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INTRODUCTION

What knowledge is o;' most worth to a'president of,a

college or university? That was,a question asked Qften by

students enrolled in the Higher gducation--Administration

Doctor of Philosophy program in the Center for the Study of

Higher Education at Arizona State University.

.The students were not alone in trying to determine.

what knowledge a person should have, in order to be a suc-

cessful president, about: (1) the things that need to be

done; and (2) how. to do them. Examples of others to whom-,

this was a serious question included:

1. Their professors and advisors;

2. Active presidents who wished to imptove

their abilities to fulfil
a

varied. responsibilities;

3. Active presidents who wished to use the

knowledge in selecting supportive.
4 ,

administrators;

4. Supportive administrators who wished,

y and

prepare themselves to become successful

presidentos;

5. ,Professors who openly dr secretly sought.

the position;

a



6. Members of governing boards in search of a

president.

1 In'order to'incr ase and improve the available infor-

mation that could'be used in answering the question, this

stual, was designed and cond`u ted. Since the people best

qua1lfied to answer the question, "What knowledge is of

most worth to a college or unfiversity president?" were the

Ipresidents themselves, they were the ones to ask. A ques-

tionnai e was prepared which contained1169 specific areas
,

of knowledge within 14 general areas of knoWAdge. Presi-
-

dents wer3e invited to evaluate, on the basis of their

experience'and study, each of the areas on a.four-point
,. ,1

scale--o most worthhof much worth, of some worth, or of

little worth.

The questidhnaire was included in, a pac

mailed from the

Study of Higher

universities.

Arizona State University Cer

ket of materials\

ter for the

Education to presidents of colleges and

The covering letter to presidents, ariong

other things, called their attention'to the questionnaire

and requested their help in determining what future presi-

dents should study. Since only the responses of the
ti

presidents interested enough tQ respond to the first request

were desired, no follow-lip request was planned or conducted.

Usable responses were received from 528 presidents. A des=

7
cription of the respondents is presented in Table 1. This

4
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b

The Sex a
Univers

Type,

Table 1

d Age of the residents of Colleges and
ties ParticiPating in the Study and the

ntroi, and Enrollment of the Institutions
Governed Shown in Percentages.

,

Sex of espondent Male
'Female

A e Af Respondent

Type of Institutions,

Control of Institutions

Total Enrollment
(in thousands)

20's
30's
40's
50's
60's
70's

-year
4-year
5-year
Above

93%
7%

43%
34%
9%

14%

Private 46%
Public 54%

under 1 41%
1 to 5 40%
5 to 10 9%
10 td 20 8%
20 to 30 1%
Above 30 1%

otal Numberoof Respondents 528

States Represented. 49
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'report presents the degree of worth to the responding presi-

dents of each area of knowledge studied.
a

The Worth of Specific Areas of Knowledge
within General Areas of Knowledge

,The 14 general areas of knowledge provide the organi-

zation for the presentation of the responses of presidents

in evaluating the worth of the 169 specific areas of know-
,

ledge. For each general area a table has been prepared in

:hick pertinent information about each specific area will be

presented. Included are the following:

1 The General Area of Knowledge (GAOK)

.2. The Specific Area of Knowledge (SAOK)

included in the table.'

3. The number of presidents responding to each.

4. The percentage of the respondents. voting for

each qualitative measure.°

5. A weighted composite score (WCS). (Each

qualitative measure was weightedmost=8,

much=4, some=2, andlittle---.1. Each

qualitative measure percentage was multi-

plied by its weighting number and the

results were added.)

6. The rank of each specific area of knowledge

MAOK) within that general area of know-
.

ledge (GAOK) based on weighted composite

scores (WCS) .

6



7. The percentile ,rank (PR) of each specific

area of knowledge (SAOK) within the total

study of 169 such areas.

The Worth of Knowledge about Administration

As seen.in Table 2, there were two of 23 specific

areas of knowledge about administration to which more than

half of the responding presidents gave a 4reting of Most

worth. They were (1) gegati n of Responsibility, 51.6%;

11(

and (.3) Establishing Institutional Philosophy, 50.6%.

The range in the percentages of, responding presidents

for the 23 spec'ific areas of knowledge about administration

as being of Most worth was from (1) Delegation of Responsi-

bility, 57.6%; down to (23) Biographies of Successful Presi-

dents, 2.9%.

The combined percentage of the column forMost worth

plus:the one for Much worth provided four areas with a total

vote of 90% or more of the presidents responding.. These

areas were (2) Delegation Of Authority, 96.0 %;,, ay Delega-
%.

