unique strategics such as empowerment and con-
sciousncss raising to facilitate change. Astin and Leland demonstrate how
women who were not in positions of power created significant change on
college campuscs and played important leadership roles.

More recently, Lynn Safarick (2003) and Jeni Hart (2005, 2007) have
demonstrated how women’s studics or centers for women have played
leadership roles from their “marginal” status outside the circles of power
on campus: transforming the curriculum, diversifying faculty and staff,
and changing the climate of college campuses. Also, a recent National
Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) publication
(Wolf-Wendel et al., 2004) focused on the leadership role student affairs
staff played in facilitating civil rights movements on college campuses.
Finally, Wergin’s (2007) edited book on “lcadership in place™ argues
for the importance of faculty leadership outside formal positions such
as scnatc president or department chair. Collectively, all of these stud-
lcs suggest that important L::dership docs hﬂppcn among fﬂcult}' and
staff and outside thosc in positions of authority on campus. However,
we know very little about this leadership beyond these few historical
or singlc-campus casc studics. What we are lacking is a comprehen-
sive understanding of the experiences, role, strategies, and practices of
bottom-up or grassroots leaders in educational settings. We also know
very little about how bottom-up and top-down efforts work in concert.

Grassroots lcaders are individuals who do not have formal positions
of authority, arc opcrating from the bottom up, and arc intcrested in and
pursuc organizntionﬂl changcs that often chﬂllcngc the status quo of the
institution. Grassroots lcadership is defined in social movement literature
as the stimulation of social change or the challenge of the status quo by
thosc who lack formal authority, delegated power, or “institutionalized
mcthods for doing so” (Wilson, 1973, p. 32). Grassroots lcadership is
a nonhicrarchical and often collective and noninstitutionalized process.
Leaders arc typically voluntcers and not hired or cmployed to lcad of-
forts. Grassroots lcaders arc distinctive from thosc in positions of author-
ity who tend to have a structure in placc to cnact lcndcrship through re-
wards, cstablishing formal positions and responsibilitics, and delegating
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authority. Those in positions of authority also have a formal network of
people who arc conducting the same work. Grassroots lcaders typically
have to create their own structure, network, and SUpport systcms.

What docs this type of lcadership look like? Similar to Janine in the
opcning vignette, grassroots leaders might be a sct of chemistry profes-
sors, who after realizing that students arc graduating without an under-
standing of cnvironmental problems come together to devise and ad-
vocate for fundamental chﬂngcs in undcrgraduﬂrc cducation. Another
cxample might be two staff members who recognize that gay and les-
bian students arc not safc on campus and then develop a resource cen-
tcr to hclp thosc students be successful and feel included. A grassroots
leader can also be the assistant professor who decides to create aware-
ness and develop solutions for helping custodial staff after he learns
that their rccently reduced bencfits program compromiscs their rights,
as well as campus service. These arc all examples of changes occurring
on college campusces that arc not well documented. We do not have an
appreciation of the various change initiatives and agendas of bottom-up
leaders, stratcgics of grassroots lcaders, obstacles that they face, or ways
they maintain resiliency. In the spirit of Howard Zinn’s A People’s His-
tory of the United States (2003), which describes everyday people; those
without power and authority in U.S. history, this book will make visible
a different sct of activitics that arc largely invisible to many. By being
brought to light, thesc activitics can be recognized, explored, and fos-
tered. Also, some may wonder why this activity is considered grassroots
leadership and not just doing their job. But, as these examples demon-
stratc, the work that these individuals take up is above and beyond their
normal positions. They have a personal commitment and passion to help
create a change that is often not part of their normal activitics, and, in
the rarc situation where activity was part of their dutics, they fulfilled it
in a way that went beyond a normal person’s sense of obligation or duty.

