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ABSTRACT 

The problem was to assess the training/development needs of governing boards 

of the 1,510 independent, four year and above, colleges and universities in the United 

States and DC, accredited by the U. S. Department of Education. The study had four 

purposes: to identify what board leaders (board chair, nominating committee chair, 

and president) perceived to be the training/development needs of trustees; to divide the 

population into two segments with differing needs; to suggest a model of 

training/development programming; and to develop an instrument useful for assessing 

needs of boards. 

A content-related instrument, containing 114 detailed content areas, was 

developed. Detailed content areas were grouped into 15 broad areas which were 

grouped into the four functions of boards: strategic management, policy, monitoring, 

and finance. The research questions were to investigate the top needs of high 

performing and low performing boards, to investigate whether significant differences 

existed in perceptions by categories of leaders at the overall and functional levels of 

analysis, and to determine whether significant differences exist in needs for the two 

subpopulations. The financial viability ratio for each reporting institution was 

calculated from 1995 data of the National Center for Educational Statistics in order to 

Vlll 



divide the population into two groups, defined as high performing and low performing 

boards. 

Survey research design was the methodology. The research instrument was 

mailed during August, 1996, to 75 board chairs, 75 nominating committee chairs, and 

65 presidents in each of the two subpopulations (n = 512, high performing boards; n = 

318, low performing boards). Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and chi-

square analyses. 

The primary findings were that a highly reliable instrument to assess 

training/development needs of governing boards had been developed, there are board 

training/development needs, and no significant differences exist among the perceptions 

of the three categories of board leaders. Another finding was that segregating the 

population on the basis of the financial viability ratio did not significantly segregate the 

population regarding perceived training/development needs. A model of 

training/development for governing boards was proposed. 
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CHAPTER I 

ESriRODUCTION 

Governing boards of colleges and universities are under intense pressure to 

improve their performance. One means of improving performance is to provide to 

trustees training and development concerning their roles and responsibilities as 

members of institutional governing boards. Some major differences exist between the 

roles and responsibilities of governing boards of public and of independent institutions. 

A primary difference is the degree of the board's responsibility for the institution. 

Public governing boards are accountable to state boards, systems, legislatures, or 

governors who in turn are accountable to other entities or to an electorate. 

Independent governing boards have final responsibility for the institutions which they 

hold in trust for society. The focus of this study was the training and development 

needs of the trustees of governing boards of independent, four year and above, 

colleges and universities. 

The role of independent governing boards has changed over the three hundred 

sixty years since the legislative act providing for the founding of the first colonial 

college, Harvard College, in 1636 (Mandell, 1977; Rudolph, 1962, 1990). In this 

chapter, the topic of governing boards is introduced. This introduction includes a 

review of the history of the influence of governing boards, the people who are serving 

as trustees toward the end of the twentieth century, and the current status of training 



and development programs for trustees. Following the introduction, the research 

problem, purpose, and questions are listed. The rationale for the study and underiying 

assumptions, limitations, delimitations, and definitions, along with an outline of the 

background literature used in the study, will conclude the chapter. 

Introduction to Governing Boards 

The existence and role of governing boards has evolved along with the creation 

of the American legal system. The history of the influence of boards will be described 

in the first subsection. While the earliest trustees were mostly clergymen, the 

demographics of trustees has changed and so has the need and emphasis on training 

and development of trustees. The demographics and current status of board training 

and development will be described in the second and third subsections. 

History of Governing Board Influence 

Clark Kerr, President Emeritus of the University of California, described the 

following waves of history of governing boards of American colleges and universities 

(Chait, 1990; Ingram, 1993; Kerr & Gade, 1989). In the days of the colonial colleges, 

trustees reigned supreme over their colleges. Toward the end of the nineteenth 

century, college presidents became a more dominant governing influence in their 

institutions. From about the time of World War I until the end of the 1960s, faculty 

played a much greater role in the governance of their colleges and universities. By the 



1970s, students had become a more dominant force. However, since the end of the 

1970s, trustees have been regaining a greater share of influence in the shared 

governance process. The result of the 1973-1976 Watergate investigations began to 

change the way both American business and nonbusiness organizations are governed 

(Coopers & Lybrand, 1992). Congressional commissions, government agencies, 

professional associations, and academic institutions conducted studies, issued new 

guidelines and new regulations, and generated new expectations for boards' ways of 

governing. The major emphasis underlying these new understandings was greater 

management control of the organization for more ethical performance. While the chief 

executive officer is ultimately responsible for ethical performance of the organization, 

the board provides governance of the organization, guidance to, and oversight of the 

chief executive. Therefore, the governing board is a significant influence on the 

organization and is critical to effective control (Coopers & Lybrand, 1992). 

In higher education, the keywords for the 1980s governance experience were 

"improved management." By the beginning of the last decade of the twentieth century, 

trustees had begun to resume primary influence over their institutions. By the 

mid-1990s, the keyword for governance by boards of trustees was control. Control is 

distinguished from management in that "control supports the reliable achievement of 

objectives: it does not tell people what objectives to set" (The Canadian Institute of 

Chartered Accountants, 1995-b, p. 5). 