.

tion of Responsibility, 95.3%;(5) Motivation of subordi-
,-,

nates, 91.1%; and (6) Establishing Basic Principles of

4eration, 9'0.4%. By combining the two columns, Most and

Much, the rank6 of (2) Delegation of Authority and ay

D egation of Responsibility were interchanged from what

the were when only Most was considered.

he weighted composite scores for the 23 specific areas

r
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1

of knowledge in the general area of administration ranged

from (1) Delegation of ReSponsibility--596 down to (23)

Biographies of Successful Presidents--209. While none of

the specific areas was in the 600's, there were ten in the

500 bracket, five in the 400's, five in the 300's, and

*three in the 200 bracket. The average of these 23 weighted

composite scores was 454.

The percentile rank of the 23 items under, administra-

tion ranged from a high of 95 for (1) Delegation of Respon-

sibility down to a 2 PR for (23) Biographies of Successful

Presidents. Tzr2.of these specific areas about adminisdit

tion were in the top quartilesof,the total 169 items in the

study and two were in the top decile. Five of tilt* 23 areas

were in the 2nd9_quartile, one ,in the 3rd, and seven were ip

the 4th or bottom quartile.

The Worth of Knowledge about Curriculum

Each of the 14 specific areas of knowledge about

curriculum, as shown in Table 3, was ranked by some respon-

ding presidents.as being of Most worth. The percentages

ranged from a high of 39.9% for (1) The Administrator's

Role in Determination of Curriculum, down to a low of 7.8%

for (14) Professional Degree Programs,

When the percentages of Mo t worth and Much worth were
.0

combined, four areas received bove 80% of the total respon-

ses. They were I1)'The Administ ator' Role in Determination
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of-CurOculum,85.0%;, 5)\, The .Department Faculty's Role,

9'

82.3%; (3) The College Faculty's Role, 81.8-%; and (2). The (/-'

Governing Boardk,s. Role in Determin'ation of-Curriculum, 80.9%.

By combining they quality measures, (5) The Department

Faculty's'Role got higher ranking than when Most worth,

was considered al

The weighted m osite scores ranged fr9m a high of

529 for (1) The Admi istrator's ROle down to 302 for (1-4)

1

Professional Degree Programs. Rank number (1) was the only

area in the 500 bracket. There'were eight_areaS in the

400's and the remaining five areas in the 300's. The

average weighted composite score for the 14 areas was 414.

The range in the percentile ranks of the 14 specific

areas of knowledge was from the 78th dowil to the 8th. One

specific area ranked in the top quartile of the 169 such
. .

areas-, It was (1) The Administrator's Role the Deter-,

mination of Curriculum. Five arleas were ,in the 2nd quaftile,

five more in the 3rd quartile, and three felA in the bottom

quartile.

The Worth of Knowledge about Faculty and Staff

Each.ofthe spec,ific areas o knowledge in'the general

area of knowledge about faculty and staff received votes
0

from responding presidents as being of Most worth. The

percentage of votes fOr MoSt4"as shown in Table 40, rang45-

from a high of 59.8% for (1) _Communication with the Faculty
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1.

and Staff, down to 17.0% for (16) Organizations 4 Faculty

and Staff.

The combined percentages for..Most andMuch worth pro-

duced two SAOK above 90% of the votes. They were (1) Com-r

Imunication with, 94.9% and (3) Evaluation of Faculty and

Staff, 9b % -All 16 of the items in the general area of

knowledge about faculty and staff received a combined' per-

tentage for Most and Much, worth'above 65% with Een.of them

above 82%.
4

The weighted composite scores ranged from a high of

629 down to a low of 396. Four of the items were in the

500 bracket and the remaining ten inetherO's. The-
.

average WCS was,483.

The WCS for each SAOK in thip general area of knowledge

drew percentile ranks in the total study ranging from a

high of 9.9 PR for (1) Communication with Faculty and Staff,
fi

down to a PR of 36-for j16) Organizations of Faculty and

Staff. Five of these items were in the tbp quartile'of the

total study, six were in the 2nd quartile, and the remaining
.40

five were'in the 3rd quartile.

The Worth of Knowledge about Finance

Each of the 17 specific areas in tht general area of

knowledge about fina nce was regarded by some'presidents as

being'of Most worth, As shown in Table 5, there were seven

SAOK for which more than haleh,of the responding presidents

13
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gave a value rating of Most. The range in the percentages

of votes for Most worth for the 17 SAOK in this 5 GAOK was

from a high 59.3% for (1) Budget Preparation, down to a low

of 18.5% for (17) Finance Report Writing.