It is important to notc how grassroots leadership differs from two
other related phenomena, social movements and faculty and staff activ-
ism. In Chapter Two, we define other key terms and coneepts important
to the study. In this introductory chapter, we focus on developing an
understanding of grassroots leadership and related terms. Social move-
ments arc mass mobilization around an issuc that has gained public
attention. In contrast, grassroots lcadership is local and community
based, typically with little visibility. Social movements and grassroots
leadership arc highly rclated, but social movements tend to have large-
scalc constituent groups and often have a central source of organiza-
tion or power (Wittig, 1996). A social movement often originates out
of grassroots lcndcrship cfforts, and grassroots cfforts can turn into
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broadcr social movements. Therefore, they share many of the same con-
cepts. Yet, in the literature, these are distinctive phenomena. Graduate
student unionization is an cxample of an issuc that has moved from
grassroots organizing to a social movement that operates beyond local
boundarics. Currently, graduate student unionization is being consid-
cred on several college campuses and is regularly covered in the higher
cducation ncws. Scveral scholars have studicd social movements in
higher education like graduate student unionization—notably Rhoades
and Rhoads (2005)—vct grassroots leadership has reccived much less at-
tention, although it is a much more prevalent phenomenon.

Faculty and staff activism hecavily overlaps with grassroots leader-
ship, and the terms arc quite synonymous (Astin & Leland, 19913 Hart,
2007). Activism is typically differentiated from leadership in using
noninstitutionalized practices and “outside channels” to make change,
while leadership tends to usc institutionalized and inside channels. The
minor difference between activism and grassroots leadership, we offer,
is that faculty and staff activists arc often willing to losc their jobs and
usc morc confrontational tactics; meanwhile, our study focuses on in-
dividuals who typically would not characterize themsclves as activists
(although a small number did usc the term activists). Also, much of the
activism that has occurred over the last twenty years has focused on
taculty or staff rights and is captured morc under the umbrella of faculey
unionization (Rhoades, 1998). Unionization is a form of lcadership and
can work to alter institutional conditions and crcate change. However,
our study looked morc broadly at grassroots lcadership than at union-
ization cfforts.

We do not scc leadership and activism as necessarily distinctive and
scparate processes and follow the definition offered by Astin and Le-
land (1991). Their definition of leadership connects and makes the casc
for activism and grassroots cfforts (typically not scen as leadership) to
be conceptualized as leadership. In doing so, they attempt to legitimize
grassroots cfforts and activism and to question traditional notions of
leadership ticd to authority. However, this cffort can also causc confu-
sion as terms scen as antithetical is some circles—Ileadership and activ-
ism—arc now scen as overlapping. We believe that excluding leadership
cfforts mercly becausc they emerge outside formal authority and placing
a different name on it—activism—can be marginalizing. In this book,
we usc activism and grassroots leadership intcrchangeably to demon-
stratc that we scc these as similar terms, not as distinctive from onc
another. In fact, in our study, the distinction between activism and lead-
crship was not as helpful for scparating grassroots lcadership and ac-
tivism as faculty and staff used both inside and outside channels and
institutionalized and noninstitutionalized practices. Yet the onc minor
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distinction we did find is that faculty and staff were more tempered and
felt the term activist fit better for an individual willing to risk his or her
job for the change.

This book fills this gap in understanding by presenting the results of
a threc-year casc study involving interviews with hundreds of faculty
and staff grassroots lcaders across almost cvery scctor of higher cduca-
tion. Using the methodology described in Chapter Three, the rescarch
tcam identificd five typical campuses of varying type (liberal arts col-
lege, community college, rescarch university, public regional college,
and technical college) and followed different change initiatives rang-
ing from diversity to innovative pedagogies (like active, problem-based,
and scrvice learning), environmentalism, staff equity, child carc centers,
wellness, student success, campus and community pﬂrtncrships., anti-
capitalist movements, immigration status, and democratic governance
initiatives. While this book focuses on postsccondary educational lead-
crship, the study has implications for the general study of leadership and
organizations. Certainly, we acknowledge that grassroots leadership is
not new and that this type of activity has been taking place within orga-
nizations sincc they began. However, we arc suggesting that this leader-
ship gocs undocumented, and, like Zinn (2003}, we hope to make this
leadership more visible. However, we do not want to scem ahistorical
in highlighting this activity now as if it is new and has not been part of
organizational lifc.

