
An Analysis of the Testimony before the Committee of Inquiry 
of the Trenton State College Trustees 

Accepted Characteristics of Good College Administration 

A consensus seemed to exist that institutional operation and policy 
development involved trustees, administrators and faculty. The appropriate 
and effective interaction of these three groups required the development of 
effective channels of communication, appropriate organizational structures 
and a willingness for all concerned to discuss. Consensus was viewed as a 
highly desirable goal. It was recognized that administrative decisions were 
necessary and desirable, but it was stressed that administrative decisions 
on important matters without consultation, with those most directly involved 
was contrary to recognized principles of college governance. 

Lack of Skill in Consultative Administration Charged 

A principal complaint of the petitioners was that the president lacked 
skill in the consultative process. It was maintained that meetings often lacked 
agendas and that when there was an agenda, he was not able as chairman to keep 
the discussion goal-directed. (Herring 1-80, Hutton 1-112, Curry 2-18, 
Forcina 3-78, Reed 4-85, Mehlman 6-36, Gaughan 6-159, Ely 6-14). It was also 
maintained that the president avoided taking a leadership role at important 
meetings by avoiding taking the chair, narrowly limiting participation or 
even by non-attendance. (Herring 1-82, Carroll 7-37). Several faculty mem
bers stated that they had hoped to obtain from the president his hopes and 
views concerning the college, but that attempts to elicit opinions met with 
little success. To paraphrase one statement: information and opinion flowed 
to the president in meetings but nothing came back. Several also maintained 
that this was true of one-to-one discussions with the President. (Hutton 1-112, 
Paddaclc 2-129, Holman 3-10, Forcina 3-67, Reed 4-83, Gaughan 6-159, Hiack 7-lo5). 
Related to this aspect was the contention of Professor Yengo that the president 
had not made administrative arrangements to facilitate consultation (Yengo 5-120). 

Administrative Decisions Made Without Appropriate Consultation 

A second major complaint was that the president announced decisions without 
appropriate consultation with those affected. Many examples were given. Two 
administrators who were to be reassigned learned of it through a colleague or 
through an announcement made by the president at an administrative meeting. 
Consultants were hired to make surveys without consultation with or prior plan
ning involvement on the part of departments which were to be surveyed. Depart
ments were reorganized or rearranged. Changes were made in the recommendations 
of the tenure and promotion committees. A vice-president for academic affairs 
was recommended to the trustees without consultation with administrators or 
faculty. Substantive changes were made in admissions policy without consultation 
with the Admissions Committee. Significant changes were made in the catalog 
after copy \<ras submitted to the President, but there was no back-check with those 
charged with catalog preparation. Course descriptions were altered without 
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consulting departmental chairmen. The Dean of Student Personnel Services 
learned of room and board charge changes only after the action had been 
taken (Herring 1-85 Curry 2-20, 21, 33, 41; Paddack 2-07, 00, 91, 92, 
rh» 777 li ' Iiausdoerffer ^"9, 15, 15; Reed 4-05, Levin 5-19, 20; 
ElU ' 1? 1/ «Thrower 5-50; Faughnan 5-109; Yengo 5-124; Burke 5-157, 150 
Hiack"7 130 133)" GauShan 7-56, 57; Mehlman 6-46; Casper 7-73; 

Management Deficiencies 

The petitioners charged that the president did not utilize effective, 
prudent management practices. It was charged that salary commitments were 
made beyond what was optimum in view of budgeted and anticipated income. 
Those charged with record-keeping and payroll responsibilities were not kept 

formed as to personnel changes. Hence, there was uncertainty in respect to 
the salary accounts. Because deadlines for curricular changes were not 
o served, faculty assignments could not be completed and the catalog was 

V° Xt WiU n0t be available for registration. In some instances, 
ontract notices went out after deadline dates. (Kinter 1-53, 54; Button 1-

' 5 "urry 2"24' 55> 5S; Forcina 3-77; Longenecker 4-116, Gaughan 6-159) 

writi-2TTa?da t0^he prasiden£ were of£en returned with a marginal, hand
written reply so that subsequently the president's office had no record of 
w M n £ n ™ r ? I n  ° ! : h e r  i n s £ a n c e s »  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  o n  i m p o r t a n t  m a t t e r s  
FFTHC. 7^ °T ^ p£eaiden£ and ashed his advice or direction went unanswered. 
thaJ ^ 5~8 t0 18: Gaugh3n 6"158' Hiack 7-135> I£ was charged 

due £o ^naa£lon on the Part of the president, there had been delay in 
inS Higher Education approval for changes in the degree structure 

t o  a t  t e n d C ° V r s e s *  I £  w a s  f a t h e r  m a i n t a i n e d  t h a t  n o  o n e  h a d  b e e n  a p p o i n t e d  
1-33, Gaughan 6-158) °f Educa£ion' <Hiack 7"134, Petersen 

cont,-td^ber °! petitioners maintained that the president had at times made 
nlaint iao IT s£ataments to different people on the same subject. The com-
P l" ®° raade that he had shown serious breaches in professional 
7 EII^Vm V/(?ffaC[C 2"GG' G9' 9G; Kolnian 3-U> 12» 16» 17; Forcina 

Lrr'fi on of U 1 Charl£on ^159' L®vin 5-7; Faughnan 5-79 to 85; 
Barr 6-90, 91; Erath 7-112; Treuting 11-113; Longenecker 4-122; Kinter 1-53 