When the percentage in the Much worth column was added

to that in the Most worth column, the total percentage-of

votes for each of first eight ranked SAOK wag above 90%.
ti

,Two other items received more than three-fourths of such

'votes: (k) Federal Funds, 78.3%; and (11) Proposal F011ow

Up, 77.2%:

The range in the weighted composite scores was from a

1igh of 626dowloto a low of 385. Four of the scores were

over 600; for more in the 500's, eight in the 400's, and

One in the 300 bracket. The average for the 17stich scores-

. was 517.

When the weighted composite scores of these 17 SAOK

were placed **Tong those for the total study, the top seven

of them had percentile ranks in the top decile. The 8th,

Who Manages the Money? was at the 88 PR. The remaining nine

SAOK had PR's below 75, of which four were below 50 PR. The

range in the.distribution of PR's for the general area of

finance was froma high of 98 for (1) Budget Preparation,

down to a low of 32 for (17) Financial Report Writing.

The Worth of.Knowledge about the Foundations of Education

There were four specific areas in this general area of

15-
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knowledge with each receiving votes from some presidents as
P

being of Most worth. The range in the percentage of votes

for Most, as showf in Table 6, was-from 18.9% for (I) hilo-

sophical Foundations, down to 9.2% for (4) Historical oun-

tions.

By combining the percentages of the columns for:Most'

and Much', two of the specific areas were in the low 60's

and one in the high 50's. The fourth item.totaled fewer

than half, 4,5.

The weighted composite scores were all in the 300

bracket with a high of 398, a low of 321, and an average of

367.

When placed in the percentile rank, distribution of 169

specific areas in the total study, the range for items in

this general area of knowledge was from'a high of 36 PR for

Philosophical Foundations, down toga 12 PR for Historical

Foundations.

The Worthof Knowledge about Institutional Research and

Planning

As shown in Table 7, there were 15 specific. areas in

the general area of knpwledge about institutional research

and planning, and each. received some votes'from responding

presidents as being of Most worth. For one0f them, (1)

Long -Range Planning, more than half, 53.6% of the presidents

valued it as of Most worth. The range in percentages of

16
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'votes for Most worth for the 15 SAOK about institutional

research and plan:ling was.from the high of 53.6% for (1)

Long-Range Planning down to a low of 4.8% for (15) Multi-

variate Statistical Procedures.

When percentages in the column for Much worth were

added to those for Most worth, (1) Long-Range Planping

received.90.5% of the votes cast. Four specific, areas

about Analysis, Evaluation and Planning had combined per-

centages in the 80's: 2) Financial, 87,2%; (4) Faculty,

86.4%; (3). Program, $5.5%; and (5) Phys401 Facilities,

80.8%.

The weighted composite scores for these 15 specific

areas of knowledge ranged from a high of $95 for (11 Long-,

Range Planning, down to a low of Z33 for (1ti5) Multivariate

Statistical Procedures. liFour of the WCS's were in the 500

-bracket,' three in the 400's, seven in the 300's, and the

15th with ,a 233 was 107 points below the next lowest. The

average of the 15 WCS was 425.

One of the specific areas of knowledge about-Institu-

tional Research and Planning, (1) Long-Range Planningv had

a percentile rank-Of 24 among the 169 items in the total

study. Two more SAOK, Analysis, Evaluation and Planning

of (2) Finance, 80 PR and (3) Program, 75 PR, were in the

top quartile. The range of percentile ranks Tor these 15

SAOK was from the previously mentioned 94 down to a 2 PR

. for Multivariate Statistical Procedures. In addition .to

19
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the above three SAOK in the top quartile, three were in the

second, six in the third, and three in the bottom fourth.

The. Worth of Knowledge about Institutional Types an4_ Purposes

As Showyp Table 8, there were 11 specific areab,in,,

this genera14.area of knowledge and each received votes from

some presidents as being of Most worth.' The range in the

percentages of'votes4or Most yrth was from 25.2% for (1)

Community Junior Colleges, down to 1.8% for (11) Colonial

Colleges,

By combining the percentages or Most and Much, one

item received more than half pfl,,the,votes, (1) Community

Junior Colleges, with 55.0%.Wt
':,41ir

The weighted composite scores for 11,,specific areas
9

,,), ,

- i%ranged froma high' of 403 .for (1) Community ZUnior Colleges,

down to 190 fort'( +lj) Colonial, Colleges., The average WCS for

this general area was 292...

The'prcentile ranks derived from the position ot the

WCS of the SAOK in this GAOK in the distribution of 169 for

the total study show a range from a high of 38 PR for (1)

Community Junior Colleges down to a 0, PR for (1l) Colonial

Colleges. All WCS for this GAOK were in the lower quartile

except for (1) Community Junior Colleges at 38 PR.

