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The Effective College and University Board: A Report
of a Nativnal Survey of Trustees and Presidents

I. THE PROBLEM

A, Objectives of the Survey

There are many opinions, drawn from observation or personal experience,
«$ to the nature of an effective college or university board, and as‘tu
how it should discharge its responsibilities. Yet, exact knowledge of
how these boards actually function, and of what forces are most critical
in assuring effective functioning, is not available. With one eye on
the service role of the Association of Governing Boards (AGB) in stimulating
trustees and regents and in providing a sense of context for their work,
and the other on the new challenges prompted by the changing social and
institutional contexts, the Commission on the Future of AGB last year
embarked on a series of inquiries designed to yield better informed
perspectives of what constitutes an effective board, and how effectiveness
of functioning might be best assured in the future,

One activity within this series of inquiries was the survey of
representative boards (and the associated presidents or chancellors) of
American institutions of higher education, grouped as follows: (1) public
community colleges, (2) public four-year colleges; (3) large public uni-
versities; (4) private junior colleges; (5) private traditionally black
institutions; (6) private liberal arts colleges; and (7) private universities,
(The nature of these groups is best attested by the lists of institutions
involved in the survey, which is given as Appendix C to this report.)

The survey employed questionnaires (copies provided as Appendix B) to be
directed to trustees and to presidents that would (1) obtain the respondent's
(a president or a trustee) perception or evaluation of how effectively his
board was functloning; and (2) examine a number of aspects of board char-
acteristics, style of functioning, and trustee needs that may be associated

with board effectiveness, as reported by the respondent, The major objective

of the survey was to determine from the respondent's experience what

structural or procedural characteristics are associated with his perception of the

board as effective; a related objective was to provide a detailed inventory,

. by boards grouped into the seven institutional categories, of how perceptions

differ among presidents and trustees according to the type of institution

R




served. The overrlding purpuse was to gain insights that might be useful

in improving the effectiveness of boards in their governance of higher

education.

B, The Particular Limitations and Advantages of the Survey Procedure

The limitations of questionnaire surveys are well known. Chief among
these is that they geaerally impose a pre-conceived stiructure on the
respondent, making it difficult for him to describe a complex and dynamic
or subtle situation in terms of alternatives presented. Thére can be little
provision for qua'ffiers that the respondent would like to add. Also, thc
respondent can ¢ report what he observes and believes, and any group of
respondents will contain individuals with a wide range of insights, vested
interests, and biases,

Yet, the questionnaire survey approach permits an efficient inventory
ot a large number and range of observers or participants; it also presents
a uniform, standardized context for directing thinking to a discrete set
of factors, As such, if generalizations from results are drawn in proper
perspective and with appropriate caution, it can add different dimensions
to logical analyses or in-depth examinations that the other activities in
the total AGB inquiry have produced,

iwo essential research strategies were uysed in examining the guestionnaire
survey data. First: one may view the individuals deeply involved in
board activities--the institution presidents and the board members~-as
constituting a large pool of experts whose observations, ideas, and reports,
systematically collected and iaventoried, have intrinsic merit, Second,
and toward yielding a deeper level of insight into the basic question:
one may search for associations among different observations that the repourter
may or mdy not be aware of. For example--what differences are reported
in decisionmaking strategies by those who rate their boards highly effective
4s opposed to those who rate their boards highly ineffective? What are
the different strengths of relationships between satisfaction with board
functioning on one hand, and on the other hand, such factors as firm leadership
by the board chairman, or adequacy of information provided by the president,

or employment of a committee structure?



C. What This Report Contains

The . summary report that follows is, in effect, an abstract of some
of the highlights of the findings from the survey. Following a brief
' description of procedures (section 11) these findings will be presented
in two parts. First, an inventory and summary of the observations and’
opinions of the respondents will be presented, with particular attention
to ditfferences found among respondents from the seven categories of institutions;
a brief examination of differences between the presidents' perceptions
and those of trustees will also be presented (section III). Second, some
of the interrelationships among effectiveness ratings and other reported
intrinsic or extrinsic board characteristics will be examined (section 1V).

It should be noted, in passing, that the analyses reported do not
in any sense exhaust the list of reasonable questions that may be imposed
on the data. Sharp differences in opinion, for example, may be expected as
a function of age, or length of service of the trustee, or of other
variables. Also, a more vilid characterization of board effectiveness
might be obtained by pooling the responses of respondents according to
the institution they represent (indeed, agreement among trustees of a given
board, or lack of it, in reporting on a particular board or president may
signal an important board characteristic for present purposes.). Another
useful addition to the analyses reported herein would be the imposition
of an outside criterion of board effectiveness--such as institutional growth,
or fiscal stability, or goal attainment over time (the criterion of effectiveness
employed iv the questionnaire is essentially that of the respondents' subjective
judgment). Also, it should be noted that the questionnaires contained
a number of opportunities for open-end or free response; in some instances,
answers appear worthy of detailed consideration and summarization, Such

questions as these are left for future analyses by AGB or others.



II. PROCEDURE

A sumewhat more detailed description of the procedures employed in
this survey is provided in Appendix A to this report. As a backdrop for
a4 thoughtful consideration of the findings to be presented, however,
soime aspects of the mechanies of the survey are crucial.

A, The Construction and Content of the Survey Questionnaire

Two questionnaires, with some overlapping content, were employed: one
for institution presidents, and one for trustees, Their construction was
a joint product of the professional staff of the Center for Educational
Research and Kvaluation of the Research Triangle Institute, the AGB
professional staff, and the AGB Commission study director, Dr. John W,
Nason., Specific content arcas believed to be critical were first drawn
from the general statement of the study's purposes; a host of items reflecting
these content areas were created; and, draft instruments were pilot tested
using the AGB Board and Commission on the Future, and the AGB Council of
Presidents, as critical respondents,

The developed questionnaires are provided as Appendix B of this report.
In brief, their content included the kinds of questions indicated in Table 1.

B. The Distribution of the Questionnaires, and the Response

Lists of institutions in the seven institutional categories were
assceabled; a random sclection of institutions within each group was drawn.
To these randomly selected groups, other institutions were added at the
insistence o1 the AGB staff and study director, so that the composite
might contorm more nearly to what institutions they felt were appropriate
representatives of the category. (Thus, it is not safe to generalize from
the data on a particular class of ipnstitution to all institutions in that
category as defined, for example, by the U, S. Office of Education.) It
may be assumed that the nen-random institutions added to the randomly
selected portion are geuerally of higher visibility than many represented
in a random selection., There are technical reasons for believing that use
of the non-random members (through restriction of range of responses from
that that would be obtained had the visible institutions not been added) will

produce conservative estimates of relationships among the responses.
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Table 1

SUMMARY OF CONTENT OF PRESIDENTS' AND
TRUSTEES' QUESTIONNAIRE

President Trustee
——e Item Questionnaire Questionnaire
Ratings of board effectiveness on a
variety of dimensions v v
Factors adversely affecting board
functioning v v
Decisionmaking strategies and
procedures v v
Presence or absence of long range plan 4 v
Structural changes or new procedures
to improve board effectiveness v v
' Informational and service needs v/ v
Year of appointment 4 v
Age 4 v/
Sex v v
Race X 4
Time deveted to trusteeship X v
Frequency of board meetings v X
Attendance at board meetings v/ X
Non-board members of board committees 4 X
i Factors in the selection of new trustees v X
! Limitations on terms of trustee service 4 X
Kind and extent of trustee support for
president 4 X
Importance of a variety of future challenges
| facing governing boards v X
"Crises' experienced and board handling X v




For descriptive purposes, however, a more positive picture may be produced
than would otherwise be the case.l/ ‘Lists of the institutions approached

in the survey, by type and whether they were AGB member institutions or not,
are provided in Appendix C.

The numbers of institutions surveyed and of respondents, by institutional
category, are provided in Table 2, In this connection, it should be added
that, for each institution in the sample, the president, the board chairman
(if such existed), and all trustees were queried, unless in the latter
instance trustees on a given board numbered more than 20, in which case a
random selection of 20 trustees was made from lists of record.

It should be noted that public institutions with multi-campus
governing and/vr coordinating boards were generally excluded. Pretest
activities left little doubt that the developed questionnaires were simply
not relevant for the particular roles of, and foriues affecting, these kinds
of boards.

The survey questionnaires were mailed in November 1973; there was
one follow-up of nonrespondents in mid-December 1973. Questionnaires
returned by 15 February 1974 were employed in the data analyses. These
represented 188 presidents and 1,581 trustees (including 31 board chairmen),
of which 186 and 1495 respectively produced responses sufficiently complete
to be usable,

C. Some Particular Cautions that Should Be Applied in Judging the Data that
Follow

There are several constraints on the data produced by the survey, beyond
those already noted, that should be kept in mind in speculating on the
implications of particular findings., Ftirst, the numbers of presidents,
particularly when subdivided into the seven institutional groups, are quite
small, and therefore cannot as reliably be considered to represent all related
presidents, For example, only 14 presidents of black private colleges responded;
any one reporting a particular way constitutes about seven percent of the total,
The larger numbers of trustees responding produces more reliable and stable

distributions of responses.

3/ Some examination of differences between the random and non-random vortions

’ of each institutional group were made, and are reported in Appendix A. In
general, there appear to be few differences between the two portions in most
instances,

6
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Second: as the data on returns in Table 2 show, substantial portions of
those asked to respond to the survey did not respond. As board effectiveness
was an obvious target, and as some questions were relatively personal (e.g.,
support of president by board members), it is unreasonable to assume that
the respondents represent the samples of individuals surveved. The degree of
bias from this source is unknown; it is likely that a more positive picture
is provided than would be the case had all individuals surveyed responded.

Third: the coutent of the questionnaires is not equally applicable to the
seven different instituticnal categories. Some relevant questions for typical
public institution boards, for example, do not appear.

Fourth: all responding presidents and all responding trustees were included
in the data analysis; trustee respondents whose pr2sidents did not respond
may be included, so that the comparisons of presidents' and trustees' perceptions
are not necessarily equally based on the institutional contexts reflected.
Stiil another problem of this sort applies to the total response pattern
presented: the presidents or trustees in the sample do not represent a random
cross-section of American higher education because the numbers of institutions
contacted in each institutional category were not proportional to the number
of institutions of that kind available,

Fifth: the data representing state colleges and public universities
should be highly suspect because an attempt was made to exclude those
public institutions with multi—campug'or multi-institution governing boards,
This action was taken because the pretest revealed a frequent judgment that
the survey content proposed was simply not relevant to the multi-campus
board, and that not enough is known about the differences from one state to
another to be assured that a relevant questionnaire could be constructed.

For example, only thirteen states are represented in the state college
group; also, given the trend to multi-campus boards, this is probably a

non-representative group.



111, FINDINGS: A DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY OF THE GOVERNING BOARDS, WITH
PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO DIFFERENCES AMONG BOARDS OF DIFFERENT
KINDS OF INSTLITUTLONS

A. Board Composition

The survey questionnaire did not explore in any exhaustive way the

composition of the boards; this has been better accomplished in other
surveys.éfﬁ However, certain aspects of the board structure were felt to be
potentially reievant to the central purposes of the survey, and were examined

through either the presidents' or the trustees' questionnaires.
p q

1, Factors in the Selection of Trustees

Presidents were asked to report how strongly a number of different
forces appeared to operate in the actual selection or appointment of
new trustees; they were also asked to judge how important each of these
forces should be. For the total group of respondents, the proportions
rating each force or factor as of central influence are given in Table 3,
together with the proportions stating that each factor should be of
central importance.

A prime generalization from the findings presented in Table 3 is
that although for some of the forces the actual influence is rated about
as strongly as the force is believed to warrant (e.g., presidential,
board chairman, or board member advice; constituent representation;
professional competency; past institutional affiliation), there are other
forces that the presidents believe should be substantially more influential
than they perceive to be the case. These are: leadership skills,
knowledgeability on higher education issues, fund raising capability, and
community stature. A corollary observation is the different rank order
found between actual influence and the importance the respondent felt
the particular procedure should have: for example, knowledgeability

on higher education issues is believed to be of central

2/

- For example, see Hartnett, R. T. College and University Trustees: Their
Backgrounds and Educational Attitudes, Princeton, N. J.: Educational Testing
Service, 1969; or Rauh, M. A. The Trusteeship of Colleges and Universities.
New York: McGraw Hill, 1969,
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importance as a selection criterion by more than half of the presideats,
making it the third most important (after leadership skills and community
stature) among the ten forces--yet, it ranks tenth in perceived actual
influence. About three-~fourths of the presidents believe leadership

skills should be of central importance (against a proportion of about

one-third believing it is of central influence), and about two thirds

teel community stature should be of central importance (against one-half

believing it to be of central influence).

When the responses of subgroups of presidents of the different kinds
of institutions were contrasted, no significant differences among the sub-
groups in influence of the forces were found for the community stature,
constituency representation, and professional competency forces. However,
the public college and university presidents stand out as seeing their
advice of more limited influence in trustee selection than do the private
(and black) institution presidents; similar patterns hold for advice of
chairman or of board members as a force, Traditional methods of election or
appointment of public institution trustees obviously and inevitably restricts
some influences that affect trustee selection at private institutions.
This contrast is most marked in the comparison between influence of
presidential advice by public university presidents versus private
liberal arts college presidents: three percent of the former, against
68 percent of the latter, see their advice as of central influence. Ratings
of the importance that these sources of advice should have generally
parallel the influence ratings (see Table 3).

As would be expected, a similar difference between the public versus
the private institution presidents exists on fund-raising capability as
an influence in trustee selection. None of the public university presidents,
three percent of the community college presidents, and four percent of the
state college presidents see this quality as of central influence, against
percentages ranging from 21 percent (for the private junior college presidents)
to 43 percent (for the predominantly black private institution presidents).
Incidentally, 85 percent of the private junior college presidents and

79 percent of the black institution presidents felt fund raising capability

to be of central impurtance.

Leadership skills is ranked as a central jinfluence in trustee
selection by 64 percent of the black institution presideats and by 54 percent

of the other private university presidents, It is least frequently so
11
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ranked by the two groups of two-year college presidents (27 percent of
community college presidents, and 21 percent of private junior college
presidents), and by the public university presidencs (where 15 percent
rank this as of central influence). Past affiliation with the institution
was rated a central influence by none of the black institution presidents,
but by 20 percent and 25 percent of the private liberal arts and private
university presidents respectively: the public and two-year institutions
fall between these extremes, Knowledgeability on higher education issues,
which will be recalled as a factor believed to be much more important in
principle than influential in practice, is perceived as centrally
influential by 36 percent of the black institutien presidents and 28 percent
of the private junior college presidents, against, at the other extreme,
only 3 percent of the public university presidents, and 7 percent and 8
percent respectively of the private college or private university

presidents. The difference between influence and importance ratings here

is most marked for public university presidents, where 18 times at many
presidents (or 56 percent) felt that knowledgeability was important than
felt it influential in selection.

The presidents of the private black institutions stand out from the
other institution president: in rating all but one (past affiliation with

tie institution) of the ten forces of central influence and of central

importance more frequently than do the total group of presidents. This
would suggest that a greater variety of factors affect (ard are felt
should affect) trustee selection at black institutions, or that greater
restrictions exist on the other institutional groups in how trustees are
appointed or selected.

The findings in this regard are difficult tc .immarize adequately,
Some forces seem to be a function of the public versus private
institution situation. Others seem to be most precisely a function of
whether the institution is a two-year or four-year institution, or is a
university. It would seem that the presidents of public institutions
generally see any of the forces less frequently of central influence
than do their private institution counterparts, which, most likely,
suggests merely that selection or appointment is more a matter of
prevailing practice and procedure, legislatively imposed, than of

the application of criteria intrinsic to the board or institution.

