Leadership at Antioch: Morgan, Henderson, Dixon, and Guskin

Mark Pomerantz

EDLR 696

December 2007

• “Innovators are the dreamers: They create the prototypes, work out the kinks -- and then get bored, anxious to return to what they do best, which is inventing more prototypes. They are rarely concerned, ultimately, with the financial viability of what they do.” 

• “Entrepreneurs are the builders: They turn prototypes into going concerns -- then they get bored. For them, financial viability is the single most important aspect of what they do.” 

• “Professional managers are the trustees: They secure the future by installing and overseeing the systems and infrastructure needed to make sure the going concern keeps going. Unfortunately, in the nonprofit sector, often because resources are scarce, organizations try to shoehorn people into positions where they don’t fit, and many of the problems nonprofits have when they begin adopting entrepreneurial strategies arise. “

Boschee & McClurg “Toward a better understanding of social entrepreneurship: Some important distinctions “
Introduction. 

This paper attempts to shed light on leadership styles and results of that leadership, at a small liberal arts college that became one of the educational leaders in the US and is now, after narrowly avoiding closure in the 1970’s and 1980’s, once again struggling to find a survivable educational market niche 
PART I. ANTIOCH REVIVES: 1920-30

An examination of how Arthur Morgan brought Antioch into the 20th century and made it into one of the leading liberal arts institutions in the US.

Enter Morgan

In the spring of 1919 Antioch College was bankrupt, and, not for the first time, on the verge of closing.  Desperate times called for desperate measures. A plan for the YMCA to takeover Antioch as its national college was proposed and then disappointingly fell through.  

At that point Charles W. Eliot, President Emeritus of Harvard College became Antioch’s angel.  Through his connections with the Unitarian church, he engineered the appointment to the Board of Trustees of Antioch of Arthur E. Morgan.

Arthur Morgan was the engineer who had perfected the system that controlled flooding in Dayton, Ohio.  In later years he became the first director of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Tennessee Valley Authority. But Arthur Morgan was no mere engineer.  He was a progressive dedicated to developing a more perfect world, and his move from engineering to education and social engineering not only saved Antioch College but made it one of the most influential colleges in the U.S.

Morgan was a genius and a polymath. He was an admirer of Pestalozzi and served as the first president of the Progressive Education Association after he founded the Moraine Park School in Dayton, Ohio in 1916, a noted experimental school of its time.

He developed a plan for the rejuvenation of Antioch College which he sold to the Board of Trustees who made him the College President in 1920. Morgan felt that the utopian, was not necessarily the impossible or the impractical. As he demonstrated in his book “Nowhere Was Somewhere”, utopias usually were based on some reality and were useful guides to the reshaping of existing systems.

Arthur Morgan developed and raised the funds for a program based on, what later came to be called the Three C’s, Classroom, Co-op and Community. He wrote about his program widely and had articles published in such publications as the Atlantic Monthly and Harper’s which served to generate interest and new donors and students for Antioch.

Morgan believed that students should be trained in the new industrial and technological vocations of the twentieth century as well as the liberal arts.  He also believed that students should be trained to become agents of social change. He believed in the efficacy of the small community and the small town. He believed therefore, in entrepreneurship as a way of achieving both social action and community. Entrepreneurship, as defined by Joseph Schumpeter is finding novel ways of producing new, or existing, products (or services).

Antioch’s new curriculum, developed by Morgan, blended vocational education with the liberal arts. Morgan encouraged students to understand finance and business. He also encouraged them to become self sufficient individuals. Antioch under his administration opened several businesses both to generate income and to provide opportunities for students to earn their tuition money. Students upon graduation were also encouraged to open their own businesses to aid in the economic development of Yellow Springs.

Perhaps Morgan’s most famous innovation was the development of the co-op job program. His reasons were many. Students would have the opportunity to work in jobs that would give them real world experience and also give them information about possible career paths. Students would also have the opportunity to earn money for their tuition and make an Antioch education more affordable. This also allowed the college to register more students than the existing facilities would normally be able to handle. This was because a significant percentage of the students would be away from campus on their jobs at any one time.