The Worth of Knowledge 'about instruction'

All of the ten specific areas in the general area of

knowledge about instruction received; some votes for being

20



A

T
h
e
 
W
o
r
t
h
 
o
f
 
D
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
A
r
e
a
'
s
 
o
f
 
K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
T
y
p
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
P
u
r
p
o
s
e
s
 
o
f
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

t
o
 
P
r
,
p
s
i
d
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
i
e
s

S
h
o
w
n
 
b
y
"
R
a
n
k
 
i
n
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
g
e
s
,
 
W
e
i
g
h
t
e
d
 
C
o
m
p
o
s
i
t
e
 
S
c
o
r
e
,
 
a
n
d
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
i
l
e
 
R
a
n
k

.
.

R
a
n
k

A
r
e
a
 
o
f
 
K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

,

N
u
m
b
e
r

o
f

R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

I
s
 
o
f

M
o
s
t

I
s
 
o
f

M
u
c
h

I
s
-
o
f

S
o
m
e

I
s
 
o
f

L
i
t
t
l
e

W
e
i
g
h
t
e
d

C
o
m
p
o
s
i
t
e

S
c
o
r
e

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
i
l
e

R
a
n
k

W
o
r
t
h

W
o
r
t
h

W
o
r
t
h

W
o
r
t
h

1
.

1
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
J
u
n
i
o
r
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s

4
5
0

2
5
.
2
%

2
9
.
.
8
%

3
4
.
7
%

1
0
.
0
%

.
4
0
3

3
8

2
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
L
i
b
e
r
a
l
 
A
r
t
s

b -
,

.

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s

4
5
1

1
4
.
2

2
7
.
7

4
4
.
6

1
A
.
5
 
:

3
2
7

1
4

-
.
-
.

.

3
S
t
a
t
e
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
i
e
s

4
4
7

1
1
.
0

3
4
.
7

_
4
3
.
8

1
0
.
5

-
3
2
5

1
4

4
,

S
t
a
t
e
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s

4
4
4

9
.
2

3
6
.
7

.
4
3
.
5

1
0
.
6

3
L
0

1
1

5
L
a
n
d
-
G
r
a
n
t
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s

4
4
4

8
.
6

3
0
.
4

4
7
.
5

1
3
.
5

2
9
9

8

c -
4
.

T
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
e
s

.
4
4
7

1
0
.
1

2
7
.
3

-
4
0
.
5

2
2
.
1

2
9
3

t
7

7
,
P
i
i
v
a
t
e
 
J
u
n
i
o
r
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s
-
,

4
4
4

9
.
2

2
7
.
3

4
6
.
6

1
6
.
9

2
9
2

6

E
l
f

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
.
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
i
e

6
4
8

6
.
2

:
'
3
1
,
5

4
9
.
1

1
3
.
2

2
8
7

-
9

y
M
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s
 
a
n
d

"
fN
'

M
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
i
e
s

.
4
4
4

-
6
.
5

2
9
.
5

4
9
A

1
4
.
2

2
8
4
,
-

4

'
1
0

.
p
r
o
p
r
i
e
t
a
r
y
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s

4
3
3

'
 
2
.
1

1
2
.
9

4
8
.
3

3
6
.
7

2
0
2

1
,

.
1
1

C
o
l
o
n
i
a
l
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
'
s

4
3
6

(
1
.
8

1
1
.
0

4
4
.
3

4
2
.
9
.

1
9
0

0

.

1

.



.20

of Most worth. The range in the percentage of votes fot

Mos't worth was from a high of 34.4% for (1) The Pole of

Administrators, down to 14.1% for (10) Educationarysycholo-

gy. As shown in Table 9, seven of the ten SAOK received
I

fewer than 25% of the votes for MOst wotth-. Tr1e other

three refeived above 25% but less than halfof the votes.

By combining the votes cast fog the top two quality

measures of Most and Much worth, two of the SAOK received,

more than three-fourths of the votes cast. They were
0

(1) ,The Role of Administrators, 82.7%, and .(4) The Role of

the Faculty, 78.3%.

The weighted composite scores ranged from a high Of

502 down to 373c One WCS made the 500 bracket while one

was in the 300's with the other eight items in the 400

bracket. The,average WC8 was 440.

The above scores earned these specific-areas percen-

tile rankings in 'the total study from a high Of 72 PR for

(1) The Role of the Administrator, down to a 25 PR for (10)

Educational Psychology. In addition to these items, one

was in the 60's, three in the 50's, and four in the 40's of

the percentile rankings.