12
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2, Limitations on Service as a Trustee

Differences in limitations existing on terms of service of board
members, when examined across the seven institutional groups, appear to
be a function solely of a different practice by community colleges when
contrasted to all other institutional groups combined. About half of
the community college presidents, against about four~fifths of the others,
report restrictions on terms of service, Opinion as to whether
restrictions should exist parallel actuality closely, with the possible
exception that about 14 percent more of the presidents for the black
institutions and the private liberal arts colleges believe that
restrictions should exist than report that restrictions do exist,

3. Age of Trustees and Length of Service

Data on the year elected or appointed as trustee for some 1, 500
responding trustees are shown in Table 4, where the proportions in each
date category are shown by institutional type. In general, private
(including black) institutions tend to have a larger proportion of trustees
with extended terms of service than do the public institutions, but
the differences (while statistically significant) are not marked.

The age of the responding trustees by institutional type is shown
in Table 5., The oldest group is clearly that respresenting the black
institutions, where almost two~thirds are 36 years of age or older.

4.  Sex and Race of the Resprnding Trustees

The sex and race of the respondent group, by institutional type,
are shown in Table g, These data arc straightforward and require ljittle
elaborative comment, except to note, t/ 't, that the large private
university and the community college appi 7 to lag somewhat in the
addition of women to their boards. Second: although the proportions
of black trustees in the various predominar: ly white institutional
groups are up slightly from 1967 as found by Hartnett,é/ only the state

_ crllege appears to have made much headway in adding blacks to its board.
The private liberal arts and private university sroups show only 2 per-
cent black, and the public universiéy and the comaunity college only
4 and 5 percent black respectively,

ol
RN

Hartnett, op. cit., p. 57.
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B. The Functioning of the Boards

0f central interest in the questionnaire survey was the style of
tunctioning ot the governing boards., At one level, this has to do with
the effort devoted by the members, as attested by their record of atiendance
at board meetings and the time they devote to the trusteeship., But of greater
impact were the trustee reports (together with reports of their presidents) as to
how decisions are made, what factors adversely affect board functioning,
the role and operation of committees, and changes that would improve board
functioning (the latter of interest, of course, for it might suggest
current difficulties in board functioni.g).

1. Frequency of Board Meetings

Previous studiesi/ have shown that the frequency with which
governing beards meet is stroagly affected by the kind of institutiocn
they serve. The cutrent survey coafirms this phenomenon, as the data
presented in Table 7 will show.

As can be seen from Table 7, public college boards meet, most
frequently, from 9 to 12 times a year, and private college boards meet,
most frequently, from 3 to 4 times a year. Beyond this, all communitv
college boards mezt nine or more times a vear, and more than half meet
tvelve or more times a vear.

lt should be pointed out that the numbers of presidents reporting
are too small to lend much confidence in their representativeness. The
major value of the data is the context they provide for understanding
some of the other aspects of the responses reported elsewhere in this
paper. Nevertheless, the frequencies do not vary significantly from
the patterns reported by Hartnett from his 1967-68 Survey,é/ as shown by
the excerpt from his report that appears as Table 8.

2. Attendance at Board Meetings, and Time Devoted to Trusteeship

The trustees were asked to report the number of days per month

devoted, on the average, to their trusteeship; theilr presidents were asked

Ibid.

2/ 1bid., p. 67.
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to report on their attendance at board meetings. For the total group of
trustees, about two-thirds reported spending on the average only two days
or less per month, although the propor:ions‘devoting only this much time
from the community colleges (56 percent) or large public institutions

(40 percent) are smaller, and the proportions for the private junior
college (78 percent), private liberal arts college (73 percent), and
black institutions (70 Percent), are larger (see Table 9). An additional
20 percent of the total group spend three or four days per month;

two percent report more than 10 days per month on the average.

The differences among the trustees sorted by institutional type are

real; almost 10 percent of the public university trustees report,

for example, spending nine or more days per month, against a total

group proportion of about 3.5 percent. Such time differences suggest
substantial differences in the ways the boards of the different kinds

of institutions function, particularly when viewed against the typical
frequencies of board meetings,

Attendance at board meetings, as reported by the presidents, varies
markedly by institutional type: the proportions of presidents reporting
attendance as '"excellent" (as opposed to "generally good" or "unsatisfactory")
is shown in Table 10. Clearly the best record is that of the community
college trustees, and the poorest that of the black institution trustees
(who, other studies show, frequently represent many who live at some
distance from the inscitution and who serve on more than one board).
Only three institutional groups contained any presidents characterizing
attendance as unsatisfactory: these §roups were state colleges (4
percent of presidents responding), private universities (4 percent),
and private liberal arts colleges (2 percent),

3. Factors Affecting Decisionmaking

Both presidents and trustees were asked to estimate the extent to
which a number of factors operate in the decisionmaking process of their
boards. A summary of these factors, and the proportions of respondents
stating that each operates "to a considerable extent" in their decision~

making process, are given in Table 11,
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In general, presidents and trustees agree upon the relative
importance of each factor, though in two interesting instances the
presidents rate a factor much more strongly than do the trustees.

These have to do with the influence on decisionmaking of the president's
direct advice, or of "first hand knowledge" (this option for response was
provided only on trustee questionnaire) versus ""background information
provided to the board" (president questionpaire option). 1In the

second instance the response options are parallel but not congruent;

yet, in each instance, presidents seem to overestimate their

role if one takes trustee response as the criterion. Both kinds of responses
are, to be sure, subject to bias.

This matter notwithstanding, the responses reveal the belief that
the president is a key figure in the decisionmaking process. Informational
resources, committee guidance, and . ‘dance by the board chairman operate
"to a significant extent" in the view of about half of the respondents,
Trustees see active debate as a key mechanism somewhat more frequently
than do presidents; other factors provided respondents were seen operating
significantly in decisionmaking by relatively few respondents. Lobbying
or pressure from extra-board groups is seldom rated a major factor,
although (data not shown) 28 percent of the total group of presidents,
and 30 percent of the total group of trustees, reported this to influence
decisions "to a moderate extent."

When the decisicnmaking reports by respondents from the different
types of institutions are examined, significant differences do appear among
these groups in the importance ascribed to some factors. Among the
community college presidents, presidential recommendations and first hand
knowledge are seen to play a role to about the same extent as for the
total group; but, for each of all the other factors, only about one-fourth
(or less) of these presidents see these as particularly influential. The
community college trustees, in marked contrast, tend to agree with the
extent of emphases reported for each factor by the total group of trustees,
with the exception of the influence of committee guidance, where the
pattern of smaller boards temnds to reduce or eliminate the importance
of committee structure. The tenuous, but potentially important, implication
of this finding is that the decisionmaking process of community college
boards 1s viewed by the community college trustee as typical of the
college or university board in general, but is viewed by the president
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as 1f such factors as guidance by chairman or active debate are,
relative to boards of other kinds of institutions, less influential.

Public colleges and large universities generally follow the patterns
in decisionmaking forces reflected by the groups of trustees or presildents
as a whole, with several significant exceptions. Among the public college
trustee respondents, only 30 percent (against 56 percent for all truscee
respondents) rate committee guidance as a strong factor, and 58 percent
rate pressures from extra-board groups (against 67 percent for all trustees)
as operating to little or no extent. For the large public university
respondents, presidents ascribe somewhat less frequently (than all
presidents)--27 percent so vote--strong influence from active debate,
and only 50 percent see little or ne influence by extra-board groups
(against 70 percent of all presidents). The large public university
trustees see committee guidance more frequently (68 percent) as a
strong influence than do all trustees (50 percent), and, like their
presidents ard the trustees of state college boards, reflect greater
sensitivity to extra~board pressures than do the groups as a whole.

The private junior college boards stand out sharply from the group
as a whole in the influence on decisionmaking their presidents ascribe to
active debate: 60 percent of the junior college presidents, against 34
percent of all presidents, saw this factor operating to a considerable
extent (the junior college trustees, however, give it the same import that
most other groups of trustees give it)., More remarkable disagreemént
between junior college presidents and trustees exists as to the influence
on decisionmaking of private exchanges among members (53 percent of the
presidents, but only 25 percent of the trustees, see this as operating to a
considerable extent), and of presidential recommendations (93 percent of
the presidents, but only 68 percent of the trustees see this as of
considerable iwpact). And, unlike any other institutional group, the
private junior college trustees ascribe more impact on decisionmaking
to a first hand knowledge of the situation than do their presidents to the
background information provided. A summary generalization seems to be that
junior college presidents tend to place more emphésis on the parliamentary

activities--in debate by or in private exchanges ameng their board
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members--as well as the potency of their own recommendations~-but
may underestimate the role of the background material they provide,

The perceptions of forces in decisionmaking by respondents from
private liberal arts colleges and private universities show some interesting
parallels as well as some divergencies., In each of the two settings, the
presidents see active debate less frequently a strong force than do all
presidents (about 25 percent give central impact to this, against 34 percent
for all presidents); and, they more frequently see important impact on
decisionmaking from committee guidance (about 75 percent give this a strong
influence rating, against 57 percent of all presidents); and, they
more frequently (60 percent against 40 percent) see firm guidance by the
chairman as important. On the other hand, 30 percent of private college
presidents rate the impact of the "simple pressure of the situation" as
strong, against only 8 percent of the private university presidents, or
against an all-president proportion of 16 percent. This could reflect
in some way a more frequent fiscal crisis or a more frequent powerful super-
consistuency as represented by a church body--both more frequent, in all
probability, for the private colleges surveyed than for the private
universities. Only 12 percent of the presidents of private universities
see strong influence from board member private exchanges (against 23 percent
of all presidents); their trus:iees, however, report influences from private
exchanges as frequently as do all trustees,

The trustees of private colleges and universities, like their
presidents, ascribe greater impact on decisions (than do all trustees)
of committee guidance, but, unlike their presidents, ascribe the same
impact (as do all trustees) to firm guidance by the board chairman.

Active debate is less frequently seen by private university trustees—
33 percent--(than by all trustees--41 percent) as a strong influence.
The most significant generalization of the foregoing is that the board
committee 1s probably a more frequent fixture of the private college
or university, or the large public university, than of the other

kinds of institutions.
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As with other comparisons, the black institution board stands out as
distinct from the other groups. Twice as many presidents representing
this type of institution--71 percent--see vigorous debate as a strong
factor in decisionmaking as do the total group of presidents (where
only 34 percent rate debate as strongly influential), They less frequently
(than presidents of all institutions) see decisions as a function of pressure
from the situation or as affected by recourse to extra-board experts.
Acress all decisionmaking forces offered, trustees of black institutions
tend to agree ielatively well with their presidents (except, of course,
on those forces the presidents generally tend to overestimate--their
own role, and that of informaticn provided).

To summarize now with regard to differences among the kinds of
institutions with regard to reported forces affecting decisionmaking:
the president of the institution seems to play a major role in the decision-
making process of the board, through his recommendations and through the
background material he provides; this role is uniform in its apparent
impact across institutions of various kinds, except for presidents of
private junior colleges, where the influence, though still the strongest
of the forces rated, is somewhat diminished (at least in the eyes of
the trustees). The use of committees in achieving decisions is a prccedure
employed more frequently by the private institutions and large public
universities; state colleges and community colleges seem to place less
reliance on committees. The process of vigorous and active debate is
more instrumental particularly for the private black institution boards
and less 50 particularly for the private university board., Recourse to
extra~board forces, private exchanges among two or more key board
members, the simple pressure of the situation, and lobbying by or
pressure from special interest groups, are perceived to play significant
roles in decisionmaking less frequently, with a notable exception that
of "pressure of the situation" for private liberal arts college boards.

4. Factors Perceived as Adversely Affecting Board Functioning

The survey questionnaires directed both to presidents and trustees

postulated eighteen different factors that could adversely affect the
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functioning of the board. Each factor was to be rated as handicapping
the board functioning either "to a copsiderable extent,'" "to a moderate
extent," or "to little or no extent." The first category, reflecting
substantial interference by the factor, was seldom used by more than

10 percent of the president or trustee respondents; instead, they
tended to assign one or the other of the latter two categories,

Table 12 shows the eighteen factors, and the proportions of presidents
and trustees for the total group that felt each of the factors hampering
their board's functioning either to a moderate or a considerable e:tent,

It should be first noted that, in general, the presidents and the
trustees are in fairly good agreement. Presidents seem to see somewhat
more frequently than trustees as deterrents the following: lack of understanding
as to how a board should function; failure to use information resources
available; obstructionist members; and tendency of the board to exceed
its role. Trustees seem to see problems somewhat more frequently (than do
presidents) from absenteeism and challenges from special constituencies.

The discrepancies, however, for the total groups are, for the most part, slight,
0f the options given, the factors most frequently perceived as

affecting board functioning adversely to a mederate or considerable

extent, cited by at least 40 percent of presidents and trustees, are member

inexperience, understanding how a board should function, and devoting

time to trivia. Least often adversely affecting board functioning and cited

by less than 25 percent of both presidents aud trustees as a moderate or

considerable disadvantage, are: board exceeding role, outside intervention,

open meeting law, board-president conflict, and irreconcilable differences

of opinion among members. If one considers that some of the adverse effects

blame the president, some the structural characteristics or the board as

a whole, some outside forces, and some one or more of the board members,

it becomes fairly clear that among these classes of factors the resgdndents

most frequently see their functional problems as caused by indifference or

naivete or inexperience of one or more board members. If this is so,

there may be a critical insight embedded therein: that is, the most

direct remedy would be attention to those members who handicap their

beards.
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When the respondents are considered in terms of the types of
institutions they represent, some interesting (and statistically
significant) differences emerge, although, as a whole, the differences
among institutions are less marked than they were for factors affecting
decisionmaking (suggesting that problems that affect board functioning
are more general to boards as a whole than are particular decisionmaking
procedures, which tend to vary more as a function of type of institution),

Community college presideants are less frequently troubled than
other presidents by needs to revise board structure, or by deadwood on
their boards., More frequently than other presidents, however, they feel
board functioning is handicapped by obstructionist members, irreconcilable
differences, the board excceding its role, and an open meeting requirement.
The community college trustees perceive difficulty less frequently
(than other trustees) from deadwood on their board, but more frequently
they see difficulties from obstructionist members and an open meeting
requirement.

State college and'public university president; are, like community
college presidents and to a less extent than all presidents combined,
relatively infrequently concerned with deadwood on their boards.

They more frequently (than the group of presidents as a whole) see
problems from their board exceeding its role, challenges from special
r“éanstituencies, intervention from outside sources, and the open meeting
law or practice. Public university presidents see less frequently

than any other group problems arising from inexperience ¢f some members.

With regard to state college and public university trustees, the two
institutional groups are in clea: distinction from other institutional
groups of trustees only with regard to the greater extent of problems
they perceive from open meeting laws or practices. On the adverse effect
of absenteeism and of board structure, state college trustees see more
handicap, and public university trustees less handicap, than do trustees
in general. State cnllege and public university trustees also, like their
presidents, see more problems from outside intervention than do the

respondents as a whole.
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A rcasonable summary of the most distinctive features of the three public
institution groups is that they are all handicapped more frequentliy
than the other groups by the open meeting practice and obstructionist
members, and are marked by a presidential belief that the buard exceeds
its role.

Private liberal arts college and private university presidents
perceive less difficulty (than other presidents) from obstructionist
members, the board exceeding its role, intervention from outside,
and, of course, an open meeting law or practice. Along with the two
other private groups (black institutions and private Junior colleges),
they profess handicap more frequently than public institution presidents
from deadwood on thelr boards. The trustees of the private liberal
arts colleges and universities tend to follow the total trustee group
response patterns rather closely.