In this quest to help students become a more self-sufficient and independent individuals, Morgan felt that they should have some role in helping run campus operations. He also created a group of faculty members that became known as the Administrative Council. After Morgan left the presidency of Antioch both the Administrative Council and the later Community Council which included many students developed greater powers.

Morgan also revolutionized the faculty of Antioch College. He brought many brilliant men and women to the faculty who had somewhat nontraditional backgrounds. Examples of these individuals included Manmatha Nath Chatterjee Gandhi’s close associate, who Morgan brought to campus as a sociology professor; William Leiserson a well known expert on labor issues, Bishop Paul Jones, the college pastor, and J.D. Dawson, who wore many hats (Director of the Extramural program, VP, dean of faculty etc.) and many others.

Morgan expected Antioch students both to be engaged in the Antioch and Yellow Springs communities and the greater community at large. He believed in Antioch fulfilling its destiny by training a new class of small entrepreneurs who ran businesses (both nonprofit and for profit) in and had strong ties with their local communities. He himself during his life exhibited leadership through his involvement in activities as diverse and groundbreaking as micro lending, co-ops, intentional communities, alternative currencies, new town development, rural economic development et al.

As Algo Henderson his successor as college president pointed out,

“The relation of this whole scheme to Mr. Morgan’s larger goal, the speeding up of social evolution is clear. Small proprietors …could create [their] own small world of better business practices and finer living. Each man and woman could…become a center of regeneration in community living…Higher education had often condemned…the world’s practices but had been unable to change them. The point of the Antioch experiment was to produce men and women who could be practical agents of change.” (Henderson & Hall 1946)
The Winter of His Discontent and the Letter from Portugal

So Arthur Morgan had saved Antioch. But he was not entirely happy. He had wanted to make the Antioch the place to train young entrepreneurs to save American society from over-centralization, the anonynimity of living in large cities, and from the big corporations, whom he even then did not entirely trust.
Many of his ideas had been implemented, most notably, the coop-job experience, and the inclusion of students and faculty in campus governance. But not all had or if implemented they had not been successful. His idea for a campus business incubator where new businesses employing students would be built right on the campus had not born fruit. Several businesses started by the College or invested in by the College notably the Antioch Shoe Company and the bronze foundry had not prospered. Of course the coming of the Great Depression had helped minimize their chances for success.

But more than that he wanted the faculty and student body to share his vision and in a few words, they didn’t. A few did-those who were most loyal to him. The students wanted to be students, young people, by the definition of that time, and have fun. Many did not take the idea of achieving social change as seriously as did Morgan. Many of the faculty were more interested in professional development, and investing their time and energy in their field than in social change strategies. They saw Antioch as more of an educational institution than a social change institution

Some chroniclers have indicated that they thought Morgan was entirely unhappy with the state of affairs. I think this is an exaggeration of the case. I think he realized many of the gains that he’d help achieve at Antioch. But he was an idealist and an ethicist, an Old Testament kind of guy, and he was never really happy with anything short of what he saw or thought of as perfection.

He took a long leave of absence from Antioch and traveled widely. It was during this period of trouble that he sent back the so called “letter from Portugal”. In that document he cited many of the issues listed above. Whether he would have resigned from Antioch, or called for sweeping changes at Antioch we shall never know. Because it was not long after that time that he was called by Franklin Delano Roosevelt to Washington DC to discuss flood control issues. And it was not long after that that he was named the first chairman of the Tennessee Valley Authority.
PART II. ANTIOCH AND ITS GOLDEN AGE: 1930-1960

Henderson Smoothes Things Out

The College was left in the capable hands of the College Dean, Algo Henderson.
Henderson had been hired by Morgan and had been made acting president in 1933 on Morgan’s leaving for Washington and T V A. He became president of the college in 1936. Prior to his deanship he had been associate professor of accounting and professor of business administration. . As Dean he had been the senior officer during Morgan’s absences. Henderson chose to run the college more as a collegial group of faculty then as a paternalistic dictatorship as Morgan had run it.

Morgan had recruited an able group of faculty and even he had begun to realize the college could no longer be run by a benevolent despot. Henderson had exactly the right temperament for the situation. The faculty was feeling its oats and was a factor to be considered in any major decision. As a result the Administrative Council, which Morgan had endowed with limited powers extended its responsibility and gradually became more powerful. It extended the power of the faculty in college decision-making. It kept close watch on the operations of the college and was the center of policy development.