The Worth of Knowledge about the Legal Aspects

All of'the specific areas in the general area of know-

ledge about legal/aspects of higher education received sup-
7N.

port from some resparlding presidents as being of Most worth.
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As seen in Table 10,, the percentage of votes for Most worth

ranged from a high of 17.6% for (2) Contract NegotiationS,

down to a low of 10.7% for' (6) Constitutional Law.

The combined percentages for Most and Much place (1)

Recent Court Decisions in first place with 62.9% of the

votes: Contract Negotiations received 60.3% of ,the votes

and ranked second in this general area. (
The weighted composite scores for this GAOK ranged

from ,a high of 391 for. (1) Recent Court Decisions, down to

328 for (6) Constitutional Law. The average for the six

scores was 363.

The percentile ranks of these SAOK's ranged from 'a

high df 33 PR for (1) Recent Court Decisions, down to a ldw

of 15 PR for (6) Constitutional Law. Three of these areas

were in the bottom quartile and three in the third.

The Worth of Knowledge about Organization

Each of the six specific areas in the:general area of

knowledge about tie organization of higher education received

votes as being of Most worth from some responding presidents.

As shown in Table 11, the range in the percentages of votes

for Most worth was from a high of 30.0% for (1) Functional

Organization, down to 4.9% for (6) Federal Organization.

All but one of the six specific areas received less than

25%"'of the votes for Most worth.

When the percentages for Moist and Much were combined,

24
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two of the items received more than 75% of the. votes. They

were '(1) Functional Organization, 81...8% and (2) 'Structural

Organization, 77.6 %.

The range in th'e /weighted composite scopes was from a

high of 482 down to 272. Tha distribution shows /three

scores in the 4(10 brac et, one in the 300's., and two in thp'

200 group. The //avpra a WCS in this GAOK was 380.

When cox/pared to he scores of the 169 areas in the'

total study, all six of these items fell belw the top

quartile. The range of percentile ranks was 'from a high of

67 for (1) Funct onal Organization down to a low of 3 PR,

for Fede7al Organization. _The dis'tribution shows two items

in each of the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th quartiles.

The Worth of .Knowledge Opout Physical Facilities

Each of the specific areas in the general area of

knowledge abOut physical fCcilit.ies was.rated by some res-

ponding presidents as being of Most worth. As been in "Table

.12, the range of the percentage of votes for Most) worth was

.from a high of 49.4% for (2) FUnding, down to a low of 11.8%

for (8) Equipment and Materiels Management. Although (2-)

F nding had the highest percentage of votes for. Most, it

anked second:to (1) Planning in this general 'area of know-
:

ledge, because the ranks in Table 12 were based on the

weighted demposite score, derived from all four-levels of

worth. These two specific areas were tkelonly ones in this

orn

27
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general area. to receive more than 25% of the votes cast for

Most worth. *-

When the percentages of votes for Most and Much were

combined, two SAOK received more than 90% of the votes cast.

They were (1.) Planning, 94.3% and (2) Funding,`, 90.8 %,. Anoth-

er specific area:received "ore than three-fpurths of the
/

votes in the combination, 3) Utilization; 75.6%.

The.weighted 'coinpOsite scdres ganged frooa high.o

580 down to 349 for low. Two of the SAOK h d bores in the

high 500 bracket,,, two in the 400's, d four in\the 300's.

The average WCS was 437.
w _

The percentile ranks for e eight specific areas of

knowledge about physical facilities ranged from a high of

8.9 for (1) Planning, down to a low'ot 19 for (8) EquipMent

and Materials Maiagement. Two specific areas in this general
4

area had PR's in the top quartile, one in the second, three

,in the third, and:two in the bottom quartile.

The WcIrth of Knowledge about Students

As shown in Table 13, each of the 14 specific areas in

. the general area of knowledge about students received:some

votes from responding presidents as being of Most worth.

The range in the percentage of-votes for Mott worth was from

a high of 50.5% for (1) Cbncerns of Students, down to 9.6%

for .(14)sMigration of Students. Only the ore SAOK received

more than half of the votes for Most worth; three of them

29
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fell in the thir quartile. The rest received fewer than

25% of the votes-as being of Most worth.

By combining the percentages of votes for Most and

Much, one SAOK, Concerns of Students, received92.7%.

Four others received more than three-fourths of the votes:

,(3) Desires of Students, 85.4%; (2) Psychology of Students,

83.7%; (4) Counseling of Students, 79.2%; and (5) Adminis:-

',tration of Services for Studen, 76.91. only the

percentage of votes for Mbst was vonsidered, knowledge

about the Psychology of students ranked second; but when

the percentages, of Most and Much were combin6d, knowledge

about the Desires of Students became more i tant.