The private junior college presidents are distinct from the
presidents as a whole in perceiving relatively less difficulty from any
outside pressures or an open meeting practice. Their problems, relative
to the total group of presidents, reside in board structure, the leader-
ship style of the chairman, irreconcilable differences among board members,
and deadwood on their board. Their trustees stand out from trustees
in general principally from the lesser problems they see from extra-
board pressures.

The black institution presidents, more frequently than any other
group of presidents, see moderate or severe difficulty from the
structure of their boards and from deadwood on their boards. About
two~thirds of the black college presidents--against one-third of the
presidents in general--so rate these factors. They are relatively less
frequently bothcred by what they percelve as their boards exueeding a
proper role, or any outside challenges or interferences. Their trustees
also more frequently ascribe difficulty to board structure than do cther
trustees, and half--against a proportion of one-third of all trustees-—

see moderate or severe difficulties from absenteeism and deadwood,
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5. Support of President by Board Members

The president's questionnaire asked the president to rate the help~
fulness of members of his board in seven different areas, Table 13 shows
the proportion from each institutional group who perceived members of
their board as "very helpful" in each of the seven areas. With the
singie exception of helpfulness in finding "new sources of support
for valued institutional goals,” differences anong the seven institutional
groups were not significant; in this instance, as would be expected,
board members were perceived as very helpful by 11 percent, 4 percent and
7 percent respectively of the comnunity college, state college, and public
university presidents, but by 20 percent, 36 percent, 32 percent, and
25 percent respectively of the private Junior college, private black,
private liberal arts, and private university presidents.

6. Reports of Long Range Planning

About 80 percent of the responding presidents, and 85 percent of
the responding trustees, reported a long range plan projecting institutional
goals, The only potentially significant variation from this pattern
by c¢ne or another institutional group was within the private university
group, where 67 percent of the presidents (against 86 percent of the
trustees) reported a plan. Although these discrepancies may reflect
differences in what presidents, as opposed to trustees, consider to be
a plan or to constitute goals, they also call forcefully to mind two
limitations in all the president/trustee comparisons: these are (1) the
responding presidents do not necessarily represent the same institutions
as the responding trustees; and (2) for each institution with a responding
president, the president is represented by only one vote, while those
institutions with larger numbers of reSpénding trustees carry greater
weight in the totals than those with smaller numbers of responding
trustees, There are (as documented by the data in Table 2) differences
among the institutional groups in the proportions of responding presidents
that do not match the differences in the proportion of responding trustees,
Trustees and presidents were asked if their boards were involved in the
formulation of this plan by "formulating and deciding on plan," by "advising
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on and reviewing plan," or by "approving and confirming plan." The pro-
portions of presidents and trustees in each institutional group responding
to each alternative are given in Table 14,

Of particular interest in the data presented in Table 14 is the fact
that the modes of advising and reviewing or approving and confirming
are more frequent board involvement styles than the more active process
of formulating and deciding. Also of interest is the discrepancy
between the reports of presidents and trustees: trustees in general
feel almost three times more frequently than the presidents that the
trustee involvement is one of formulating and deciding; this tendency
seems particularly marked in the private university instance, where
almost one-fifth of the trustees, but none of the prasidents, saw the
boards in the more active role, Of interest also is that this more active
mode of involvement was found frequently in the instance of the private
Jjunior college where about one of every four presidents or trustees report
this style of functioning in planning activities,

Trustees and presidents were asked to indicate their degree of
satisfaction with the reasonableness and attainability of their long
range plan. When provided four response alternatives ranging from "'quite
satisfied" to "quite concerned," 26 percent of the presidents, and 31
percent of the trustees, indicated they were quite satisfied (Table 15).
Only five percent of the presidents and trustees indicated they were
quite concerned. The only potentially significant variations
in this perspective by the separate institutional groups occums.for the
private liberal arts trustces, where 38 percent are quite satisfied,
and with the state college and public university trustees, where only
24 percent and 22 percent respectively are quite satisfied,

C. The Effectiveness of the Boards

A central question addressed by the survey was the effectiveness of the
boards in achieving a proper role. Twelve dimensions believed to be relevant to
or symptomatic of effective functioning were postulated, together with a summary
item requiring an estimate of the general or overall effectiveness of the board,
The major use to be made of this set of items was, of course, their employment
as a criterion of effectiveuess against which to examine the relationship of
other variablezs such as particular practices or elements of board composition,

(These interrelationships will be summarized in Section IV of this report,)

34

410




<g ay 52 1€ 119 g€ 113 L€ ot 9y <y o 6% 9y 1% 65 dumayzuoy
{Buacaddy
1) % 2% t11 8y 29 6t ] 9% X4 LY oy Qs 0s 9y 19 Jumataay
tZuyesapy]
Z 61 ¢ b ¥4 Z 4t Lt ¥ 0 Z 92 Z6 zZve Z 22 Ze Z0 zZ01 9 X9l 2¢ Suypyoag
{Z2uriermmioy
333a04], | Juapysaggiaaisniy [auepieay 3318Nd], [Ju3py8ALg| 3d38nay | Juspysaag 2338nllL| INAPYSIL{}283sn1] [auspiraig[aazsnay luapigal,| aaisnay [Jueprsazg Jnowaayoauy]
Telo] PELST] LSS TFEYNT |34y 3431109 L) £ FETN T adatr10) EY E73 4] 3o apoy
aleayag Texaqyl aoyung a11qng amig £3 vy
aiealig AJBATIY
dnoag leuopInyjisug

NV'Id ZINVE INOT 40 NOILVIAKA0d NI INAHAATOANI
40 SIC0H LHFMIIIIA INIIHOLTY STALSMML ANV SINAGISHEd 10 SIOVINIIWAL

71 J1qey

41

35

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[E



Le
0
. Lo }
* WPBUIBOVOY
< < 9 2 k] ¢ ] 9 9 24 z g Y ] S L a310d,,
1
we | 29z | ue 22 2T 21€ 28€ 262 262 2L %2z 724 wz | me | xee 262 T
(1]
B93IBNAL | 1U0pT6a1g | B@1SN1] [ JNapTsald] aa1sna] |3uapisard[aaisni] | juapysalg[eaisni]l | uaprsazg|asisna) jauapisaig|avasnd] | iuapisald|aa1sn1y [Juapysary
ICELIA FECIT Aaysaaatuy 513y adalioy A3isaeatu] aFar10] adat10) uwetd jo
aleayag Teaaqry Jopung BasCLl | CRL21N Ayuramnoy uoplenyeay
GELIA ST ajeallg
dnozxg Teuo}Inifisul
NVd FDONVE IR07T YT3HL 30 SSANTIGVNOSVAY AHL L10AV , JANMIINOD 3LIAD,,
e 40 OFI4SIIVS LI, THV OHM SAILSNUL GNV SINIAISTEd 40 SIDVINADHAL
e
o'a) ST 3T98L
=r
=
X
b
o
=
(=
&
aa

42

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



licvertheless, it may be of interest at this point to examine the general
perceptir.ns of the presidents and trustees as to the relative effectiveness
of thei: rocards on the different dimeusions,

The twelve specific dimensions, as defined on the questionnaire for the

respondents, weres

1) Diversity: The board as a whole contains the necessary diversity
of talents, skills, experience, and interests among its members to
complement one another and to strengthen the whole board,

2) Structure: The board is structured in such a way that individuals
and/or committees assume a proper, active, and effective role in the
operation and activities of the board.

3) Member Involvement: Members demonstrate a high degree of interest
in the institution and in their role and responsibilities as trustees
or regents; they are genuinely involved in the institution's problems
and prospects.

4) Knowledgeability: The members of the board are well-informed about
the institution, its place in the higher education systew, and in the
currents of society affecting higher education,

5) Rapport: The members of the board have mutual respect for each
other, regardless of differences of opinion, and maintain an
effective working relationship with each other.

6) Sense of Priorities: Board members, and the board as a body, tend
to be concerned with important and long-range issues rather than
with trivial matters.

7) Direction: The chairman is respected, strong, and skilled both in
making certain that different points of view are expressed, and in
obtaining satisfactory decisions.

8) Sensitivity: The board is representative of, or sensitive to, different
constituencies and viewpoints,

9) Strength: The board is strong enough to achieve effective educational
policy decisions in the face of extraneous political or other outside
pressures,

10) Financial Support: The board contains a reasonable number of members
who provide or help get financial support,

o . 37 4[3




11) Board/President Relationship: Thege isign effective working
relationshipbetweén the'board and ‘the president or chancellor
and his staff,

12)  Accomplishment: The board has a genuine sense of progress and
achievement, and members derive satisfaction from their service.

Four response options for rating each of the dimensions werwc provided:
for the twelve specific dimensions, these were "excellent," "goud," "fair,"
and "poor." For the general dimension (described in Table 16 an "overall
effectiveness"), these were, in effect, "in the highest category," "not in
the highest category, but satisfactory," "less than satisfactory but adequate,"
and "in need of major improvement." Table 16 shows the dimensions and provides
the proportions of presidents and trustees, in toto and by institutional
categories, who rated their boards in the highest of the four categories,

Almost haif of the presidents and trustees rate their boards in the
highest category of general ("overall") effectiveness; this agreement in
level of assessed effectiveness seems generally to prevail when presidents
and trustees of particular institutional categories are examined.

With regard to coverall reaction to the twelve specific dimensions, more
than half of the respondents see their boards as excellent on board-president
relationships and rapport among members. Almost half see a skilled and respected
chairman as an excellent contribution to board effectiveness. At the other
extreme, only one-fifth of the respondents rated their boards as excellent
in terms of member knowledgeability of the institution, defined as awareness
of "its place in higher education, and of the currents of society affecting
Ligher education."” On the dimensions of financial support, board structure,
sensitivity to views of different constituencies, and a sense of priority,
only one~third (or less) of both trustees and presidents rated their boards
as excellent,.

In general--whether considering the respondents as a whole or by the
kind of institution they represent--~agreement between presidents and trustees
generally seems relatively high, The most notable exception is on the ratings
of the positive impact of board member diversity, where only 27 percent of
the presidents, but 42 percent of the trustees, rated the boards excellent.
This trend was consistent across the institutional types, with the most

extreme discrepancy for public universities, where 20 percent of the presidents,
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but 48 percent of the trustees, rated their diversity as excellent. Other

discrepancles of possible significance include: on effective chaimanship and

sense of priorities (as well as on diversity), public university trustees

rate their boards more highly than do their presidents; and three-fourths of the
private university presidents and about two-thirds of the private college
presidents see their board chairmanship as excellent, while approximately

half of their trustees agree.

Some highly interesting differences seem to appear as a function of the
kind of institution represented by the respondent. These, drawn from the data
presented in Table 16, are summarized in Table 17. The selection of most
frequent or least frequent examples from the table was predicated on the
following relatively arbitrary rules: where differences among a class of
respondents by institutional type are statistically significant, the highest
and the lowest institutional group of respondents are named; and, where the
differences among institutional types are not statistically significant,
deviations from the all group average of at least five or more percentage
points f.r trustees, or at least 10 or more percentage points for presidents,
are required to achieve, for the table, an entry as "most" or "least" frequent.

Even a cursory inspection of the entries in Table 17 shows that the
respondents from state colleges, private junior colleges (usually the trusteec
only), and private black institutions tend to rate their boards in the highest
effectiveness category least frequently, and that the respondents from the
private liberal arts, private university, and public university (usually the
trustees only) rate their boards in the highest effectiveness category most
frequently., The community college presidents stand out as rating their boards
highest in general effectiveness and sense of accomplishment; on the latter
dimension, they are joined by their trustees. It is not entirely safe to
generalize from this that the rankings describe truly differential board
effectiveness, or levels of institutional hazard to board effectiveness,
for the dimensions used may be differentially relevant to the several kinds
of institutions (the financial support category is a good example), Also,
dimensions unnamed may be important for some boards (e.g., rapport of board
with state budget authorities) but not for others. Nevertheless, the

differences suggest more challenges to effective functioning for the private
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Table 17

IDENTIFICATION OF INSTITUTIONAL SUBGROUPS OF RESPONDENTS WHO *
(1) MOST FREQUENTLY OR (2) LEAST FREQUENTLY
EVALUATED SELECTED BOARD QUALITIES AS "EXCELLENT"

Group Rating as Excellent

Most Frequently

Least Frequently

1.

4.

5.

gl

10.

11.

General effectiveness

Diversity

Board structure

Member involvement
Knowledgeability
Member rapport

Sense of priorities

Direction by chairman,

Sensitivity to
Constituencies

Strength

Financial support

Private University Trustees
Community College Presidents

Public University Trustees
Private University
Presidents

Public University Trustees

Public University Trustees
Public University Presidents

Private Liberal Arts
Trustees

Private Liberal Arts
Presidents

Private Liberal Arts
Trustees

Private Liberal Arts
Presidents

Public University Trustees
Private University
Presidents

Public University Trustees

Private University Trustees
Private University
Presidents

Private Liberal Arts
Trustees

Private Liberal Arts
Presidents

Private Junior College Trustees
State College Trustees
Black College Presidents

Black College Trustees

State College Trustees
State College Presidents

Private Junior College Trustees
Black College Trustees
State College Presidents

Private Junior College Trustees
State College Presidents

Private Junior College Trustees
Black Ccllege Presidents

State College Trustees
Private University Presidents

Community College Trustees
State College Trustees
State College Presidents

Private Junior College Trustees

Black College Trustees
State College Presidents

State College Trustees
Private Junior College
Presidents
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Table 17 Continued

Quality

Group Rating

as Excellent

Most Frequently

Least Freguently

12.Board~President
Relationship

13.8ense of
Accomplishment

Private Liberal Arts
Trustees

Private Junior College
Presidents

Community College Trustees

Public University Trustees

Community College
Presidents

State College Trustees
Black College Presidents

Private Junior College Trustees
Private Junior College
Presidents
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junior college, state college, and private black college boards than for
boards of other private institutions, public universities, and (perhaps)
the community colleges,

D. Changes in Boards Perceived as Leading to Improvement of Board Functioning

Both presidents and trustees were asked to react to a list of changes
that might improve board functioning; each item presented was to be checked
if the respondent saw that change as a positive one for his board. The proportions
of presidents and trustees in the total group who indicated each factor as
a positive change are shown in Table 18,

In general, as in other comparisons, presidents and trustees are fairly
consistent in the extent to which they see the improvement potential of the
various factors, although the presidents put more emphasis on various aspects
of trustee performance--e.g., replacement of one or more board members,
committee structure, guidance by chairman. The greater attention to matters
of long range significance, seen as an improvement by more than half of each
kind of respondents, suggests that the presidents and trustees see their
boards too much caught up in more routine matters oxr considerations critical
to the moment. Improvement from better orientation of board members to the
instirution, also frequuntly seen as a potential benefit by both presidents
and trustees, similarly relates to matters easily within the control of the
president and the board. Relatively small numbers of the total groups see
improvement resulting from increase or decrease in size of board.

Rather sharp differences among institutional groups emerge when the
respondents are grouped according to the kind of college they represent.

As would be expected from other data already cited, only 16 percent of the
community college presidents see improvement in better committee structure
(against 34 percent of all presidents); otherwise, this class of institution
does not stand out markedly from the others.

For the state colleges, only 36 percent of the presidents (against 60
percent for all presidents surveyed) see replacement of one or more members
leading to improvement; on the other hand, one in five of their trustees (against
about one in eight of all trustees) see improvement from better exercise
of the chairmanship role.
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The public university trustees more frequently than all trustees combined
see improvement vested in more attention to matters of long range significance,
and more systematic reporting by administrative officers, They less
frequently (than all trustees) see replacement of one or more members an
improvement,

The private junior college presidents less frequently than all presidents
see improvement from more systematic reporting by administrative officers, or
from better understanding of trends in contemporary society, and more frequently
than all presidents see need to strengthen the chairman's role. Their trustees,
on the other hand, stand closely with all trustees in the relative emphasis
Placed on these three and the other areas for improvement.