The College charter was revised to reflect this new situation. Five faculty and three students became the voting members of the Administrative Council and the President and Dean served as ex-officio members. Members were elected by the faculty and the entire campus. The president did not appoint any of the voting members from 1940 until the advent of James P. Dixon as president. The Administrative Council reduced the power of the presidents and came to be the primary resource for protecting the legacy of Arthur Morgan.
Exit Morgan

Henderson had been appointed President of Antioch in 1936. But by 1938 Arthur Morgan had been eased out of the TVA. He was too ethical and too immune to compromise to be successful in politics and government. He returned to Yellow Springs but any hopes that he would be asked to resume the presidency were dashed. The faculty and students liked the present situation and liked Henderson’s ideas of how the presidency should be run. The outside world seemed to like Antioch as well. The testing data showed that Antioch students attained a high level of academic achievement .It was held up as a paragon among liberal arts colleges and the Carnegie Endowment for Education even called it one of the three best small colleges in the United States.
Morgan spent most of the rest of his life In Yellow Springs. He kept more than busy pursuing his interests in rural economic development, intentional communities, cooperatives, and writing many books.  The titles ranged from utopian studies to studies of entrepreneurship as well as histories of flood control projects and of the TVA itself.

PART III. ANTIOCH SURVIVES-EXPANSION AND CONTRACTION: 1960-1990

A study of how President James P. Dixon expanded 
Antioch College across the country and how Pres. Alan Guskin took over the Antioch University system and contracted it back into solvency.

Enter Dixon

“In 1959, Antioch’s visionary educational legacy was alive and well.  Faculty and administrative leaders, as well as many students, believed the College was a high quality, educational alternative to other colleges and universities that could make a real difference in the lives of students and, through them, help create socially just changes in the society”
Alan E. Guskin, Recapturing Antioch's Legacy, 1998
Changing Faculty

By the late nineteen fifties the core of generalist faculty recruited by Arthur Morgan was being challenged by a younger breed more interested in their area of specialization, which was the national trend in academia.

In a similar vein most of the students at Antioch were going on to graduate school and consequently were becoming more interested in their area of specialization and taking courses in their academic major areas. This undercut the generalist ideas of Arthur Morgan as well as his focus on independent study and interdisciplinary work. 
Dixon Consolidates his Power
In 1959 James P. Dixon became President of Antioch. He was the first graduate of the college (class of 1939) to become college president. Dixon was a medical doctor and initially at least was sympathetic to the trend towards graduate school and specialization. One of his early moves was to professionalize the part of Antioch that found jobs for students during their work study periods. He created the Extramural Department and developed a schedule for the college where students worked off campus roughly the same amount of time that they spent on campus. Thus he formalized a five year schedule for Antioch that allowed the creation of the two division model. This coupled with the entrance of the first of the large cohort of baby boomer students in the early sixties, plus the more generous financial policies of Democratic administrations in Washington DC created a financial bonanza for Antioch. From 1960 to 1970 Antioch added almost one thousand additional students.  
The Age of Expansion

“The Danforth Foundation supported "First Year Program" which created an "experimental" curriculum for new students was NOT supported by the faculty.  In fact, it eliminated Faculty Control of Level One General Education Courses, and placed it in the hands of the Administrator whose position was funded by the Danforth Grant, and who could select those who worked in the program, (Preceptors, usually upper class students).  In effect, this was the first matter that led to the Faculty’s loss of control of curriculum.  But AdCil went along because the Danforth Grant was significant money, and because many upper-class students liked the job opportunities as Preceptors.”  (Todd 2007)

Dixon was also the first president to tinker with the policies and structure of the Administrative Council. He undercut the power of the Administrative Council and the Faculty Senate with the help of younger faculty who resented the dominance of the older generation of faculty. This emasculation of faculty power allowed Dixon to institute other radical reforms. These were the First Year Program which liberalized academic requirements for students during the first year and allowed them more flexibility in choosing courses. And more importantly he instituted the expansion of the college to as many as 35 (no one knows the exact number) branches across the country.

