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CHAPTER I

Introduction

It is difficult to define a true multicampus

university, considering the ambiguity and variety which

characterize the many systems throughout the nation.

Nevertheless, the underlying organizational premise of

the multicampus university is that planning, budgeting.

and coordination can be most effective in an institution

By placing severalwhich has the power of governance.

campuses under a common framework, the scope of planning

implementation is enlarged.

Although multicampus systems generally have had a

long history, the emergence of the multicampus university

important institution of academic governance is

The period of establishment was 1945,fairly recent.
when the University of North Carolina first applied the

title Chancellor to its campus executives. But not until

the 1960's did the multicampus university as an educa

tional and organizational concept truly come of age. It

1

as an
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the existing systems was firmly established, and the newer

Lee and Bowen (1971) described thesystems were created.

multicampus system as one which "continues to be the

fastest growing pattern of university organization in the

United States, since three-fourths of the students in

public universities are enrolled in such systems” (p. 1) .

The present definition of a multicampus university

had as its beginning the description of the governing-

coordinating board (Martorana & Hollis, 1960). Lee and

board with the more inclusive term, multicampus system.

because of the concern with the totality of the institu

tion—the faculty, students, and administrators—as well

The only formal criteria of a trueas the board itself.

multicampus university include the establishment of a

single governing board and the appointment of a separate

system executive with the prestigious title of President

or Chancellor.

Major and minor organizational differences among

the 84 multicampus systems in the United States allow
Consolidated systemsendless schemes for classification.

resulted from the aggregation of previously existing

was in this decade that the organizational framework of

Bowen (1971) replaced the term governing-coordinating
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campuses, while flagship systems, such as The University

of Alabama, had their origins in a single main campus

from which the larger university system developed.

The different origins are reflected in the title

of the system chief executive. With two exceptions

(Universities of Alabama and North Carolina), the title

Chancellor is used in the consolidated universities, while

the title President is retained by the campus executives.

In contrast, again with exception (University of Texas) ,

Typi-the titles are reversed in the flagship systems.

cally, it seems that when the head of a main campus moved

to leadership of the system, he retained his old title of

Chancellors.
Another distinction is made between segmental

systems which comprise only one type of campus, either

universities or colleges, and the comprehensive system

which includes both types of institutions. Another cate

gory is termed regional, meaning that more than one system

separate institution of higher education in the stateor
Thus, the origins of theoffers a doctorate program.

multicampus universities are to be found in the history

of each institution, because each university is the unique

President, and the new campus executives became
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product of a series of events, circumsstances, and per

sonalities set in a distinct economic, social, and

political environment.

Individuals within the university have varying

and often conflicting expectations of how the system

chief executive should perform. The chief officer will

have some concept of his role, but it is very important

that he take into consideration the expectations of

Stogdill (1956) stated that the true leadershipothers.

role is determined by the expectations of the leader and

Role behavior, what theof others directly involved.

leader actually does, therefore, becomes a resultant of

in view of the kinds of behavior that are required or

It was indicated byprohibited by the governing board.

(1953) that the role of the leader is compounded byChase

the demands of the situation, the leader's own concept of

his role, and the expectations of the groups with which

The acquisition of these role expectationshe works.
appears to be necessary and vital to a better understanding

of the chief executive's relationships with the campus

executives, administrative staff, and state political

officers and agencies.

what he and others think he should do, and what he can do
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conflict exists when the expected administrator behavior,

perceived by the administrator himself, or by other

groups" (p. 345). For other authors, conflict exists when

the administrator is exposed to conflicting sets of role

expectations where complete fulfillment of both is

realistically impossible. It then becomes necessary to

compromise, sacrificing at least some of both sets of

expectations, or to choose one alternative and sacrifice

it seems that the individual isthe other. In any case,

exposed to negative sanctions and, as both sets of values

A vital concern to administrators is the authority

of the system chief executive and the impact of this

There are expressed reserva-authority on the campuses.

tions regarding the presence of a system chief executive.

with the possibility that campus autonomy may be jeopar-

However, most systems have been unusually sensitized .
tive to the values of the individual campuses. According

tinuing high level of campus autonomy, the prerogative of

the campus to promote their own institutional stamp and

a con-

are internalized, to internal conflict.

as defined by one group, is different from the role as

to Lee and Bowen (1971), "coordination implies

According to Campbell and Gregg (1957), "role
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style" (p. 148). To the extent that the autonomy of an

individual campus administration is circumscribed by the

system chief executive and his administration, the

procedures of the system.

While there may be a continuity in the charac

teristics of the multicampus chief executive, his

authority and power remain in flux. His problems will

not be easily resolved, for many responses he might make

in exercising educational leadership may run head-on into

the delicate exercise of that leadership by the campus

presidents, who themselves need significant authority. A

division of labor among campus presidents and the system

chief executive is essential but it requires a consider

able degree of sensitivity and flexibility on the part of

both executives. There must be

as to their respective authority and a considerable

In many instances, the roles of both the campus

difficult with the added sharing of authority which is

characteristic of the university system.

system and campus executives work out their overlapping

executive and the system chief executive are made more

"a tolerance for ambiguity

autonomy of the campus is limited only by the rules or

Therefore, how

measure of personal trust" (Lee & Bowen, 1971, p. 387).
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areas of responsibility depends upon the particular indi

viduals . The ambiguity that is sometimes involved still

remains a key political event for many multicampus uni

versities : the big football game of the year. Whose is

it—the campus's or the system's? Who hosts the legis

lators, and who decides on the allocation of 40 versus 50

yardline tickets?

It is generalized that the system chief executive

is primarily responsible for external affairs and the

campus chief executive for internal ones. However,

according to some writers, the internal-external division

of labor is not a division between administrative activity

and educational activity, but between internal and

For example, Lee andexternal administrative activity.

activity as relating to three important publics: "the

world at large, the legislature, and the alumni" (p. 327).

The university, then, must go beyond its organizational

chart and outside any student-faculty administrative

interaction to effect an interchange with someone outside

Many system executives jealously guard theirthe system.

prestige and status.

as a measure of bothaccess to governors and legislatures

Bowen (1971) have described external administrative
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Internal administrative activity, on the other

hand, would include such areas as nonacademic personnel.

academic personnel, purchasing, physical planning and

construction, and research management. Together these

Thus, the effectiveness of their administration does much

to affect their quality—individually or collectively.

One cannot deny the existence of the controversy

over the appropriate role of the multicampus system's

Midway between state and campuses, thischief executive.

executive is often the focus of the discontents of both.

In attempting to satisfy campuses and state, the system

and its chief executive run the risk of losing the backing

Yet the support of both is essential,of each. as sug

gested in these words of an anonymous system

administrator:

System administration lives in the vulnerable 
isolation of a no-man's-land, with little or 
no constituency on which to build any support 
base. The system administrators, perceived 
to have powers of authority they have no way 
of exercising in an academic setting, are 
favorite political whipping boys for governors, 
legislators, and press, playing political 
corners to gain favor with an always harassed 
and unhappy taxpaying public. (Lee & Bowen, 
1975, p. 178)

activities are generally classed as "business affairs."
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Maintaining a balance between the system and the

campuses has not been easy, and the necessary flexibility

at campus and state levels has been difficult to sustain.

Nevertheless, many educators have expressed confidence

that the balance can be reached.

The strengths, shortcomings, and uncertainties

presented in this study are the dominant characteristics

of the multicampus university as it presently exists.

our increasingly complex environment, the strengths must

be continued, the shortcomings remedied, and the uncer

tainties resolved.

Statement of the Problem

It seems almost imperative that administrators

satisfy partially the expectations of each group with

The perceptions of others relative towhich they deal.
an administrator's behavior may play a significant part

in defining role expectations of the chief executive.

Psychologists and sociologists continue to point out

that individual and group attitudes extensively affect
In addition, it has been expressed thatour perceptions.

an awareness of role expectations and an attempt to make

Yet, for the system to remain an effective institution in
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them more alike might promote better understanding of

groups in institutions of higher learning.

In broad terms, role theory maintains that almost

any activity of any individual may be viewed as being in

conformity with or in opposition to the expectations of

his role. The expectations include not only the indi

vidual's own concept of his role but also the expectations

of others relative to his behavior in the role which he

occupies.

Identification of conflicts and congruencies in

role expectations, either actual or perceived and defined

within a dimension of leader behavior, would tend to have

important implications for chancellors or presidents. The

position of such leaders demands knowledge of what groups

expect in regard to administrative behavior. In an effort

to determine partially these expectations, this study

focuses upon the dimensions of leader behavior. Addi

tionally, without a perception of what reference groups

expect, leaders are often unable to determine rationally

reference group.
perceptions of the chief executive's role may be

a course of action which also will be acceptable to their

Thus, it appears that an analysis of
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significantly important in studying leadership in univer

sity systems.

On the basis of an exhaustive search of the

available literature, the investigator found that the

role of the system chief executive had not been studied

with a view toward determining the expectations which

incumbent system chiefs and administrators held for the

chief executive officer of a university system. It was

assumed that conflicts presently exist among administra

tors in regard to expectations each hold for the role of

system chief executive.

of this type would uncover some latent conflict areas and

thereby aid each group in its attempt to resolve

differences.

One of the major difficulties in academic

organizations is that role perceptions vary considerably.

It generally was acknowledged in the literature that when

persons such as academic leaders are placed in crucial

administrative roles, they are often caught between con

flicting groups or persons.
Carroll (1974) defined "role-set"

persons or groups who are in a position to send expecta-

(p. 53).tions to an individual"

as "all those

Also, it was assumed that a study

In reality, then, the
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members of the system chief executive's role set could

include the legislators, the board of trustees, the

system's staff, and the campus chiefs and staff.

Utilizing the role-set concept, it is apparent that role

conflict could occur if the chief executive should experi

ence situations wherein an expectation from one or more

role-set members is incongruent with an expectation from

another role-set member.

Considerable controversy exists over what exactly

constitutes the proper role and function of a system chief

Conflicting preconceived notions among adminexecutive .

istrators as to what constitutes the role of the system's

chief executive may create a problem to hinder systemwide

operations and strain cordial relations between institu

tions and central administration.

Many existent conceptualizations of roles have

precluded or placed limitations on role consensus. Thus,

by seeking an empirical demonstration of the expectations

held for an incumbent of a specific position by a popula

tion of role definers, one is led to expect not a single

expectation, but a number of expectations that may or may
It is the assumption, then, that thenot be the same.
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degree of consensus among significant role definers may

be an important variable affecting behavior.

This is, therefore, the study of the perceptions

of administrators at selected institutions concerning the

role and function of the chief executive of a university

system.

More specifically, this study examined the

relationships existing among four variables:

Perceptions which system chief executives held1.

related to their administrative duties;

Perceptions which the system administrators2.

held for the role of the chief executive;

Perceptions which institutional chief execu-3.

tives held for the role of the system chief; and

Perceptions which the institutional vice-4.

presidents held for the role of the system chief.

Purpose of the Study
The major purpose of the study was to identify

and analyze the role expectations which incumbent system

chief executives and staff and institutional chief execu

tives and vice-presidents hold for the office and position

of the university system's chief executive officer, and to
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compare these expectations to determine the possible con

vergence and divergence of the role expectations held by

each of the groups in the study sample.

The following are several important questions to

be considered in the identification of a system chief

executive's role:

Is there a conflict which exists among1.

administrators in regard to expectations each hold for

the role of system chief executive?

Does the creation of a system chief executive2.

position encourage a better working relationship among

institutions?

Does the institutional chief executive in a3.

system suffer a delimitation of his decision-making

authority?
Are there points of possible friction over4.

who does what and how?
Is autonomy jeopardized when institutions5.

become members of a system?

Methodology
The survey instrument used to collect the data

was a rating scale which was developed after a review of
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the literature and was designed to gather information

relative to the objectives of this research. The Likert-

type scale was used to provide

each participant's relative position concerning the role

of a system chief executive, along an attitude continuum.

This particular scale, which is included in Appendix B

of this study, calls for a graded response to favorable

or unfavorable statements.

The survey field included 185 administrators from

10 university systems across the nation, which were

similar to The University of Alabama, meeting these three

criteria:

Each system had the responsibility for only1.

a portion of the state's higher education program.

Each system had more than one 4-year2.

institution.

Each system had a systemwide chief executive3.
with the title of chancellor or president.