The trustees of the private liberal arts colleges see improvement less
frequently (than all trustees) from better attention to long range matters,
and fromw more systematic reporting by college officials., Twice as many of
their presidents (than of all presidents combined) see board improvement
from decrease in size,

. The presidents of the private universities differ from the total group
of presiéents in less frequently projecting improvement from better orientation
of board members or more attention to matters of long range significance, Their
trustees staad apart from the others in believing less frequently that changes
in committee structure would improve board effectiveness.

The black college presidents stand out markedly in the greater frequency
with which they mark most areas as grounds for improvement: in every respect
except change in size of board or in the role of the chairman, they believe
improvement could be effected by the change indicated to a greater degree than
the other presidents perceive. In this, they also see promise from change
mor2 frequently than do their trustees, though their trustees more frequently
(than all trustees) see positive impact only in changes in committee structure
or replacement of one or more members.

E. (Challenges Perceived by the Presidents in the Decade Ahead

The presidents were asked to indicate the importance of each of a number
of challenges facing governing boards in the decade ahead. The proportions
of presidents in each institutional group stating each challenge to be "of
greatest importance" is shown in Table 19,
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Clearly, fiscal planning and policy represent a pervasive challenge
to all institutions in the eyes of the presidents: from eight out of ten
community college presidents to all black college presidents, this challenge
leads the list in perceived importance. Overall, nine out of ten of the
responding presidents rated fiscal challenge of great importance.

Half of the total group of presidents rated increased state and federal
interaction in institutional affairs as a challenge of greatest importance.
Among the institutional groups, this challenge was more frequently a concern of
the presidents of the state colleges, public universities, and black institutions,
and less frequently a concern of the private junior and liberal arts colleges.,

Achieving needed institutional changes represents challenges more frequently
Perceived by the presidents of private black, junior, and liberal arts institutions,
and least frequently by the presidents of community colleges and public universities.
The extremes, as may be noted in Table 19, range from about two out of ten
public university presidents to about eight out of ten black college presidents.
‘ "Changes in the structure of higher education" tends to represent a relatively
uniform challengé across the groups, with public university presidents most
concerned, and private liberal arts college presidents least concerned.

New demands from faculty was rated a challenge of greatest importance
by less than one out of ten private junior college presidents, but by almost
seven out of ten community college presidents. Between these two extremes,
the other public institution presidents seem more concerned about new faculty
demands than the other private institution presidents,

Student demands for a relevant educational experience is rated as of
greatest importance as a challenge for boards by almost six of every ten
black institutiom presidents, but only about two of every ten private university
presidents, For the other institutional groups, presidents represent the all-
group average of three of every ten so voting, A similar extreme exists for
meeting the educational needs of new kinds of students, with half of the black
institution presidents, but only one of twenty-five of the private university
presidents, ascribing great importance to this challenge.

The remaining challenges were ranked "of great importance" by 20 percent
or less of the total group of presidents., The largest discrepencles from this

trend are: the black college presidents, half of whom see great importance
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in challenges for becoming productively involved in community affairs, and

43 percent who see challenge in new questions as to the prqur.rq}e of the
board; the community college presidents, where about one-third see legal
challenges to board authority, challenges from within the institution to board
authority, and community involvement as future issues; and the state college
presidents, where half are concerned with legal challenges, and where about
four out of ten are concerned with institutional challenges to board authority.
Changes in lay board composition, the lowest rated challenge overall, is

of concern to about three of every ten black presidents, and two of every

ten private junior college presidents.

F, Informational and Service Needs of Presidents and Board Members

The presidents' questionnaire asked the respondents to rate the value
or attractiveness of a variety of kinds of information or activities a
service organization might provide to trustees; the trustees themselves
were also asked to react, The proportions of presidents and trustees rating
various kinds of information as "extremely valuable" are given in Table 20;
the proportions rating various service activities as "very attractive" are
given in Table 21.

The general agreement between presidents and trusrees, aggregated
over institutions, in perceived value of the various kinds of information
is obvious, These figures, however, obscure some sharp differences (a) among
different kinds of institucions, and (b) between presideats and trustees
within some specific institutional groups,

With regard to institutional differences: no statistically significant

disagreement emerges on such matters as curricular imnovations, budgeting
practices, problems similar institurions face, and institutional informa-
tion on non-financial matters (proportion of faculty with tenure, etc.).
There are, however, within these categories occasional instances where
presidents or trustees of one or two of the institutional categories stand
out as sharply discrepant from the general trend: e.g., presidents of the
private universities and large public universities see information on cur-

ricular innovation as extremely valuable only half as frequently as do all
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presidents; or, about one in five state college presidents, as opposed

to more than eight out of ten private black .college presidents, see
budgeting information as extremely valuable. However, more statistically
significant (i.e., more relisble) differences among the institutional
types appear, for the trustees, on the other categories: interest in
information on good governance procedures, fund raising and trends in
federal and state support, national higher education trends, legal chal-
lenges, and additional instititional financial information.

On good governance procedures, the trustees of the public colleges
and the private black colleges express interest more frequently than do
trustees of the other two private institutional categories. The public
and private university presidents express least frequently interest in
high level manpower needs, with black college presidents at the other
extreme; trustees at the private institutions (exeluding the black) are
less frequently interested in this area than the public and black in-
stitution trustees. Personnel management practices are of greatest
interest to the public institution trustees; public institution trustees
are more interested in national higher education trends than their private
institution counterparts. About twice as many public institution trustees
(or presidents) as private institution trustees (or presidents) are in-
terested in information on legal challenges. The sharpest differences,
however, are in the areas of supr wt and finance: generally, information
on fund raising is much more frequently rated as valuable by private
institution presidents and :rustees than by public institution presidents

and trustees; and, state cupport trends are perceived of greater value
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more frequently by public institution respondents than private institu-
tion respondents. The extremes, for example, on fund raising information:
100 percent of the black institution presidents and 67 percent of their
turstees, rate this as extremely valuable; for the community college
presidents and trustees, the comparable proportions are 22 percent and

21 percent. On information on federal support trends, only one in 20
state college presidents rates such as extremely valuable, while six

out of ten black college presidents so vote.

Within the institutional groups, discrepancies in rated value of the
various kinds of information between the presidents and the trustees representing
that group occur most frequently in the state college category. From about
two times as many to eight times as many state college trustees as presidents
rate as valuable information on curricular innovations, trends in state and
federal support, personnel management practices, national higher education
trends, and problems similar institutions face. Almost twice as many black
college presidents as black college trustees see value for the trustee in
information on good governance procedures and fund raising. And, almost four
times as many public university trustees as public university presidents see
as valuable additional information from institutional sources on university
finance.

Reactions to proposed service activities by the trustees and presidents
cshow again the relative agreement of the two classes of respondents. Again,
also, there are differences among and within the institutional groups.
Private university presidents and trustees are least interested in workshops
when compared to the other institutional groups; public institution trustees
are more interested in brief reports, forums, research programs, and specialized
consultants, than are private institution trustees.

Only one in twenty state college and public university presidents state
high interest in a research program or commissioned papers, against from

one-fourth to one~third of their trustees. About twice as many public and
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private university trustees as private university presidents are interested
in suggested readings for trustees,

Thus, the data suggest frequently that although some information or service
activities are more attractive than others, and although presidents in general
tend to rank their interest at congruent levels with rankings of trustees
in general, there may well be some institutional situations where the presidents'
opinions are not at all comsistent with those of their trusteses (this occurs
most frequently for the state college situation, when presidents do not see
as much value in information or service activities as the trustees see).

There are, as would be expected from the different kinds of problems the
different kinds of institutions face, variations among institutional categories
that affirm .hat the presidents and trustees are interested in theilr particular
problems, as opposed to an academic or scholarly interest in the trusceeship in
general.

G. Summary of Differences Between Presidents and Trustees in Perceptions
of Their Boards

Many of the critical differences found and emphasized in the foregoing

sections are those among respondents representing different types of institutions.
At this point, it may be well to summarize the findings with particular rezard
to the general differences and similarities between the presidents and the
trustees,

With regard to perceptions as to how deciéians are made by the boards,
presidents tend to ascribe more influence to their own recommendations, to
the information they provide, and to guidance by the chairman than do the
trustees, though both groups see the president's recommendations as the most
salient influence. (Neither presidents nor trustees who feel they have effective
boards were found to report any higher influence of presidential recommendations
on board decisicns than did presidents and trustees who feel they have weak
boards.) Presidents appear to ascribe less import on decisions (than do
trustees) to vigorous debate at board meetings, or to recourse to expert
opinions from extra~board sources, and feel more frequently than trustees

that guidance by committees operates in decisionmaking to little or no extent.

In general, when given the opportunity to react to a variety of factors
tuat could adversely affect board functioning, only twelve percent at most of
either class of respondents indicated a particular factor to handicap the

functioning of their board "to a considerable extent." Presidents and trustees
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saw problems with the following factors with about equal frequency:

committee structure, leadership style of board chairman, president/board
conflict, problem resolution difficulty, board failure to accept responsibility,
dead wood or imexperienced members on board, inadequate information, or devoting
too much time to trivia. But: proportionally, three times as many trustees

as presidents saw considerable detriment from failure by president to achieve
effective communication or from challenges from special constituencies. Twice
as many presidents (proportionally) as trustees saw considerable detriment from
obstructionist board members, irreconcilable differences among board members,
tendency of board to exceed its proper role, intervention from outside sources,
and the fact of open meeting law. Presidents also more frequently than trustees
felt their boards to be handicapped from lack of member understanding as to how
a board should function.

Presidents and trustees showed remarkable agreement on the frequency with
which they felt various changes would improve board functioning, with one
exception: six out of ten presidents felt one or more board members should
be replaced, while fewer than four out of ten trustees were so moved.,

Of the twelve postulated dimensions of effectiveness of board functioning,
rresidents and trustees were again in relatively good agreement, with perhaps
only two exceptiocns: trustees appeared to view their boards more positively
than presidents on diversity and on capability to provide or help get
financial support,

On the attractiveness of various kinds of information or services,
trustees more frequently rate as valuable (than do their presidents rate
as valuable for trustees) information on curricular innovaticns, trends in
federal support, national higher education trends, and workshops for new
trustees. Presidents appear to be more likely than trustees to express high
interest in information on good governance procedures in general or legal
challenges, and to availability of brief informatinnal repcrts or to occasional
forums for exchange of ideas and experiences (although sucll interest, as elsewhere
noted in this report, is not related to the degree of effectiveness the president
perceives in board functioning).
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Although in general the agreement between presidents and trustees is
perhaps the most remarkable finding, the possible differences noted suggest
that presidents may tend to overestimate slightly their positive impact on
their boards or the negative impact of one or more board members, and under-
estimate slightly the various intra-board aspects of functioning, even while
believing more frequently that their boards lack understanding of how they
should function. Presidents i general appear more interested than trustees
in having trustees exposed to informatien or activities on the dynamics of
board functioning (although this interest is as high for presidents who feel
their boards are strong as it is for those who feel their boarxds are wedk,
as other data to be presented in the next section will show). Trustees appear
more frequently than presidents to want information on the national institution
of higher education--a class of information, interestingly enough, that the
exanination of relationships between various factors and effectiveness reported
in the next section shows was more frequently sought out for their trustees
by those presidents who felt they had effective boards,

A generalization of the findings concerning president versus trustee
perceptions that may most appropriately summarize their main thrust is as
follows: the president, who must use the board to maintain the institution,
is sensitive to the support he feels the board gives him to the extent that
board effectiveness appears virtually synomymous with personal support by the
board. The board, on the other hand, is more sensitive to its intrinsic
operational and functional characteristics. Both presidents and trustees,
however, agree that good leadership by the board chairman, effective use of
committees, a tradition of vigorous debate, and adequacy of information on
which to base decisions, are central components of effectiveness. These
qualities supersede other problems of outside pressures, obstructionist

or lethargic members, or matters of size of board or frequency of meetings.
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IV. FINDINGS: FACTORS RELATED TO PERCEPTIONS OF BOARD EFFECTIVENESS

A, The Structure or Definition of Board Effectiveness

One section (Section III) of the survey questionnaires (see Appendix B)
listed twelve dimensions of effectiveness of board functioning. (A definition
of these twelve dimensions has been provided on pages 38 and 39 of this
report.) A thirteenth item called for an overall rating of effectiveness
of functioning.

These items were designed to provide a detailed and intensive examination
of the respondents' perceptions of their boards on a variety of qualities that
each might be logically related to effectiveness of functioning. In addition,
the relationships between each of the specific qualities and the item requesting
a general overall rating of effectiveness should indicate the relative degree
to which each specific quality is associated with the more general or overall
effectiveness rating,

Relationships among the twelve qualities and the general effectiveness
ratings were determined by computing Pearson product-moment correlation
ccefficientséf for the total group of presidents' responses and the total group
of trustee rasponses; the interrelationships are shown in Table 22. 1In general:
although each of the twelve qualities was more highly related to the overall
effectiveness rating than to the other eleven qualities, interrelationships
among the twelve qualities were uniformly positive and high. For readers who
are not familiar with the statistical procedure: what this means is tla: the
general effectiveness rating, where respondents considered overall effectiveness
as opposed to one or another of the twelve different specific aspects, is the
best summation of one or all of the twelve specific aspects. Also, and more
importantly, no single specific aspect of the twelve is revealed as a markedly
more critical dimension of board effectiveness than any of the other eleven.

An attémpt to identify separate underlying/dimensions that would make

statistical sense or provide efficient summary—" proved in vain: that is,

&/ For a brief definition of this statistic, see the footnote to Table 22,

2 Factor analysis employing the Varimax rotational procedure. This statistical
procedure asks the questions: (1) considering the relationships among a number

of separate measures, can a smaller number of dimensions adequately express the
variations found; (2) what structure, or new dimensionality, is reflected by the
content of particular measures now combined as "factors?"
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each of the thirteen items seem to be measuring about the same thing, or a

single quality that can be described as perception of general effectiveness

of board functioning. The most likely explanation is that if the respondents

felt positively in general about their board, they rated it high on all counts,
and vice versa. Although this result does not permit insight into the relative
lmportance of the different qualities for a concept of effectiveness, it permits,
by summing the ratings on the twelve qualities, a more recliable index of how the
respondent perceived his board than would any of the twelve single scales.

B. Relationships between Board Structural Characteristics and Effectiveness
of Boards R

Relationships among a number of structural characteristics, as reported
by trustees and presidents, and the general effectiveness rating were determined,
and are presented in Table 23. No statistically significantgl relationships
were found between the presidents' perceptions of effectiveness and the frequency
of board meetings, the fact of board committees having nonboard members, the
conviction that committees should meet with nonboard members, the fact of
limitations on trustee terms, the presence or absence of a long-range plan,
and the kind of involvement (formulating, advising, approving) of the board
on the long-range plan., On the other hand presidents who felt attendance
was satisfactory, who were not satisfied with their long-range plan, who did
not believe that limitations should exist on terms of trustee service, and who
reported that committees met frequently with nonboard members, also tended to
rate their boards high on effectiveness. Also: the longer the president had
occupied that role—or the older he was-=the more likely he was to consider
his board to be effective—a situation that could result because presidents of
long standing become more comfortalle with their boards for a variety of reasons,
or because boards that have retained their president are more effective, or
both.