WHY GRASSROOTS LEADERSHIP NOW?

A varicty of conditions make a study of faculty and staff grassroots
lcadership particularly timely. To begin, various scholars arguc that
campus management and opcrations have become increasingly influ-
cnced by business and corporate strategics in recent years (Slaughter
& Rhoadcs, 2004). Some refer to this trend as “new managerialism,”
and others talk about the growing neoliberal philosophy on campuses
and resultant academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoadcs, 2004). Nco-
liberalism is the ideology that privatization (being run by corporations
and business) of public opcrations that have traditionally been run by
government, such as medicine or prisons, better serves the public in-
terest (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Neoliberalism leads to new mana-
gerialism, where more corporate or business practices arc adopted by
nonprofit and governmental organizations and academic capitalism
where campuscs focus on revenue gencration, marketing, branding, and
other business practices.” The term academic capitalism is dcfined as
“institutional and professorial market or market-like cfforts to sccurc
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cxternal moneys” (Slaughter & Leslic, 1997, p. 8). Thus, based on the
more businesslike principles brought to higher education, personnel at
the university arc praised and rewarded for bringing in external money.
Slaughter and Rhoades demonstrate how academic capitalism flourished
in the 1980s and 1990s as government support for cducation declined,
as corporate intcrest in new products and processes coincided with the
university’s scarch for increased funding, and as the government sought
to cnhance national competitivencss by linking postsccondary educa-
tion to business innovation. New managerialism and academic capital-
ism arc happening across all institutions of higher education, although
academic capitalism is intensified within the rescarch university scctor,
specifically through capitalizing on rescarch patents, grants, and new
technologies. Other higher education sectors arc engaging in academic
capitalism albeit in different ways. Community colleges, for example,
arc raising external funds by creating training and programs for corpo-
rations (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).

While the terms scholars use to deseribe the changes in higher educa-
tion vary from academic capitalism to managerialism and neoliberal-
ism, the pattcrns arc the same and suggest that trustecs, prcsidcnts, and
other administrators arc increasingly centralizing decisions (away from
input from faculty and staff—part of sharcd governance) and more uni-
laterally managing higher cducation institutions as corporations. This
pattcrn away from shared governance has been documented in national
data and discussed in the book The American Faculty. Schuster and
Finkelstein (2006) found that, in the last ten years, faculty report less
involvement in campuswide governance and decision making, that the
range of arcas they have input on has declined (for example, little or no
input on budget or strategy), and that they have less influence—in gen-
cral—on campus. Faculty report the lcast satisfaction since data started
being collected forty years ago (with input into decisions and influcnce).
Faculty work appcars to have changed in recent years; faculty have be-
come cxcluded from campuswide governance structurcs such as com-
mittces and ad hoc task forees, and fewer decisions arc being delegated
to departments at most institutional types (Benjamin & Carroll, 1998;
Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). While administrators (and others) may
still discuss the importance of shared governance, the trend data and re-
scarch demonstrate that it has declined on campuses in recent years. Fac-
ulty find themselves with fewer avenues for having a substantive voice
in campus decision making and a narrower range of topics (Schuster &
Finkelstein, 2006).6 What scholars document is not just a decline in for-
mal ﬂuthority structures like faculty scnatcs but that the varied mecha-
nisms of sharcd governance from committees, departments, and cven
individual autonomy to make decisions about onc’s institution arc being
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altered, diminishing their role in leadership (Rhoades, 1998; Schuster &
Finkelstein, 2006). The trend away from faculty participation in gov-
crnance is happening across all sectors of higher education but is more
pronounced in less prestigious universitics (Rhoades, 1998; Schuster &
Finkelstein, 2006). Given the potential breakdown of shared governance
suggcsrcd by these trend data (including fﬂcult}' scnates but also com-
mittces and departmental decision-making structures), we need to ex-
aminc other forms of lcadership and change occurring on campusecs.