Why did Dixon choose to expand Antioch so radically? In part because Dixon was sympathetic to the increasingly radical ideas and objectives of the students and younger faculty as the sixties wore on. He tried to be responsive to the desires of the students for a meaningful education as well as responsive to changing societal conditions. On campus students were advocating for new institutions and questioning the reason for existence of the “old” Antioch. New student initiated programs with college funding were developed on campus such as the “Center for Change”, and the “Inner College”. Student groups particularly the African American groups were radicalizing and there was even a separate, segregated black dorm which created quite a negative stir among the trustees especially such advocates of integration as Kenneth Clarke.

Younger faculty were also captivated by the idea of establishing and seeding new branches of Antioch across America. Some of them left to become center directors Programs were set up in Cambridge, Los Angeles, Santa Barbara, San Francisco, Philadelphia, and many other cities.

The first “fly in the ointment” was the election of the Nixon administration in 1968.  Nixon made cuts to various parts of the Federal budget that helped subsidize the operations of colleges like Antioch. Dixon had failed to set up a “pay as you go” budgeting system for the new branches and the decrease in expected revenues from the Federal government had a deep impact almost immediately. Matching foundation grants also went away. For awhile Dixon was able to combine tuition hikes with borrowing against the endowment and tuition, but this was at best a short term fix. (Correspondence with Sally Todd 2007)
Dixon began to symbolically distance himself from the college by moving his office off campus. Antioch reached its high point of student enrollment in Yellow Springs by 1972 with about 2300 students. In 1973 there was a catastrophic strike by low-income scholarship students which closed the college for a month.  From that time onward as the baby boom cohort began to decrease enrollments at Antioch College began to decline.
Dixon Oversteps
The Board of Trustees of Antioch became increasingly dissatisfied with the financial performance of the college as well as the policies of President Dixon. However they were not able to come up with a majority to depose him. It was not until 1975 when Dixon fired a popular administrator that the board finally voted him out.
The Birenbaum Interregnum
William Birenbaum, an experienced administrator and academic policymaker was hired as the next president of the college. He developed the center system into Antioch University, became both the President of the College and President of the University and began to distance himself from the college (he moved the University offices to New York City). During his tenure many of the Antioch branches began to self destruct and the college in Yellow Springs itself began a slow descent into chaos. Enrollment declined radically from the Dixon years finally leveling off at about 450 students. The campus became very rundown and there was a great deal of talk about closing the college or the potential bankruptcy of the college.
The College Wanes

Birenbaum scaled back much of Dixon’s expansion but he did not seem to be able to cope with the situation. By 1985 having several times weathered near bankruptcy, the University was down to eight branches and the BOT had voted to replace him. The new President seemed to be forsaking a much more promising academic career by coming to Antioch. But he could not apparently resist the challenge.
Enter Guskin

Alan Guskin believed that Antioch needed a strong leader who would reestablish the faith of faculty, staff students and donors in the institution. He took the reins of leadership firmly by hiring and firing staff, instituting a departmental and university wide “pay as you go” budgeting program, decentralizing administrative operations to university branches and closing and merging several of the branches. He also instituted a massive program of fundraising to rebuild the College campus in Yellow Springs.
The Innovative Manager

Guskin was dedicated to the basic tenets developed by Arthur Morgan, the Three “C”s
Classroom, Coop, and Community. He saw his role as not to institute a new system but to clarify and make functional an existing system. He created a “federal” university system where each center became a branch of the university with, ultimately its own President. He also reactivated the power of the Administrative Council even though he created more problems for himself as the College began to renew itself and faculty and students once again assumed their normal feistiness.  

Antioch “Renewed”: The Federal System Clarified and Consolidated

Guskin and the Board planned his transition from College President and University President to University Chancellor in 1992 and he assumed that post in 1994. By that time each university branch had its own Dean whose title was changed to President in 1998. Each branch of the University, including the College, was then, in theory, equal. So the College was no longer, “first among equals.” This in part reflected the financial status of the university branches which were prospering more than the College was. Guskin saw his new role of Chancellor as policy-maker in collaboration with the Board, and policy monitor. A University Leadership Council was created consisting of the Chancellor, CFO, and the head of each university branch to smooth this transition and expedite University coordination. An ambitious plan, Antioch 2000, was prepared calling for further campus renewal in Yellow Springs and the enrollment of 800 students in the College by 2000. (Guskin 1998)
Guskin Retires

Guskin retired from the Chancellorship in 1997 feeling confident that he had left behind a system that would endure and prosper for many years. He had already beaten back several challenges by his first successor as College President and by various board members who hoped to undercut his federal system and undo the subordination of the college as just another member of that system. 