8/ 4 "statistically significant" relationship is one where the correlation
coefficient expressing the degree of relationship is, with a prescribed

degree of certainty, larger (in a positive or negative direction) than zero

(a condition of no relationship). Spurious relationship estimates. can occur

as a function of chance and pecularities of the data; in general, the larger

the number of paired measures involved in the computations, the smaller the
value of the correlation coefficient required to attain statistical significance
or the greater the probability of detecting a slight but real association.
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Table 23

RELATIONSHIP OF BOARD EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS TO SELECTED STRUCTURAL
CHARACTERISTICS AS REPORTED BY PRESIDENTS AND TRUSTEES

Number of times board meets

Quality of attendance at board meetings
Committees have non-board members

Committees meet with non-bcard members
Comnittees should meet with non-board members
Pré_sence of limitations on trustee terms

Belief limitations should exist on trustee
terms

Presence of long-range plan

Board formulatior of long-range plan versus
advising or approval role

Degree of satisfaction with long-range plan
Years of service as institution president
Age of president

Days per month devoted to trusteeship

Source of Report

Trustees Presidents
- NS
- «35%
- NS
-~ .14
- NS
- NS
- -.15

.19% NS
NS NS

-.18 -.25%
- .19%
- 12
NS -

N ote:

Only those relationships significant at or beyond the .05 level of

confidence are reported. For meaning of this statement, see

footnote 8 on page 57.
* Coefficient significant at the .0l level.
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Trustees, unlike the presidents, were more likely to rate their board
high on effectiveness if their institutilon had a long-range plan; and, like
the presidents, were more likely to consider themselves effective if they
were not satisfied with, but were "quite concerned" about their long-range
Plan. Trustees devoting few days per month to the trusteeship rated their
boards the same as did those devoting many days per month.

C. Relationships between Decisionmaking Styles and Effectiveness of Boards

The procedures used by boards to reach decisions may vary; and, decision-
making would seem to be a central activity of governing boards, Both trustees
and presidents were asked similar questions as to the extent a variety of
factors operated in this process, and the relationships between the degree to
which each factor influenced decisions and perceptions of effectiveness were
determined. The results are presented in Table 24.

From the trustees' and presidents' viewpoints: those who felt their
boards were operating under "the simple pressure of the situation and the
unavailability of alternate solutions," or were susceptible to pressures
from outside groups, or saw decisions resulting from "private exchanges
among two or more key members," tendri to rate their boards low in effectiveness.
Where trustees felt they operated with "first hand knowledge of the situation,"
they tended markedly to rate their effectiveness highly., High board effectiveness
was also associated by the trustees with strong guldance by committees, active
and vigorous debate at meetings, firm guidance by the chairman, and, to a
lesser extent, recourse to expert opinion outside the board, and recommendations
by the president, The presidents were most likely to rate their boards as
effective if they perceived strong guidance in decisionmaking from conmittees,
and a tradition of vigorous debate; also associated with effectiveness, though
less strongly, was the presidents' belief that background information prepared
by the administration was noted and used, and that expert opinion from outside
the board was employed.

D. Relationshigs beéween the Kinds of Problems Boards Experience and Ratings
of Board Effectiveness

The particular kinds of problems afflicting boards, or the kinds of improve~

ment felt desirable, should reveal conditions that deter effective functioning
of boards. Both trustecs and presidents were asked to note adverse factors

they experienced, and to suggest whether a variety of changes in structure or
procedures would improve their boards' effectiveness. The relationships between

adverse influences and effectiveness ratings are presented in Table 25,
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Table 24

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN BOARD EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS AND
DECISIONMAKING PROCESS

“Source of Ratings
Decisionmaking Process Trustees Presidents
Firm guidance by chairman L19% NS
Recourse to expert opinion outside board 12% .12
~ Active debate at board meetings «23% o 24%
Strong guidance by committees . 32% e 26%
Individual, private exchanges -, 00% -, 19%
Recommendations by presidents .07 NS
Pressure of situation -,25% -.17
Lobbying or pressures from outside groups -,13% -.17
First-hand knowledge «38% --
Use of background information from
L admipisgration - .13

Note: Only those relationships significant at or beyond the ,05 level
of confidence are reported.

* Coefficient significant at the .01 level.
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Table 25

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN BOARD EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS AND
ADVERSE FACTORS AFFECTING BOARD FUNCTIONING

Source of Ratings

Adverse Factors - . Trusgees Presidents
Committee structure ~.19 -.38*
Leadership style, board chairman -,33% -.39%
Failure of president to communicate - 24% -, 4%
Board/president conflict -.19 -,23%
Difficulty in resolving problem -.20 -,21%
Obstructionist members -.15 -.14%
Irreconcilable differences of opinion among board -.19 -, 26%
Failure to exercise board responsibility = 40% AL
Exceeding proper role -,15 -,15%
Absenteeism -.15 -.14%
Dead wood on board -,29% -, 37%
Challenges from special constituencies NS -, 11%
Intervention from outside NS -,11%
Inexperienced members -.32% -.32%
Lack of understanding as to how board should

function -, 40% -, 40%
Inadequacy of information - -.34%
Too much time to trivia - 34% -, 37%
Open meeting law or practice NS -, 12%
Failure of members to use information provided -, 24% —

Note:
of confidence are reported.

* Coefficlent significant at the .01 level,
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With regard to adverse factors: noting almost any detriment was, as
wignt be expected, related to perception of board as ineffective. The
strongest associations with ineffectiveness, for both trustees and presidents,
were convictions that the board failed to exercise its proper responsibility
or lacked understanding of how a board should function, or devoted too much
time to trivia. These qualities may, however, Le more safely classified as
symptoms, associated conditions, or reflections of ineffectiveness than as
causes of ineffectiveness,

On the other hand, in order of strength or degree of association, trustees who
tended to consider their boards ineffective saw problems with their chairman's
leadership style, their committee structure and functioning, "dead wood"
on the board, presidential failure to communicate, inadequacy of information,
inexperienced board members, and irreconcilable differences of opinion among
members. To a lesser but still significant extent, board/president conflict,
difficulty in problem resolution, obstructionist members, outside challenges
or intervention, and an open meeting law were also associated by the trustees
with ineffectiveness.

The presidents tende” 'y react similarly, though the associations were not
as clearly established (particularly with regard to committee structure).

They also associated ineffectiveness with failure of board members to use
information provided,

The associations between effectiveness ratings and the specifying of
certain changes in the board as desirable are given in Table 26. In general,
as the negative and generally significant correlation coefficlents show,
those respondents who feel any changes are desirable rate their boards as
less effective than those who do not specify any desirabie changes, The
stronger assoclations are found for changes such as better undgrstanding
by the chairman of his role or better orientation of board members to institution,
than for changes in size or greater contact with members of other boards.

E, Relationships between Information or Service Needs of Boards and Board
_ffectiveness Katings

One section of the presidents' and trustees' questionnaires dealt with

respondent interest in a variety of kinds of inlormation, or of service
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Table 26

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN BOARD EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS AND
CHANGES IN BOARD FELT DESIRABLE

Improvement Needed Trustees Presidents
Increase in size NS ~.06
Decrease in size ' NS o m 11%
Replacement of one or more members -.16 =.27%
Attention to matters of long-range significance -.12 -, 25%
Better orientation of board members to

institution -.28% - JR24%
Better understanding of role by chairman -, 27% -.31%
Improved committee structure -, 17% -,23%
More systematic reporting: administrative

officer NS -.19%
Creater contact with members of other boards - -.11%
More information: trends in contemporary society NS - 11%

Note: When coefficient is negative, proper interpretation is that noting
the particular improvement needed is ass8ciated with low effectiveness
rating. Only those relationships significant at or beyond the .05
level of confidence are reported.

* Coefficient significant at the .01 level.
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activities a professional organization might provide. Degree of respondent
interest in these items was examined in relationship to the respondent’'s
rating of the effectiveness of his board. The results are presented in
Table 27.

The most apparent immediate finding is that trustees who perceive their
boards to be weak express a higher interest in some aids than do those who

perceive their boards to be effective, while presidents with boaxds they

believe to be effective express a higher degree of interest in other aids.

For ¢xample: for the trustee, interest seems to follow a recognition of

need for assistance; for the president, interest seems to signal a kind of
vitality--e.g., presidents more satisfied with their boards tend to seek
information for themselves and their boards on federal support trends, national
trends in higher education, high level manpower needs, and curricular innovations
in other institutions. Presidents do not, apparently, see outside aid of the
sort suggested by the questionnaire items as a procedure for strengthening their
boards. The trustees who are troubled with the effectiveness of their boards
tend to scvek information on how to operate as a board or on how to be more
effective in what may be considered basic responsibilities--budgeting and
planning, fund raising, and the like.

F. Relationships between Challenges the Future is Perceived to Hold and
Board Effectiveness

On the survey of presidents, additional questions were asked as to the
importance ascribed to future challenges of various kinds. Relationships between
these reactions and perception of board effectiveness are given in Table 28,

O0f twelve different kinds of potential future challenges, only three--
intra-institution challenges to board authority, new questions as tu the
proper role of the board, and achieving institutional changes necessary
for survival--were associated with perception of board effectiveness. In
these three instances, presidents giving low importance to these challenges
rated their board to be of higher effectiveness, suggesting that presidents
troubled by these challenges reflect less confidence in their boards. Not
significantly related to effectiveness were challenge of new fiscal planning
problems, structural change in higher education including increased federal

or state intervention, new demands from faculty and students, changes in
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Table 27

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN RATINGS OF BOARD EFFECTIVENESS AND

(1) INFORMATIONAL NEEDS AND (2) DESIRABLE SERVICE ACTIVITIES

Informational Needs

Good governance procedures in general
Curricular innovations in other institutions

Budgeting, financial planning, and
maintenance practices

Fund raising
Trends in federal support of higher education
High level manpower needs

Fersonnel management practices for faculty
and administration

National trends in higher education

Legal challenges to board, and ways of coping
with them

Problems similar institutions are facing, and
what they are doing about them

Additional information from institutional
sources on financial aspects

Additional information from institutional
sources on internal data

Act lvity Needs

Workshops--new trustees
Brief reports

Occasional forums
Research programs
Commissioned papers
Suggested readings
Provision of consultants

Procedures to identify prospective new trustees

Source of Ratings

" Trustees | Presidents
NS "‘-14*
.15 NS
NS -.14%
NS -,05
L21% NS
.16 NS
NS -,12
17 NS
NS NS
NS ~,05
NS -.08
NS NS
NS -, 09%
NS ~.11
NS -,06
NS -, 09%
NS NS
NS NS
NS -.12
NS -

Noté;i A negative coefficient indicates that high value ascribed to information
or service is associated with low effectiveness ratings.

Only those

relationships significant at or beyond the .05 level of confidence

are reported.

* Coefficient significant at the .01 level.
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Table 28

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PRESIDENT'S PERCEPTION OF BOARD EFFECTIVENESS,
AND IMPORTANCE ASCRIBED TO PARTICULAR CHALLENGES FACING GOVERNING BOARDS

Challenge

Fiscal planning and policy NS
Structural change in higher education NS
Legal challenges to board autherity NS
“Challenges within institution to board authority- -.16
New questions: proper role of board : -.26%
Meeting needs of new kinds of students NS
Increased state or federal intervention NS
New demands from faculty NS
New demands from students NS
Productive involvement with community NS
Achieving institutional changes needed for survival -.25%
Change in composition and structure of board NS

Note: Only those relationships significant at or beyond the .05 level
of confidence are reported.

* Coefficient significant at the .0l level.
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board composition and structure and legal challenges, or comuunity involvement,
The board is perceived to be less effective when there is fear that drastic
institutional changes are needed for survival, where the authority of the
board is shaky within the institution, or where its role is not clear. The
more pervasive challenges--those affecting higher education instituiions
generally rather than the particular institution--tend not to be associated
with local board performance.

G. Relationship between Presidents' Perception of Personal Support from
Board and his Rating of Board Effectiveness

The data presented in Table 29 suggest that the president who feels
any kind of support from his board is highly likely to rate his board puositively;
the associations seem uniformly strong, whether dealing with support in the form
of friendship and advice or of defencing the institution against crit’ecs. And--
the strongest positive association seems tu exist between positive evaluation
of board and perception of "finding or achieving new sources of support for
valued institutional goals." Here, the term support was, in all probability,
interpreted to mean financial as well as moral support.

H. Relationship between Trusiee Selection Practices and Board Effectiveness

The presidents were also asked to report to what extent each of a variety
of factors or forces seemed to influence the selection of new trustees, as well
" as the extent to which each of thesec factors should figure in selecticn.
Relationships between perception of board effectiveness and these factors
are shown in Table 30.

Those presidents who felt that trustee selection was influenced by
knowledgeability of the candidate on higher education issues, on his general
leadership skills, and on his stature in the community, were clearly mote
likely to perceive their board as effective, Also related to effectiveness
were influence in selection by competence in a professional speciality,
fund raising capability, past institutional affiliationg'and advice of board
members (but not of chairman, nor, oddly enough, the advice of the president),
Where presidents felt their chairmen should have a stronger voice in trustee
selection (this implies a chairman with a weak role, and/or a president anxious
for the chairman to assume a stromger role)~--or where they felt that past
institutional affiliation should be given more emphasis--~they also tended to
see their boards as effective. Remarkable in these data is the fact that no

forces experienced or felt desirable were negatively related to effectiveness
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Table 29

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN BOARD EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS BY PRESIDENT AND
HIS PERCEPTION OF KIND AND EXTENT OF SUPPORT RECEIVED FROM HIS BOARD

Kind of Support
Personal support; friendship ‘ ' A 40%
Professional advice 4 3%
Providing needed firm policy decisions Jh4A
Interpretating policy to intra or extra institutional sources . 38%
Defending institution against critics . 39%
Defending president against critics . 36%
_ Finding new sources of support L48%

Note: Only those relationships significant at or beyond the .05 level
of confidence are reported.

* Coefficient significant at the .01 level.
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Table 30

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BOARD EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS BY PRESIDENT
AND HIS PERCEPTION OF (1) FACTORS INFLUENCING SELECTION
OF NEW TRUSTEES AND (2) DEGREE TO WHICH FACTORS SHOULD BE OPERATIVE

Rating of| Rating of

Actual Desired
Factors Influencing Selection of New Trustees Impact Impact
Advice of Board Chairman NS .17
Advice of Board Members .15 NS
Advice of President NS NS
Community stature . 18% NS
Generxal leadership skills 24% NS
Past institutional affiliation .13 .13
Knowledgeability on higher education issues .26% NS
Representation of different constituencies | NS NS
Competence in a professional speciality .16 NS
Fund raising capability .15 NS

Note: Only those relatioﬁéhips significant at or beyond the .05 level
of confidence are reported.

* Coefficient significant at the .0l level.
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(though all options offered were potentially desirable procedures)~--or, that
the boards of institutions where presidents felt that advice of chaimman,
advice of president, or representation of different constituencies influenced
selection of trustees were not judged either more or less effedtive.

1. Limitations of the Study of Factors Related to Board Effectiveness

Before attempting to summarize these findings, some further note of
caution is in order. First: the criterion of board effectiveness is the
respondent's judgment, not a quality determined empirically by outside or
independent definition and data. The perceptions of effectiveness may,
in some instances, clothe an unwarranted sense of tranquility about board
functioning. Other data on the board or the vitality of the institution
would be needed before equating perception with reality,

Second: The relationships are derived from data pooled over all types
of institutions. Legal challenges to board authority, for example, may prove
to be a more salient factor for public institution boards than for private
institution boards, Such a study is left for later analysis. Also deferred
at this time for later analysis are the questions that might be answered by
pooling trustee data for each institution, toward determining extent of agreement
among trustees of a given institution, and the relationship of that consensus
(or lack of consensus) to the view held by the president.