These three criteria applied to the universities

of Arkansas, Colorado, Illinois, Louisiana State, Maryland,

Even among these 10, application of theTennessee.

a quantitative measure of

Massachusetts, Missouri, Nebraska, South Carolina, and

criteria was clouded, for each of the systems is the
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product of its own history and of the particular

political, social, and economic environment of its state.

For the purpose of validation, a pool of 48

favorable or unfavorable statements, regarding the chief

executive's role in a university system, was presented to

a panel of three judges who were not affiliated with any

system in the survey field. They were asked to rate the

able," in order to eliminate those statements which

appeared to be ambiguous or redundant, and to maintain

the statements which seemed to be relevant for the

intended purpose. From the pool of statements, 22 were

selected for the opinionnaire which was mailed to 185

administrators from the 10 universities in the survey

Self-addressed, postage-paid envelopes werefield.

included to assure that the respondents would not be

inconvenienced.

Scores on the Likert-type instrument were analyzed

to determine whether the four groups differed signifi

cantly on the 22 variables measured by the scale. With

each item listed, responses of the administrators were

reported in percentages for each of the groups that were

studied.

statements as "Acceptable"; "Questionable"; or Unaccept-

In addition, the Chi-square for each item was
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shown with particular attention directed to those with

significance as possible items of conflict.

Limitations of the Study

sideration of expectations of administrators to clarify

the role of the system chief executive. The insurmount

able problem in sampling is that of determining whether

the selected sample is adequately representative of the

population. Although there is no way of making sure that

the sample studied here is representative, the researcher

felt confident that the size was adequate for the type

of evidence being sought and the degree of reliability

desired.

Another limitation to the study was that the

measure of attitudes is both difficult and controversial.

Whether verbally expressed opinions can be regarded as

indicators of "real" attitudes frequently has been ques-

Thus, the problem concerns the relationshiptioned.

between verbal and nonverbal overt behavior. The rela

tionship between "what a person says" and "what he does"

has been recognized as a special instance of validity.

attitude scales can be validated against a numberHowever,

The scope of this study was limited to the con-
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intensive interviews, and by content validation, based

the examination and classification of questions relatingon

to the functions of administration.

Still another limitation is that people may be

influenced by the wording of a statement in the opinion-

naire. Seemingly straightforward statements often evoke

anything but straightforward responses. It is impossible

to assure that each statement means the same thing to each

respondent.

Significance of the Study

America's universities face a severe challenge to

their institutional structure, their processes, their

rationale, and to their objectives. Multicampus systems

can meet this challenge with their ability to promote

cooperation, diversity, and specialization. Since these

systems are generally ones that govern and coordinate

several campuses, they are among the most influential
They have the advantageinstitutions of higher education.

of size and the benefit of a variety of governance with
Already three-fourthspotential for variety and change.

of the students in public universities are enrolled in

of criteria, such as biographical data, secured through
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such systems where individual campuses are grouped under

common framework of governance. Thus, growth of multi-a

campus systems has been a key development in American

higher education.

Although the structure and planning of a system

are necessary considerations, most important are the men

and women who are a part of it. As cited in Lee and Bowen

(1971), the governance of the multicampus university can

be successful only as long as human enterprise is valued

More specifically, these authors sug-above a formula.

"a university is still characterized by manygested that,

the lengthened shadow of its Chief Executive" (p. 143) .as

Inevitably, the division of labor between the

system and campus executives is far from orderly in those

instances where the system chief executive intervenes in

the literature has sug-internal campus processes. Yet,

gested that his intervention and active involvement is

vitally necessary for keeping him informed. Most psychol

ogists have agreed that in situations where there are two

"leaders," tension is almost always present.

degree of flexibility, sensitivity, and personal trust is

essential among executives for effective leadership.

Thus, a high
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Despite all the ambiguity and variety shaping the

systems, the multicampus university is a major organiza

tional response to the graduate-research orientation of

(1971) . These systems must be administered effectively

and harmoniously in order to be a highly successful

instrumentality for achieving the important goals of

higher education. It is vital that the chief executives

of systems combine with their superior knowledge, skill.

and good judgment, a self-restraint adequate to encourage,

and not suppress initiative and responsible campus

leadership.

that chief execu

tives be aware of their role expectations held by other

administrators. An analysis of these perceptions and

expectations would appear to be most significant in

studying system leadership.

Definition of Terms

In order to clarify applicable terms, the

following definitions are presented:

The duly elected or properlyBoard of Trustees:

the academic revolution, according to Lee and Bowen

It seems necessary, therefore,
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appointed lay body which determines policies and governs

activities of a university.

Chancellor or President: The principal systemwide

administrative officer of a multicampus university system;

or the campus chief administrator.

Comprehensive organization: A system which

comprises both university and college campuses.

Consolidated system: A system resulting from the

aggregation of previously existing campuses under a new

central administration and governing board.

A multicampus system that hasFlagship system:

its origins in a single main campus from which the larger

university system developed.
The grouping of indi-Multicampus university:

common framework of governance.

Segmental organization: The system which com

prises only one type of campus, either university or

college, where all campuses within the system uniformly

do or do not grant the doctoral degree.
There are other terms that are essential to a

The following definitions were contributionsrole study.

McEarchern, 1958).

vidual campuses under a

from Explorations in Role Analysis (Gross, Mason, &
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Expectation: An evaluative standard applied to

an incumbent of a position.

Position: The location of individuals in a system

of relationships.

Role: A set of expectations applied to an

incumbent of a particular position.

Role behavior: The actual performance of an

incumbent of a position.

A situation in which anRole congruency:

incumbent of a position and others perceive the

highly similar expectations for a position.

Role divergency: A situation in which the

incumbent of a position and others perceive varying or
highly different expectations for a position.

Organization of the Study
Chapter I provides an introduction and brief

history for the study, presenting a statement of the

problem, the purpose of the study, methodology, limita-

definition of terms, and the organization of the study.

A review of related literature concerning the
multicampus university governance, various aspects of the

same or

tions of the study, the significance of the study, a
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roles of trustees and system and campus executives, role

conflict, and coordination are presented in Chapter II.

Chapter III describes the design of the study,

along with the statistical treatment of the data

collected.

Chapter IV provides a presentation and analysis

of data collected.

Chapter V contains a summary of the study with

conclusions and recommendations for further research and

for utilization of the findings.



CHAPTER II

Review of the Literature

A search of the literature, up until a few years

governance of multicampus university systems, despite

Martorana and Hollis (1960) , in a comprehensive survey.

"State Boards Responsible for Higher Education," showed

that all public campuses in the United States were allo

cated among two types of state boards, those which control

one institution and others having a legal responsibility

for two or more institutions (p. 6). Several years later

Kerr (1966) once president of the University of California

system, recommended, in The Uses of the University, that

the multicampus systems decentralize to the maximum extent

possible and that chief executives be selected in part.

on their ability and willingness to be cooperative members

of the system.

The question of whether the faculty have a

24

their increasing importance on the educational scene.

ago, revealed little information about the internal
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responsibility at the university-wide level was discussed

by Hungate (1964) in Management in Higher Education. He

suggested that the faculty could not participate in

management because of their isolation from the governing

board. Lee and Bowen (1971), however, disagreed, saying

that this isolation was not found to cause faculty par

ticipation in governance to decline. One of the few

references to multicampus universities stated that one of

the major causes of faculty discontent had been the

emergence of the hierarchy of boards which moved the

decision making away from the campus.

Trow (1970), the author of "Urban Problems and

University Problems," stressed decentralization of the

multicampus system on political grounds: that highly

controversial issues and actions may have a better chance

of not becoming the focus for a major crisis if decisions

before Town Hall, Los Angeles, stated that it is always

(cited in Lee &statement of successful performance"

there is no 'fixed' criteria such as a profit-and-loss

Cheit (Note 1), vice-chancellor of a system, in an address

Bowen, 1971, p. 71).

difficult to lead large organizations or systems, "since

about them are not made at a systemwide level (p. 52) .
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Significantly, Boulding's address (Note 2) to the

Regents convocation of the University of the State of

ment of decline." He suggested that we are ill-equipped

to deal with the decline and that adjustments will have

standards of decision-making, and, perhaps, in our

Despite the diversity of origins and unique

environments, the raison d'etre for each university system

is the same. The promotion of "intentional change through

academic planning" is one of the most frequently given

reasons for the establishment and continued existence of

the multicampus system (Gardner, 1967, p. 315). The

system is able to concentrate certain external relations.

single office where they can usually be better performed,
He also stated that the uniaccording to Kerr (1970) .

versity system facilitates long-range and overall planning

of the creation of new services and new campuses (p. xiii).

Lee and Bowen (1975) asserted that:

the multicampus system in the next decade as "the manage-

New York, characterized the challenge which will confront

to be made in "our ways of thinking, in our habits and

particularly with state and federal authorities, in a

institutions ..." (p. 68).
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(p. 86)

The same writers also suggested that the fiscal needs of

higher education are more effectively presented to the

state if integrated by a multicampus budget (Lee & Bowen,

1975) .

Probably the clearest weakness of the multicampus

university was found to be the absence of a stable agree

ment on the relative authority of the state government

In part, because of this uncertainty.and the university.

the university systems often were unable to develop

optimal internal organizations and procedural relation-
External uncertainty.ships with and among campuses.

according to Lee and Bowen (1975), will lead to internal

instability, "seriously limiting the ability of the multi-

Another weakness was that governing boards often

have failed to consider their unique multicampus role.

with the tendency to act as
number of campuses, rather than as a board of a system.

More important, Cheit (Note 1) stated that concentration

the system is designed to promote diversity, 
where different academic and administrative 
approaches at different campuses are encour
aged; specialization, where different goals 
are designated for different campuses; and 
cooperation, where academic resources are 
shaped by several campuses.

a managerial board over a

campus university to act as a system" (p. 260).
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on operational detail has led the board away from concern

with basic issues of educational policy for which it is

qualified.

According to Kerr (cited in Lee & Bowen, 1975), a

major liability of the system was that it is almost

ment and less personal in touch" (p. xiii). He also

emphasized that the board is "far removed from the local

atmosphere of the campus and the current practicalities

of relationships" (p. xiv) .

(1963) was concerned with the numberMartorana

of institutions that a board is able to govern and coordi-

He suggested that the size of thenate effectively.

institution, its geographic dispersal, and the character

of the programs would have to be taken into account.

feeling among those involved in higher

education administration that the limits of human energy
span of institutionaland attention prohibited too large a

Not only was therecontrol for a given board of trustees.
that the trustees have a physically unmanageableconcern

task to perform, but there was fear also that widely

divergent types of institutions might be made the respon-
Selznick (1957) stated. "Thesibility of the same board.

There was some

inevitably "more bureaucratic, less collegial in manage-
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fallacy of combining institutions on the basis of logical

association of functions is a characteristic result of

the failure to take account of institutional integrity"

(P- 58). He pointed out, however, that the final test of

successful system coordination is "the preservation of

institutional autonomy, while guaranteeing the strength

of the total system" (p. 59) . It was concluded by

more than nine institutions, a condition could develop

termed "presidential control," as opposed to "board

control" of the institution (p. 30) . Consequently, too

much authority would be allocated to the administrative

head of each unit and would tend "to weaken the vital

principle of lay board control to which this country is

fully committed" (p. 19).

Heilbron (1973) stated that the number of

campuses a single board could govern effectively depends

The writer concluded that more campuses could(p. 208).
be gathered under a single board if the missions—not

methods—were essentially the same.
Throughout the literature it was indicated that

the headquarters should be located outside of any

on "manageability, which in turn depends on diversity"

Martorana and Hollis (1960) that with an agency governing
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particular institution of the system. Heilbron (1973)

explained that to have the chancellor and the trustees

located on a particular campus would be "to diminish the

stature and independence of the administration of that

campus" (p. 209). To most writers it appeared inevitable

that the central administration would become involved

unnecessarily in the problems of the campus in which the

headquarters are located. It also was suggested by some

educators that the "educational" capital should be kept

outside of the "political" capital, if possible.

When Hodgkinson and Meeth (1971) wrote of the basic

management changes which have been of particular signifi-

they stated that the most important one was thecance,

Along with the genera-creation of multicampus networks.

"faculty and administrators lose ation of new problems,

of autonomy and consequent responsibility for andmeasure

interest in programs on their own campuses" (p. 44).