Trouble Comes Over the Horizon: The Board vs. The College

“The actual rapid demise of the College over the last decade stems, I believe, from two major factors--fiscal and leadership. In a series of action beginning in about 2000, the Board's undid the policies that were built in the late 1980s and 90s to support the College and at the same time in 2001 saddled the College with about 2 million dollars in depreciation expenses and endowment losses. They then responded to their actions of forcing the College to take on this 2 million deficit (which was basically a bookkeeping event and should not have been tied to the College) by saying that the College could not manage itself and then stripped the College of any capability to manage itself by shifting most fiscal, business and technology functions to the University offices which didn't have the necessary focus to carry out these responsibilities. The second major issue of leadership was a serious problem at the Board level, University level and College level. The board … did not make the necessary decisions to help the College or protect the College from the time I left to the present--in fact the leadership succumbed to the anti-College perspectives of a number of Board members, especially on the finance committee.” Alan E. Guskin, [correspondence with the author] 

PART III. ANTIOCH SURVIVES? SAVING THE COLLEGE FROM CLOSING 2007-2008 

A review of the announced closing of the college in 2008 by the university Board of Trustees and the efforts of the Alumni Board and other alumni to keep it open. 
The Failure to Meet the 2000 Goals and the Impatience of the Board: The Renewal Plan of 2002

Antioch College did not meet the 1997 goal of 800 students. Enrollment grew slowly under the tenures of Presidents Crowfoot (whose tenure was cut short, in part, due to his disenchantment with the College being just another cog rather than “first among equals” in the revised university system) and Devine and remained at or about 600 for a number of years in the early 2000’s.  A renewal commission was appointed by the chancellor and the board to revamp the curriculum.  The Renewal Plan was opposed by the faculty and many of the students. The Antioch Transformation Plan that was released in 2004 was characterized by team teaching and by the introduction of “Experiential Learning Communities, both on-campus and off, with the coop experiences minimized in quantity and quality. Instead of students being able to work at cooperative jobs in cities across the country they were now restricted to concentrating their focus on jobs in just two or three cities. 

The on-campus learning communities were organized around a team of two or four faculty that blended their disciplines together to develop a series of courses centered around issues or current events.  The idea was that traditional majors would disappear and the interdisciplinary courses contained in the on campus learning communities would be the totality of what was offered to students. Though designed to do both, these were measures that were seen by many as being primarily cost-saving rather than measures designed to improve the level of education.

College Leadership Issues Continue: Straumanis to Lawry

Joan Straumanis, the third Antioch College graduate and the first woman to become College President in 2002 developed many good ideas such as an Institute for Social Change very much in the mode of Arthur Morgan. But she did not gain the confidence and trust of the board and was not offered a contract renewal. By the time the Antioch Transformation Plan was finished it was left to Rick Jurasek the Dean of Faculty, and Acting College President to try to implement it.

The transformation plan backfired. Student retention rates plummeted and new students failed to be attracted to the plan. Enrollment went down from almost 600 to approximately 350. 

A new college president was hired in 2006.  Steven Lawry, coming over from the Ford Foundation, did not seem to know what he was getting into. Apparently he had not been warned about the deeply anti-authoritarian streak of many Antioch students. Jane Jervis, ex -President of Evergreen State College, Interim Dean at Goddard and a consultant to the Antioch Renewal Commission has said, “It seems to me that one of the problems Goddard had with its residential program and Antioch had is that they became enclaves for traditional age students whose primary agenda in going to an unconventional institution was to resist authority. An education institution, no matter how progressive, can’t abandon its authority. Progressive has gotten confused with permissive.” (Jaschik 2007)