Finally: from data too voluminous for efficient summary at this time,
other factors not reported may exist which explain the ratings made by respondents,
These include trustee characteristics (e.g., inexperienced trustees may take
one point of view, and experienced trustees another); institutional characteristics
beyond those distinguished by the seven categories employed in the analyses
reported (e.g., respondents from institutions in financial duress may differ
sharply in reactions from those from institutions with balanced budgets);
and board characteristics (e.g., size, professional and educational level of
members, etc., may color perceptions and judgments),

J.  Summary of the Analysis of Board Effectiveness

The picture that emerges of the study of factors associated with the
perception of an effectively functioning board seems to have several prime
ingredients. In the effective board, there is comfort with and rellance upon
a committee substructure. The firm guidance of the chairman (more clearly

than the leadership of the president) also appears critical, as does the

/0

ERIC - 76




quality of information made available to the board. The important obstructions
include absenteeism, "dead wood," and inexperienced members, which are {ntrinsic
qualities rather than situational circumstances of less clear impact such as
outside intervention, open meeting laws, or reliance upon the president's
recomnendations in decisionuaking, The belief that decisions are based on the
pressure of the situation and the absence of alternatives, or are influenced

by pressure groups oxr by private dagreement among key trustees, is not compatible
with the conviction that the board is effective., The perceptions of the presidents
about effectiveness seem to be generally congruent with those of trustees, with
one major exception: the president who perceives his board as effective does
tend to value information from outside sources more than presidents who view
their board as ineffective. Trustees, on the other hand, who feel their boards
are floundering tend to be more receptive to outside aid than trustees rating
their board highly, particularly where the information on the service activity
has to do with performance of basic responsibilities of policy setting and
planning, with style of functioning, or with solution to the problems of their
institution. They are not likely, however, to express much concern for the
general national picture; information on those concerns (e.g., trends in

federal support, manpower needs) are seen as desirable by the presidents who
feel their boards are effective, Although these relationships between effective-
ness and informational needs are slight, their significance for the roles of

president or of board are obvious.
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Appendix A

Elaboration of Procedures Employed in the

Survey, and Comments on Bias

A. Purpose
The purpose of the survey was to gather systematically a variety

of data on aspects of board structure and functioning, and to determine from
the perceptions of presidents and trustees how effective they believe their
boards to be on a variety of dimensions,

B, Survey Content

Initial drafts of the survey questionnaires employed were developed
by the staff of the Center for Educational Research and Evaluation of the
Research Triangle Institute (RTI), following establishment of specifications of
content by the AGB study director and professional staff of AGB. Critical
content objectives for both president and trustee questionnaires included:
rating of effectiveness of board functioning along a number of different
dimensions; factors perceived as adversely affecting board effectiveness;
decisionmaking strategies and procedures; presence or absence of long~
range plan, and satisfaction with it; structural characteristics or
procedural activities that might improve board effectiveness; informational
and service needs; and, personal or experimental characteristics such as
age, sex, race, years of service, frequency of board meetings, attendance
at board meetings, etc, In addition, the president's questionnaire included
the presidents' ratings of the kind and extent of support provided him by the
trustees, the nature and importance of challenges facing the board, and the
influence of a variety of factors in the selection and appointment of new
trustees,

C. Pretest of Survey Questionnaires

Preliminary forms of the survey questionnaires were pretested by mail,
using the members of the AGB Board and the Commission on the Future of AGB
(trustees' questionnaire), and the AGB Council of Presidents (presidents’
questionnaire). These individuals provided virtually a 100 percent response,
with most providing a wealth of detailed suggestions and criticism.

A-2
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The two questionnaires were generally revised on the basis of the
pretest information, and reduced in length by approximately 50 percent,
to permit completion in from 20 to 30 minutes.

D. Selection of Sample of Institutions

Seven institutional categories were identified by AGB professional
staff and consultants as deserving separate attention in an examination of
how the boards of colleges and universities function. Those institutions
with a multi-campus governing or coordinating function were excluded,
because the pretest activities left no doubt that the questionnaires
developed for the single-institution boards contained many items simply
not relevant for the multi-campus boards, and more importantly, failed to
recognize the variety of roles, functions, limitations, relationships to
other authorities, and unique challenges these boards experience, The
seven categories were: (1) public community colleges, (2) public four-year
colleges; (3) large public universities; (4) private junior colleges; (5)
private traditionally black institutions; (6) private liberal arts colleges;
and (7)‘private universities.

Using the 1972 inventory of higher education institutions established
by the National Center for Educational Statistics, U. S. 0ffice of Education--
as supplemented by updating information maintained by Educational Testing
Service for the College Entrance Examination Board--some 3,000 institutions
of higher education were assigned, by computer search, to one or another of
. the seven categories. Then, within each category, a random selection of
institutions was drawn, to achieve a pre-determined number from 30 to 55
in each (with larger Rimbers drawn from categories with larger numbers of
institutions to draw from). These 1lists were shared with AGB staff,

E. Adjustments in the Sample of Institutions

The 1lists were culled by AGB staff to exclude, generally, non-gccredited
institutions; institutions offering purely technical or specialized training
(e.g., bible and divinity schools, technical institutes, medical colleges,
etc.); military academies; and, as noted, public institutions with multi-
campus boards, The resulting lists still contained so many colleges of low
visibility to AGB staff that the validity of random selection for study
purposes was brought into strong question, On the one hand, value in
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ability to generalize to the national population of institutions of a
particular kind was recognized; on the other hand, AGB staff felt strongly
that groupings of institutions with a preponderance of unknown or low
visibility members would detract from general interest in any results based
thereon. A compromise plan was reached to divide the samples (of all
categorles except state colleges and large public universities, where

the original random samples were retained after culling out those institutions
without their own separate governing board) into two halves--one from the
randon selection, and the other from nominations by the AGB study director
and Dr. J. L, Zwingle, then president of A3B.

F. Enlistment of the Institutions for the Survey

The presidents of the institutions falling into the final study sample
were then written by AGB to explain the survey, to obtain updated rosters
of trustees (where the institution was not a member of AGB and trustes
addresses were consequently not in hand), and to invite participation in the
study. These letters of invitation were mailed,‘in October 1973, to 322
institutions as follows: public community colleges, 60; private junior
colleges, 35; private traditionally black institutions, 33: private liberal
arts colleges, 68; state colleges, 48; private universities, 35; and large
public universities, 43. Following a second letter to non-responding
institutions (this time asking to advise only if they did not want to be
included), final lists of institutions for survey were established. The number
of institutions declining to participate was inconsequential: three community
colleges, one private junior college, one black liberal arts college, two
private liberal arts colleges, two state colleges, and two private universities.
Refusals from the random sample were replaced by otheriinstitutions chosen at
random; other institutions were added from the random or select lists, to yield
the numbers shown in Table 1 (page 5 of this report)., The institutions sur-
veyed are listed in Appendix C.
G, The Samples of Responding Individuals

The number of trustees varies, of course, from institution to institution,
Where the number of active trustees was equal to or less than 20, all trustees
were mailed survey questionnaires; where there were more than 20 trustees,

the chairman (if one was designated) was selected, along with 19 other trustees
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selected by random means. Thus, o total of 282 institutions and presidents,
and 4,050 trustees, were provided the questionnaires by direct mail, with
posting of questionnaires between 12-20 November 1973, By 12 December, 142
or half of the presidents, and 1,156 or 33 percent of the trustees had
responded, The 3,036 nonre5pondentsl/ were written on 14 December with a
request to complete the questionnaire at their earliest convenience, or to
telephone the survey director at RTI (collect) if there were guestions ox
if another form were needed. By a cut-off date of 15 February 1974, 188
ptesidents and 1,581 trustees (including 31 board chairmen) had retuined
questionnaires, of which 186 and 1,495 respectively were considered complete
enough to be usable,

H. Potential Bias in the Samples

it would be proper, as a part of this brief elaboration of procedures,
to discuss two pntential sources of bi  in the data generated. Tirst, as
in any survey with less than complete returns, one must consider the probable
reasons that some respondents failed to cooperate. Considering the rather
sensitive nature of the questionnaires, one might expect that those trustees
and presidents less satisfied with one another or with the functioning of
their board (in spite of assurances of confidentiality) would be less likely
to respond. It is also reasonable to assume that those trustees with strenuous
demands on their time (e.g., busy corporation executives) would be less likely
to answer, (Later analyses of the returns can yleld information as to whether
AGB member institutions, or those whose presidents had actively accepted the
invitation to participate, were more likely to respond)., At this point, it is

- - - -safe to state that the most likely significant Lias.would.be the exclusion of .. . ..

instituticus with deeply troubled boards. As a consequence, generalizations
from the data as to the extent of malfunctioning of boards may be distorted

and relationships between effectiveness and associated structural or procedural

/ Much of the data requested in the questionnaire could Le considered
highly sensitive, as content dealt with persistent problems and failures.
Accordingly, a coding procedure was established to piace under separate
custody the identities of the respondents, so that returned quect.ionnaires
available to the date analysis staff at RTI and to ACB could be identifled
only as from "college X" in a particular instiiutional category., {Survey
clerks maintained code numbers of returned questionnaires, which were referred
to the separate custodian for obtaining a listing of nenrespondeats on

14 December,)




factors may be somewhat ambiguous because of the probable lack of heterogeneity

of levels of effectiveness,

L. Analxsis to Estimate Impact of Bias Caused bx Adiustments to the Random
Sample of Institutions

A second potential source of bias lies in the substitution of speciélly

selected institutions for a portlon of the random samples. Fortunately, the
impact of this bias can be tested by comparing the distribution of responses
to the survey items for the random members versvs that of the select group,

This analysis was conducted, with the general finding that those tiustees
from random sample institutions did not differ, in personal characteristics or
in response content, from respondents in selected institutions with but eleven
exceptions (at the .01 level of statistical significance)g/ among some 500
tests for possible difference, (Analysis of potential differences among
presidents from random versus selected instiiutions are not statistically
worth testing because of the small numbers involved in each institutional
category.) The eleven exceptions are described in Table A-l.

At the .05 level of significance, thirty-five differences between the
random and the specially selected sample were found. Fifteen of these were
in the private liberal arts group, suggesting the specially selected sample
is less affected by absenteeism or by challenges from special nonboard groups,
and that this group rates the effectiveness of its board more highly on
rapport among board members, financial support, and strength against intervention
from outside sources, Among the other institutional groups, differences at
the .05 level numbered seven for the public community colleges, five each for
the private universities and the black private liberal arts institutions, and
three tor the private junior colleges. Although there is a’trace of Suggestion
that the specially selected private liberal arts colleges are more secure in
their perception of the quality of the institution and the board, the

differences seem relatively inconsequential for the basic purposes of the survey,

2/ A difference "statistically significant at the .0l level' is one where

the difference is sufficiently large that there is only one chance in a
hundred that the assumption the difference is real (rather than results from
chance) is incorrect. Any level can be specified; at the ",05 level," there
would be five chances in a hundred of the incorrect assumption,
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Table A-1

DIFFERENCES FOUND* IN RESPONSES OF TRUSTEES FROM
RANDOM SAMPLE VERSUS SPECIALLY SELECISD INSTITUTIONS

Institutional Category Specially Selected Group

Private Black Report less dependence in decisionmaking
on recourse to expert opinion outside
the board

Private Liberal Arts Report less dependence in decisionmaking
on recourse to expert opinion outside
the board

Report less dependence in decisionmaking

on strong guidance by committees

Report less frequently adverse effects

from board structure

Report more frequent crises related to
institutional policy, enrollment, minority
students, and fewer related to administrative
problems

Contain trustees with longer periods of
service as trustee

Private Universities Report less frecuently adverse effects
from board structure

Private Junior Colleges Report more dependence in decisionmaking
on the president's advice

Public Community Colleges Report less dependence in decisionmaking

on strong guidance by committees

Are more interested in information on tund
raising

Are more interested in information.on legal
challenges -

*Significant at the .01 level of confidence.
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Appendix B

The Survey Questionnaires Used with Trustees and Presidents

NOTE:

The percentages of trustees (or
presidents) in the total group

of respondents who answered each
item alternative are superimposed
on the sample questionnaire.

1



Sample Trustee Questionnaire

1. Before 1950 7 2. Age
50-54 4 Below 30 3
-59 30-35 3
23 -64 1; STUDY OF EFFECTIVENESS OF GOVERNING BOARDS 36-40 6
65-69 38 . : 41-45 In
70-Present 30 Association of Governing Boards 46-50 13
One Dupont Circle 51-53 16
Washington, D. C. 56-60 15
61-65 16
66-70 11
704 6

R ¥You and Your institution
1. tn what year were you first elﬁxeggr appointed as 8 trustee at your present institution? —_____ yew

2. Your age? .. -Yoursax? F—1 7 Your racial or ethnic group? 90 W; 9 B; 1 other

3. Over the past year, sbout how many dayvs per month did you devote, on the average, to duties or tasks directly associated with
1-~38 3--14 5-6--6 9-10--1
2-=-27 47 7-8~~4 114+-=2

4. What have you found to be the greatest chaile:ge to you personally in your tenure as board member?

your trusteeship? _____ Days

it The Functioning of Your Board

1. What quality of the board chairman do you feel is most valuabla 10 you or your institution in his role as chairman? {(1f you are the
board chairman, what quality of the chairman do you fes! your board and institution requirs mast?)
*

2. What quality of your institution’s pr-sident is most valuable with regard to the functioning of the board?

3. To what extent do each of the factors listed generaily operate i the decisionmaking process of your board?
Toa Joa To tittle
considsrable moderate or no

extent extent extert
a. FirrvguidanCe by chalfman . . .. ... ... it O 42 0O 48 010
. b. Recourse to expert opinion outside theboard . . ... ... ............ 020 0O 52 028
€. Active and vigorous debate st board MEOtINGS . . ... 0 41 0 43 0O 16
d. Strong guidance by commiitees or committes chairmen .. ................ .. 0O 56 0O 32 O 312
e Individual, private exchanges among two or more key members ... .......... [ 24 C 47 O 29
f.  Recommendatinns by institutior's chief sdministrative officer . ... . ... ... .. .. O 78 0 19 O 2
Y lottions o S a0 0 naaliBlly of atemative 17 pa2 g4l

h. “Lobbying" by or pressuras frorn extia-bosrd groups-slumni, students, po-

litical BODI®S, @1C. . ... .. ... . .. g & 0 30 O 67
i.  First-hand knowledge f the situation . .. ........ P O 49 0O 42 J 8

4. Doss your institution bs.u ¢ longrange plan projecting JEINNGhey0ais? 88 [ ves [ Nal2
How was the board princ:psily involved in the development of this plan?
O By formulating and ceciding on plan 19
O By sdvising and seviewing plan 45
[J By approving and confirming plan 35

How satisfisd are you with the reasonsbleness and sttsinability of the long-range plan?