The weighted composite scores for these 14-specific
'Sr

areas :ranged frOm a high of 587 down to a low of 308 with

ah average of 426y Three of the,WCS were in the 500's,

six in the 400's, and five in the 300 bracket.

The percentile ranks for these 14 sEl)cific areas of

knowledge about students ranged from a hi9h4of 92 PR for

(1) Cohcerns of Students, down to a low of 9 PR for (14)

Migration of Students. Only one of the 14 items had a PR'

in the uppet quartil the total study and it also ranked

in the top decile. Five of these SAOK were in the second'

quartile, four in t

the percentile ranks

e third, and four in the bottom 25% of

31



'Ae/Worth of Knowledge about "The Establishment" of Higher

Education

Of the seven specific areas in the general area of
A .

knowledge about "The
Establishment'` of Higher Educati

,

each received some votes from the respOnding presidents as

being of Most worth. As shown in Table 14, the range in

the percentages of such votes was from a high of 27.0% for

(1) Regional Accrediting Ag ncies, Clo4n to 8.4% for (7)...'

1k
o essional Organizations' f r Indiiduals.

30

4

When the percentageS for Much worth were added to those'

for Most, four specific areas showed subtotals of more than

half of the votes. Three of them were in the 50'8,and one,

Jl) Regional Accrediting Agencies, had a 74.8%.

The weighted composite scores ranged from a high of

456 down to a low -of 304.. The average was'353. Six of the

seven scores'Vere in the 300 bracket and one got up into

the 400's.

The highest percentile rank for\any of these seven

SAOK was a9 PR for (1) Regional Accrediting Agencies,.

The other six fell in the lower quartile with the lowest .

a

being a,pine.PR for (7) Professional l-Organizations for

Individuals.,

A The Worth of Knowledge abol.jt''the President as a Person

As shown in Table 15, thereawere 18 specific areas in

the general area of knowledge about the PreSident as a Person
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fdtthe responding presidents to evaluate. Six ofthe items

were rated of Most worth by more than half of the presidents \

and three of these received more than 6.0% of the votes. The

range'in-the percentages of votes for Most worth was from

a high of 69.9% for (1) Human Relations, down to a low of

23.6% or (18) Professi 1 Writing.

When the percentages of Most worth and Much worth were

combined, none of the 18 SAOK had fewer than 60%- of the votes.

live of them had combined percentages in the 90'si (1) \

Human Relations, 95.1%;. (6) Public Speaking, 92.3' %; (8.) Par7

ticipationin Discussion( 92.2,%'; (2) Ability to Stand Alone,

91.8%; and (7) Professional Responsibllities, 90.0%. For

seven other SAOK these combined Percentages totaled over -
. ,

80% of the votes cast.

The weighted composite scores for these 18specific

areas of knowledge ranged from a high of669 down to a low

of 43q. Three of the scores were over 600 and five were

below 500., The remaining 10' were in the 500's. The average

of the 18 WCS was 549.

One specific area,in the general area of knowledge

about the President as a Person was placed at the 99.PR when
445

compared, to the other 168 SAOKAn the study: (1) Human

Relations, 9'9 PR:, The percentile ranks for these areas
0

ranged from that high down to (18) Professional.Writing,

49 PR, whiCh was the only one beloW the 50th PR, Thirteen

of the 18 SAOK about the President as a Person had perCentibB
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rankings in the top qu rtile of the total study. Five of

them ranked in the top decile: (1) Hum an Relations, 99 PR;

(2) Ability to Stand Alone, 98 PR; (3) Cha acter, 96 PR;

/4) Cardinal Virtue--Justice, 93 PR; and Cardinal Virtue--

, i Courage, 91 PR. Two higds of the 18 SAOK in this general

area had per enile rants of War higher.

THE WORTH OF GENERAL' AREAS OF KNOWLEDGE

The re) ativelidr h of general areas of nowledge to

p esidents of colleges and universities is shown in Table

The 14 general areas studied re shown in the order of

ranks based upon the average of the weighted composite
o

scores of the specific areas within,,each. To be seen in

'table lralso are the ndmbers of specific areas, the range

of composite weighted scores, and the average number of

respondents within etch general area of knowledge.