A governing board is the organization v t̂h legal authority for the trust (Nason, 

1989), which is the chartered college or university. Members of governing boards are 

generally called trustees, regents, or overseers (Anderson, 1992). Trustees are 

volunteers. Unlike their counterparts in business, who are members of boards of 

directors, they are not compensated for their service. When a trustee wrongfully acts 

on behalf of the institution in a representative capacity, the institution can be held liable 

for damages (Weeks, 1989). If a trustee acts outside the representative capacity, the 

trustee may be exposed to personal liability. Trustees may also have personal liability 

in cases involving gross negligence. 

Kerr is adamant that boards and trustees "must more resolutely pursue their 

commitment... to help ensure the highest possible performance standards" (Ingram 

& Associates, 1993, p. xxii). To resolutely pursue a commitment to effective 

governance, members of governing boards must continually stay informed about their 

roles and responsibilities. To stay informed requires continuing training and 

development, using both formal and informal means, for both experienced and 

novice trustees. 

The Trustees Who Serve on Governing Boards 

Since the early 1980s, there has been a sharp increase in the study of trustees 

and governing boards. Earlier understanding of trusteeship was based on armchair 

opinion studies and "little useful information" (Kerr & Gade, 1989, p. 2). In research 



on governing boards, investigators have begun to define who the trustees are and what 

they perceive to be their roles and responsibilities. The Association of Governing 

Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB) (1986) conducted the most recent 

comprehensive demographic study of governing boards in 1985. This study described 

the estimated 48,000 trustees and regents serving on 2,200 governing boards 

overseeing 3,000 public and independent colleges and universities. The greatest 

number of trustees, 41,500 (86.5%), served on governing boards of independent 

colleges and universities. 

Trustees had various professional backgrounds: 41% were (or were retired) 

business executives; 18% were presidents of corporations or board chairs; 27% were 

members of at least one corporate board; 10% served on more than one governing 

board; 7% were administrators, faculty, or students in institutions of higher education; 

15% were clergy; and 5% were homemakers. Many trustees, 28%, were alumni of the 

institutions they now govern. Historically under represented in the highest executive 

levels of organizations are women and Afiican Americans. The AGB study (1986) 

reported only 20% of trustees were women (a 33% increase over the previous decade) 

and only 6% were African American (a stable percentage over the previous decade). 

Commonly expressed concerns over the competency of trustees are summed 

up by a professor, who said that: 

Most of the trustees are unqualified for the positions they hold . . . they 
are . . . often distinguished in their own fields of business or law or 
medicine, but that is not the business of the university; its business is 



teaching and scholarly research. And in these areas of intellectual 
endeavor most trustees are babes in the woods. . . very few know the 
profession for which they have accepted fiduciary responsibility. 
(Anderson, 1992, pp. 199-200) 

Trustees themselves are concerned about their performance and the economic 

crises in America. Trustees representing more than forty institutions, all associated 

with a leading investment bank, drafted a statement with input fi^om presidents and 

other higher education leaders called Higher Education Must Change (Altschul et al., 

1992). This statement, aimed primarily at independent institutions, was that higher 

education is undergoing significant change and trustees must be the leaders for change 

in their institutions. Since education can be an agent of change, continuing training 

and development of trustees is essential if their institutions are to survive society's 

significant change in robust health. 

Training and development of trustees can be considered a defensive mechanism 

as boards take assertive measures to improve the leadership, management, and/or 

administration of their institutions. The interjection of formal training and 

development into the processes of college governance can and should help to remedy 

the demographic imbalance of members of governing boards, giving the traditionally 

disenfranchised populations the tools needed to become governors. Clearly, it appears 

that it is in the personal, fiduciary, and public interests of boards to develop their 

trustees. 



Current Status of Training and Development 
Efforts For Members of Governing Boards 

Training and development of trustees is fairly new on the American scene. 

Little trustee training and development activity existed as recently as the mid-1960s 

(Herron, Jr., 1965). Nearly ten years later, an AGB study found that the situation had 

not improved (Mitchell, 1986). As a result of the latter study, the AGB began a focus 

on board training and development. 

The AGB is the predominant industry association. One of the AGB's missions 

is to improve the performance of trustees by providing research on governing boards, 

educational materials, conferences, and consultants to the several hundred member 

institutions. Primary training and development programs and efforts have focused on 

selecting and assessing the president, ensuring sound fiscal management (including 

planning, budgeting, plant management, investment policy, fund raising, tenure and 

personnel policy, and legislative compliance), and assessing board performance. 

In spite of twenty years of governing board training and development efforts, it 

appears that governing boards are targeted for much blame for the problems of our 

institutions of higher learning. Some fiiistrated campus faculty and officials, stressed 

from economic declines affecting their campuses, are laying blame on trustees. 

Many of the trustees I interviewed appeared preoccupied with issues 
related to money, institutional prestige, and presidential searches, rather 
than issues involving academic quality or educational access . . . 
campus administrators appeared able to manipulate trustees by limiting 
their exposure to important issues. (Haro, 1995, p. Bl) 
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The education of trustees may be less than adequate to meet society's current 

needs and expectations for higher education. "My research indicates that we also need 

to find ways to help trustees educate themselves once they join a board" (Haro, 1995, 

p. B2). "Individuals and institutions benefit when testing helps them achieve their 

goals. Society, in turn, benefits when the achievement of individual and institutional 

goals contributes to the general good" (AERA/APA/NCME, 1985, p. 1). This 

research study asked trustees and presidents what training and development 

programming they perceive is needed by some of their trustees, thereby improving 

their governing boards and contributing to the public interest. 

