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Selection of the chief administrative officer for a
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other considerations? Are there ways by which a "successful" or
"ynsuccessful® president may exit with dignity? In the establishment
of a formal evaluation program, the following are suggested as the
minimal requirements: (1) a basic statement of the expectations of
residential leadership; (2) a provision for a written self-evaluation
of leadership strengths and weaknesses; (3) a clearly defined
statement of evaluation -procedures; (4) a meeting between the
resident and the governing board (or its representative) to discuss
the evaluation while in progress. (Author/KF¥)
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Trustees and the Evaluation of the Chief Executive Officer

) °

I assure you that I have not been invited to make some intréductory

commenis on the basis of my extensf&e knowledge -of the s;bject of the

-

evaluation of chief executive officers of colleges and universities. I
have, however, for some time retained a high degree of interest in the

evaluation of administrative leadership, particularly that of the college

-

and university president, or the chief executive officer. I must make an

o

assumption that those in tiris room who are Trustees are generally aware of

their responsibilities. In the "nited States, the historical role of the

a
< B

Trustee generally has included the holding of the charter of tﬂe instituticn,
establishirg the overall policy, the selection of the chief executive officer,
supervision of the raising of funds, approval c¢f the budget, and re; -Senta-
¢ tion of the institution with its miny publics. Ind2ed, Trustees recognize
o~

that the selection of the chief administrative officer for a college or
university ranks extremely high among those important decisions required by
membership on the Board.

Dr. Ordway Tead1 has indicated that:

"Trustees are, of course, in the last analysis, holding the

operation of education in trust as a public service. Every

college has now become, in fa.t “a public agency; and it is

required to gain and hold public confidence. To do this means

a two-way relationship and trust. The wider public has to

realize that for it to perform its unique mission the college

must have its own special degree of freedom, of elbow room,
of leisure, and the absence of influence from outside pressures.”

'
-

v LTYead, Ordway, Trustees, Teachers, Students--Their Role in Higher Education.
University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City, 1955, pp. 23-24.
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The gemneral theme for this Eleventh Annual Trustee Conference == The

Impact of the Economy Upon Higher Education -- provides an overall setting

within which the Trustees can re-examine the roles which they must play.

- 2

The governing board, by whatever title, is responsible for the growth and

&

~ development and successful operation of the institution. Present forecasting

.

of the shrinking enrollments, financial strictures, and a re-examination

- of the purpose and values of higher education in general create a situation
where the Eggéi leadership provided to a college or university must be
called to account. '

It is, of course, necessary for Trust;es to look for leadership to the
Chairman of the Board. The Board must, in turn, depend upon the chief
executive officer whom they select to preside over the institution and to
lead it toward the fulfillment of its objectives. There are a éood many
who Helieve that American higher education strongly supports a conten}ion
that no college or upiversity has made important progress except under the
leadership of an outétanding chief executivelofficer. There are‘some who
would argue that there is a close and positive relationship between the
ﬁuality of the institution and the success of the léadership.

Many colleges and universities are experiencing incre;sed difficulty
in attracting and holding able pers&hs to serv; as chief administrative
officers. The individuals who remain in such position’s stand virtually
unanimous in the opinion that their role has become more difficult and
more demanding. Trustees depend upon effective leadership provided by the
chief administrative officer. Indeed, the Loard takes seriously its re3ppnsi;

bilities for the development of effective policy. If the executive officer

-is key to Board policy implementation and institutional operation, it must

~y
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give some attention to the need to evaluate the effectiveness of the leadership .°
provided by the chief executive officer. Good policy can be administered .

badly, with serious‘conséquences.