Although they seemed to agree with other writers that mul

tiple campus systems and consortia can provide many bene

fits which an individual campus cannot possibly afford,

they continued to emphasize the ever present dangers of
and ofthe system's competing with its constituents,
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responsibility and control shifting from the member

institutions to the central administration.

any multicampus system is whether it improves results—

the adequacy of planning, the enhancement of diversity

and quality, the effective use of resources, and the

successful representation to external authorities—more

than it impedes the processes of governance. The answer

to the question. Is the value worth the cost?, therefore.

must be given by a particular system and not for all

systems collectively.

The Board of Trustees' Role

The literature supported the adoption of "trustee"

the title of the board member at most universities.as
Unique characteristics of the board of trustees, stated

by Rauh (1959) , were that they are composed of laymen who
"which they usuallyinvested with power of management,are

delegate to professional educators, and who operate with

out the checks and balances typical of our democratic

Other writers agreed that the most(p. 15).society"
effective governance of a university system depends upon

It seems, then, that the central question about
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chief executive of that system.

Significant to the study were various perceptions

of the trustee cited by Heilbron (1973). From the view

problem who required special handling according to his

humor and temperament" (p. 2).

petual student who "must be educated by the administration

in time to meet a crisis, a fabricator of prefabricated

policies" Heilbron stated that, from the view-(p. 2).

point of the faculty, the trustee is a "meddler in educa-

"is aFinally, the trustee, as perceived by the student,

member of the older generation who usually cannot under

stand and who is occasionally preoccupied with hair and

(p. 3).hang-ups"
That many governing boards could be characterized

Suffice it to sayemphasized by Lee and Bowen (1971) .

corporate bias who expects to run the insti
tution like a business, and sometimes a kind 
and friendly soul who might be brought to the 
door of the temple, but who should never be 
allowed to enter or to share the secrets of 
the brotherhood. (p. 3)

a successful relationship between the trustees and the

tional affairs," a man with a

as management boards, rather than policy boards, was

point of administration, the trustee was a "personal

Moreover, he was a per-
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time has been spent seeking board ratification of

specific management decisions. The literature suggested

that it was a general consensus among administrators for

a primary emphasis to be placed on the board's role as a

policy board instead, although this idea was not univer

sally shared by trustees.

delegate substantial authority at campus and multicampus

levels to administration and to faculty as well.

Thus, the idea most prevalent in the literature

was that trustees should make policy, but should not

More precisely, most writers seemed toadminister it.

indicate that the trustees should not manage the univer

sity, but rather they should make sure that it is managed

satisfactorily.
Heilbron (1973) concluded significantly that there

abuses of power which a board of trustees must avoid:are
. . . too much engagement in administration; 
too much second-guessing of the president; 
too much delay in dealing with faculty and 
student grievances; too much squabbling about 
minor matters; too much insistence that the 
institution be operated as a business; too 
much effort to act in loco parentis; too 
little understanding and exchange with 
faculty; too much evasion of responsibility; 
and too passive in the face of pressure.
(p. 224)

A "policy" board was able to

that in such case, much of the system chief executive's
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The precise duties of trustees varied widely among

influence of the chief executive's attitude and institu

tional tradition. Institutional success often was

attributed to chancellors or presidents who shared their

problems with the trustees. One chancellor stated that

the greatest factor in developing good board relations

was his skill in "recognizing the distinction between a

legitimate sharing of problems and avoiding administrative

responsibility by passing it off to the board" (Rauh,

1959, p. 31).

Board members have felt intense pressure and

criticism from the general public, who laid the blame for

disruptions at the door of the president and his staff.

Today, they agreed, the blame is shared with the trustees,

who have the full authority and responsibility for the

Throughout the literature, trustees admittedinstitution.

to feelings of deep frustration, finding their governing

roles uncomfortable and their administrative staffs

Some believed that they were carrying anunresponsive.
inordinate amount of "shared" criticism for the institu-

equitable distribution" of accountability.

tion and were searching for what some termed a "more

universities, and seemed to evolve through the combined



35

Trow (1970) suggested that the role of the board

is in flux, with trustees losing power to external

tration on the other. The literature revealed that

multicampus boards do not fully accept the policy

administration distinction. One member of a governing

board (cited in Carter, 1969), commented,

According to Lee and Bowen (1971), a board can

be a strong policy board on the one hand, making rules

and delegating authority for implementing the rules. Yet,

it can operate in a centralizedon the other hand.

One system executive (cited in Lee &sions to itself.
1971) suggested that traditional boards tended toBowen,

this wasbecome managerial, but that in a system,
They explained that "Boardincreasingly impossible.

business tends to be dominated by the personal interests

(p. 123).of members and crises of the moment"

fashion as an administrative board, reserving all deci

authorities on the one hand, and to faculty and adminis-

The statute creating the board says that it 
shall govern the university ... it doesn't 
say that it shall oversee the administration. 
It says that the board can hire and fire pro
fessors, appoint administration, and approve 
salaries. That doesn't sound like it's only 
a policy board. (p. 1154)
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Trow (1970) indicated that one of the most critical

rejuvenate and simultaneously to reshape the board to

(p. 437). It was sug

gested by Corson (1970) that trustees have allowed the

board authority, with which they were endowed by law and

historical practice, to decrease by concentrating on the

financial and public relations problems of the university

operations (p. 78). The literature repeatedly emphasized

that the most serious need of the system is for the board

to become concerned with systemwide matters—with the

promotion of diversity, specialization, and cooperation

in programs among campuses.

that this concern is impossible if boards continue to

devote their major time and attention "to details of

governance at each of the campuses" (p. 439) .

Hartnett (1970) concluded, on the basis of his

review of governing board membership across the nation.

that revitalization of the governing boards cannot be

achieved as they generally are structured, because

He further sug

gested that as the collegiate experience today has

meet its unique responsibilities"

"women, blacks and people under 40 are traditionally

Lee and Bowen (1971) stated

needs of the multicampus system in the 1970's is "to

under-represented as trustees" (p. 43) .
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changed, so must the role of the trustee. Thus, signifi

cantly, Hartnett stated that "selecting trustees with

backgrounds and experience relevant to today's problems

would seem to be sensible and desirable" (p. 44). Lee

and Bowen (1971) concluded that a new approach to the

selection of trustees is an essential of governance, and

that:

(p. 442)

Interestingly, in a statewide survey, conducted

in 1971 by the California Poll (cited in Lee & Bowen,

1971), California citizens were asked to select their

preferred choice as to which of four alternatives should

constitute the main qualifications for the members of the

The results showed that only 3%Board of Trustees.

"who will listen closely to thefavored trustees
19% favored those "who willgovernor." In contrast,

decide things strictly on the basis of their own best

judgment," while 34% chose trustees "who will listen

closely to the wishes of the people of the state"

In addition, when asked how the public members(p. 443) .
of the board should be selected, only 2% favored the

trustees closely tied to a governor simply 
will not be able to perform functions in a 
manner acceptable to the public, the 
politicians, and the internal constituencies 
of the university.
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existing California pattern, where the trustees are the

Ingraham (1968) reflected the comments of various

presidents concerning the roles and duties they would

like to see performed by the trustees, namely,

He stated specifically that the trustees must take a

special interest in the system and campus chiefs, because

"neither the faculty nor their administrative officers

will concern themselves with their salary, vacations,

health or their freedom to live a normal family life"

"next to the president's wifeIn addition,(p. 172).
no one should be more solicitous of his welfare than the

(p. 172).trustees"
In summary, many trustees indicated that they

were striving to find a role in the administration of the

university which would not stifle the management skills

of the staff, but rather equip them with enough knowledge

of details that they could fulfill their basic responsi-

Perhaps the broadest possible statement ofbilities.

fund raising; making decisions in regard to 
finances and campus planning; involvement in 
determining institutional objectives; leaving 
administration to administrators; and leaving 
questions of curriculum to the proper people, 
(p. 171)

exclusive choice of the governor.
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the institution's future in trust and give it stability"

(Rauh, 1959, p. 21) .

The System Executive's Role

The title chancellor has been a term of limited

but highly respectable employment in the United States.

In earlier days, a chancellor was rarely a member of the

university's administration.

honorary and largely without administrative power. Today,

a chief executive of a multicampus system has the title

of chancellor or president, a designation carrying status

Some institutions,and prestige in academic governance.

such as the University of California, have used

the title of "president" for the head of the university

system as a whole (Prator, 1963).

University of Alabama, have applied the title "president"

is used to designate the chief executive of the system.

The chancellor as chief executive of the univer

necessary for the system's appropriate governance. A

to their heads of campuses, while the term "chancellor”

sity system is expected to exercise such powers as are

Others, such as The

"chancellor" for the heads of their campuses, reserving

Instead, the office was

the trustees' overall responsibility was that "they hold
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general agreement among the writers was that his tasks

to initiate policy and planning recommendations forare

the governing board and the legislature and to determine

how laws and policy decisions are to be implemented. The

tional planner for his institution, concentrating on the

academic side of university administration.

One system executive (cited in Ferrari, 1970)

stated that his task was to coordinate all activities of

the institutions of the university, which did not match

that of another system head who was given full authority

and responsibility over the administration of all affairs

and operations. Still another system executive emphasized

to Lee and Bowen (1971) that he "delegated all the

authority he had to the campus executives. . . . The only

power I have is to persuade the governing boards” (p. 150) .

The chancellor role concept, as viewed throughout

the literature, pointed to the ambiguity present in the

Cohen and March (1974) asserted thatexecutive's role.

the role was surrounded by fundamental ambiguities of

Others revealedpurpose, power, experience, and success.

the ambiguity as resulting from the changing role and the

changing concepts surrounding the modern-day executive.

campus executive, on the other hand, is to act as educa-
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Former University of California President Clark

Kerr (cited in Heilbron, 1973) described a chief's role

in a university system as being "mostly a mediator"

(p. 68).

within the student body, the faculty, the trustees; and

peace between and among them" (p. 68) . Others have

adjuster of pressures from trustees, faculty, alumni, and

the legislator.

Thus, it was generally accepted that the system

chief executive loses to everybody, because he has no

Kerr (1970)firm base of support in the power struggle.

explained that the lack of support is due to the chan

cellor's or president's having no natural constituency

faculty or alumni" (p. 114)."no students,of his own,

For some writers the chief executive's success

is measured in terms of his educational leadership.

rather than his submissive or servile flattery toward

It is vital, nevertheless, that he havethe trustees.
Prator

(1963) concluded that the board selects him, and, in

It

a good relationship with the board of control.

His first task, as emphasized by Kerr, is "peace

remarked that the administrator was a conciliator, a

consensus achiever among disrupting factions, and an

case of serious differences, the board releases him.
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is most important that the executive obtain a clear under

standing of the relationship of his office to the board

of trustees. It was emphasized in the literature that,

as chief executive officer, he is the principal individual

through whom the board exercises its authority and control.

Wriston (1959) declared:

required of the executive candidates includes leadership.

experience, integrity, management skills, and motivation

ability.

between the attributes of the selectee and the qualifica

tions required revealed significant differences. Although

such attributes are universally cited in great detail by

boards of trustees, most have admitted that the most

important qualification is that the person selected have

the abilities to perform adequately the job to be done.

Managing to live with a board of trustees is 
like riding a spirited horse that is very 
skittish. Trustees will shy at a shadow 
rather more quickly than at real danger. 
Nonetheless, people like to ride spirited 
horses, and after one has learned the art it 
is a thrilling experience, and never boring, 
(p. 84)

Yet, he concluded that often a comparison

Hartnett (1970) asserted that the board of

trustees' list of personal and professional attributes
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McNey and Hughes (1952) concluded that it is

impossible to find a new chief with the same abilities

as his predecessor. It has been said that the quickest

way to change an institution is to change its leadership.

Although, according to Knowles (1970), a change in leader

ship alone is seldom sufficient to effect needed improve-

that can be taken.

In summary, the multicampus university will never

be greater than the sum of its parts—it will never pro

mote diversity and cooperation among its campuses—unless

its chief executive is encouraged "to act as an educa

tional leader and empowered to do so" (Lee & Bowen, 1971,

It was the belief of these writers that thep. 447).

systemwide executive is more than simply a manager; the

needs of the university system require something more—

"educational statesmanship of the highest order" (p. 447).

Little has been written about the problem of

selecting a system chief executive. There seems to be no

single method or guaranteed formula for the selection of

the right man.