Problem 

Trustees are under increasing pressure to improve their performance as 

guardians of the future of higher education, their institutions, and societal values. 

Training and development are crucial to building strong boards and competent 

trustees. The problem addressed in this study was to identify the training and 

development needs of independent governing boards, as perceived by leaders of the 

boards. 

Purpose 

This study had the following purposes: to 



1. develop an instrument which might be helpful in assessing the training and 

development needs of governing boards. 

2. segregate the target population into two segments for the purpose of 

refining the identification of needs for the provider of continuing education. 

3. identify what the leaders of governing boards perceive to be the training and 

development needs of members of their boards. 

4. suggest a model of training and development programming for the provider 

of continuing education to governing boards of independent colleges and universities. 

Research Theory 

Research can be approached from the strategy of using theory to guide the 

study or, conversely, using research to develop a theory. When theory guides the 

research, the organization of the theory can often be described by means of a model. 

Talcott Parsons and Edward Shils (1951) describe four levels of theory for the social 

scientist: ad hoc classificatory systems, categorical systems (i.e., taxonomies), 

theoretical systems, and empirical-theoretical systems. This study will employ the first 

level of theory. 

Ad hoc classificatory systems involve the use of common sense, coherent 

classifications which are patterned upon the relations of the items to the subject matter 

in order to organize and summarize empirical observations. The questionnaire which 

was developed included an ad hoc classification approach to organize the 
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questionnaire items around possible training and development needs. Likert-style 

responses to a questionnaire are also an example of an ad hoc classification system 

(Frankfort-Nachmias &Nachmias, 1992) which organizes the empirical observations 

of perceived training and development needs. 

An ad hoc classificatory theoretical approach can lead to a training and 

development theory. In this case, a model of training and development programming 

for the provider of continuing education for governing boards was developed. 

Research Questions 

1. What are the greatest training and development needs of governing boards, 

as perceived by board chairs, nominating committees chairs, and institutional 

presidents? 

2. Do board chairs, nominating committee chairs, and presidents differ in their 

perceptions of training and development needs for governing boards? 

3. Do board chairs, nominating committee chairs, and presidents differ in their 

perceptions of what are the functional training and development needs of governing 

boards? 

4. Is there a difference in the perceived training and development needs of 

governing boards for those institutions with high performing boards as compared to 

those institutions with low performing boards (see definitions). 
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Need for the Study 

Requirements for effective governance on the part of boards are changing. 

Change occurs because of the recognition of the need for change and of the various 

strategies for change. A "needs assessment is an essential component of the planning 

process" (Queeney, 1995, p. xiii). A first purpose of this study was to develop a needs 

assessment instrument which could be used by a governing board to highlight those 

areas in which education could help improve the performance of the board. 

A second need for this study arises from the author's use of prior research 

findings and consensus suggestions regarding board training and development. The 

study will, therefore, contribute to the development of a systematic body of knowledge 

on the training and development needs of independent governing boards. 

Third, little research exists on training and development needs for 

organizations, of which the governing board organization is a subset. This study will 

contribute to the field of management training and development. 

Fourth, self-assessment has been the primary method of evaluating board 

performance. "In a typical assessment process each trustee confidentially completes a 

questionnaire or checklist that solicits their opinions about the board's performance in 

key areas of responsibility" (Chait & Taylor, 1987, p. 1). The instrument developed 

in this study will provide governing boards a different approach to assessing the board 

with regard to its training and development needs. 
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Assumptions 

Listed below are the major assumptions made in this study: 

1. Training and development is needed for governing boards; and 

2. The opinions of those leaders of the board, who are primarily responsible 

for board training and development, reflect the needs of the board's other members. 

Delimitations 

This study will be reduced in scope to include only the following: 

1. independent, nonprofit, four year and above colleges and universities; 

2. perceived needs; 

3. the perceptions of three leaders of a board; 

4. selected areas of governance responsibilities; 

5. training and development content; and 

6. training and development for the purpose of orientating and developing 

trustees. 

A training and development needs assessment is a form of market research, 

which can provide information for a whole range of decisions regarding the target 

population, training and development content, format, and delivery of training and 

development activities (Queeney, 1995). Selected demographics of the population and 

training and development content areas will be considered. Format and delivery of 

training and development activities will not be considered. 
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Development for the purpose of orientating and developing trustees is a 

narrower focus than that common throughout the literature of and for governing 

boards, where board development includes selecting, orientating, and developing 

trustees; organizing and staffing the board; group dynamics and group work; and 

assessing the performance of the board. 

Limitations 

Limitations to the generalizability of this study include the following: 

1. training and development needs of boards of public institutions and of 

private for-profit institutions may be different; 

2. opinions of three leaders of the board may not represent the opinions of the 

board as a whole; 

3. external and internal parties may have different opinions of training and 

development needs of governing boards; and 

4. many variables, in addition to the ones hsted here, affect the quahty and 

effectiveness of governing boards. These variables include such characteristics as the 

size of the institution, institutional financial indicators, the operating style of the board, 

and the board's emphasis on training and development. Since characteristics such as 

these, except for selected financial indicators, were not considered in the study, the 

sample may not be representative of the population of independent colleges and 

universities. 
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5. Classifying the performance of governing boards on the basis of one 

financial ratio could be too limited a criteria or another ratio might have been more 

typical. 

6. Some institutions do not report elements of the financial ratio used in the 

study, and so the results of the study may not generalize to those institutions. 