O Quite satistied 31
O  Reasonably satistiad 50
O somewhat concerned 14
£ Quite concarned 5




5. What itoms hava nor appaared on the board sgenda in the last ane of two mestings that you feel ought to be discussed?

Toa Toa To little
considerable moderate or no
axtent extent axtent
Board structure; i.e., functioning of committees ... ........ e e 0O 8 0 21 071
Leadership style of the board chsirman .. ..., ., e e O 8 O 20 072
Failure by the president to achieve sffective communication on some issue . .. ... .. 0 12 0 23 365
Conflict between the board and thapresident . . ............................. O 5 010 0s8s
Ditficuity in achiaving resolution of a problem that is acceptable to all mem-

L G O 5 0 25 070
7Ine or more obstructionist members ... ... .......... ... O 4 O 14 0Og2
Strong snd irraconcilable differences of opinion withintheboard ............... o 3 0 12 085
Failure of the board to sccent and exercise its responsibility sssaboard ... ........ o 7 S 071
Tendency of the board to c..ceed its Properrol® . . ... ..., o 2 -~ 0 7 091

. Absanteeism (from iliness or other situation) of one or moremembers. ... ... ... .. O 5 O 29 O¢s
Too much “‘dead wood” Onthe board ... . ..........oiutr et i, o 7 0 28 Qes
Challengaes from special constituencies (i.e., students, facuity. slumni, minarity

GIOUDS, BTC.) .o O s ad 32 Oe1
Intervention from Cutside SOUTTES . . . ... .. ..ot vias e, O 2 011 Ogy
Lack of experiance of some membersonboards ... . ......... ... .0, ., O 5 O 40 Ogs
Lack of understanding by soma membars s to how a hoard should function . ... ... 0 8 O 36 Ose
inadequacy of information and orientation materials provided board mambers

With agenCs Prior $0 MEBLINGE . . . ..o oo o 9 27 064
Devoting too much time to trivial rather than materisl matters . . ................ 0 10 O 32 358
An "Open Meeting Law or Practice . ... .......... .....co.ovurunr e o 3 011 086
Other (specify)

- 0 a
7. Please check any of the following that you fesl would improve the functioning of your governing board:

Increase in size 7

Decrease in size 14

Replacement of one or more membars 38

More attention to or concern with matters of major or long-range significance, including educational policy 52
Better orientation of board members to the institution 40

Better understanding by the board chairman of his role as chairman 12

improved bosd committee structure or functioning 28

More systematic reporting by administrative officers and department chairmen on the status of their programs 2 8
Greater contact with knowledgesble members of other boards 38

More information aboust and understanding of trends in contemparary society 31

Other {specify . U |

goocoooOoogooo

8. A “crisis” for a board may be defined as a situation of sarious consequence for or threat to the institution or the functioning of
the board, involving issues that are of persistant concarn, and that requires unusual effort to resoive. What, if any, such ‘‘crisis’
has the board experienced or dealt with in tha last thres years™ if more than three, list only the most critical. And, how satisfied
are you with the way the board handied (or is handiing) thesa “‘crises’’?

Nature of Crises Rating of Board Mandling

Excallent Good Fair Pour
8 e O 36 0 38 0 16 C 10
b. 0 26 0 38 0 24 012
€ e e e e e a 25 O 38 0 26 011

9. Could handiing of any of thase crises by the board be o’mpwvéd in the future? if 50, how?

= e e - —_—
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The Effectivenem of Youwr Board

Below are listed some characteristics that describe differant areas of board effectiveness.
How would you rate your board &5 # whole an each?

How do vou rate your board
Exceilant Good Fair

a. Diversity: The boatd as a whole contains the necessary diversity of talents,
skills, experience, and intérests among its membaers to complement one an-
other and to strengthen the whole board. 042 042 014

b. Structure: The board 15 structured in such @ way that individuals snd/or
committees assume a proper, active, and effective rale in the operation and

activities of the board. 30 O 44 D20

¢. Member involvement. Members demonstrate a high dsgree of interest in
the institution and in their role and capwininies 8 trustess or rogenis;
they are genuinely invoivad in the institution’s problems and prospects. 0 36 041 020

d. Knowsedmability: Tra meambers of the board are well-informed about the
institution, its place in the higher aducation system, and in tha currents of
socisty affecting higher education. 020 050 026

8. Rapport: The members of the board 1ave mutual respect fur each other,
regardless of differences of opinion, and maintain an effective working
relationship with each other. 059 035 g 5

f. Sense of Priorities. Board members, and the board as a body, tend to be
concerned with important and long-range issues rather than with trivial

matters. 0O 33 0 46 018

g. Direction: The chairman is raspected, strong, and skilled both in making
certain that different points of view are expressad, and in obtaining satis-

factory decisions. 048 035 014

h. Sensitivity: The board is representative of, or sensitive to, differant consti-

tuencies and viswpoints. 0 30 50 018

1. Strength: The board is strong enough to achieve effective educational pol-
icy decisions in tha face of extraneous political or other outside pressures. O 41 O 44 013

i. Financial Support: The board contains a reasonable number of members
who provide or help get financial support. 025 036 027

- - - « e -

k. Board/President Relationship: There is an effective working relationship
between the board and the president or chancsllor and his staff. 0 63 O 26 0 8

I. Accomplishment. The board has a genuine sense of progress and achieve-
ment, and members derive satisfaction from their sarvice. O 43 043 012

What do vou believe is the most outstanding asset or strangth of your board as it is presently constituted and functions?

Poor

Conversely, what 1s its major shartcoming or inadequacy?

What do you consider the genera/ effectiveness of the current board of this institution to be? {check onea)
Clearly in the highest category for institutions of this typs 48

Not of the highest order, but satisfactory 37

Less than complstely satisfectory -at least in some respects-but adequste 11

In need of major change toward improvement of persistent probiems 4

Caoo
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V.  informational Neads of Board Mem2ers
1. How vatuable would additional information be to you in each of the following areas?

Extramely Of Some Of Limitad
Valuable Value Value
a. Good governance procedures in gensral 0O 32 47 021
b. Curricuidr innovations in other instituzions o 37 r49 013
¢. Budgeting, financial planning, and maintenance practices g 37 043 19
d. Fund raising O 44 033 023
e. Trends in federal support of higher education o 34 046 (320
f. Trends in state support of higher education 0O 38 042 020
g. High lavel manpowr r needs * O 20 049 031
h. Personnal management practives for faculty snd administration 0 35 043 022
‘ i. National trends in higher sducation O 42 046 nl2
j. Legal chalienges to board, anc wavs of coping with them a 27 042 31
k. :’;gg‘tens similar institutions are facing, and what they are doing about 0 61 035 O 4

I.  Additional information from institutional sources on financial aspects: na.
ture and extent of current indebtedness, proportion of operating costs
coming from tuition, etc. 34 045 021

0

1, Additional information from institutional sources on such matters as pro-
portion of faculty with tenure, proportion of minority students in student

body, etc. 0 32 46 022
n. Other (specify _ ) 0 0 8
2. Toward improving board functioning, how promising or attractive would the following activities by a servica organization appear
to be in providing needed information or expérience?
Very Of some Of limited
attractive attractiveness  attractiveness
a. Workshops of intradictory conferences 10 orient new trustees O 43 033 024
b, B:ief and to-the-point reports for trustess and presidants O 48 D41 Dll
c. Qccasional forums for exchange of ideas and experience O 35 049 016
d. One or more national and coordinated research programs to stwiy and )
. report facts atfecting the trusteeship ‘ 0 20 0144 (136
. . €. Commissioned papers or think-pieces by cutstanding presider.ts, trustess, )
or educational specialists 0 28 [J48 024
f. Suggested readings of special interest 1o trustees from current pubtications 0 29 053 18

g. Provision of specialized consultants on matters of concer: «O boards or pres:

idents L 26 046 028
h. Are thers other activities that you feel & service organization like AGB

could provide to improva the functioning of your board or prasident? |f $0,
please comments:

T e e e i i et e e+ e o e it e am— e t——

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM, WHEN COMPLETED, TO

AGB STUDY

RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE
P.O.BOX 12194

RESEARCH TRIANGLE PARK, N, C. 27709
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Sample President Questionnaire 1. 2 or less 17

STUDY OF EFFECTIVENESS OF GOVERNING BOARDS g-g 'i*g
Association of Goveming Boards 9-12 28
One Dupont Circle 13-20 4
Washington, D. C. ‘ 21-25 5
26-30 0.5

i, The Structure of Your Governing Board

1. How many times a year doss your boarg meet? _—

2. How would you characterize attendance of members at regular meatings over the last two ysars?
O Excelient 51 (] Genssaily geoa 48 O Unsatistactory 2

3. Do any committees of your board have non-bosrd members? L[] Yes42 [ No 58
—Do any committees of your board meet regularily with college represar:‘atives who are not committee members? 71 Yes [JNo 29
- Do you feel board commttees shou/d meet regularly with non-board members or other college representatives? 771 Yes [JNo 2 3

4 (A} How influential, in your opinion, are gach of the following factors in the acrua/ selection or appointment of new trustess? (B)
How impartant should each of the factors be?
A 8
influence of Factors Importance of Factors
Of Minor Should be Should be Should be
Of Central  Of Modarate or no of Central  of Moderate of Minor or
influence infiuence tnfluence Importance  Importance No Importance
Adbvice or convictioi s of board chairman J29 0O 40 0 31 026 0 56 O 18
Advice or convictions of board members g 33 O 42 0 25 034 D 5¢ O 13
Advice or convictions of president 0 37 0 40 0O 24 339 Or=1 0 10
Community Stature 0O 48 O 49 0O 4 0O 65 0O 34 0 1
Geners! leadership skills 0 35 O 52 0 12 0 73 [J26 o 1
#ust affiliation with the institution 0 16 O 40 0O 44 013 0 ss 0 33
Knowledgeability on higher education issues 013 O 52 035 0 53 O 44 0 3
Representation of different constituencies 0 32 O 48 020 0 37 048 O 14
Competence in a professional specialty (e.g., law, ac-
counting, etc.) 0 17 O 3% 27 0 25 O 50 O 16
Fund raising capabifity 0 16 0o 34 ) 0 39 O 38 23
Qther factors (specify)
s e e—e o O64 O27 0O 9 O 36 016 D 48
e e ... P64 Qg 18 18 027  [136 O 36
s Are there limitations on the terms of service of trustees on your board®8 [J Yes [ No 32
-1t yas, what are the mitations? e e et o e e e e e e e e e
6. Should there be hmitations on the terms of service of trustees on your board? d Yes74 0 Nozﬁ 3 Uncertain 0
- i, The Fun:tionin‘g of Your Qoard )
1. To what extent do each of the factors histed genarally operate in the decisionmaking process of your board?
Toa Tos To Little
Considerable Moderate or No
Extent Extent Extent
a  Firm guidance by chairman O 49 0O 45 s
b. Recourse to expert opinion outside the board 0O 14 057 []29
c. Active and vigorous debate at bgard meetings 0O 34 051 {115
d. Strong gusdance by committees or committee chairmen 0 57 g 27 17
) 8, indwidual, private exchanges among two or more key members O <3 0O 47 O 30
f. Recommandations by institution's chief sdministrative officer 7 91 O 9 O o0
g. The simple pressure of the sifuation and the unavailability of alternative
solutions 0 16 ] 48 0 36
h. “Lobbying" tiy or pressures from extra-board greups-alumni, students, po-
titical bodies, etc. a - 2 028 (170
i Use by board of background information provided by the administration 8 2 ,
or other sourcss 0o 7 [ 20 (7 2
i. Qther (specify . . _.. e e el e
e e e O 37 43 (3

Q y 9 '




2 To what extent have the following sdwersely affected the functioning of the board in the 1ast two years?

To Little Toa Yoa
or No Modarsta Considerable
Extent Extont Extent
Board structure; i.e., functioning of committees ... ......... e e . 0O 65 0 26 o 9
Leadership style of thabossd chairman .. ... ..................... .. .. e ... O 65 0 25 010
Faiiure by the president to achieve effective communicationonsome issus .. ...... ........ [J 69 027 0O 4
Conflict batween the board and the peasident .................... e e o O 89 o 6 g 5
Difficulty in achieving resolution of a probiem that is acceptable to atl mam
DTS .. e . e o6 p30 o5
One of more obstructionist members .. .................. ... e g7l O 21 o 8
Strong and irreconcilable differences of opinion within the board ... ...... e R W | 80 0 14 0 6
Failure of the board to accept and exercise its rasponsibility 85 8D0RID . .. ... ... .. voonn ... o7l 0O 20 o 9
Tendency of the board 10 exceed itSPrOPEF FOI8 . . . .. ................ \''v'esnr O 76 019 o 5
Absenteeism {from iliness o/ other situation) of one or more members. . .., ..... “e o 7 O 24 o 3
Too much "dead wood” ONthE BOSKT . . . ... . ... e g 68 0o 23 o 9
Chalienges from special constituencies li.e. students, facuity, alumai, minority
QFOUPS, BIC.) . o e o 73 0 25 o 2
Intervantion from outside sources . . ....... . ... . e | 82 8| 15 ;) 4
Lack of experience by some members on boards .. ................ 0O 54 O 39 | 7
Lack of understanding by some members as 10 how a board should function . .............. 0 45 0 43 a 12
Failure of members to familarize thamselves with information and orientation
materials provided board members with agenda prior tomestings .. .. .. ............. ... [J 54 0 37 O 8
Devoting too much time to trivial rather than material matters ....... .. .. e O 55 0 35 O 10
An "Open Meeting’ 18w OF PraCtiCl . . ... . ... .ot 0O 83 011 O 6
Other (specify _ . —
e - O ] O
' 3. How heipful have the members of your board been to you in sisch of the following sreas?
Of
Of Littie
Very Moderate or No
Helpful Hsip Help irrelevant
a. Providing personal support and sustaining friendship ... ........ . ... O 74 O 20 . 4 O
b. Providing intelligent professional advice from own areas of competence or
professional expertise ... .. L L O 54 0O 40 0O 5 3 0.5
¢ Providing firm policy decisions when these were needed . ... . ...... ... .. .. 0 72 0o 23 0O 5 U
d. Assisting in the interpreting of positions and policies with groups within or
. . outside the institution when requested ., .. ..... . ........ .. ... ... Q 30 O 57 110 o 3
e. Defending the institutionagainst eritics . ... ... . ... ... . ... ... 0D 41 O 46 J 6 0 6
f. Defending you against eretics .. .. . U o B - 2 O 33 011 0O 12
9. Finding or schieving new saurces of support for valued institutional goals ... [ 19 O 46 0 31 0 4

4. Does youir institution have a long range plan projecting institutional goais81 [J Yes [ Nel9
—It yes, how was the board principally invoived in the development of this plan?
0 By furmulating and dociding on plan 7
[ By advising on and reviewing plan 47
O B8y approvi g and confirming pian 46
—-How satisfiod are you with the reasonableness and attainability of the long-ragnge plan?

() Quue satisfied 26

{1 Reasonably satisfied 56
[0 Somewhat concerned 13
J  Quite concerned 5
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8. Pleas check any of the following that you fesl would improve tha functioning of yvour governing board

Increase insize 7
Decrease insize 9
Replacement of one or more members 60

More sttention to or concemn with matters of major or long-range significance, including educationa! policy 59
Better orisntation of board members to the institution 37 '

Better understanding by the board chairman of his role s chairman 19

Improved board committee structure or functioning 34

Maore systematic reporting by administrative officers and department chairman on the status of thair programs 273
More information about and understanding of trenc: in contemporary society 34

Other {specify ... . . _____

0dogogoooagn

—_— e et e}

6. What are the highest priorities for the improvement of the fuactioning of your board?

7. How importunt do you feel the follov. ng challenges facing governing boards of institutions iike vours will be in the decade ahead?

Of Limited
Of Great Of Some or No

Importance Importance [mportance
New challenges in fiscal planning and policy 0 90 o9 01
Changes in the structure of higher education 0 49 0 45 O 5
Legal challennes to board authority O 24 3 44 032
Challenges from within the institution to board authority 0 18 ] 39 143
New questions as *o the proper role of the board g 20 0 50 0O 31
Meeting educationar needs of special groups of new kinds of students 0 25 057 018
Increased state or federal interaction in nstitutional affairs J 52 [ 41 o 7
) New demands from faculty . 1138 M 54 0O 8
Meeting student necds for relevant and useful sducational experiences 0 34 {157 o 9
Productive involvement in community affars 0 20 J 55 026
Asir:»vel\;;ng mstitutional changes that must take place if the mstitution is to 0 49 0 16 0] 14

Changes in the composition or structure of the lay board--by inclusion of
facuity, students, educational specialists, etc. 010 g 35 1 54

A
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i, Tha Effectivensms of Youwr Board

1. Beiow are listed some characteristics that dascribe differsnt aceas of boacd affactivensss.
How would you rate your board a5 @ whole on each?