Characteristics of a System's 
Chief Executive

Yet, the task is one of the most

ments, it is, however, the single most effective measure
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important ever faced by an institution's board of

trustees.

Bolman (1965) wrote that the objective of the

selection process is the matching of a person and an

institution. "so that one meets the other's needs at a

particular moment in history" (p. 1) . Bolman maintained:

In terms of personal characteristics, Lee and

(1971) were convinced that the chief executive isBowen

No real difference was found innot unique (p. 141).

either educational or professional experience between the

president or chancellor and his single-campus colleagues.

The authors made an interesting military analogy, dis

tinguishing the two types of individuals by stating that

the system chief executive's concerns might be charac-

while the campus executive's is

"tactics. "

Virtually all the literature emphasized the

resemblance of the system chief executive to their campus

counterparts in their professional careers. Bolman (1965)

suggested that the executive should be fully cognizant of

The most realistic search committees, and the 
most successful ones, do not waste time look
ing for the "perfect" candidate who would be 
all things to all men and to all institutions. 
(P- 1)

terized as "strategy,"
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the threefold mission of a state university: "teaching,

research and service" (p. 21) . In addition, he should

demonstrate executive ability, be prepared to meet the

political responsibilities, and should maintain social

skills, as well as skills in communications and public

relations. The personal qualifications reflected in the

literature were of a high standard and an extensive

Many executives felt that the position had becomenature.

"almost too unrealistic and romantic to be filled by one

single speciman of human clay" (Knight, 1955, p. 17). At

an inauguration speech Dodds (cited in Chasteen, 1975),

referring to the job specification for the presidency.

included a "high moral character and a happy marriage

to a charming wife" (p. 17) .

An anonymous trustee (cited in Bolman, 1965)

decisionviewed the man as decisive, "sure-footed,

and as one who will represent the university well.maker,

(p. 27).bearing its image to the public" Thus, the

emphasis on personal qualities rather than on professional

qualities was notable throughout the literature.

It was stated by Law (1962), concerning university

leadership, that the turnover of college executives is

relatively high in comparison to other occupations.

as a
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of the football coach" (p. 21) . The reason that most

office "exhausted abilities, initiative, and ingenuity"

(p. 21).

Because the focus of decision making is constantly

moving away from the campus toward political bodies, the

integrity and welfare of the university demands that the

system chief become involved. He must be able to inter

pret each institution's position and needs, as he builds

public confidence in the institution's ability to serve

Thus, he inevitably takes on thethe public interest.

role of buffer, defender, and translator (Ikenberry, cited

in McLean, 1974).

In a final analysis, most writers seemed to

indicate that the success of a chief administrator could

be measured by his ability to evoke cooperative behavior

with the minimal amount of friction and the maximal amount

The ultimate test of governance and the roleof output.
of the system chief executive is, then, whether the deci

sions reached enhance the quality and performance of
Thishigher education and the welfare of society.

process, according to Ikenberry (cited in McLean, 1974),

presidents "leave the scene," he continued, was that the

According to Law, "the average term is shorter than that
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must gain and retain the trust of those involved—trustees,

system chiefs and staff, institutional chiefs and staff,

faculty, students, and alumni.

The title of president or chancellor is used to

designate the campus chief executive officer in most

universities (Prator, 1963). He is responsible for the

participation of his campus in overall planning, resource

allocation, and evaluation operations. Thus, the recruit

ment and retention of able campus executives is perhaps

the most crucial task of a board of trustees. Many

counterparts have expressed despair at the difficulty of

Wriston (1959), for example, expressed the ideasthe job.

"No one whom I have ever known couldof many when he said.

do all the things expected of a college president and do

(p. 20).all of them well"

Most writers seemed to indicate that the campus

president's own individuality is caught up in the

presidential role and is somewhat assimilated in the

image of that office held by the public. When Prator

(1963) studied students' perceptions of the campus chief,

he found that most undergraduates viewed him as a remote

The Institutional Chief 
Executive's Role
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figure,

degree upon them. In contrast, he discovered that alumni

regard the campus president as

liaison between the alumni association and the college"

(p. 24). Thus, he is no longer a symbol nor does he

appear aloof or mythical. he is human!""In short.

(Prator, 1963, p. 24).

Some writers have even compared him to a chameleon

who changes color to fit the part he plays. As Stoke

he must know how he

He was convinced that theappears to others" (p. 56).

most important qualification of a college president is

"his philosophy of education," for "a college president

without a philosophy of education is a pilot without

navigation charts" (p. 161) .

system executive, except that he is freed from direct
He emphasized thatinvolvement with the legislature.

the campus chief has more time and energy for on-campus

affairs, which include "superintending, facilitating.

On the other hand,developing and leading" (p. 37) .

Prator stated that possible frustrations of the campus

duties are not appreciably different from those of a

a symbol of authority, and one who confers a

a "resource person and a

Prator (1963) stated that the campus executive's

(1959) declared, "Like an actor.
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He has suffered, for example, a delimitation of his

decision-making authority, and often there is "a psycho

logical disadvantage in his not being the last link in

the chain of command" (p. 36) . There was considerable

agreement throughout the literature that, to a limited

degree, member institutions within a system suffer from

loss of individuality. It also was indicated that a

campus executive who fears the trend toward consolidation

and coordination within a system may find reassurance in

the fact that many of his colleagues with experience in

the systems have truly endorsed this trend.

According to Lee and Bowen (1971) , "a campus

executive must be selected with all the attributes of a

single-campus head, yet must be willing to accept the

real and symbolic authority of the system executive"

(p. 170).
One university campus chief (cited in Ingraham,

1968) perceived that a combination of the increasing

attractiveness of faculty positions and the decreasing

authority allowed campus executives was going to make it

difficult to attract and keep these good administra-more
Still another executive commented that a campustors.

head can occur, resulting from membership in a system.
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leader's position could be improved by giving him all the

money he needs, by agreeing with him always, and by

fun" (cited in Ingraham, 1968, p. 166).

The following quotations (cited in Ingraham, 1968)

who like being presidents and chancellors:

However, others who like being president or

chancellor have expressed their frustrations:

I cannot imagine anything I'd rather do. 
(P- 154)

Few of us have the time for necessary 
reading, reflection and visits to other 
institutions. (p. 155)

I think the job of a college president is 
so exciting, so challenging, so varied, so 
rewarding that applicants should pay a premium 
for the job. (p. 154)

were reflections from various presidents and chancellors

If you could eliminate the necessity of 
dedicating college buildings or inaugural 
ceremonies, a lot of time could be saved, 
(p. 155)

It is the most exciting and the most 
rewarding position in the University. Anyone 
who has the opportunity to serve as a college 
president should count himself among the most 
fortunate of men. (p. 154)

you did, you would remove the problems--and most of the

surrounding him with bright and capable aides, "but if
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it was stated by Wriston (1959) , as heFurther,

commented on his presidential career, that "into every

life some rain must fall, and there are times when I

One of the most signifi-thought I would drown" (p. 116) .

cant statements on the difficulties as well as the rewards

of the presidential role freguently repeated in the

literature of the presidency was stated as follows:

To labor constantly for the world with no 
thought of self, to find indifference and 
opposition where you ought to have active 
assistance, to meet criticism with patience 
and the open attacks of ignorance without 
resentment, to plead with others for their 
own good, to follow sleepless nights with 
days of incessant toil, to strive continu
ously without ever attaining—this it is to 
be a college president. But this is only 
half the truth. To be associated with ambi
tious youth and highminded men, to live in an 
atmosphere charged with thoughts of the 
world's greatest thinkers, to dream of a 
golden age not in the past, but in the future, 
to have the exalted privilege of striving to 
make that dream a reality, to build up great 
kingdoms of material conquest and make daily 
life richer and fuller, to spiritualize wealth 
and convert it into wealth to enrich personal 
character and elevate all human relationships, 
to leave the impression of one's life on a 
great and immortal institution—this, too, is 
to be a college president. (Cited in Knight, 
1955, p. 11)

I spend too much time with problems such 
as parking, student food service, social 
ceremonial affairs, student publication 
flare-ups, and office space hassles. (p. 156)
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Thus, the literature, which is still relatively

limited at this time, pointed to a genuine concern with

the campus executive's role in a university system. The

points of possible friction over who does what and how

were evident throughout the writings. Also revealed was

the probability of various personality clashes, especially

tive. It was stressed universally that there were no easy

A study by Dodds (1962) presented a composite

picture of the "typical" major university president:

(cited in Knowles, 1970),According to Lerner
a

married, 
children.

It [the university presidency] has become 
breed of besieged men in one of the most 
perilous vocations in America, ranking some
where with the job of being mayor or school

between the campus executive and the system chief execu-

answers and no single solutions, and there was no "right

man" who would suit all colleges or university systems.

He is between 54-57 years old, born and 
reared in a small town or medium-sized city 
In Indiana, Illinois, or Ohio, earning one or 
more degrees from Harvard, Chicago, or 
Columbia where he majored in economics, 
history, or English . . . he is Phi Beta 
Kappa, a Rotarian or Kiwanian, a Republican, 
and a veteran of World War I or II. He is 
Episcopalian, Methodist or Unitarian and 

with 2 or 3 adolescent or grown 
He lists fishing or golf as his 

favorite hobby and has been abroad several 
times. . . . This, then, is "prexy." (Cited 
in Knowles, 1970, p. 38)
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Some practical advice to new presidents of colleges

or universities was compiled by a university administrator

with 25 years experience as a university president:

Word always

It has a

superintendent or police chief in a big city, 
and just below the job of being President of 
the United States. (p. 41).

If called by reporter for comment or 
opinion on controversial issue, don't give 
immediate reply unless prepared to do so. 
Reply: "Let me think about it. I'll call 
you in a few minutes."

If an official has made an unpopular 
decision he deems wise, support him publicly 
and discuss it in private.

Don't bypass established channels of 
communication and authority. It weakens sub
ordinates and sows seeds of distrust.

Don't discuss weaknesses of some asso
ciates with other associates, 
gets back.

Remember that critics are necessary to 
give one perspective. A college president 
has great power and often gets wrong ideas 
about his own infallibility and judgment.

Don't spend too much time listening to 
advice of friends. You know what they think. 
Seek advice of opponents. If you listen to 
everyone, you may be accused of indecision. 
This is risk you have to take.

Don't argue with the press, 
barrel of ink to match your fountain pen full. 
It can always have the last word. If you 
don't want it in the papers, don't say it, 
don't do it!

Final responsibility requires final 
authority. The two cannot be separated. 
Always remember, as President Truman said, 
"The buck stops here."

Don't confuse office and man. Many honors 
come to you holding office of president. Few
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McVey and Hughes (1952), in citing the evidence

executive, stated that the trustees regard

the faculty trusts him, the students feelhim as frank,
safeguarded, the public respects him, and the alumni like

"as the size of the"However," they continued,him.
institution increases to 20,000 or 40,000, this task is

if any would come to you as John Q. Citizen 
unless you were a great scholar, soldier, or 
statesman in your own right.

Don't expect the support of all adminis
tration and faculty in all matters. An 
academic institution is a forum for the 
presentation of different viewpoints. It is 
impossible to be liked by everyone and to 
have complete unanimous support. Most of the 
time you are lucky to have a majority in 
support.

Don't play favorites with groups or indi
viduals socially or politically or with 
factions of faculty and students. Be neutral 
regarding different viewpoints unless a 
judgment is necessary. Then take a stand and 
be firm. Let the chips fall where they will.

Don't rush to make changes; change is not 
always progress. There are deep roots, 
customs, reasons for doing certain things. 
Just because things are not done as you have 
done them in the past doesn't mean that your 
way is better or even as good.

Don't become too intimate with superiors 
(trustees) socially. This can lead to prob
lems in business relationships.

Don't become intimate with associates and 
subordinates. This leads to problems in work
ing relationships. What employees don't know 
about your personal life won't bother them. 
(Knowles, 1970, p. 46)

of a "good"

impossible for any one man to accomplish" (p. 76).
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The president or chancellor, as depicted by Corson

(1960) , is the center of power in his institution. His

role has been graphically suggested by the writer's chart:

Role of the President

Finance:

The extent of his influence varies in each area in

accordance with his ability to cope with these forces.

The profile of the role of a typical president is sug

gested by the darkened center portion of the chart.