7. While freedom from capital debt releases cash flow for the academic 

enterprise, if an institution has no plant debt, it is not included in the population. 

8. The sample sizes may be too small. 

9. Cell counts may be too limited for statistical generalizations. 

Definitions 

Board leaders. A board leader is a person with responsibility for overseeing 

some aspect of the governing board. Three leaders of the board with primary 

responsibility for the training and development of trustees are the board chair, the 

nominating committee chair, and the president (Ingram, 1989; Ingram, & Associates, 

1993; Taylor, 1993). 

Competencies. Knowledge and wisdom the learner acquired as a result of 

training and development. Some researchers use the terms "content areas" and 

"competencies" interchangeably. 

Content areas. The framework for inquiry to assess needs which was 

developed from the broad content areas of training and development found through a 
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review of the literature on responsibilities of the governing board and from the expert 

opinions of a panel. "Broad content areas" are the general bodies of knowledge in 

which boards should have some competency. Specific areas of knowledge are the 

detail of the broad content areas. The term "broad content areas" is used in the 

background literature on developing programs in continuing education (Queeney, 

1995). The term "domain of content" is used in Standards for Educational and 

Psychological Testing, published by the American Educational Research Association, 

American Psychological Association, and National Council on Measurement in 

Education (AERA/APA/NCME) (1985). 

Function of governing board. The function of a governing board is to 

effectively and efficiently control the institution, managing its risk vdthin acceptable 

limits, so that it can maintain its resiliency to meet its mission in the midst of external 

and internal social and economic pressures. For the purpose of data analysis, Sanctions 

of a governing board in this study were defined to be (a) strategic management, (b) 

policy, (c) monitoring, and (d) finance. Broad content areas of training and 

development were classified within these fiinctions. 

Governance. In higher education, governance refers to the shared process of 

governing an institution: faculty, administration, and board of trustees. In this study, 

governance was used to refer to the functions and processes of the governing board 

only. 
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Governing board. A governing board is that group of persons who are elected 

or appointed to govern nonprofit institutions. 

High performing board. A high performing board is one whose performance is 

measured by the cumulative, long term decisions which are reflected in the balance 

sheet ratio of financial viability, when its value is greater than one. When an 

institution's financial viability ratio value is greater than one, financial analysts consider 

the institution to be clearly financially viable. 

Independent college or university. "Independent" institution is synonymous 

v^th "private" institution. Some ways in which independent institutions differ from 

public institutions are the degree of direct public support and the final authority of the 

governing board (Commission on Colleges, 1994). 

Institution of higher education (IHE). An institution of higher education is one 

which is "accredited at the college level by an agency or association recognized by the 

Secretary of the U. S. Department of Education and legally authorized to offer at least 

a one year program of study creditable toward a degree" (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 1994-1995, p. xii). On May 15, 1995, there were 3,761 IHE's in 

the United States and outlying areas (e.g., American Samoa, Guam, Puerto Rico). 

Instrument. An instrument is a test. Three broad categories of test 

instruments are constructed performance tasks, structured behavior samples, and 

questionnaires. When instruments are used to collect self-reports of interests or 

beliefs, it is "typically and properly entitled 'inventories'; 'questionnaires,' or 
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•checklists'" (AERA/APA/NCME, 1985, p. 4). V^en an instrument is used to collect 

data through surveys, it is sometimes referred to as a survey instrument. In the 

literature relevant to this dissertation, the terms 'questionnaire,' 'instrument,' and 

'survey instrument' are synonyms. 

Low performing board. A low performing board is one whose performance is 

measured by the cumulative, long term decisions which are reflected in the balance 

sheet ratio of financial viability, when its value is less than or equal to one. When an 

institution's financial viability ratio value is less than or equal to one, financial analysts 

consider the institution to be not clearly financially viable. 

Need. The gap between current knowledge and desired knowledge represents 

a training and development need (Boone, 1985; Queeney, 1995). The two basic 

models of needs in an assessment are identified and unidentified needs. Assessment of 

unidentified needs is the most common focus (Queeney). In this study, leaders were 

presumed to recognize the current level of governance knowledge of their board 

members. The questionnaire focused their attention to the identification of areas of 

needed or improved knowledge, thereby identifying the training and development 

needs of governing boards. 

Needs assessment. ''Needs assessment is a decision-making tool for continuing 

educators' use in identifying the educational.. . programs they should offer to best 

meet their clients'—and society's—educational needs" (Queeney, 1995, p. 2). An 
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educational assessment determines the differences between existing and desired 

knowledge (Boone, 1985; Queeney). 

Perceived needs. Perceived needs are those needs which people believe they or 

others have (Boone, 1985; Queeney, 1995). 

Ouestionnaire. A questionnaire is a type of instrument which is used for 

self-reports of opinions or beliefs (AERA/APA/NCME, 1985). Borg and Gall (1989) 

use the term "questionnaire survey" as a synonym for, and interchangeably with, the 

term "survey instrument." 

Success type. A success type is a board which is either high performing or low 

performing as determined by the criteria of the value of one financial ratio. The 

population of independent governing boards of four-year and above colleges and 

universities in the United States and District of Columbia will be divided into two 

subpopulations based on selected financial indicators composing the financial viability 

ratio. Those institutions with a higher financial viability ratio wiU be presumed to be 

better governed than those institutions with a lower ratio. 