An Antioch College graduate, now a licensed psychologist stated that, “One of the curses of Antioch is that it attracts Oppositional Defiant Disorders. People who have to oppose, for the sake of opposing. The admissions department doesn't seem to know how to spot them up front. They should hire me to do evaluations! Perhaps what we can do instead is help students in a "communications" class learn how to deal with them.” (Correspondence with X---- 2007)
Embarrassing incidents of hostility between the President of the College and students marred the 2006 College Reunion. Lawry dedicated a lot of his energy during his tenure to what he called “restoring civility to campus” but that effort was overshadowed by much larger problems! Ironically, during the latter part of his tenure Lawry became a hero to the students by his seeming resistance to the Chancellors call to close the college.
The Enrollment Disaster

Steve Lawry assumed the Presidency of Antioch College with a mandate to implement the Antioch Transformation Plan and rejuvenate the college. There was some optimism when an entering class of 135 was accepted in September 2006. However there was a disappointing retention rate, amidst increasing impatience on the part of a significant number of the university Board of Trustees, especially those on the finance committee.
Toni Murdock Comes to Yellow Springs
Tullise (Toni) Murdock, the President of Antioch-Seattle was hired to be interim chancellor of the university system in 2006. In 2007 she was appointed permanent chancellor. Murdoch had not been a popular President of Antioch Seattle on campus, but she had a good reputation in the university system for having implemented several new programs such as a doctorate in clinical psychology and for having financially stabilized the Seattle campus. Many of those devoted to the idea of restoring the college had qualms about her appointment, since she represented the views of the other university branches which had been forced to subsidize the college during its recent struggles. Guskin had developed in the Federal system recognition that this might happen, but no one had foreseen the depth of the enrollment problems that followed the implementation of the transformation plan
The Board Announces the Closing of the College

Still hardly anyone was prepared to hear in the spring of 2007 the announcement of the university Board of Trustees that the college would be closed after the 2008 academic year. The Board had indicated that the College would have 5 years to show results and improvement from the Transformation Plan and yet less than three years since the plan was implemented the Trustees seemed to be giving up on the College. Even though their announcement stated that the College would reopen in a new and improved mode in 2012, no one seemed to believe them. A huge wave of resentment and disbelief rolled across the Antioch College alumni, student, and faculty community. Attendance at the 2007 alumni reunion ballooned to over 500 (it had been just 89 the year before). The online alumni chat list was busy 24 hours a day. The Board of Trustees and Toni Murdock were reviled and vilified across not just the Antioch community in Yellow Springs but across the country. Antioch College became a “cause célèbre” with articles in many major publications as well as publications specific to academia. Yet, most people assumed that Antioch, in fact, would close in June, 2008. How could an institution with 70 buildings, over 40 faculty members and with less than 300 students survive?
The Revolt of the Alumni

The Antioch College alumni board was determined to mount an effort to save the college. In short order several hundred thousand dollars was raised with promises of several million more to come if a satisfactory solution could be worked out to save the college. Back in 2002 there had been a significant movement afoot to make the college independent of the university system and cash contributions for this purpose of over $1 million had been raised. Negotiations between college and university administration and the Antioch Independence Fund had occurred with the “carrot” of the million dollars being donated to the college, but no satisfactory compromise had been worked out and instead the million dollars had been donated to various charitable causes.

The alumni board felt that substantially more money could be raised this time. They initiated discussions with the Board of Trustees to develop a plan to keep Antioch open beyond June, 2008. Various committees of alumni were constituted to develop sections of a new business plan. The Plan was presented to the Board of Trustees in November, 2007 and an agreement was announced that would keep the college open beyond June, 2008.
The Revolt of the Donors and the Formation of the Antioch College Continuation Corporation 
Even though both the alumni board leadership and the Board of Trustees had accepted a compromise to keep the college open, many of the large donors were unsatisfied with the agreement. The large donors notified the alumni board that they would not keep their commitments unless a better deal was negotiated on behalf of the college.  A new group of alumni assumed a leadership role and constituted itself the Antioch College Continuation Corporation. They began a new series of discussions with the Board of Trustees and the Chancellor based on the premise that the college would become an independent entity. By so doing, the college would of course cut itself off from university resources and possibly the bulk of the endowment. It would also need recertification as an independent entity. An agreement in principle was announced in December, 2008 and the Chancellor was instructed to begin planning for a feasibility study on the viability of an independent Antioch College.