The campus head has had a part in the making of

according to Corson, in each area he is opposed by

Siiident 
offoirs

Education
program

Role' of 
president
/ \

f’nysicol 
facilities

Faculty 
selection

Public and 
alumni 
relations

decisions in each principal area of governance, but,
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countervailing forces—"the faculty, the trustees, the

critical necessity. Yet, as Gardner (1967) suggested,

"We have yet to prove that we can provide the kind of

atmosphere in which a good man can survive" (p. 67) . In

a somewhat analogous statement, President Bloustein of

Bennington College stated:

Change has taken place in the governance of higher

education, and, in turn, it has brought about significant

change in the role of the institutional chief executive.

As this chief officer's scope of governance has expanded

far beyond the original educational objectives, his

ability to govern has been altered by the creation of

agencies and boards who enter the decision-making process

at the statewide level.

Considering all the frustrations and uncertainties

which lie ahead, why, then, does one choose to become a

Perhaps the core of anycollege or university president?

response would be that the president obtains great

Administering a college today is like playing 
chess on the open deck of the sinking Titanic. 
To make matters worse, the chess rules seem to 
be changing as the game proceeds. (Cited in 
Gardner, 1967, p. 67)

In summary, educational leadership has been a

students, the alumni, or other constituencies" (p. 71).
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satisfaction from guiding his institution through frus

trating times.

In keeping with the dry humor associated with many

college administrators, President Herman Well of Indiana

University observed that a college president needed "the

physical stamina of a Greek athlete, the cunning of a

Machiavelli, the wisdom of a Solomon, the courage of a

Finally, Kerr (cited in Bernhard, 1974) claimed

"to provide sex for the stu-that a president's job was

dents, football for the alumni, and parking for the

faculty" (p. 38).

Views on Coordination

A primary concern about coordination of a system

is the inherent reduction of autonomy for the institu-

As the Carnegie Commission (1971) pointed out,tions.

the term "coordination" implies:

Dressel and Faircy (1972), as critics of coordi-

the existence of separate units, each with 
some freedom to control its own operations, 
and thus the need for a technique or mechanism 
by which they can act together toward some 
purpose that cannot be achieved by isolated, 
individual actions. (p. 24)

nation, have said that it leads to control and that, in

P. 3).

lion, and the stomach of a goat" (cited in McLean, 1974,
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the process, the costs of coordination far exceed the

benefits. The multicampus system is expressly affected

by the additional layer of administration and paper work.

A criticism of such layers is that there is confusion of

responsibility, causing institutions to become less

responsible. Significantly, Eranson (1973) stated,

According to Lee and Bowen (1971), the title

"state coordinating agency" was misleading because "it

indicates that there is something which the stage agency

does that the multicampus system does not" (p. 60) . Their

"governance," was considered broad enoughpreferred term,

to embrace coordination without confusing the thin lines

of authority for governors and legislatures to professors

Wilson (1972) contributed significantly toand students.

the literature concerning coordination.

and decentralization of universities as systems were

matters of psychological import.

of the leading signs of a highly coordinated and

The university which is regulated by everyone 
becomes, by the most bitter of ironies, 
accountable to no one [because] the invasion 
of external authority makes it virtually 
impossible to fix responsibility on anyone 
for educational results. (p. 16)

According to him, one

Knowles (1970) stressed that the centralization
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centralized organization was the presence of highly

developed rules. Knowles felt that in centralized

organizations, "less is left to human discretion and more

(p. 89).

Coordination is colored also by the fact that,

although the territorial responsibilities of the system

chief executive include those of the campus executives.

the functions of the latter are not subordinate. Coordi

nation does not consist of a system chief executive

directing the activities of his campus counterpart.

perception of their interlocking responsibilities. At

the University of North Carolina, Lee and Bowen (1971)

discovered that this was described as "administration by

fine feel rather than fiat" (p. 343).

The literature clearly indicated that the move

toward coordination of higher education is becoming

stronger—even to the point of centralization in some

According to Bernhard (cited in McLean, 1974) ,states.

the many sound arguments in support of the coordination
equitable allocation ofmovement include:

Yet, with such(p. 6).unnecessary program duplication"

is required by 'the book'"

a more

resources; and a more "systematized elimination of

Instead, the total task requires that both have a keen
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centralization, the definition of institutional objectives

becomes difficult, if not impossible, in the controversy

centralization.

System and institutional chiefs must confront

questions dealing with statewide coordination. According

to Wilson (1972), such questions to be included are:

Thus, it is hoped that the increased application of state

wide coordination will result in a more rational approach

Undesirable impactsto the problem of higher education.

of coordination upon governing boards and individual

When acknowledged, itinstitutions must not be ignored.

is then necessary to know how such impacts can be

minimized.

Role Perception
(1958), people do notAccording to Gross et al.

They explained that behaviorbehave in a random manner.

raised over the issue of coordination versus

is influenced to some extent by an individual's own

What kinds of decisions are best made by a 
local institution? By a governing board?
How much autonomy must be sacrificed in order 
to become more accountable? To what extent, 
if any, does increased coordination of higher 
education inevitably lead to more political 
participation in the overall enterprise?
(p. 53)
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expectations and those of others in the society in which

he is a participant. Therefore, "human conduct is in

part a function of expectations which are assigned to

individuals on the basis of their locations or positions

in social systems" (p. 18).

Some writers have defined role conflict according

to incompatible expectations perceived by the observer.

however, have defined the term according toOthers,

incompatible expectations perceived by the actor. Gross

(1958) presented a theory of role conflict resolu-et al.

individual is presented with two incompatible

Stouffler and Toby (1954) suggested thatexpectations.

institutionalized techniques exist for preventing role

conflicts from arising which included,

In an attempt to assess the existence of the role

conflict phenomenon. Carroll (1974) identified several

organizational consequences and effects of role conflict:

Individuals who are caught between con-1.

flicting expectations have been shown to experience stress;

role obligation hierarchies (excuses), an 
actor's claim that his lack of fulfillment of 
an obligation is involuntary (unavoidable 
"accidents"), etiquette rituals, and "legiti
mate" deception like the little white lie.
(p. 327)

tion when an
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2. Potential sources of role conflict have

resulted in significant decision-making difficulty;

3. The emotional costs of role conflict include

low job satisfaction, low confidence, and a high degree

of job-related tension; and

4. A frequent response to role conflict is with

drawal from or avoidance of those who are seen as creating

the conflict.

(1958) have concluded, humanThus, as Gross et al.

behavior is influenced to some degree by the expectations

that individuals hold for themselves or which others hold

Other major studies dealing with roles and rolefor them.

conflict have been attributed to Merton (1956) and Getzels

Landmark investigations of role conflictand Guba (1954).

resolution include Parsons and Shils (1951), Stouffler

(1949), Stouffler and Toby (1954), and Sarbin (1954).

(1975) indicated that role ambiguity is frequentlyPaul
associated with "the violation of the concepts of chain of

(p. 85); he also concludedcommand and unity of command"

that such ambiguity permeates most organizations.

It has been suggested that the extent to which

presidents are able to perceive, cope with, and resolve

conflicting role expectations of groups may well determine
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their effectiveness and efficiency, because their own

accomplishments are often circumscribed by the role

expectations and the role behavior of others.

A group at the University of Kentucky, in a study

of leader behavior, concluded that behavior is a function

of the perceptions an individual holds, since behavior

grows out of perception (cited in Stout, 1962) . According

to this particular theory, it is not possible for a person

to perform in a manner inconsistent with his perceptions.

Therefore, the starting point in analyzing and describing

an administrator's behavior is the determination of his

perceptions as related to himself and his job.

The inherent ambiguity in defining the respective

roles of the systemwide and campus executives has been

described.

made an attempt to avoid unnecessary duplication of

The division of labor is somewhat less thanactivity.
neat and orderly, and the difficulty of delegating

responsibilities of the system and campus executives has
Like the political executive, "thebeen acknowledged.

head of the multicampus university may ease his workload,

(Lee & Bowen,but he cannot relieve his responsibility"

1971, 143) .P-

Nevertheless, every system, it seems, has
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means clear. Although each campus head is searching for

areas of mutual advantage, each one is protecting the

identity and autonomy of his own campus in the absence

of a systemwide or consortium plan.

The role of the central administration is by no



CHAPTER III

Methodology

The general purpose of this study was to measure

the perceptions of administrators concerning the role of

the chief executive of a university system. More

specifically, the research was conducted to examine the

attitudes of 185 administrators of 10 selected university

systems toward the role of the systemwide chief executive

Four groups were studied with reference to theirofficer.

system chief executives.expectations for this role:

system staff, institutional chief executives, and insti-

The study was directed towardtutional vice-presidents.

securing the expectations of each group, in order to

determine the convergence and divergence of their expec

tations and to discover possible areas of significant

divergence which might lead to conflict.

The Subjects

The 10 systems in the study were very much the

product of the 10 states in which they were located. The

65
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economy, politics, and traditions of any of these states

will have far more to do with the present and future

status of these systems than the perceptions with which

this study is concerned. The survey field included 10

university systems meeting these three criteria:

1. Each system had the responsibility for only a

portion of the state's higher education program.

2. Each system had more than one 4-year

institution.

Each system had a systemwide executive with3.

the title of Chancellor or President.

These criteria applied to the Universities of

Arkansas, Colorado, Illinois, Louisiana State, Maryland,

Massachusetts, Missouri, Nebraska, South Carolina, and

There was no typical state, and these 10Tennessee.
Thus, distinctions

among various types of multicampus systems are critical,

but major internal issues are common to each.

The University of Arkansas, with five institu-

and the University of South Carolina, which istions,

comprised of eight institutions, had a system chief who

were as varied a selection as any.

was also the chief executive of one of the institutions.

The Colorado, Illinois, Nebraska, and Massachusetts
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systems were comprised of three institutions, while

Missouri had four. Arkansas, Maryland, and Tennessee had

five institutions, and Louisiana State had six. Although

South Carolina was the largest system in the study, there

only 11 vice-presidents employed, making it thewere

system with the fewest number of administrators. On the

other hand, the University of Tennessee, with 32 institu

tional vice-presidents, had more administrators than the

other nine systems, even though the system is comprised

of only five institutions.

Across these particular systems the only constant

the changing nature of the campus and the administra-was

Even the most established systems were in a statetion.

Yet, in spite of their diverse originsof transition.

and various rates of growth, the changes had a number of

common characteristics.

Development of the Instrument

A Likert-type scale was chosen for measuring the

Also, with this particular scale, subjectsbe produced.

agreement, rather than a dichotomous agreement or

were permitted to express degrees of agreement or dis-

perceptions, because high reliability coefficients can
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disagreement statement which often requires participants

to choose when they are in partial but not complete

agreement.

Two major steps were involved in the development

of the scale: (a) item generation, and (b) item

selection.

Item generation. The purpose of this step was to

generate a large number of statements about the roles and

responsibilities of chiefs of university systems. A pool

of 4 8 statements was prepared from a review of the litera

ture and presented to a panel of judges for the purpose

of eliminating ambiguous, redundant, and irrelevant items.

The statements were concerned with such areas as academic

affairs, job definition, and external affairs, such as,

the chief executive's relationship with the governor.

the legislature, and the state board.

(1932) commented that it was desirable toLikert

prepare more statements than are likely to be used,

because some may be found to be unsatisfactory for the

In his discussion of the constructionintended purpose.

of an attitude scale, Likert stated that each statement

should be of such a nature that persons with different

points of view will respond to it differently.
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Likert (1932) presented other specific criteria

to be considered when collecting statements:

1.

2.

3.

4.

A panel of three judges was selected for their

expertise in the field of Higher Education Administration

from among faculty and administrators of each of the three

institutions belonging to The University of Alabama

One of these was an actingsystem (see Appendix A) .

institutional chief executive officer; another, an

assistant to an institutional chief executive; and the

third judge was chairman of a Higher Education program of

one institution.
In order to determine which ofItem selection.

the 48 statements was the most desirable for retention in

It is essential that all statements be 
expressions of "designed behavior” and 
not statements of fact. . . . 
It is necessary to state each proposition 
in a clear, concise, straightforward 
manner. . . .
It is desirable to have the statements 
so worded that the modal reaction to some 
is more toward one end of the attitude 
continuum and to others more in the middle. 
It seems desirable to have the different 
statements so worded that about one-half 
of them have one end of the continuum 
corresponding to the upper part of the 
alternatives and the other half have the 
same end of the continuum corresponding 
to the lower part of the reaction 
alternatives. (pp. 44-46)
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"Acceptable," This

simple process provided some safeguard against the inclu

sion of unrelated items in the scale.

researcher selected those which were agreed upon by the

three judges to be the most applicable. All redundant

and ambiguous, double-barreled, factual, and irrelevant

statements were eliminated from the initial pool of 48

A second panel of three independent judges was

used to establish which survey items related either

directly or indirectly to each major question addressed

Serving as judges fromby the study (see Appendix B) .