-

There has been growing eviience of interest througheut the United States

a

Y (‘:‘ s
in the moég formal evaluation of college and university presidential leader-
ship. Whether the impetus for this. interest came from Kingman Brewster's
provocative and voluntary efforts to have his leadefship evaluated, or

whether it grew out of the interest of Chancellor Ermes* L. Boyer, of the

State University of New York, or Chancellor Theodore Mitau, of the :

Minnesota State Cglleges,\or others, r;mains to be seen. There is growing

eyidence gf broader acceptance of the need to evaluate presidential

leadééship, even though the p;ocedureSxto'be used are in a developmental

state. The topic i; more noticeable now in the literature for higher
&education than it has been in the past ten years.

There is, at the p%esent time, a n;tional study under way under thé’
direction of Dr. Barry Munitz, Vice President for Academic DeveioPment and
Coordination of the University of illinois, who is serving as project
director for a Presidential Study Group. This particular group is looking

,more carefully and more thoroughly at the evaluation of administrative
leadership: The study is being financed by a grant from the Fund for the

) Improvement of Postsecondary Education, and hopefully, will report out *r
later this‘§ear on its findings and its suggestions for helping us to

become better informed and mpre effective in evaluating the administrative

leadership of colleges and universities,-

- -

) ® -

Gerald P. Burns, in his book, Tru. ces in Higher Education, states that:

"The internal relationships between trustees and their chairman,
president, administrators, faculty and students...is quite

¢

- 1

. 1 Burns, G.P., Trustees in Higher Education. New York, Independent'college

. Funds of America, Inc., 1966, p. 35. i
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important.” ...As ‘the key man in operational matters, the
college president occupies a position as executive officer
under the chairman. Trustees act with him officially as a
group on policy matters and unofficially as individuals for
purposes of advice and assistance." <

Perhaps I can clarify ﬂftters by suggesting that Trustees are legislative
bo&ies, with themsgllege and university president geen as éhe executive.
Chief executive officers of institutions of higher education bear an
enormous responsibility for leadership. The campus turmoil of the Sixties, -
facylty militancy, shrinking enrollments, lower leve}s of financial support,
evidence of public disenchantment, and many other phenomena still challenge

college and university leadership. This conference, particularly, indicates
,

the recurring strain of fiscal pressures. The pressure of leadership in

critical times inevitably takes #ts toll on individuals and on institutions.

It can be argued that leadership styles vary and some are more appropriate

to provide leadersh;p in the exciiement of growin; and emerging institutions

and programs. It may also be argued that it takes an entirely different

kind of leadership to provide good stewardship in periods of shrinking

enrollments and fiscal constraints, A myth exists that suggests that successful

g L3
presidential leadership at one university can be transplanted to another

university. The missions, location, and social context argue against this myth,

1 believe in established criteria for evaluation of leadership. Some disagree.
Yy , (Y

[ 4 *

Cohen and’March, in their recent book, Leddership and Ambiguity: The

American College President, have this to say about evaluation:1

"...we need to reconsider evaluation. As neaxly as we can
determine, there is nothing in a formal tlieory of-evaluation
that requires that criteria be specified in advance. In
particular, the evaluation of social experiments need not be

1

President. Central Report prepared Tor The Carnegie Commission, New York,
McGraw-H1ll Book Company, 1974, pp. 228.

<

Cohen, M.D,, and J, G. March. Leadership and Ambiguity: The American-Cdllege



in terms of the degree to.which they fulfilled our prior
expectations. Rather, ye can’examine what they did in terms
of what we now believe to be important. The prior specifi~
- cation of criteria and prior specification of evaluation
procedures that depend upon such criteria are common pre-
sumpcions in contemporary social policy maKing."

Cohen and March also suggest that "the administrator discovers that

o

p a vide assortment of factors outside his control are capable of overwhelming

PR ¢
the impact on the actions he may take."1 ’

The criteria ef success in academic administration, as seen by Cohen and -

<

March, are sometimes moderately clear, but the relativély precisé measures i

&N

of college health tend neither to be stable over time nor to be critically

»

-sensitive to presidential action. Cohen and March suggest that:2

"During the post-World War II years in American colleges, it

was conveantional to value growth and to &ttribute growth to

the creative activities of administrative leaders. They point

out that rapid expansion of higher education, which related to

complex attitudes of studepts and faculty, massive extension

of _8overnmental subsidies, were not the simple consequences of 9
decisions of college or university presidents. Nor, retrospectiveliy,
does it seem plausible to attribute major control over these events

to ccllege administrators."