Lessons From Antioch’s Leadership
Antioch was saved back in 1919 by Arthur Morgan who was both an innovator and entrepreneur.  Algo Henderson, his successor, was the classic manager who followed a successful entrepreneur.  James Dixon was an innovator but he did not have entrepreneurial skills and he did not have luck, both of which were needed to develop such a radical transition as he had in mind (the establishment of as many as 35 branch campuses to promote the Antioch tradition and ethic across the country) Alan Guskin was a great manager but he was also an innovator as shown by his successful attempt to create a workable federal university system for Antioch University. Unfortunately, he was not followed by great managers or innovators either in the university administration or the Board of Trustees.

Former President Guskin and others felt that many of the problems of the college were caused by, “Trustees not doing critical oversight, not asking hard questions in a timely way, not keeping administrators on a careful leash, understanding they work for the Trustees and not the other way around.” (Todd 2007) Guskin felt that the trustees should have restrained Dixon from the massive expansion program that he implemented, should have paid more and earlier attention to the problems of the college in the decade of 2000 and developed fairer approaches to solving those problems (rather than deciding to just close the college)

Guskin tried to advise new Chancellor Murdock on a process to begin the planning of the new revitalized Antioch College even though many felt the chancellor had no intention of ever reopening the college in its former form (as a residential program with tenured faculty). In her 2007 commencement address to Antioch University PhD graduates Murdock made it clear she saw no future for the college independent of the Antioch University system.
Guskin’s major recommendations on leadership, which I share, involved the necessity of balancing the structural and institutional integrity of the college with both internal and external forces which might tend to threaten that integrity. From President Morgan on, Antioch College administrators have had to deal with a college ethos which is student centered rather than vocationally centered and anti-authoritarian rather than conformist or collaborative. Antioch tends to attract students that like to go their own way, have their own ideas, are of high intelligence, have entrepreneurial skills, and are very much non conformist. This is why Antioch has had such a high percentage of students going on to graduate school, earning doctorates and achieving success in many professional and entrepreneurial areas. However, administering Antioch College has always been a headache. Students are continually questioning the authority of the college administration and often have turned their grievances against outside authorities on college administrators. President Lawry had a crash course in this in June 2006. Students are “customers” in a sense but the job of the President is to run an institution that is “sustainable” as well as “customer friendly”.
President Dixon’s problem was trying to balance the social chaos of the nineteen sixties, the yearnings of students for a meaningful education in a time of huge transitions, and a huge anti-authoritarian blow back from the Vietnam War, with the structural integrity of the college. He bent over too far backwards in his attempts to do so. However if he had instituted a more conservative fiscal approach to slowly expanding Antioch he would have had a greater chance of success instead of a huge failure which set the college on an increasingly steep downgrade culminating in its announced closing.
The Antioch College Continuation Corporation has an enormous challenge to meet. It must develop a new vision for Antioch College that is both marketable and implementable. This means it must attract new students and donors while satisfying existing faculty and university and college administration. My recommendation is to go back to the vision of Arthur Morgan just as Alan Guskin did twenty years ago. Morgan’s successor Henderson modified many of Morgan’s policies which combined vocational with liberal arts education. It made sense at that time to do so because Morgan’s vision of a decentralized, entrepreneurial, small town America was not coming to pass. But Morgan’s ideas about decentralization and the importance of training students to be social change agents and entrepreneurial problem solvers are even more important now in 2007 than they were back in 1937. This is an approach which should be looked at very carefully by those entrusted with determining Antioch College’s future. It can reutilize the Learning Community approach while looking carefully at Morgan’s attempts to blend entrepreneurship with liberal arts. Classroom work could meld entrepreneurial approaches to solving social problems adapted from the business sector with searching examination of the ethics and organizational issues of so doing. Off campus communities could be centered around effective social enterprises that are in the vanguard of effectively dealing with social issues. Only time will tell if a viable new vision will emerge from amid the often contentious views held and expressed by the many stakeholders.
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