The University of Alabama were a graduate student in

Educational Psychology who is also a doctor of philosophy

candidate in the area of educational research. an

instructor of Psychology who is a doctor of education

candidate in the area of Administration and Higher Edu

cation, and finally, a graduate student in the field

In order to increase content validity,of Psychology.
The results are tabucomplete consensus was required.

lated in Table 1.

"Questionable," or "Unacceptable."

After the statements were rated and returned, the

statements, leaving a total of 22 items.

the scale, the judges were asked to rate them in terms of
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Table 1

Question Related Items

I.

19*,
7,II.

III.
14,

IV.

V.
2*

= directly related.Note.

Consensus of Judges Concerning Validity of Items 
for Study Questions

Does the institutional chief 
executive in a system suffer a 
delimitation of his decision
making authority?

Are there points of possible 
friction over who does what 
and how?

Is autonomy jeopardized when 
institutions become members 
of a system?

12,
15,

4,
10,
13,
16,
20,

4,
9,
12,
15,
21

13, 
17*

4*,
7*,
11*,

Is there conflict which exists 
among administrators in regard 
to expectations each holds for 
the role of a system chief 
executive?

Does the creation of a system 
chief executive position 
encourage a better working 
relationship among 
institutions?

5*,
9*,
12*,

14*, 15*, 
21*

5*,
10,
13,
16,

6,
11,
14,
19,

6*,
10*,

13*,
16*,

5, 6,
11,
14,
17,
21

7, 9,
12,
15,
19,
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The directions in the opinionnaire were that the

best answer to each statement was the respondent's own

personal opinion. There were five possible responses for

each statement: 1 (Strongly Agree); 2 (Agree);

3 (Undecided); 4 (Disagree); 5 (Strongly Disagree).

Respondents were instructed to indicate how they felt

about each statement by placing a circle around one of the

choices provided.

All opinionnaires were answered anonymously. A

copy of the opinionnaire, the cover letter explaining the

purpose and importance of the study, and a self-addressed,

stamped envelope were mailed to all participants.

Analysis of the Data

Each of the 22 items was subjected to two

Chi-square tests of statistical significance. In both

tests the elements of "strongly agree” and

collapsed into one category of "agree,” while "strongly

and "disagree" were collapsed to the categorydisagree"

This resulted in three categories of"disagree."of

It"agree,"responses:

also should be noted that this process tends to weaken

the statistical power of the Chi-square and, thereby,

"agree" were

"undecided," and "disagree."
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may influence the interpretation of the results of the

survey.

The first Chi-square tests were run separating

the respondents into two groups, all system administrators

and all institutional administrators. The second test

separated the respondents into four groups: system chief

executives; system staff; institutional chief executives;

and institutional staff. The grouping procedures resulted

in no important differences. If one were significant at

or both lacked statistical significance. With the

with the least redundancy, the results will be reported

from the four-group procedure.

The Chi-square procedure provides two valuable

The cross-break reveals thesources of information.

frequency and percentages of responses for each group.

and the test of statistical significance. It should be

noted that a Chi-square which is significant at the .05

level is to be interpreted as indicating that the patterns

function of the group and would onlyof answers are a

occur five times in 100 by chance.

criterion, therefore, of providing the most information

the .05 level or better, the other also was significant.
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Because of the wording of some of the items, and

the nature of non-parametric statistics, occasionally a

significant lack of significance Each of theseoccurs.

occurrences will be noted as they appear in Chapter IV

and V, where the results are shown and the conclusions

are drawn.

Summary

Chapter III delineates the research methods that

The basis for selecting thewere used in the study.

institutions was explained, along with the procedures that

followed in the construction of the instrument usedwere

for measuring the perceptions of administrators concerning

the role of a university chief executive officer. In

addition, the methods and procedures for administering

the instrument were described.
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Findings of the Study

This chapter presents the findings and analysis

of the 138 opinionnaires received from the participants

in the study. Responses to 22 statements concerning the

role of the chief executive officer made by system and

institutional administrators were compared for possible

differences. The four groups of administrators were

formed by selecting all system chiefs and their staffs.

along with all the institutional chiefs and vice-presidents

of 10 university systems most like that of The University

The 22 statements of opinion were analyzed,of Alabama.

using the Chi-square test, which was tested at the .05

The program used in analyzing the data was thelevel.

Statistical Analysis System (SAS), a specific package pro

gram developed at North Carolina State University at

Raleigh in 1976.
The data in Table 2 show the number of opinion

naires sent, the number returned, and the percentages of

75
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The reader will note that the response percentagereturns.

is much higher than that usually associated with opinion-

naires of this type.

Table 2

Opinionnaires

Position ReturnedSent %

System Chief Executives 10 10 100

System Staff 37 33 90

Institutional Chief Executives 3041 75

Institutional Staff 97 65 68

185 138 75Total

Table 3 shows the abbreviated items included in

the number and percentage of the adminis-the instrument,
2 for each item.trators who responded, and the x

The discussion of the data is organized in four

perceptions of the system chief's rolecategories:

regarding individual institutions; the system office;

budget and resource allocation; and system perceptions.

Items which correspond to each group were analyzed and

Those itemsdiscussed in each of the four categories.
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with results significant at the .05 level of confidence

are illustrated in tables below. Chi-square tables for

all items are found in Appendix C. The investigator was

especially interested in those opinions which attempted

to determine any conflict between perceptions of system

administrators and institutional administrators in

respect to the system chief's role and function in the

system.

The majority of respondents indicated that it was

not necessary for the system chief to be fully aware of

With referenceadministrative details at all campuses.

to the academic side of administration, responses revealed

widely differing opinions both within and among each of

Although the majority agreed as to thethe groups.

inclined to feel that the academic side was of little

interest.
Some institutional administrators did not agree

that the system chief should be given the authority to

coordinate such functions as teaching, research, and

service.

Role Perceptions Regarding 
Individual Institutions

importance of this role, system chiefs and staff were more

However, system administrators believed that



80

the chief should be given this authority. Although the

majority of each group agreed, the statistically sig

nificant difference between groups (x 2

to be caused by the percentage of most administrators

who disagreed. One system chief stated that "A system

chief cannot be all things to all people, but he damn

well better make an effort. "

system staff member, said, "If the total organization is

academically, administratively, financially, and in all

other phases needed by an educational institution."

Table 4 presents further information concerning responses

to these primary functions, including the frequencies and

percentages.

Responses concerning any confusion over the

division of labor between the system and institutional

Several interestingchief did not differ significantly.

One insti-comments were added, however, by respondents.

tutional chief stated that.

Unless duties are clearly defined, there may 
be lots of confusion in any organization. 
With proper definition and assignment of 
duties and functions, confusion should be at 
a minimum.

Another administrator, a

to do well, the chief executive had better be a leader,

= 14.917) seems
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A system staff member commented that "The System Chief

should use the Institutional Executives as an advisory

cabinet and keep each acquainted with the problems of

the other."

Table 4

Undecided DisagreeAgree

% % %N N N

10.0System Chief 90.0 1 0 0.09

3 9.1 1 3.029 87.9System Staff

3.3 10Institutional Chief 63.3 1 33.319

64.6 13.9 149 21.5Institutional Staff 42

Surprisingly, a majority (70% or more) of each of

the four groups disagreed that the system chief's role is

basically that of mediator between the institutions.

Based on the literature concerning the chief's role, it

expected that administrators would perceive the chiefwas

One systemas a mediator between and among campuses.

The System Chief Executive Should Be Given the 
Authority to Coordinate the Primary Functions 

(Teaching, Research, and Service) of a 
University System
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to become a coordinator of activities among institutions,

not a mediator between institutions."

Although a majority of each group agreed that the

institutional chief does suffer a delimitation of his

decision-making authority, there was indication of

indecision and disagreement within and among groups. More

specifically, the two administrative staffs (the system

and the institutional) were more inclined to agree that

there is a delimitation in decision-making than the two

One institutional vicegroups of chief executives.

president commented, "It is almost inevitable that the

campus chief suffers a delimitation of his decision-making

authority when his institution is taken in by a system."

Finally, a strong majority of all the adminis

trators, with the exception of institutional staff, felt

larger part in determiningthat the system chief plays a

good working relationship among campuses than anyonea

Only 66% of the institutional staff were in agree-else.

while 84% of the system staff agreed to the item.ment,

therefore, that the lower the position is inIt seems,
the university system, the more disagreement there is

chief executive remarked, "A system chief should strive
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concerning who, indeed, determines the best working

relationship.

System Office

It was agreed by almost all administrators that

the system chief should not reside on or near any of the

institutions in the system. Interestingly, those in the

lower positions (system staffs and institutional vice-

presidents) felt that the system office should be located

in the state capital. Administrators in higher positions

12.411). Cellular examination revealed that the higher

the position one holds in the system, the more likely

Additionalhe/she is to disagree with the statement.

information can be found in Table 5.

Regardless of where the system chief is located.

than 90% of all respondents felt that he must makemore

every effort to visit each campus on a periodic basis.

Budget-Resource Allocation

Most of the respondents agreed that the system

chief should assume responsibility for developing a

unified legislative budget request for all institutions.

As expected, system administrators felt that the system

disagreed, resulting in statistical significance (x2
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chief has objective and tough-minded approach to

resource allocation," while institutional administrators

felt that the institutional chief maintained this quality.

A Chi-square of 24.509, significant at the .05 level, was

secured from the analysis of the responses to this item.

Further examination revealed that agreement tended to be

a function of system administrators, while disagreement

existed among institutional administrators on this State-

One institutional chief executive commented thatment.

"The system chief is in a better place to make objective

allocations between the different campuses, but the insti

tutional chief is best able to make allocations within his

Table 6 provides the frequencies and per-institution."

centages for this significant item.

Table 5

The System Office Should Be Located in the State Capital

Undecided DisagreeAgree

% N %N%N

71 10.0 70.020.0System Chief 2
24.2 178 51.524.28System Staff
40.0 11 36.71232.3Institutional Chief 7

30.8 18 27.72041.527Institutional Staff

"a more
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Table 6

Undecided DisagreeAgree

%% % NN N

System Chief 1 10.090.0 0 0.09

21.2 3 9.1System Staff 69.7 723

20.0 15 50.0Institutional Chief 69 30.0

3013.9 46.29Institutional Staff 26 40.0

Practically all system and institutional adminis

trators expected the system chief to assume primary

responsibility for institutional relationships with the

governor's office, the legislature, and the State Board

In addition, there was almost total agree-of Education.
ment among the groups that the board and its chief should

ultimate accountability to political bodies forassume

each university's operation.

statistical significance in the responses to whether the

system chief should be responsible for external affairs

while the institutional chief is responsible for internal

The Chief Executive of a System Can Maintain a More 
Objective and Tough-Minded Approach to Resource 

Allocation Than the Institutional
Chief Executive

Although there was no
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it was revealed that indecision and disagreementones,

System Perceptions

With regard to whether institutional autonomy is

jeopardized in a system, the findings were not at all

surprising. As expected, system administrators did not

perceive autonomy jeopardized in institutions, while

institutional administrators, particularly institutional

staff, did perceive the institution's autonomy in

j eopardy. Differences resulted in a Chi-square of 13.839

which is significant at the .05 level of confidence. One

comment made by an institutional administrator was that

"Too much autonomy might not be a good thing. After all.

several institutions under one governance, one

The literature, in fact, hadChief, and one system."

suggested that campus executives realistically seek moral

and technical support more than the theoretical benefits

Further examination of the data is presentedof autonomy.

in Table 7.

There were no significant differences among the

groups with respect to opinions concerning decentraliza

tion .

we are

did exist both within and among groups.

However, there were only 48% of the system staff
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who desired decentralization in the system, while 65% of

all institutional administrators and 80% of system chiefs

felt that systems must decentralize to the maximum extent

possible.