4

Too frequently control is, howaver,. expected. Leadetship dxpectations are not
unreasonable! If not evaluated, how can you ascribe success or failure.

The main function of the presi&ent is to preside over the institution

and to lead it toward the fulfillment of its objectives. This may sound. like

a simple task, but those of you in this room know that it is completely

_4—#1"'%{ * . - .
-~ complex. Gerald P. Burns, in Trustees in Highergggycation,3 points out that

B . Qa\}
the president is concerned with many publics. He says:
"The essential operations of the President are coficerned with
people. He works for the board, through his administrators,

with the faculty, to educate the students. Those four groups
constitute his inter-acting publics. There are other identifiable

g

o

1 cohen, M. D., and J. G. March. Leadership and Ambiguity: The American College
President. Central Report. prepared for The Carnegie Conmission. New York,
2 McCGraw-Hill Baok Company, 1974. pp. 228.

Op. Cit., pp. 21. ‘
EKC 3 Burns, G. P., Trustees in Higher Education,.fp. 51. . 0
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-individuals and groups with which he must deal to a lesser

extent, (i.e., alumni, parents, donors, legislators, accrediting .
bodies, supervisory bodies;, professional associations and unions, )

and friends of the institution) n ) .

»

He also deals with other institutional-administrators who aid him in his job,

: further success or comipound failure. This kind of relationship and the variety

-

of publics served makes the job of evaluation of leadership even more important.
Perhaps it even proposes that there ‘can be a degree of unevenness of success.
A chief executive officer of a college or university may be successful as seen

by his board, but the degrees of success may be much lower, as seen by another

—t

o ?

constituent group. This is why it is'so very important that whatever plans .
are developeq, if any formal evaluation plans are developed, the Trustees -

- make provision for consulting in some fashion with the various constituencies

x

“ital in and to the institution, ’ °

5 °

. It is important to realize that effective chief executive officers of
colleges -and universities work within the context of the missions and locale -
of the particular college or university. This is to say that, while there

_ are’'similarities of mission and purpose th the organization of colleges and .

universities:1 s
. "The character of this college or university sets limits upon
. what policies can be medaningfully implqnented and also
identifies opportunities for imaginative leadership. The
academic administrator works within a distinctive institutional - a
setting; he must understand it well to be -effective,™’
' .
Lack of understanding of these parameters can lead to the need for trustees

to select another president. This is no task for the uninitiated. John J. Corson,

in his book, Governance o£~ColiAges and Universities, suggests that-zx

~

'It is, however, a responsibility that never confronts many.
trustees, and those who are called upon to perform it do so

Corson, J. J., Governance ol Coli;ges and Universities. New York: McGraws -

Hill Book Company, 1960, p. 182
Op. Cit., pg. 56.
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with little expe}iénce. Yet, in this task, they discharge &
responsibility that influences every aspect of the functioning-
of the institution for a period of years,"

It can be argued and, I believe peréﬁasively, th9$ the impoftance of chief
executive officer lead;;ship to the success of a higher educapion‘indfltutiop
is such that it requires more éhan the typical informal assessment of '
effectiveness. This, of goufse, presents an area of controversy about which
many presidents. have mixed feelings., Many acknowledgg the need for aisesling

or evaluating the role of the chief administrative officer. Some believe

> . N Y
- that the "Annual Report to Trustegs' serves this function! The formal

[

evaluation of the pe;formance of thexﬁhggf institutional officer, or the /
é;zgiaent, is a recent phenﬁmenon éhich emerged from a growing general
1ntere§t in the accountability of leadership of institutions of higher
education. The evaluation of presidential leadership can‘’become even more
important and necessarycin those institutions or state-wide sycteﬁ; where
presidents (or chanceilors) are given term appointmenéa, such as in Minnesota
or New Yo}k. Leadezsnip evaluatioﬁ'policiea and procedures are ;eparate
érom presidential appointment efforts even though a relationship‘can be
implied by considering whether the appéintee does the job, successfully.”
SOEe may argue that college and university presidents are judgeé every
day, and thatathe evaluation of presidential leadership 1s-noth1ng nevw. The
point is well takeﬁ, and there is even scme agreeﬁ?ﬁt. However, the social
context in which‘this lque;ship takes place, khe requirements of respomsible