Survey. A survey is a method of data collection. Survey methodology 

involves the methodological areas of sampling, designing questions, designing 

questionnaires, and interviewing. 

Training and development. Training and development are educational 

activities, the formal learning activities of the board and its members. The personal 

dimension of training and development is focused on content and information 
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gathering for the purpose of orientating and developing trustees. The organizational 

dimension consists of the ongoing, long-term process of information gathering 

activities which are oriented toward organizational growth and transformation 

(Hanson & Lubin, 1989; Nadler & Wiggs, 1986). Examples of training and 

development activities could include lectures and speeches, attendance at conferences, 

focused reading materials, participation in group discussions, committee assignments 

and roles, and other information gathering activities. 

Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation contains five chapters, a reference section, and appendices. 

Chapter I, the introduction, begins with the history of governing board influence on 

colleges and universities, demographic information on independent colleges and 

universities and the trustees governing them, and the current status of training and 

development efforts for members of governing boards. The chapter then includes a 

statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, the research questions, the need 

for the study, and the assumptions, delimitations, limitations, and definitions which are 

important to understanding the study. 

Chapter II is the literature review, which is divided into four sections. In the 

first major section of the chapter, organizational training and development is 

discussed. This section contains two subsections. In the first subsection, on executive 
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and leadership training and development, four research studies profiling training and 

development programming are discussed. In the second subsection, six research 

studies of governing boards, which are either wholly focused on training and 

development or whose findings relate to training and development, are discussed. In 

the second major section of the chapter, continuing education literature and two 

research studies on training and development needs assessment are reviewed. The 

third major section of Chapter II, which is about governing boards of independent 

colleges and universities, contains three subsections. After the introduction to 

independent governing boards, the first subsection contains a review of published 

research into the roles and responsibilities of independent governing boards. This 

dissertation contributes to the expanding body of research-based knowledge on 

governing boards, which is reviewed in the second subsection on research on 

governing boards. In the third subsection, research focused on effective governing 

boards is reviewed. The second chapter concludes with a section which summarizes 

the training and development content areas extrapolated from the review of the 

literature which provided the framework of inquiry for this needs assessment. 

Chapter in describes the methodology that was used in this study. This 

section contains a restatement of the research problem and purposes of the study and a 

description of the general research design. Subsequent sections discuss the 

instrumentation, sample population, data collection, and data analysis methodology. 
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The results of the data analysis and the findings are reported in Chapter FV. 

The dissertation concludes with Chapter V, which contains a summary of the study, a 

report of the major findings, a discussion of the findings, recommendations for new 

policies and research; and the author's major conclusions. 



CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Governing boards are a unique segment of an institution, an organization unto 

themselves. The membership of governing boards of independent colleges and 

universities is composed of volunteer trustees, many of whom have no experience in 

the industry which they now govern. In the first of four major sections of this chapter, 

principles of organization training and development are reviewed. One reason 

organizations develop is that members learn to function better in their positions. As 

is seen in the first subsection on executive and leadership development, business and 

industry spend a great deal of money developing their employees. Yet, there is little 

research on management and leadership development content and needs. In the 

second subsection, on governing board training and development, the author found 

that many governing boards do not emphasize training and development of their 

members. So, as might be expected, this researcher found that there was little research 

on training and development content and needs of governing boards. 

In the second major section of the chapter, continuing education texts and five 

dissertations on needs assessments for training and development will be discussed. 

Here it is shown that for a training and development needs assessment, the investigator 

must create a framework for assessing needs by identifying the broad content areas in 

which potential programming could be developed and offered to the target population 

22 
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in question. One method of identifying the broad content areas is through a review of 

the literature on governing boards, which is the subject of the third major section of 

this chapter. This section opens with an introductory discussion of the context in 

which independent governing boards operate and is followed by the first subsection, 

roles and responsibilities of governing boards. The research study adds to the 

expanding research base on governing boards. This research base, not previously 

discussed in the chapter, is reviewed in the final two subsections on research— 

additional research on governing boards and effective governing boards research. The 

chapter concludes with a summary of the information gained from the literature review 

that was helpfijl in this study. 

Organizational Training and Development 

Organizations develop because the people in the organization see a need for a 

change so that the organization might operate more effectively. Organizational 

development is about change and innovation (Tichy & Devanna, 1986, p. viii) by the 

organization for the purpose of operating more effectively in, and meeting its 

responsibilities to, its environment. Organization development should be considered 

"an ongoing, long-term process in which [members of the group] become trained to 

diagnose their own organizations . . ., re-evaluate their goals, plan for ways to produce 

change, and review the results" (Hanson & Lubin, 1989, p. 17). Organizational 

development builds on the major forces for change and uses the process of 
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deterniining shared understandings to bring about and to institutionalize the process of 

change so that the change becomes a continuous and routinized part of organizational 

life (Senge & Sterman, 1992, p. 354; Useem & Kochan, 1992, p. 391). Change is 

brought about by the collective wisdom and action of the people in the organization. 

Organizational training and development includes both formal and informal 

strategies for personal and for group learning. Formal strategies are those often 

referred to as in-service, development, or training programs. In this research study, 

only the formal training and development needs of governing boards will be assessed; 

however, it should be recognized that organizational development also includes 

informal processes of learning. Informal strategies use cultural and communication 

processes for determining shared understandings. An example of the occurrence of 

informal learning is the situation of a trustee attending a conference and reporting his 

or her learning experience to other trustees. Formal and informal mentoring (Daloz, 

1986) of trustees by more experienced trustees is another example of informal learning 

processes of a governing board. Informal learning can be viewed as a basis for group 

building, and much of the literature on boards of trustees emphasizes group building 

strategies for these leaders. 