Table 7

Undecided DisagreeAgree

% N % N %N

20.0 1 10.0 7 70.0System Chief 2

21.2 5 15.2 21 63.67System Staff

173 10.0 56.7Institutional Chief 33.310

247.7 36.955.4 5Institutional Staff 36

There was a significant conflict revealed in

regard to positive benefits derived from system member-

It was expected that both system and institutionalship.

administrators would not agree that there were more posi-

The data analysis indicated that at leasttive benefits.
80% of all system administrators reported positive member

ship benefits, while only 65% of the institutional

General Institutional Autonomy Has Been Jeopardized 
by This University's Membership in a System
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administrators agreed that positive benefits far outweigh

the negative benefits. There was a significant conflict

in regard to this particular perception. Responses

produced a Chi-square of 15.364, significant at the .05

level. Examination revealed a trend indicating that the

lower the position is in the system, the more indecision

and disagreement there is regarding the statement.

Several comments were made concerning the benefits of

One system staff administrator said,system membership.

"The

'University System' depends upon a sharp

delineation of the respective job descriptions and the

employment of people in places of leadership who know and

Table 8 presents the frequencies andaccept parameters."

percentages for this significant item.

It was the purpose of one item to disclose whether

respondents felt that perceptions of system and institu

tional administrators differed when examining the role of

the system chief executive.

I have been favorably impressed by a "systems 
approach"—but so much depends on the abili
ties, wisdom, experience, personality, and 
courage of the System Chief Executive. The 
big danger lies in the fact that a few years 
with the wrong person at the helm could do 
so much damage to any institution.

Responses revealed that a

success of a

In addition, one institutional vice-president wrote,
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majority (52% or more) of every group except system chiefs

agreed that perceptions did, in fact, differ. There was.

however, enough divergence among each group to consider

these results somewhat significant. One comment made by

a system chief was,

Still another comment, which seems worthy of mention, was

should all take a closer look at what others perceive our

We may be very surprised."roles to be.

Table 8

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

% %N% NN

0.0 2 20.080.0 08System Chief

15.2 1 3.0581.827System Staff
13.3 3 10.0476.7Institutional Chief 23

18.530.8 122050.833Institutional Staff

The Positive Institutional Benefits from Membership 
in the System Far Outweigh the Negative Aspects

Understanding among the administrators of the 
system and the institutions is not the real 
problem. Problems exist as a result of 
legislators, geographic areas of the institu
tions, and the faculties of the institutions.

made by an institutional chief who said, "Perhaps we
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Finally, when respondents were asked to indicate

whether they had a clear understanding of their own par

ticular role in the university system, there was no sig

nificant difference among the groups.

that the lower one's level of responsibility is in the

system, the more confusion he/she experiences concerning

Most of the confusion seems to lie withinhis/her role.

the institutional staff, where 7% were undecided about

their role and 6% had no understanding of what their role

is in the university system.

This chapter has presented the findings from the

mailed to 185 administrators at 10 university systems

Chapter V presents a summary of theacross the nation.

findings, along with the conclusions and recommendations.

Yet, it can be seen

data collected by means of an opinionnaire which was



CHAPTER V

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

One purpose of the study was to identify and

analyze the role expectations which incumbent system and

institutional administrators held for the system chief

executive officer. Another purpose was to compare these

expectations to determine the possible convergence and

divergence of the role expectations held by each of the

four groups in the study sample. The areas of concen

tration were: internal affairs, academics, resource

allocation, and relations with the Board of Trustees; and

external affairs, involving relations with the governor.

the legislature, and the State Board of Education.

It was assumed that conflicts presently exist

among administrators at all levels in regard to expecta

tions each held for the role of a system chief executive.

it was assumed that a study of this type wouldAlso,

latent conflict areas and thereby aid eachuncover some

group in its attempts to resolve differences. The

91
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literature surveyed, regarding the presence of a system

chief, suggested the possibility that campus autonomy

might be jeopardized. Often the roles of both the insti

tutional and the system chief executive are made more

difficult with the added sharing of authority which is

characteristic of the university system. Thus, identi

fication of conflicts and congruencies in role expecta

tions would tend to have important implications for system

chiefs. An analysis of perceptions of the system chief

executive's role may be important in studying leadership

in university systems.

General Conclusions

The following general conclusions were reached

based on the findings of the study:

That incumbent system and institutional1.

administrators held many similar expectations for the role

of the system chief.
That incumbent system and institutional2.

administrators held some differing expectations for the

role of the system chief executive.

That incumbent system and institutional3.
administrators held some expectations for the role of the
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system chief executive which differed sufficiently,

revealing possible areas of conflict.

4.

permissive point of view in regard to the expecta-more

tions held for the role of the system chief executive.

That incumbent institutional chiefs and staffs5.

had a more rigid and limited point of view in regard to

the expectations held for the role of the system chief

executive.

In addition to these five general conclusions, it

also was found from the data analysis that the following

specific expectations were held by a majority of the

The reader issystem and institutional administrators.

cautioned, at this point, that the conclusions which

follow are based upon the majority of responses, and that

they do not represent the expectations of the whole of

any group studied.

Specific Conclusions

More specifically, the following conclusions were

made concerning the five important questions regarding

It must be remembered that whenthe system chief's role.

That incumbent system chiefs and staffs had a

dealing with groups of people and their beliefs, it is
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A mere

compilation of results, therefore, never defines grada

tions of tone or intent.

Several important questions which were considered

in the identification of a system chief executive's role

1. Does conflict exist among administrators in

regard to expectations each holds for the role of the

system chief executive?

Does the creation of a system chief executive2.

position encourage a better working relationship among

institutions?

Does the institutional chief executive in a3.

system suffer a delimitation of his decision-making

authority?

Are there points of possible friction over who4 .

does what and how?

Is autonomy jeopardized when institutions5.

become members of a system?

In order to ascertain whether thereQuestion 1.

is conflict among administrators in regard to expectations

each holds for the role of a system chief, the following

items agreed upon by the panel were investigated.

were as follows:

often difficult to obtain true and exact answers.
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general agreement among the administrators that the

large part in determining good rela

tionships among campuses, should visit each campus

periodically, should not be fully aware of campus adminis

trative details, should develop a unified budget reguest,

assume primary responsibility for institutional relation

ships with the governor's office, legislature, etc. and

ultimate accountability to political bodies, should be

responsible for external affairs, and that the job of

However, six guestions yielded indications of
2Two of these (11, 16) yielded a xprobable conflict.

significant at the .05 level, indicating that the conflict

Theis a function of membership in a specific group.

items dealt with whether the system chief should be given

the authority to coordinate the primary institutional

and whether he could maintain a more objectivefunctions,

and tough-minded approach to resource allocation.

(7 and 10) yielded a lack of signifi-Two items

trends developed within or among the

These items dealt with whether the systemgroups.

chief should reside on or near a campus and whether

system chief plays a

"mediator" is not included in his role.

cance, i.e., no

Items 5, 6, 9, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 19 revealed
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he should concern himself with academia. Also, one item

(21) revealed that they "agreed that they disagreed" with

regard to their perceptions of the system chief's role.

Question 2. With regard to whether the creation

of a system chief executive position encourages a better

working relationship among institutions, it was generally

agreed that he does play a larger part in determining a

good working relationship than anyone else (Item 5) , and

(Item 19) .

The same items which demonstrated conflict

regarding the chief's role also could imply that there is

conflict as to whether the creation of the position does,

in fact, encourage better working relations.

Whether the institutional chief inQuestion 3.

a system suffers a delimitation of his decision-making

authority is addressed directly by Item 17, which showed

53% or more of each group agreeing that there is a

It also would seem that since the systemdelimitation.

chief should develop a unified budget (Item 12) , assume

responsibility for institutional relationships with the

ultimate accountability to political bodies (Item 14),

and should be primarily responsible for external affairs

governor's office and the legislature (Item 13), assume

that he is not "basically a 'mediator'"
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(Item 15) , the institutional chief is limited in that he

is only one of a group of administrators, rather than

representing himself and his institution.

Question 4. In addition to areas of conflict that

were revealed in Items 7, 10, 11, 16, and 21, in regard

"points of possible friction over who does what andto

how, " more friction was discovered in Item 17, where 53%

more of each group agreed that the institutional chiefor

suffers a delimitation of decision-making authority. In

Item 20, while 50% of all institutional chiefs felt that

their respective staffs expressed some confusion.

Item 2 revealed that members of aQuestion 5.

having been jeopardized, while the institutional adminis-

ceive their institution's autonomy in jeopardy. This

supports the previously reported survey of the literature

expressing the limitation of campus autonomy.

Interestingly, there were five questions which

did not address themselves to any of the five major ques-

It seems that three of themtions asked by the study.
important area which couldmight have contributed to an

system did not perceive the institution's autonomy as

trators, particularly the institutional staff, did per-

there was no confusion over the division of labor, 56% of
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be called Item 1, although not statistically

significant, demonstrated that the farther down one's

position is in the system, the more confusion he/she

experiences regarding his/her role. A second statement,

Item 3, revealed that most administrators agreed that the

system should be decentralized as much as possible.

Finally, Item 22, with a statistically significant x2<

revealed that those among the lower echelon in the system

indicated more indecision and/or disagreement in regard

to whether the system provided more positive than negative

benefits. Apparently, the lower the administrative posi

tion is in the system, the less likely the incumbent is

to understand his role and to be aware of the benefits of

the system.

With only five of the 22 items providing signifi

cant differences of opinion, it seems that most system

and institutional administrators perceive the role of the

Thesesystem chief executive in relatively the same way.

results suggest that administrators do, in fact, hold
Both educationaldefinite role perceptions for the chief.

leadership and administrative ability are expected to be

primary tasks of the individual in the system's highest

Only the system chief can provide such thrustposition.

"mood."
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in educational planning as to gain the active support and

involvement of the governing board, the legislature, and

the governor. His preparation of a universitywide budget

is a power of immense significance. While campus execu

tives concentrate on campus activities, it is more or less

expected that the system executives initiate university

policy and determine how policy decisions will be imple

mented . The board's chief will fulfill the role as

he determines whether academic programs

of one campus are consistent with those of another. Yet,

at the same time, he will encourage diversity and special-

In another role, as catalyst, he will continueization.

to promote cooperation for activities and programs between

institutions.

This top-level administrator must be free to

engage in innovative, long-range planning that is totally

necessary for allowing universities to realize their full

the chief executive of a systempotential. In short,

must be given expanded and clarified authority, along with

the flexibility and freedom to function as a leader of men

and women.

coordinator as
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Recommendations

The following recommendations are suggested,

based on the findings of this study:

1. Prospective system chief executives should be

familiar with the expectations of system and institutional

staffs for the role of the system chief. According to the

findings, institutional administrators did not expect the

system chief to be aware of campus happenings, nor did

they feel that he should coordinate teaching, research,

and service of a system.

Institutional administrators must be aware of2.

differences between their expectations and those of the

This recommendation issystem chief concerning his role.

made because most system administrators felt that the

system chief was able to maintain a more objective and

tough-minded approach to resource allocation than the

institutional chief.

All administrators must recognize the possi-3.

bility of hidden areas of conflict with regard to their

Every effortexpectations of the role of a system chief.

should be made to discover these conflicts and to resolve

As stated earlier, psychologistsdifferences openly.

have emphasized that conflicting preconceived notions
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among administrators as to what constitutes the role of

the system's chief executive may create a problem to

hinder systemwide operations and strain cordial relations

between institutions and central administration.

The recommendations are intended to point out

that differences of opinion may hamper system and insti

tutional administrators in their effectiveness to perform

duties to which they are assigned. This task is to pro

vide adequate leadership and an atmosphere conducive to

the development and continuation of a high quality

program.

Suggestions for Further Research

In view of the findings, further research seems

indicated.

A similar study involving responses of faculty,1.

system chief executives.

Replications of this study with a selection2.

of administrators in other university system, compared

with this study, would seem beneficial.

deans, board members, and students would be helpful to
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Boulding, 
to the Regents Convocation of the University of the 
State of New York, Albany, New York, 1974.