.

stewardship, and the ipcreased interest in specified éeru appointments for
& .
presidepts suggest the need for a more formal plan. There is a great deal of

mamentum,,g believe; being-generated by faculties throughout the country as

they see a mbre carefﬁl evaluation required of them prior 'to making decisions

for their own retention. It follows, some argue, that if administrative

-

:

- -
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officers are responsible for the evaluation of facuity performance, and are

-

authorized to make the final decision on appointment status, regardless of

.

how advice is obtained; then the very critical role of the administrative

officer (particularly that of the president) must alao'atand the test of
+ assessment. , . .
’ ® . ’There are, of course, I believe, gther substanti'al.rearsons for this -
need for a formal evaluation. It gives a pre;fdent an‘opportunity to
present in a comprehePsive fashion his own sélf-evaluation of the- leader- .
ship that he feels he has performed. In"this way, it provides am opportunity ‘
for examining the extent to which an 1ndtitutioﬁ may be judged to have growm
well or grown less than welli It provides an opportunity for a commendation ]
- of lé;dership, encouragement, and greater undgrstanding and ad;{éea« It

probably will not be all favorable! It is seen by many presidents as a
!. . -‘— . e

hazardous undertaking and provides an opportunity, if not handled judiciously, $

—~

for opening up a Pandora's box. The nature of president’al leadership provides

extensive opportunities for less thah aéceptant respcuse by the many

.‘_O

constituencies affected. As a consequence of thi§, the evaluation program
be . . :

must/more than a totalling of poifits and arriving at a given score.

-

Dr. SheldongJ. Plager, Professor of Law and Chairman, Study Group on Adminis-

. A °
trator Evaluation, University of Illinois, Champaigﬂf Illinois, in a report
developed by a team 2t that campus, says:1 .

. ""Here it is important note that evaluation is different from
J examination. No score should be calculated; there should be
no grade of ‘pass' or 'fail', nor should each criterion
carry equivalent or ‘constant weight. While a rating scale may
be useful as a checklist, it must be c~nembered that what is

T

.

e 1 Report of Study Group on Administrater Evalugtion, 1974. pp. 24-25,

w5
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involved is -a sensitive technique for -eliciting information and .

providing a context for interaction abogt perforpance as a basis
(not a substitute) for judgment," >

Y
» y ”

I believe that Trustees have the primary responsibility to select and
. B . * ~———

appoint the person who serves as chief ex@utive: officer of a college "or

university. Professor Joseph Kaufman's publication for the Asqociat{on
A . * - - .
of American Colleges presents :.n excellent monographl on the state of

« &

’ [

g&is ':rt, of cdnrse."’rmsteee‘ cannot stog there, but must see the ensuing
years after presidential appointment as a major responsibility for, continum;s
s_tev‘ardahip. Whether a formal procedure for the evaluation of leadership

performance {3 developed depends upon the Trustees. Regardless, I believe

: 1 . %

there are lmportant matters for which you, as Trustees, must be held “
’~ - v

accountable during the selection process and prior to appointment:
- 1. Cleirly\indicate”the' expectati;:ns of leadership and the
rgonditions of apﬁoinmedt. Are there c-andid discussions
. of the b;haviorsdexpec.ted of the president in_his 1e§der- L
ship role, and ﬂas a person? A}'; the presicieﬁt'a congti~ e
tutional rights while president clearly understood?