How do you rate your boaed
Excaltent Good Falr Poor
a. Diversity: The boatd as a whole contains the necessary diversity of talents,
skills, experience, and interests among its mamoers compismant one an-
other and to strengthen the whols board. g 27 a 50 0 20 0o 4
b. Structure: The board is structured in such a way that individuals and/or
conumitiees assume a proper, active, and effective role in the oparation and
activities of the board. 0 3 0o 39 0 25 g 5
<. Member involverment: Members demonstrate a high degree of interest in
the institution and in their role and responsibilities as trustees or regents;
they are genuinely involved in the institution’s problems and prospects. 0 33 0 43 021 O 3
d. Krow/edgeability: The members of the board are well-informed about the
nstitution, its place in the higher education system, and in the currents of
society affecting higher education. 0 20 0 46 0 31 o 3
e. Rapport: The members of the board have mutual respect for each other,
regardiess of differencos of opinion, and maintain an effective working
relationship with each other. 0 56 0O 34 o 7 O 3
t. Sense of Priorities: Board members, and the board as a body, tend to be
concerned with important and long-range issues rather than with trivial A
matters. : 3 29 0 42 0 24 O 5
' 8. Oirection: The chairman is respected, strong, and skitled both in muking
cartain that different points of view are expressed, and in obtaining satis-
factory decisions. 0O 49 0 32 016 o 2
h. Sensitivity: The bourd is representative of, or sensitive to, different consti-
tuencies and viewpoints. O 34 O 49 ) 1€ o 1
. Strength: The board is strong enough to achieve effective educational pol-
icy decisions in the face of extraneous political of other oulside pressures. 0 40 O 46 O ll o 3
i. Financial Support: The board contains a reasonable nuimber of memburs
who provide or help get financial support. 0 19 0 26 0 34 O 22
* k" Board/President Kélatiouship: Theie @& an eMective working relafionship *
between the board and the president or chancellor and his staff. 0 68 0 26 0 4 o 2
I Aecamplishment: The board has a genuinn sense of progress and achieve-
ment, and members derive satisfaction from their service. 0O 46 0O 40 013 o1

2. What do you believe 1s the most outstanding asset or strength of your board as it is presently constituted and functions?

3, Conversely, what is 1ts major shortcoming or inadequacy?

4, What do you consider the general effectiveness of the current board of this institution to be? {check one)
[ Clearly in the highsst category for institutions of this type = 46
O Not of the highest order, but satisfactory 35
(J Lessthan completely satizfactory - at least in some respects but sdequate 15
O3 1n need of major change toward improvement of persistent problems 3
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V.

Informational Neads of Your Bosrd Members

1.

In the light of the capacity and knowledgeability of your board, how veluable would adidvtiona/ information be to you snd/or your
board in sach of the following areas?

Extramaly Of Sorme Of Limited
Valuable Value Value
8. Good governance pfoceduras in generg! o 39 o 47 0 14
b. Curricular innovations in other institutions 0 27 a 48 D26
€. Budgeting, financial planning, and maintenance practices 0 38 o 32 oll
d. Fund raising O 48 o 29 023
o. Trends in faderal support of higher education 0O 26 0O 49 25
f. Trands in state support of higher education o 33 o 47 o2l
g High level manpowsr nesds 0 16 o 50 O 34
h. Personnel management practicss for faculty and administration o 32 O 3l 017
i. National trands in higher education O 31 O 58 011
j. Legal zhallenges to board, and ways of coping with them o 33 O 49 018
k. Froblems similar institutions are facing, and what they are doing about ‘
them O 58 O 36 06

. Additional information from institutional sources on financial 25pects: na-

;:r:ﬂ::?r:':t::‘t“:;':xrem indebtedness, praportlon of operating costs D 35 O 45 0 20
m. Additional mfo;matipn from institutional sources on such matters as pro-

xgx:':f hcuttY with tenure, proportion of minority studen s in student O 33 O 47 020
n. Other {specify ) ] 0 (]

Toward improving board functioning, how promising or attractive do the following activities by an instiiution or a seyvice
organization appear to be in providing needed information or experisnce?

Very Of some Of limited
attractive  attractiveness attractiveness
8. Workshops or introductory conferances 1o orient new trustees 03 0O 48 O 18
b. Brief and to-the-point reports for trustess O 66 o 31 n 2
¢. Occasional forums for exchange of ideas and experience g4l O 51 n 9
d. One or mare nationdl and coordinated research programs to study and
report problems sffecting the trusteeship 016 O 51 O 33
e. Commissioned papers or think-pieces by outstanding presidents, trustees,
or educational specialists 022 O 54 0o 24
f. Suggested readings of special interest 1o trustees from current publications 026 o33 p 21
9. Provision of specialized consultants on matters of concern to boards n 25 O 44 0 30
h. Procedures for identifying prospective new trustees ) D‘ES 0o 37 0 35
i. Are there other activities that you feel a service oigenization like AGB
could provide to improve the functioning of your board? 1f so, plesse
comment:
You and Your Institution
1. In what year were you designated as the president or chancellor of your institution? ______ Your age? . Yoursex?

2.

What was your pasition and fype of institution immediately prior to your becoming presidant or chancellor of your current u.stitu-
tion? -

(Positian)

-(Type of Institution)

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM, WHEN COMPLETE TO:

AGB SURVEY

RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE

POST OFFICE BOX 12184

RESEARCH TRIANGLE PARK, NORTH CAROLINA 27709
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V.1, Before 1950 3 Year designated chancellor
1950-1955 3
1956-1960 5
1961-1985 19
1966-~1970 42
1970~Present 29

1. Below 30 1 Age
30-35 2
36-40 6
41-45 14
46-50 25
51-55 25
56-60 18
61-65 5
66-70 2
1, Male 97 Sex
Female 3

B~11
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Appendix C

Colleges and Universities, by Type and AGB Membership Status,

Included in the Survey
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PUBLIC COMMUNITY COLLEGES --54
Nonmember

1. Phillips County Community College AR

2, Westark Junior College%*
3. Los Anpeles Community College CA
4, Palo Verde Community College District CA
5. Cuesta College CA
6. Hartnell College CA
7. Santa Rosa Junior College CA
8. Solano County Community College CA
9. Peralta College District CA
10. Sierra College CA*
11. Los Rios Community College District CA
12. College of the Siskiyous CA
13. Tallahassee Community College FL
] 14, Pensacola Junior College FL
15. Elgin Community College IL¥
16, Morton College IL
17. John A Logan College IL
18, Iowa Western Community College (Clarinda) IA

19. Eastern Iowa Community College District IA
20. Pratt Community Junior College KS

21. Lake Michigan College MI

22, Glen Oaks Communitv College MI

23. East Central Junior College MS*

24, Mineral Area College MO¥

25. Trenton Junior College MO

26. Platte (Junior) College NE*

*
Did not accept or decline, but was sent questionnaires in order to

complete sample.
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PUBLIC COMMUNITY COLLEGES=--Nonmember=--(continued)

27.
28.
29,
30.
31.
32,
33,
3.
35,
36.
37.
38,
39,
40.
41,
42,
43,
44,
45,

Member

46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.

Bergen Community College NJ

Westchester Community College NY
Adirondack Community College NY

Central Carolina Technical Institute NC¥%
Wilkes Community College NC¥

Seminole Junior College OK*

Clatsop Community College OR#*

Lane Community College OR

Dallas County Community College District TX
Panola College TX*

Howard County Junior College TX

Tacoma Community College WA

Ft. Steilacoom Community College WA

North Central Technical Institute WI
Nicolet College and Technical Institute WI
Charles County Community College MD

Dawson College MI

Germanng Community College VA

Laramie County Community College WY

Moraine Valley Community College IL
Kalamazoo Valley Community College MI
Camden County College NJ

Mercer County Community College NJ
William Rainey Harper College IL

Junior College District of St. Louis MO
New Mexico Junior College NM

Cuyahoga Community College OH
Hillsborough Community College FL
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PRIVATE JUNIOR COLLEGES--30
Nonmember

55. Wesley College DE

56. Mallinckrodt College 1L

57. Worcester Junior College MA
58. White Pines College NH

59,  Louisburg College NC

60. Saint Mary's College NC

61, Peace College NC

62. Manor Junior College PA

63. Hiwassee College TN

64, Nairobi College CA%

65. Hartford College for Women CT
66. Mount Vernon Coliazge DC

67. Florida College FL*

68. Lincoln College IL¥

69, Central College KS

70. Pine Manor Junior College MA
71. Natchez Junior College MS¥*
72. Bennett College NY

73. Trocaire College NY#

74. Bacone College OK

75. Peirce Junior College PA

Member

76. Unien College NJ

77. Champlain College VT

78. Concordia Lutheran College TX
79. Bay Path Junior College MA
80. Simon's Rock MA

81. Mary Holmes Junior College MS
82.  Tombrock College NJ

83. Jacksonville (ollege TX*

84, Beckley College WV

C-4
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PREDOMINANTLY BLACK PRIVATE COLLEGES~--28
Nonmember

85. Miles College AL%

86. Morris Brown College GA
87. Selma University AL

88. Rust College MS

Member

89. Talladega College AL

90. Morehouse College GA

91, Atlanta University GA*

92, Dillard University I..Ai‘E
93, Johnson £, Smith University NC
94, Wilberforce University OH
95, Bishop College TX

96, Wiley College*

97. Oakwood College AL

98, Bethune-Cookman College FL
99. Shaw University NC

100, Lane College TN

101. Tuskegee Institute AL

102. Howard University DC

103, Clark College GA

104. Spelman College GA
105, Tougaloo College MS

106. Bennett College NC

107, Lincoln University PA

108. Fisk University TN

109, Knoxville College TN

110, LeMoyne~Owan College TN
111. Hampton Institute VA

112, Xavier University of Louisiana LA
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PRIVATE LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES=~57
Nonmember

113. Arkansas College AR

114, Golden Gate College CA*
115. Kansas Wesleyan KS§

116, Bethany College KS

117, Loyola College MD

118.  School of the Ozarks MO*
119, Mount St. Mary College NY
120. Jamestown College ND

121, Ohio Northern University OH
122, Moravian College PA

123, Cabrini College PA

124, Roger Williams College RI
125. King College 1IN

126. Southwestern University TX%®
127. Alderson-Broaddus College WV
128. Marian College of Fond du Lac WI
129, Williams College MA

130. Hastings College NE

131, Iona College NY

132. Greensboro College NC

133, Alliance College PA

134, Converse College SC

135, Hendrix College AR

136. Rollins College FL

137. Agnes Scott College GA

138, Oglethorpe College GA

139. Rockford College IL

140, MacMurray College IL

141. Goshen College IN

142, Wabash College IN

143, Goucher College MD

144. Amherst College MA

C-6
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PRIVATE LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES--(continued)

Member
145. Pitzer College CA
146. Duns Scotus College*
147. Olivet College MI®
148. Westminster College MO
149, College of New Rochelle NY
150. La Roche College PA
151. Columbia Union College MD
152. Antioch College OH
153. Pomona College CA
154. Pacific Union College CA
155. Colorado College CO
156. Connecticut College CT
157. Lake Forest College IL
158. Knox College IL
159, Grinnell College IA
160. Berea College KY
161. Bates College ME
162. Wheaton College MA
163, Saint Olaf Cullege MN
164. Macalester College MN
165. Colgate University NY
166. Haverford College PA
167. Randolph-Macon College VA
168. Beloit College WI
169. Newberry College SC
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STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIESa~43

Nonmember

170, University of Montevallo ALY

171, Florence State University AL

172, Henderson State College AR®

173, Morehead State University KY

174. Westerm Kentuckr (varsity KY

175, Oakland University, MI

176. Saginaw Valley College, MI

177. Central Missouri ftate College MO*
178. Northwest Missouri State College MO
179, Mentclair State College NJ

180. Jersey City State College NJ

181. Trenton State College NJ

182. Western New Mexico University NM*
183. Millersville State Cnllege PA
184, Glassboro State College NJ

Member

185. Kentucky State University KY

186, Northern Michigan University MI
187. Northeast Missouri State University MO
188. New Mexico Highlands University NM
189, Eastern New Mexico University NM
190. Cleveland State University OH

191. Youngstown State University OH
192, Central State University OH¥

193, Wright State University OH

194, Clarion State College PA

195, Edinboro State College PA

196. Lock Haven State College PA

197. East Stroudsburg State College PA
198, Cheyney State College PA
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STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES--Member--(continued)

199, The Citadel SC

200. Midwestern University TX

201, Madison College VA

202. virginia State College VA

203. Central Washington State College WA
204. Delaware State College DE

205, Murray State University KY

206. Shippensburg State College PA

207. South Carolina State College SC
208. Radford College VA

209, Western Washington Stat2 College WA
210, Eastern Washington State College WA
211, Grand Valley State College MI

212. William Paterson College of New Jersey
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PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES ~=37%
Nonmember

213, University of the Pacific GA
214, Brandeis University MA
215, Columbia University NY
216, Drew University NJ
217. University of Santa Clara CA
218, Drexel University PA
219, Camegie=Mellon University PA
220. University of Southern California CA*
221, Dartmouth Coilege NH
222, Fordham University NY
223, Emory University GA
224, Northwestern University IL
225. Harvard University MA
226, Tufts University MA
. 227. Boston University MA*
228, Cornell University NY
229, Wake Forest University NC
230, University of Tulsa OK
231, Brown University RI
232, Rice University TX

Member

233, Georgetown University DC

234, University of Dallas Tx

235, Duquesne University PA

236, Baylor University TX

237, Loyola University LA%*

238, Princeton University NJ

239, American University DC

260, Texas Christian University TXw

*
See footnote on page C-13 for additional institutions.
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PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES-~Mzuber--(continued)

241. California Institute of Technology CA
242, George Washington University DC

243. University of Notre Dame IN

244, Clark University MA

245. Washingtoa University MO

246. Adelphi University NY

247, Willamette Unive:rsity OR

ot C-11
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LARGE PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES--33
Nonmember

248, New Mexico State University NM
249, University of Cincinnati oH ™

Member

250, Alabama Board of Trustees AL
251. University cf Arkansas AR
252, University of Delaware DE
253, Southern Illinois University IL
254, Indiana University IN
255. Purdue University IN
256. University of Kentucky KY
257. University of Maryland MD
258, Wayne State University MI
259. Western Michigan University MI
260, University of Minnesota MN
261. University of New Mexico NM
¢ 262. Ohio State University OH
263, The University of Toledo OH
264, University of Akron OH
265, University of Pittsburgh PA
266, The Pennsylvania State University PA‘:
267. The University of Tennessee TN
268, The University of South Carolina SC
269, University of Houston TX
270. Texas Tech University TX
271, University of Virginia VA
272, Virginia Commonwealth University VK‘
273. University of Washington WA
274, Auburm University AL
275, University of Illinois 1IL

c-12
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LARGE PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES-~Member--(continued)

276, University of Michigan MI

' 2717. Iniversity of Missouri MO

278. City University of New York NY

279. Indiana University of Pennsylvania PA
280, College of William and Mary VA

The report of the survey indicates (Table 2, p., 7) that 282 institutions were
surveyed. After initial mailing, two other institutions, both private
universities, expressed an Interest in participating and were added. These
were:

281, Stanford University
282, VYale University
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