F. Regent watchdog. 
Angeles, 1970.

K. E.

Cheit, E.
Hall, Los
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First Panel of Judges

Second Panel of Judges

Dr. Rudolph Davidson, Director of Special 
Studies, University of Alabama, Birmingham

Dr. Joseph Dowdle, Acting Chief Executive 
Officer, University of Alabama, Huntsville

Dr. David Masoner, Program Chairman of Higher 
Education, University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa

Mr. Arthur E. Crocker, Graduate Student, 
Psychology, University of Alabama, 
Birmingham

Ms. Hunter Mohring, Graduate Assistant, 
Educational Research, University of Alabama, 
Tuscaloosa

Mr. James Garrett, Instructor of Psychology, 
Jefferson State Junior College, 
Birmingham
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The 10 University Systems in the Survey

InstitutionsUniversity Administrators

255Arkansas

133Colorado

173Illinois

196Louisiana State

235Maryland

133Massachusetts
174Missouri
173Nebraska
118South Carolina
305Tennessee

18545Total
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September 1, 1976

To: Administrators of University Systems

Sincerely,

Lita A. Clark

Enclosure

All participants will receive an abstract of relevant 
findings. With warmest regards,

I am studying the role expectations of the Chief 
Executive Officer of university systems, as perceived by 
selected administrators of 10 universities across the 
nation. As an important part of the study, I am asking 
that you participate in the research by indicating how 
you feel about the enclosed statements.

I have enclosed a stamped self-addressed envelope in 
order to facilitate the return of the completed question
naire. Again, your completion of the questionnaire is 
vital to this study, and your prompt reply will be 
appreciated.

All replies will be treated confidentially and with 
extreme care to insure complete anonymity. Your frank 
and straightforward responses are extremely important and 
will be greatly appreciated.

432 Cedar Path Drive 
Birmingham, Alabama 35209
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September 7, 1976

Dear Colleague:

Again, thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

CPS/sp

Enclosure

Office of the 
President

Curtis P. Sellers 
Executive Assistant

As you know, many university systems are considering the 
establishment of a chancellorship to coordinate adminis
trative activities. The University of Alabama has 
established such a system of administration. In order 
to assist us with the development of our system, I would 
appreciate your responding to the enclosed questionnaire. 
The study of perceptions of administrators regarding the 
role of the chancellor is being conducted by one of our 
doctoral students. The information gleaned from this 
study will be most helpful to The University of Alabama 
System.

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA 
University, Alabama 35436
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November 1, 1976

Dear Administrator,

Thanks again.

Sincerely,

University of Alabama
Department of Higher Education
Tuscaloosa, Alabama

With your input, this study can be most beneficial 
to the newly appointed Chief Executive of our University 
of Alabama System. Please take a few minutes to let me 
know your feelings about the enclosed statements. Also 
included is a stamped, self-addressed envelope for your 
convenience. I will appreciate your kind response.

Lita Clark
432 Cedar Path Drive
Homewood, Alabama 35209

Recently, I mailed to you a questionnaire concerning 
your perceptions of the role of the Chief Executive of a 
University System. As of this writing, I have not 
received your responses.
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Present Position:

Instructions:

1.
3 4 521

2.

3 4 521

3.

3 4 521

4.

4 52 31

5.

41 2 3 5

I have a clear understanding of 
my role in the university system.

This system should, in my 
opinion, decentralize to the 
maximum extent possible.

The System Chief Executive should 
be aware of important happenings 
on all campuses.

General institutional autonomy 
has been jeopardized by this 
university's membership in a 
system.

(Please check area of prime 
responsibility)

ID 
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tn<
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The System Chief Executive plays 
a larger part in determining a 
good working relationship among 
campuses than anyone else.

This study is designed 
to determine your perceptions of the 
role of the Chief Executive of a 
University system. Please indicate 
how you feel about each statement by 
placing a circle around one of the 
choices provided: 1—Strongly Agree; 
2—Agree; 3—Undecided; 4—Disagree; 
5--Strongly Disagree.

The Role of the Chief Executive of a 
University System

System Chief Executive  
Institutional Chief Executive 
System Staff Officer 
Institutional Administrator 
Other (Please Specify) 
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6.

1 2 3 4 5

7.

1 2 3 4 5

8.
2 3 4 51

9.

2 3 4 51

10.

51 2 3 4

11.

1 2 3 4 5

12.

1 2 3 4 5

The System Chief should concern 
himself with the academic side 
of university administration.

The system office should be 
located in the state capital.
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The System Chief Executive 
should be given the authority 
to coordinate the primary 
institutional functions (teach
ing, research, and service) of 
a university system.

The System Chief Executive 
should be fully aware of 
administrative details at 
all campuses.

The System Chief Executive 
should not reside on or near 
any of the institutions in 
the system.

The System Chief Executive 
should make every effort to 
visit each campus on a 
periodic basis.

The System Chief Executive 
officer should assume responsi
bility for developing a unified 
legislative budget reguest for 
all institutions.
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13.

1 2 3 4 5

14.

3 4 521

15.

53 421

16.

3 4 521

17.

1 2 3 4 5

With the appointment of a system- 
wide executive officer, the 
Institutional Chief Executive 
suffers a delimitation of his 
decision-making authority.

The Board and its Chief Execu
tive should assume ultimate 
accountability to political 
bodies for the operation of 
each university in the system.

The Chief Executive of a system 
should assume primary responsi
bility for institutional rela
tionships with the governor's 
office, the legislature, the 
State Board of Education, etc.
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The Chief Executive of a system 
can maintain a more objective 
and tough-minded approach to 
resource allocation than the 
Institutional Chief Executive.

The System Chief Executive should 
be primarily responsible for 
external affairs, while the 
Institutional Chief Executive 
should be basically responsible 
for internal ones.
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18.

2 3 4 51

19.

3 4 51 2

20.

3 4 521

21.

3 4 521

22.

52 3 41

The positive institutional 
benefits from membership in the 
system far outweigh the negative 
aspects.

Educational leadership, rather 
than administrative skill, 
should be the prime criterion 
in the recruitment of a System 
Chief Executive officer.
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The System Chief Executive's 
role is basically that of 
"mediator" between the 
institutions.

The perceptions of the system 
administrators and those of the 
institutional administrators 
differ when examining the role 
of the System Chief Executive.

There seems to be some confusion 
over the division of labor 
between the System's and Insti
tution's Executive officers.
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COMMENTS:

Thanks for your help.

Please check if you would like a summary of the 
findings.  

Lita Clark
432 Cedar Path Drive
Homewood, Alabama 35209
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Table 9

Statement 1,

UndecidedAgree Disagree

System Chief 9 1 0

System Staff 33 0 0

Institutional Chief 29 1 0

Institutional Staff 456 5

= 8.250

Table 10

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

712System Chief

2157System Staff
17310Institutional Chief

24536Institutional Staff

= 13.839

p< . 05

I Have a Clear Understanding of My Role 
in the University System

Statement 2, General Institutional Autonomy Has Been 
Jeopardized by This University's

Membership in a System

X2

x2
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Table 11

UndecidedAgree Disagree

System Chief 8 1 1

System Staff 16 3 14

Institutional Chief 20 2 8

Institutional Staff 1742 6

= 5.385

Table 12

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

01System Chief 9
00System Staff 33
24Institutional Chief 24
31Institutional Staff 61

= 12.149

Statement 4 , The System Chief Executive Should Be Aware 
of Important Happenings on All Campuses

Statement 3, This System Should, in My Opinion, 
Decentralize to the f4aximum Extent Possible

X2

X2
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UndecidedAgree Disagree

System Chief 9 0 1

System Staff 28 3 2

Institutional Chief 24 3 3

Institutional Staff 1643 6

= 8.425

Table 14

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

0010System Chief

1032System Staff

0228Institutional Chief

3161Institutional Staff

= 5.721

Statement 6, The System Chief Executive Should Make Every 
Effort to Visit Each Campus on a Periodic Basis

Statement 5, The System Chief Executive Plays a Larger 
Part in Determining a Good Working Relationship 

Among Campuses Than Anyone Else

X2

x2
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Table 15

Agree Undecided Disagree

System Chief 1 3 6

System Staff 15 4 14

Institutional Chief 13 7 10

Institutional Staff 35 14 16

= 9.872

Table 16

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

712System Chief

178System Staff 8

1112Institutional Chief 7

1820Institutional Staff 27

= 12.411

p< . 05

Statement 7, The System Chief Executive Should Not Reside 
On or Near Any of the Institutions in the System

Statement 8, The System Office Should Be Located 
in the State Capital

X2

X2
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Table 17

UndecidedAgree Disagree

System Chief 3 1 6

System Staff 249 0

Institutional Chief 4 1 25

Institutional Staff 5159

= 7.180

Table 18

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

31System Chief 6
6522System Staff

15114Institutional Chief
23933Institutional Staff

= 8.654

Statement 9, The System Chief Executive Should Be Fully 
Aware of Administrative Details at All Campuses

Statement 10, The System Chief Should Concern Himself With 
the Academic Side of University Administration

x2

x2
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Table 19

Undecided DisagreeAgree

System Chief 9 1 0
System Staff 1329
Institutional Chief 10119
Institutional Staff 1442 9

= 14.917

p< . 05

Table 20

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

109System Chief
1131System Staff
1128Institutional Chief
45Institutional Staff 56

= 3.116

Statement 11, The System Chief Executive Should Be Given 
the Authority to Coordinate the Primary Institutional

Functions (Teaching, Research, and Service) 
of a University System

Statement 12, The System Chief Executive Officer Should 
Assume Responsibility for Developing a Unified 
Legislative Budget Request for All Institutions

x2

x2
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Table 21

Undecided DisagreeAgree

System Chief 10 0 0
System Staff 32 1 0
Institutional Chief 0129
Institutional Staff 5159

= 6.414

Table 22

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

0010System Chief
0033System Staff
0129Institutional Chief
2657Institutional Staff

= 7.283

Statement 13, The Chief Executive of a System Should 
Assume Primary Responsibility for Institutional

Relationships With the Governor's Office, 
the State Board of 

Education, etc.

X2

Statement 14, The Board and Its Chief Executive Should 
Assume Ultimate Accountability to Political Bodies 

for the Operation of Each University 
in the System

x2
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Table 23

Undecided DisagreeAgree

System Chief 19 0
System Staff 1217 4
Institutional Chief 819 3
Institutional Staff 16643

= 5.420

Table 24

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

10System Chief 9
37System Staff 23

156Institutional Chief 9
309Institutional Staff 26

= 24.509

p< . 05

Statement 15, The System Chief Executive Should Be 
Primarily Responsible for External Affairs, 

While the Institutional Chief Executive 
Should Be Basically Responsible 

for Internal Ones

Statement 16, The Chief Executive of a System Can Maintain 
a More Objective and Tough-Minded Approach to Resource 

Allocation Than the Institutional Chief Executive

X2

x2
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Table 25

UndecidedAgree Disagree

System Chief 6 1 3
System Staff 22 5 6
Institutional Chief 1116 3
Institutional Staff 951 5

= 8.857

Table 26

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

51System Chief 4
188System Staff 7
1310Institutional Chief 7
3014Institutional Staff 21

= 4.266

Statement 17, With the Appointment of a Systemwide 
Executive Officer, the Institutional Chief 

Executive Suffers a Delimitation of His 
Decision-Making Authority

Statement 18, Educational Leadership, Rather Than 
Administrative Skill, Should Be the Prime 

Criterion in the Recruitment of a 
System Chief Executive Officer

X2

X2
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Table 27

Undecided DisagreeAgree

System Chief 3 0 7
System Staff 3 3 27
Institutional Chief 235 2
Institutional Staff 4412 9

= 5.282

Table 28

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

5System Chief 23
10System Staff 320
17Institutional Chief 211
22Institutional Staff 637

= 8.301

Statement 19, The System Chief Executive's Role 
Is Basically That of "Mediator" 

Between the Institutions

Statement 20, There Seems to Be Some Confusion Over the 
Division of Labor Between the System's and 

Institution's Executive Officers

X2

X2
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Table 29

Undecided DisagreeAgree

System Chief 4 0 6

System Staff 19 5 9

Institutional Chief 1117 2

Institutional Staff 1834 13

= 7.875

Table 30

DisagreeUndecidedAgree

2System Chief 08
1System Staff 527
3Institutional Chief 423

1220Institutional Staff 33

= 15.304

p>. 05

Statement 21, The Perceptions of the System Administrators 
and Those of the Institutional Administrators Differ 

When Examining the Role of the 
System Chief Executive

Statement 22, The Positive Institutional Benefits from 
Membership in the System Far Outweigh 

the Negative Aspects

X2

X2