In addition to a morc managerial work cnvironment, Slaughter and
Rhoades (2004) arguc that academic capitalism has also changed the
naturc of staff and faculty rolcs. To increase revenucs, campuscs arc cn-
couraging faculty and staff to scck grants, contracts, partnerships with
industry, cndowment funds, and spin-off companics (Slaughter & Leslic,
1997; Slaughter & Rhoadcs, 2004). For faculty, some rescarch suggests
that the focus on marketlike behaviors has resulted in an crosion of the
focus on teaching and service work (Fairweather, 1996). Given that the
naturc of faculty and staff work is arguably fundamentally changing—
particularly at rescarch universitics—it is important to cxaminc the po-
tential for employeces to play a leadership role in other ways. Docs aca-
demic capitalism hinder leadership duc to its focus on external grants
and revenuc-secking behavior, or can it be used to foster leadership? Fac-
ulty and staff who arc successful in obtaining grants and outside fund-
ing have greater autonomy and managerial discretion. Could this be a
source of leadership? Docs this differ by institutional type? We hoped
that our srudy could capturc the ways that facult}' and staff practice
leadership within this new academic capitalist environment. Most stud-
ics have focused on lcadership exclusively as part of shared governance
processes; the shifting academic environment provides an opportunity
to cxaminc leadership among faculty and staff in a new way.

Furthermore, scveral decades of rescarch document the changing
naturc of the professoriate to a more contingent faculty (scc O’Meara,
LaPointe Terosky, & Necumann, 2008, for a review). Nationally, only
onc-third of the faculty arc currently in tenure track appointments, and
three out of four ncw appointments or hires arc now contingent fac-
ulty. Rhoades (1998) documented that the move to contingent faculty
has also lead to faculty becoming managed professionals. Previously,
faculty contributed to decision making and had autonomy to make deci-
sions about their work environment. Now Rhoades argues that faculty,
as managed professionals, arc not considered lcaders on campus but arc
workers with professional expertisc. The faculty arc increasingly sccing
polices and practices put in place that limit their flexibility and choices
around work—increased number of courscs, defined committee work,
prohibitions against outside work or consulting, and much more strict
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role definition, for example (Rhoades, 1998). As Rhoades notes, “Ad-
ministrators’ contractual discretion to manage faculty is extensive and
has grown over recent years” (p. 257). Duc to the diminishing autonomy,
Rhoades argucs that faculty also contribute less to shaping their worl
conditions and arc increasingly less involved in campus governance, cven
admissions or curricular decisions. For example, on-linc courses arc of-
ten packaged courscs, so that faculty must deliver a standardized cur-
riculum. Non—tenure track faculty often have the major responsibility
for delivering this new on-line curriculum with no input in the process.
Morcover, the rapid budget cuts that occurred duc to the national (and
somc may arguc intcrnational) cconomic crisis of 2008 forced colleges
around the country to start lﬂ}ring off staff and contingent fﬂcult}' and
cnacting furloughs of tenure track faculty to reducce overall expenscs.
We will describe the decline in shared governanee, risc of academic capi-
talism, and changing naturc of the faculty in more detail in Chapter Six.

All this rescarch and data suggest that a shift has taken place where
faculty arc no often longer considered part of the formal leadership
structurc of many institutions. Arc there other avenues for their input?
We hopcd that grassroots L::dership migh‘c rcpresent a counterforee to
the diminishing autonomy that weakens shared governance and reduces
faculty input. We also wanted to examinc the leadership potential of
contingent faculty. Often, becausc their contracts make contingents the
least autonomous of the entire faculty, it is assumed that they cannot
play a lcadership rolc (and they arc often actively excluded from depart-
mental and campuswide decision making); they cannot voice their opin-
ions openly. Yet, contingent faculty often have a wealth of experience
outside academe. The contingent faculty vary tremendously in profile.
Some have entered straight out of gr:Lduﬂtc school, but many cntcr after
years of work in industry, corporations, nonprofits, and other profes-
sions, such as the arts. They often have a wealth of experience that could
be a sourcc of leadership on campuscs. For example, contingent faculey
may have morc appropriate backgrounds (such as in community orga-
nizing, lcading corporate boards, and managing large tecams) for playing
a role in campus lcadership and governance. Rhoades (1998) suggests
that campuscs facc a challenge that nceds grassroots lcadership:

The challenge faculty now face is whether they manage to work in concert as
a collectivity to more proactively redirect the academy and whether they can
reorganize themselves with other production workers who are currently at the
margins or the organization (staff), before faculty themselves are increasingly
reorganized to the margins of the academic enterprise. (p. 279)

At this key moment posed by Rhoades, will there be leadership to
fll this void? We believe that faculty and staff grassroots leadership



Grassroots Leadership I5

could do so and is an example of what O’Mecara and her coauthors
(2008) call the “counternarrative™ of individuals who have “ageney to
navigatc institutional barriers and put cffort, will, intent, and talent into
their work” (p. 165). Faculty grassroots leadership illustrates the decp
commitments of faculty and promotcs a rencwed scnsc of professional-
ism that cmerges out of the changing naturc of the professoriate. We
agree with O’Mecara and her colleagues that recent observations of the
academic world construct faculty (and we would add staff) as having
little or no agency and thus reinforce discmpowerment. We hope that
the storics we present provide agency and hope for faculty and staff who
have found themsclves increasingly without formal avenues for voice
and leadership. We believe it is important that faculty and staff not give
in to this new cnvironment of being managed professionals with limited
ageney. We think that we are recaching a tipping point where we need
to provide greater agency within the academic professions; otherwisc
talented individuals will seck other arcas and leave the professoriate and
professional academic carcers. This is not to say, though, that some fac-
ulty, particularly tenured senior faculty, do not fecl and have agency and
voice on many campuscs, but this is an increasingly small group. We do
not mcan to suggcst that non—tenure track fac ulr}r cannot have voice or
agency, but we acknowlcdgc the potcntial constraints thcy face.

CONTRIBUTIONS OR BENEFITS OF FACULTY AND
STAFF LEADERS ON COLLEGE CAMPUSES

Perhaps the most important question that we hope to address in this
introductory chapter is why grassroots leadership cfforts arc important.
Without an understanding of the contribution of grassroots leaders, it is
unlikely that readers will feel compelled to read about their storics and
cxpericnee and try to cncourage more of this activity. In this scction, we
hopr.: to demonstrate cighr Ways that fﬂculty and staff grassroots leaders
may fundamentally add to the campus community and its overall lcader-
ship cfforts: providing balance to revenuc and prestige secking, acting
as a conscicnee, creating needed changes, developing complementary
leadership, building greater equity, improving relationships, advancing
student learning, and modeling alternative forms of leadership.

First, grassroots faculty and staff leaders might balance the corpo-
rate, revenuc- or prestige-sccking model of top-down leadership present
on many campuscs. In the last twenty yecars, campuses have become
increasingly corporatc in their governance and management styles
(Slaughter & Rhoadcs, 2004). College presidents, once intcllectual
lcaders on campus, arc now focused morc cxclusively on fund-raising,
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marketing and public rclations, and government and external relation-
ships (Slaughter & Rhoadcs, 2004). Duc to various incrcasing pressurcs,
administrators tend to focus on the bottom line and may be less likely
to help create dialoguc around a quality teaching and learning environ-
ment. Instead, they are likely to focus on moving up in the rankings
rather than on diversity, cquity, or tecaching innovations. Again, admin-
istrators arc pressurcd by external forees and ideologics (like ncoliber-
alism); we do not sec them as necessarily embracing the revenue- and
prestige-secking model. As noted carlicr, in the move toward a morc
corporate modcl of campus opcrations, shared governance—which once
provided an opportunity for faculty and statf to participatc in decision
malking and leadership—has increasingly been deemphasized on many
campuscs. This trend again suggests the limitation of shared leader-
ship approaches and the neced for alternative views for creating campus
change. While some administrators arc happy with this dircction (the
move away from shared governance) and like the expediency it pro-
vides, other leaders arc concerned and have felt pressured by boards
and trustces to centralize decision making and move away from shared
governance. For thesc leaders, supporting faculty and staff grassroots
leadership is a way to reinvigoratc a sensc of bottom-up input on cam-
puscs where shared governance has been diminished or no longer exists.
While some boards and trustces no longer feel obligated to include fac-
ulty in decision making, presidents and other administrative leaders can
balance the corporate and revenue model present on many campuses by
fostering and supporting grassroots lcadership. Chapter Twelve in this
book will focus specifically on ways leaders in positions of power can
support grassroots lcadership cfforts.