Will the appointment be for a stated term or "at the’

o pleasure’ of..."? - ‘ Q' PO ' B
2. Explain whetfler and how présidential leadership will =~ :
’ ‘ ~
o be undertaken. W}ll the protess be a formal one?

Will ohere be provision for consultation ayith the many
cond¥ituents of the college or university?

3. Discuss the expectations of leadership, including

/

yrelationg with the Board, as well as any problems ’

.

1‘ Kaufman, Joseph P. The Selection of Collgie and University Presidents.
Jashington, D. C., Association of American Colleges, 1374, pp. 3-82.
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unique to the missionstof,the ingtitution and its -
location. . Are the ethical considerations'offleader-
. ship understood? o ; ) ‘ g
. 4, A;e there means for the in-service _education or
leadership xenewal possible through leaves, grants, o ,
or other considerations? Are there way\\through
which a "successful" or "unsuccess ful" president may - ',

-exit with dignity? . . . i .
° RS
You can deal with the needed discussioms. The problem is to’Ho s0.

a

A Board and its chief executive start fairly even at the time of appointment

_— with expectatfons high. It is a timepthat is optimum to discuss evenx:* ] § R
. . unpleasant matters! . \\ | \ | . /
Let me, in conclusion, suggest that the Trustee rolesjin selection "fr
’ and evaluation are related processes. Howeyer, a presidential review \\

process differs from the search and appointment efforts. A presidentjal *

-

search i's generally extensive, the process of screening and interviewing
A complex and lengthy. The evaluation process will generally not be as

lengtﬁy, but will focus:on the performance of a president already known

]

by his or her constituents. I believe it to be of the utmost importance
\ ¢

that the Trystees retain major control of the evaluation process from the

point of instigation, through the conduct of the review, and the conclusion

of the process. Consultation to obtain constituent viewpoints is essential
-and appropriate, but the procedures for consnltation shall be determined by 0
the governing board. It is vurgent that ali parties to the evaluation

process observe-the proprieties appropriate to a dignified ,and professionull ' N

evaluation procedure with great amphasis placed upor preserving confidentiality

throughout the process.
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Trustees need to exami.e their position in the matter of presidential
evaluation carefully. It should result in a decision which is taken and

seen as appropriate to the particular campus. Cambus relationships with

" other boards (state-wide systems, coordinatingrboards), may add a degres of

complexity to the discussion. The question of-to whom is the president -
responsible may provide a clue to the involvement of other "super boards,"
What is the purpose of the evaiuation? By whom shall it be conducted?

What are the expectations and how shall the r . reported?

»

§3?${)mf you decide to move forward and answer arrfirmatively that there is’

&1

a n;éd for a formal evaluation program, I‘gsggest as minimal “he. following:
- L. A basic statement .of the expecgatidni of presidential
leadersﬁip, based upon delineated‘ériteria, which reflécts .
the governing board's and other constituent groups' expectations
for the presidential performance in the context of the .
institutional mission;
2. A provision for & written self-evaluation of leadership
strengths and weaknesses, successes and failures (by the
p .sident, ana in a éorm chosen by the president);
3. A clearly defined statement of.:valuation procedures
» (involving the governing board and other constituent
groups, including facsulty, gtuéénts, administrators,
alumni, staff; and, if pa;t of a state-wide system,
central office personnel. -

4. A meeting between the president and the yxgverning board

(or its representative) to discuss the evaluation while
. )




in progress, or to respond to the results of the evaluation

upon completion -~ and befo;e the genéral results of the
evaluative process are acted upon ‘or made known.
You, as Trustees, have a serioﬁs responsibility for the effectiveness
# a ccllege or university and the establishment and preservation of its
.oility and integrity. Your college or university president is key to
the success of your endeavors. You may choose to provide for a formal 1
evaluation of presidential leadership, or you may choose not to dc so. \
- Please ~- examine the issues involved. Your acti;n should be a matter

of conviction, not inaction because you've never addressed the problem.

14