Testimony on Social and Ceremonial Role 

dfcM^ nUmb6r °f Y^"68868 cl£ed alle8ed shortcomings of the president in 
hurriedlvnieLiII ? ^ 7re™nial role* Examples were coming late to and 

r- "®d Y leavmg from a faculty reception given in his honor and absence 
ffThl retJrernen£ dlnn®r, awards dinner and other events where the attendance 
fi r , !elVaS Seen 38 traditional- (Petersen 1-139- Erath 6-16- Carroll 7-42; Hiack 7-130; Thrower 5-52 to 54; Barr 6-94) Carroll 
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Testimony in Support of the President 

Supporters cited both specific accomplishments or general policies. 
Examples were settlement of a tenure case in the Department of Speech and 
Theater, presidential support of the reorganization of the Social Studies 
Department, winning approval for the Child Study Center and full coopera
tion in the expansion of the library. The belief was also expressed that 
the president was favorable to the expansion of the liberal arts and the 
promotion of faculty research and that he felt an urgency concerning the 
need for change. It was also maintained that the president had endeavored 
to consult the Senate on policy. (Eirsch 7-103; Heap 7-140-142; Vena 0-100; 
Packard 9-41; N. An 10-94, 109; Huntoon 9-77; Smith 11-73; McCullough 10-53) 

Reservations Expressed by the President's Supporters 

A number of witnesses in support of the president made criticisms of 
the president which were similar in some particulars to those made by 
witnesses who had expressed a lack of confidence in the president. These 
included, allegations that the president's relations with the faculty were 
not satisfactory, that there was legitimacy in complaints on tenure and 
promotion, that announcing personnel decisions without notifying depart
mental chairmen was unwise, and that there had been deficiencies of some 
gravity in respect to observing confidentiality and courtesy. (Karras 7-1S2; 
Hogstrom 11-53; Campbell 10-14; Ford 10-115; Smith 11-33, Treuting 11-116; 
Cohen 12-21) 

Dr. Heussler's Statement 

It would appear reasonable to me that the faculty of an institution 
moving from teacher-training emphasis toward a multi-purpose goal would 
generally be in favor of such change which would broaden the scope of the in
stitution's offerings. The liberal arts have had a recognized and important 
place even in purely teacher-training institutions. Many of the witnesses 
declared that they believed in and had worked for the transformation of the 
college into a multi-purpose institution. Evidence was presented to show 
that the number of liberal arts graduates had risen steeply in the three 
years prior to 1960-69. 

Dr. Heussler, however, took the position that conflict was inevitable 
when one attempted to transform a teacher-training into a multi-purpose 
institution because different "cultures" or "ethos" were involved. Ke further 
maintained that the college administrators were all members of a teacher-
framing "culture" and by background and inclination unable to participate with 
the president in guiding the institution toward a multi-purpose goal. The 
corollary to this thesis necessarily followed. Success in moving the college 
forward would be possible only if the old leadership group could be replaced 
by administrators of the President's selection. Furthermore, the president 
maintained that the development of a multi-purpose institution of necessity 
would reduce the "authority" of the existing staff of administrators and that 
by reason of basic human nature, a reduction in authority will be opposed 
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"as such a reaction is only human and it has little to do with intellectual 
or moral considerations." The president drew parallels from business when 
one corporation "took over" another and replaced top management as well as 
from politics. There should be no surprise, Dr. Heussler maintained, if a 
college president wanted to bring in his own team. 

Dr. Heussler cited in his opening statement a wide-variety of non-academic 
experiences as having constructively contributed to his ability to serve as 
president and he mentioned the present-day tendency for persons to move back 
and forth between the academic world and business. However, Dr. Heussler 
seemed to reject the idea that academic, administrative experience obtained 
in a collegiate institution devoted largely to teacher training could be 
useful in that same institution when it was engaged in broadening the scope 
of its offerings. He appeared to believe that the cultural gap between 
those in teacher training and other individuals in the academic community 
was too great to be bridged. 

In the light of Dr. Heussler*s feeling that he was surrounded by a staff 
hostile to his purpose (by reason of reactions having "little to do with 
intellectual or moral considerations") many of the actions complained about 
by the petitioners become easier to explain psychologically even without 
recourse to an examination of the president's basic administrative aptitudes. 
Why have policy conferences with deans and directors when you have no con
fidence in their ability to develop policy and when, furthermore, you have 
assumed from the beginning that, of necessity, they are predestined to be 
hostile to your purposes? Why sit with committees on tenure, promotion and 
the like when you are convinced that they are committed (by reason of their 
"culture," "ethos") to a set of values which you reject? Why enter into 
discussions with the faculty on the selection of consultants? Why reveal 
your aspirations for the institution to the faculty when such a revelation 
would only serve to increase opposition? If one feels so isolated and 
beleagured, a degree of seclusiveness and an occasional revelation of 
hostility becomes readily explicable. 

One might speculate as to the sources of Dr. Heussler's views concerning 
the faculty but this could only be superficial without a full knowledge of 
past events. Dr. Heussler did testify that he was told when he first learned 
of the position that it was "a dirty, messy job," but this was not further 
explored. 

In conclusion, Dr. Heussler's commitment to the notion of "two cultures" 
and inevitable conflict would seem to have put an insurmountable barrier in 
the way of a flexible, consultative style of college administration based on 
mutual respect and trust. 

J. Kirk Seaton 
Counsel to the Committee of Inquiry 

September 24, 1969 