Sccond, grassroots lcaders on campus may act as the conscience for
the organization—often bringing up cthical issucs. Many of the change
initiatives championed by faculty and staff rclate to underlying cthical
dilemmas found broadly in socicty and campus life; for example, faculty
and staff working to create rights and opportunitics for campus custo-
dial staff who reccive incquitable treatment. In our socicty and within
its institutions, we continuc to wrestle with how to properly treat cer-
tain groups and provide them a living wage and basic privileges of em-
ployment. Grassroots lcaders often champion particular cthical issues in
socicty such as climate change, immigration rights, health carc reform,
and access to collcgc. Most import;mtl}', these grassroots leaders hr.:lp
to create dialogucs so that pcople became more awarc of cthical issucs.
Through the dialogucs and conversation, grassroots lcaders create an
cthical voicc and presence on campus. Increasingly, top-down leaders
who once took a position on moral and cthical issucs arc not taking a
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stand or giving voice to these issucs on campus. One reason is that lead-
crs may be skittish of jcopardizing important relationships with outside
stakcholders who may be important to the institution’s well-being, such
as key policy makers or donors. As a result, many administrators in
positions of power arc hesitant to go on record with any moral or cthi-
cal position, or they may not have the time given the crush of demands.
Furthermorc, board members and trustces may come from an oppos-
ing point of view on an cthical position. Conflicts with thosc who have
higher levels of authority (boards and trustees) and their direct reports
may arise if leaders malke their views public, such as on the valuc of af-
firmative action. This conflict is another reason that top-down leaders
might support grassroots faculry and staff leaders. Grassroots leaders
can articulate a moral and cthical stance that once characterized collcgc
CAMmpuscs.

Third, grassroots lcaders crcate important and nceded changes, as
noted in the opening vignette, which focused on the biology professor
working to hclp students succeed. Campuscs nced to demonstrate that
they arc responsive to external mandates of policy makers for change.
Many of the cfforts of faculty and staff grassroots lcaders respond to
changes proposcd by policy makers: developing greener and more sus-
tainable campuscs, becoming more student centered, using alternative
pedagogics, and creating greater access to and success on college cam-
puscs for historically underrepresented groups. Thercfore, it is impor-
tant to highlight these important changes, which often go unrecognized
becausc they arc not part of campus strategic plans. Also, becausc the
administration was not a part of thesc changcs and the changcs arc not
part of campus public relations, there is little notice or support for thesc
cfforts. An unfortunate mind-sct exists where people praisc administra-
tors for their individual cfforts but not for the leadership they create
or foster in others on campus. The focus on individual efforts can cre-
atc a morc competitive or adversarial environment, which prevents the
fostering of others’ work. Also, formal lcaders may not promotc and
make public important changes for which they arc unable to take credit.
Various external stakcholders would appreciate many of the grassroots
changes, but grassroots cfforts arc largely unknown beyond campuscs.
We arc not suggesting that administrators arc cgotistical and unwilling
to sharc the praisc. Instead, there is a system in place that is supported
by trustccs, lcgislﬂtors., and others; that systcm promotcs the ideca that
heroic authority figures should be the oncs to make change. If trustces
and others could be encouraged to sce leadership more collectively, this
would allow scnior lcaders to act diffcrently, acknowledging and sup-
porting grassroots lcaders on campus.