Governing boards have the primary responsibility of providing leadership to the 

institution; the board holds the top executive function. Executive development is a 

subset of management development, and governing board development is a subset of 

executive development. In line with the concept of lifelong learning and quality 
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improvement, U.S. businesses spend between an estimated $40 million (Akyeampong, 

1986; Hughes, Jr., 1992) and $80 million (Harcharik, 1989) per year on management 

training and development. That figure was projected to reach $100 million by the end 

of the century (Akyeampong, 1986). However, little research exists on management, 

executive, leadership, or governing board training and development. No known 

research appears to exist on the training and development of governing boards of 

public four year institutions, and little research exists on the training and development 

of governing boards of independent colleges and universities. Research on executive, 

leadership, and governing board development is reported in the following two 

sections: (a) Management, Executive, and Leadership Training and Development and 

(b) Governing Board Training and Development. 

Management. Executive, and Leadership 
Training and Development 

In the past two decades, the area of management training and development has 

expanded. "Formal training has come to be conceived as one portion of a broader 

learning and adaptive process" (Kozlowski, 1995, p. 4). Adult educators refer to this 

learning and adaptive process as informal education. "The theoretical influences for 

this emerging perspective are drawn from organizational psychology research that 

examines how people perceive, interpret, and make sense of their organizational 

environments" (p. 4). Researchers have developed a substantial body of knowledge 
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in the area of informal education. However, little empirical knowledge of formal 

management training and development exists. Three dissertations on management 

training and development are reviewed, each one focused on either executive, 

management, or leadership training and development. The executive development 

research is an evaluative assessment of several programs, neither a diagnostic 

assessment nor a profile of what training and development existed. The purpose in 

reporting the findings of these studies is to provide examples of the types of 

dissertation research which exist in the areas of management, executive, and leadership 

training and development. 

The purpose of Tipple's (1991) dissertation study of executive development 

programs was to develop a framework for guiding the examination, comparison, or 

discussion of executive training and development programs, and then to use the 

framework to describe and analyze seven, well-known, focus programs— t̂hose 

provided by Naval Aviation Administration, Federal Executives Institute, Harvard 

University, U.S. Army War College, Center for Creative Leadership, Bell South, and 

World Bank. The programs were compared and contrasted around the three major 

areas of context, content, and process. 

Harcharik (1989) developed a profile of corporate training and development 

programming in private Los Angeles area corporations which had more than 1,000 

employees. Following her survey of human resource managers of these corporations, 

she conducted interviews with five managers of those corporations with 
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well-developed executive training and development programs. Among her many 

findings about internal programming, she discovered limited programming tied to 

corporate planning and objectives; no systematic evaluation of programming; and no 

knowledge of the impact of programs on individuals or on the company. Research 

conclusions were that executive training and development should follow a systems 

approach with a design that includes components such as strategic planning, 

succession planning, and career development so that it is apparent how executive 

training and development fits into the organization as a whole and supports the 

direction of the organization. She recommended more rigorous reviews of training 

and development programming. 

Nygren and Ukeritis (1992) surveyed 45 leadership development programs 

offered to chief executive officers of religious, educational, philanthropic, and other 

nonprofit organizations by external organizations. His purpose was to analyze 

whether or not anticipated future trends on nonprofit leadership education were being 

addressed by current programming. The study focused on types, length and cost, 

content, and trends of programming. The researchers recommended that executive 

development programs should concentrate on leadership (rather than management 

skills), personal and organizational assessment (applied to particular organization 

needs), teamwork, organizational development, and implementing change. 

The context of management training and development is within an 

organization. Harcharik (1989) considered the context of training and development 
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and suggested a systems approach to programming. Her rationale was that such an 

approach would help potential managers understand how their actions impact other 

parts of the organization. The Nygren and Ukeritis (1992) leadership training and 

development study took an alternative approach. Their study emphasized content, not 

context or process. 

Management, executive, and leadership development is typically targeted at 

managers and executive employees. Trustees are volunteers, typically chosen for their 

wealth, wisdom, and willingness to work, not for their experience in higher education. 

Research on how these trustees learn to govern independent colleges and universities 

is also rare. The following section reports research discovered by the author in the 

area of governing board development. 

Governing Board Training and Development 

In a 1965 study of inservice programming of boards of private colleges and 

universities, Herron noted the lack of survey instruments for the assessment of 

inservice education of boards of trustees. With Dr. Ernest Boyer as one of his project 

consultants, Herron developed a survey instrument, validated it with five responses 

from seven college presidents. He then surveyed the presidents from the population of 

the 75 member colleges of The Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges. He 

received 57 usable responses. Conclusions from that thirty-year old study included the 

finding that "inservice education is infrequently utilized as a method for improvement 



29 

of the ability of the boards of trustees in colleges and universities. The programs in 

operation are relatively new and basically unfinalized" (p. 140). 