The average weighted composite scores for the 14 GAOK

ranged from high of 549 for (1) The President a Person,

down to a 1 w of 292 for (145 Types and Purposes_of

tions. Also in the 500 bracket, but 32 points below number

(1), was (2) F ce with an Average WCS of 517. Below

these two. general alas there were seven with weighted com-
,

posite score aveagep in the 400's, four in the 300.'s, and

one in -the 2-0-0
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THE. KNOWLEDGE OF MO ,T WORTH

36

The e were 169 specific are'as of knowledge, within 14

general a eas, which presidents of co leges and uni e

were aske

worth, (3

-528 usabl

to evaluateevluates being of (1 Most wort

Some orth, cr (4) Little orth'. A total

repli s were received. Not all presidents

sit'

Muc

f

ret-

plied to all 169 items, so the tables show the number res-
..

ponding to each sp cific area of knowledge with the percen-

tage of that 'number who indi, cated it was of Most,. or. Much,

'ork Some, or Little worth. These four divisions of Worth

were given weights; isilost=8; Much=4; Some=2; and Little=l.

es

By multiplying each percentage by the designated weight and

-

adding the four results, a weighted composite score was

derived, for eac4of the 169 specific areas of knowledge.

The weighted composite scores were used to determiir the

percentile rank in the total study for each specific area

'of.knowled

The Top Ten\Percent

The knowledge'spf most Worth -to college and univ rsity

presidents, as determined by. .this study, is shown in able

17. Seen on the first page of the table are the .top

percent of the specific .areas of knowledge studied. \
. . .

The 17 specific areas in.the.top ten percent were from

six of the 14 general areas of knowledge: . ieven_were from
y

Finance; five from the President as a Person; two from
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Administration; and one each ,ftom Eaculty and Staff,

tutional Research and Planning, and Students.

The o. Quartile

4

eThe next 15% of the top quartile of specific areas og

knowledge included uider theleadi g "The_ Knowledge of Most

Worth" i are shown on Table 17 (cont nued).

1 j

The 43 specific areas of knowledge, in the top quartiles

.0 \

are from eight of tne 14 general. areas oir knowledge included
/7"'

in the study. Therle were 13%pecific

area: The President as a Person, i, n t

A.OK from Administration; eight f

r as from the general '

top quartile; 10

I -

:ance; five from
. 1

Faculty and Staff4:thiee from InstitutiOnal Research aid

Planning; two from Physcal/Facilities; and one each fom

Curriculum, and Students.

The percentile and quartile ranks of the remaining

126 specific areas of knowledge included in this study

U

be found in Tables 2 to 15 inclusive.

THE WORTH OF CENTERS FOR THE
STUDY OF HIGHER EDUCATION--ADMINISTRATION

As a part of this study, an attempt was made to deter,-

0
1 mine the worth Of Centers for the Study of Higher Education--

Adminiatration as a place for potential presidents of col-
- \ .

leges and universities to obtain the Iknowledge they would

eed.. .

It was explained in the introduction to this report

0

>4
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that the questionnaire for this study was included in a

packet, of materials about the Center for the Study of

Higher Education at Arizona State University. .Also enclosed

was a brochure which described the Center, its Doctor of

Philosophy program in Higher Education--Administration,

resumes of its graduates available for positions, and
,

abstradts of dissertations completed in the past year.

The back page of the questionnaire asked fivelquestions

of the presidents pertaining to their thoughts about such

Centers for the Study of Higher Education--AdmAistration

as a place for potential presidents to acquire knowledge

they would need. Those questions and the presidents' res-
.

ponses-follow.

Question 1

Do you think the college or university president of the

future mutt have a more effective professional preparation

the position than has been available in the. past?

Respondents-505

4

Yes--86.9%

N --13.1%

R.

Question 2

Do you think a program of professional study such as that

described in the enclosed brochure could be of much ulorth ,

in the preparation of .a president-to-be?

Respondents--469

Yes--93.2%

No-- 6.8% 42
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Question 3

Do yOu think such a Ptogragi Of professional study has the

ocept41 to prepare the president-to-be better than the

master's and doctorate in an academic discipline pattern

ofthe past? let

RespOndents-7447

Yes-781.5%

No--18.5%

Question 4

Should you have a vacancy on your supportive, administrative'

staff, would yoU consider a graduate of our Center, such as

those.now available whOse resumes are enclosed?

Respondents--475

Yes-91.4%

No-- 8.6%,

Question 5
Vra,

Should you know a person desiring to prepare to be a presi-

dent or a supportive administra

consider our Center as a place for such preparation?

would you advise him to

Respondents--440

Yes - -92.5%

No-- 7.5%

The presidents were asked also to answer a sixth question as.

an indication of their interest in acquiring additional

formation on what knowledge is of most worth to a president

43
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of a college or ,univerSity. The question and the results

of their responses follow.

Question 6

Do' you wish a ,report on the findings of this study?'

Respondents - -511

Yes--91.4%

No -- 8.g%

0

44



PROFESSIONAL RESUME

KINARD W. STOUT

Center for the Study of Higher Education-, Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona 85281
Phone: (602) 965-6248. Home: 324 East Concorda Drive, Tempe, Arizona 85282 Phone: (602) 966-5250.

EDUCATION AND DEGREES

1929 -- University of Northern Iowa, B.A., Economics; 293--University of Iowa, M.A.,
/
Political

Science; 1943University of Iowa, Ph.D., Administration.

EXPERIENCE 411t

Universities
A

Lecturer, University of Iowa; Visiting Professor, University of Missouri:. Assistant Professor,
Associate Professor, Professor, University of Minnesota; Visiting-;.Professor, University of
Texas; Vice President for Development, University of Miami;-President, University of Nevada;
Professor and Director, Center for the Study of Higher Education, Arizona State University:.

Pubic Schools

High School Teacher and Principal, Monticello, Iowa; High School Principal, Fort Dodge, Iowa:
High School Principal, Rochester, Minnesota.

Experimental Secondary Schools

Principal, University of Iowa Experimental High SChool; Principal, University of Minnesota
Experimental High School.

Industry and Business

Curtiss-Wright Corporation, Vice President-Defense Planning; Vice President, Research and
Development. A. T. Kearney & Company, Inc. (Managemeht Consultants), Manager of Educational

'Services. Consultant to Executive Vice President, Emerson Electric Company.

Federal Government

Office of Education: Director.of Student Financial Aid Branch; Director, College Program

Support Branch; Chief, State and Regional Organization of Higher Education (Director, Survey

of Higher Education in Connecticut)'. United States Navy: Active Duty - Executive Officer

V-12 Unit, Minot, N. Dakota; Commanding Officer, SS Jeremiah Rusk (freighter); Executive

Officer, SS Sea Partridge (troop ship); Commanding Officer, SS Agwiprince (troop ship).

Reserve - Assistant Classification Officer, Western Sea Frontier.

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS

Commission on Research & Service of the North Central Association; Committee on Research & Service
of the Northwest Association of Secondary and Higher Schools; Committee'on Guidance of the North.

\Central Association; President, State College'of Iowa Alumni Association; Committee on, Inservice
Training of Teachers of North Central Association; Examiner for the Accreditation Committee for

,the Commission of Colleges and Universities, N.C.A.; Executive Secretary, Minnesota AssoCiation
bf Secondary School Principals; Chairman, Summer Workshops of Minnesota Association of Secondary
School Principals; President, Laboratory Schoor.Administrators Association; Examiner of Private
Secondary Schools of Minnesota for Accreditation by the University of Minnesota; Pacific Coast
Committee of the American Council on Education; Committee on Veterans Affairs, Land.Grant College
Aasociation; ,Governor's Advisory Committee for Secondary Education in Nevada; Eisenhower's Commitee
on Education Beyond the High School; National Association of State University Pre3icl4nts/A5Qerican

Education.Research Association.

a SCIENTIFIC MEMBERSHIPS
.

aoard of Distinguished Consultants,ANational Society of Professional Engineers; American Astro-
nautical Society; American Nuclear Society; American Ordnance Association; Institute of Aeronautical
Sciences; National Aeronautic Association; Association for Applied Solar Energy; Institute of

Aerospace Science.

CIVIC MEMBERSHIPS

Board of Directors, Chamber of Commerce, Coral Gables, Florida; Rotary Club and Chamber of Commerce,
RPno, Nevada; Kiwanis Club and Chamber of Commerce, Rochester, Minnesota and Fort Dodge, Iowa.

CLUBS

Marco Polo Club, New York, N.Y.: Bath Club, Miami Beach, Florida; Pennington Club, Passaic, New
Jersey; National Aviation Club, Washington, D. C.; Army and Navy Club, Washington, D. C.

o
f

PUBLICATIONS

ContribUtor of articles to profesbionel journals and magazinek; "higher Education in
Connecticut."

HONORS AND AWARDS

Honors Graduate, University of Northern Iowa; Pi Gamma Mu; Phi Delta Kappa; Shattuck Centennial
Award (to 100 Americans who had made an outstanding contribution to oCondary education); Alumni
Achievement Award, University of Northern Iowa.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION IN:

Who' Who in American Education-1947; Who's Who in the Midwest-1951; Who's Who in America-1952:
Whets Who in the West-1954; Poor's Register of Directors and Executives-1959f Who' Who in the
East-1959; American Men in Seience-1961i World Who's.Who in Commerce and Industry-1961i Who's Who
in the South and Southweit-1965.

15
6