Fox (1966) studied the inservice education needs of community college 

trustees. His study used a questionnaire targeted to 162 presidents and 1,203 trustees 

who were leading institutions in 18 states throughout the nation. Fox made a number 

of recommendations in this dated study, which now appear to be norms in adult 

education and in governing board training and development. For example, he 

recommended that those who are to be affected by the inservice education should be 

involved with program formulation, that inservice education should be related to the 

roles of trustees in order for it to be significant to them, that individual differences of 

trustees must be expected, and that the probable competency of each individual trustee 

must be assumed. He suggested that either the president or the board chair should 

have the primary responsibility for governing board training and development and that 

the president should organize and implement training and development. 

Claxton (1972) investigated inservice education needs of Florida community 

college trustees. The purpose was to assess the perceptions of presidents of each 

community college and the perceptions of the members of the council with oversight 

responsibility for the community colleges. He found that presidents and the council 

believed that trustees had many educational needs, but that trustees themselves 

beUeved they had very few needs. The first recommendation, therefore, was that the 
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first task is for presidents to create the awareness in trustees that needs do exist, rather 

than concentrating their efforts on generating more inservice programs. 

A 1974 study by the Association of Governing Boards (AGB) found that little 

was being done to provide training and development programming to trustees— 

one-third of the institutions had a systematic orientation for new trustees and 46% had 

workshops and retreats (Mitchell, 1986, p. 8). While Nason (1982) cited trustee 

orientation as one of fourteen criteria for an effective board, an AGB study in the early 

1980s found that 29% of all independent institutions did not provide formal orientation 

programs for trustees (Ingram, 1989). The AGB developed a board-mentoring 

program for member institutions. Because little was known about board training and 

development programs or how effective they might be, Mitchell's dissertation (1986) 

evaluated the AGB board-mentor program at the 150 participating institutions. 

Mitchell found that presidents identified two goals of programming as a priority. 

These program goals were (a) clarification of the institution's mission and purpose and 

(b) improvement of president-trustee relations. Trustees identified the most important 

objectives as (a) guidance regarding their roles and responsibilities and (b) board 

assessment. Both presidents and trustees perceived a need for board training and 

development programming. 

Young (1981) researched the inservice needs of public junior college trustees. 

His questionnaire was directed to each of the 16 presidents, 16 board chairs, and each 
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new (less than one year) trustee of the 16 publicly supported junior colleges in 

Mississippi. 

Recent research defines and describes the characteristics of an effective board 

and the characteristics which differentiate effective boards from less effective boards 

(Chait, Holland, & Taylor, 1993; HoUand, Chait, & Taylor, 1989). A research finding 

was that less effective boards do not emphasize board training and development as do 

effective boards: there 

appears to be substantial evidence that more effective boards are 
differentiated from less effective ones in six distinct areas of 
competence: understanding and valuing the institutional history and 
context, building the capacity for board learning, nurturing the 
development of the board as a cohesive group, recognizing the 
complexities and nuances of issues before them, respecting and 
guarding the integrity of the governance process, and envisioning the 
shaping [of] future institutional directions. (Holland, Chait, & Taylor, 
pp. 451-452) 

Two other research studies find a significant lack of board training and development. 

In a study of both public and independent governing boards, Kerr and Gade (1989) 

found that "almost universally, once selected, new members are not given an adequate 

orientation" (p. 47). In an AGB study in the early 1980's, researchers found that 29% 

of all independent institutions do not provide formal orientation programs for trustees 

(Ingram, 1989). 

These studies of governing board training and development all found a need for 

training and development, as well as a lack of emphasis on training and development. 

The research studies on management, executive, leadership, and governing board 
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training and development have focused on identifymg profiles of training and 

development. One study, which focused on characteristics of effective governing 

boards of independent colleges and universities, found these boards emphasized 

ongoing training and development activities. Expectations for the performance of 

governing boards of independent colleges and universities have changed in the past 

two decades, yet there appears to be little broadscale emphasis on training and 

development; and, there appears to be no diagnostic tools for determining the training 

and development needs of a governing board. 

Needs Assessment 

A needs assessment instrument is one form of diagnostic tool to determine 

areas in which an organization could benefit from formal training and development 

programming. A "needs assessment most often is concerned with educational needs, 

which are related to program content and the population to be served" (Queeney, 

1995, p. 2). In this section, types of governing board needs will be identified. Then, a 

review of what makes up a training and development needs assessment and how 

assessments are analyzed follows. A summary for a traming and development needs 

assessment for governing boards of independent colleges and universities concludes 

the section. 
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In training and development, needs are the gaps between current and desired 

knowledge (Boone, 1985; Queeney, 1995). Queeney identifies ten types of needs 

(Table 2.1). 

Table 2.1: Types of Needs 

Need 

Current 

Anticipated 

Discrepancy 

Maintenance 

Felt 

Expressed 

Normative 

Comparative 

Perceived 

Assessed 

What it Does or Addresses 

ongoing activities 

help adjustment to change 

difference between an established standard and performance 

continuance of an existing level of knowledge or 
performance 

may be conscious of, but reluctant to discuss 

articulated 

specific standards established by experts 

performance difference between certain individuals or 
groups and higher performing individuals or groups. 

those individuals believe they and others have 

those identified through a structured process 

Source: Queeney, D. S. (1995). Assessing needs in continuing education: An 
essential tool for quality unprovement. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Some overiap may occur in these needs. For example, perceived needs may be either 

felt or expressed. Queeney pairs these needs descriptors so that, within each pair, a 

need can be of one type of the other, but not both. When paired, the needs are 
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discrepancy versus maintenance, felt versus expressed, normative versus comparative, 

and perceived versus assessed. Perceived and assessed needs were the focus of this 

study. 

Hobbs (1987) posits that needs assessments are conducted for a political, 

policy, or program purpose, such as improving group processes. To be effective, a 

needs assessment should ask leaders creative questions to learn what they feel or 

perceive. Well constructed questions facilitate the expression of felt or perceived 

needs in order to find both identified and unidentified needs. In the present study, 

unidentified needs perceived by board leaders will be determined. 

"The most fundamental value of needs assessment is determining which 

programs should be offered and what content should be included . . . . by examining 

the target population and its preferences" (Queeney, 1995, p. 14). "A needs 

assessment is conducted at least in part to identify specific strengths and discrepancies 

within particular content areas, with the intent of offering educational activities to 

address the discrepancies. For needs assessments of this type, identification of the 

broad content areas to be considered is an important step" (Queeney, p. 66). The 

framework for identifying content areas for the needs assessment may be determined 

by various means, including a literature review. "Needs assessment focused on 

content often will identify and examine in some detail the topics about which target 

group members need better knowledge" (Queeney, p. 31). For the present study, the 

detail content areas were identified through a literature review. The author added 
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detailed content areas identified by a panel of experts. The detail content areas were 

classified into broad content areas, and the broad content areas were then assigned to 

one of four categories representing the functions of a governing board. 

"Setting standards to be used to identify a need is a critical step in any needs 

assessment" (Queeney, 1995, p. 87). When there are no established standards of 

performance, then an investigator can analyze the target population to find the 

"present situation, [the] possible situation, and [the] ideal situation. The present 

situation means what is; the possible situation means what could be; the ideal means 

what ought to be" (Boone, 1985, p. 116). An investigator can use various means of 

determining the standards of a group or organization. Examples of these means are 

consensus building techniques, such as brainstorming; focus groups; Delphi 

techniques; self-reports, such as surveys; or literature reviews (Queeney). In the 

present study, the standards of governing boards will be determined by means of a 

literature review and the opinions of the panel of experts. 

Because they have a broader view, the leaders of a target population can be 

assumed to have the best perceptions of the population's needs (Boone, 1985; Hobbs, 

1987; Queeney, 1995); however, leaders can be expected to differ in their perceptions 

(Hobbs). "The leaders of the board, particularly the chair and president, play a crucial 

role in board development and assessment activities" (Taylor, 1993, p. 351). The 

board chair is acknowledged through an electoral process by other trustees as their 

leader (Ingram & Associates, 1993). A second leader of the board is the president. 
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who has chief responsibility for trustee orientation and training and development 

programming (Ingram, 1989). However, in independent colleges and universities, the 

president shares responsibiUty for board training and development with the nominating 

committee (Gale & Freeman, 1993; Ingram & Associates), which is responsible for 

selecting, recommending, and orientating new members of the board. The leaders 

solicited for the present study will be the board chair, the nominating committee chair, 

and the president. 

The most common type of analysis of a needs assessment is univariate analysis, 

i.e., simple descriptive statistics (Gilmore, Campbell, & Becker, 1989). Four 

dissertations, relevant to the analysis of a training and development needs assessment, 

were found in the hterature. In three of these (Fox, 1966; Claxton, 1972; Young, 

1981) only univariate analyses were conducted. In the fourth (Akyeampong, 1986), in 

addition to univariate analyses, 138 two-way analyses of variance to analyze 23 

competencies (rather than content areas) were performed. 

Using an instrument developed for populations other than managers by five 

dissertation researchers at his university, Akyeampong (1986) adapted the instrument 

using a literature review to identify relevant competencies for managers. He used the 

revised instrument to identify the training and development needs of managers in the 

high-tech industry in Oregon. One hundred thirteen respondents from three 

organizations were asked to rate two categories— t̂he relevancy of twenty-three 

selected competencies and the extent to which their companies were meeting the 
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training needs in these areas of competency. Training and development needs were 

the difference between the two categories. He found that the instrument adequately 

prioritized training and development needs. As a resuh of the study and respondents' 

feedback, Akyeampong recommended that the instrument be simplified to reduce the 

scales as much as possible and to create a section for additional comments from 

subjects be added. He also suggested that companies "should consider the clusters of 

competencies generated by the factor analysis . . . when designing training programs 

tailored to meet their specific needs" (p. 99). 

Based on Akyeampong's recommendations and feedback during his own 

preliminary study, Hughes (1992) revised Akyeampong's instrument. He updated the 

management language used in the areas of competency for a final listing of twenty-six 

competencies, changed the scoring system so that the two Akyeampong categories 

were replaced by a "single semantic differential scale" (p. 62), and then targeted the 

questionnaire to ninety-eight managers in seven Oklahoma organizations. The sole 

purpose of this study was to determine content validity and reliability of the revised 

instrument, as well as the effectiveness of the instrument in prioritizing training and 

development needs of managers. 

The relative importance of the education needs identified tends to be 
judged in light of expectations of learners, [the training and 
development consultant], and representatives of organizations. It is the 
participants . . . who learn, and the needs that will mainly influence 
their learning activities are those that pertain to proficiencies they want 
to enhance. Thus their involvement in the needs assessment process is 
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important both for their motivation to change and for their decisions 
about their ongoing learning activities. (Knox, 1986, p. 62) 

Hughes involved managers in his study to review the revised content instrument and 

establish content validity after statistical tests were done. "Obtaining information from 

several sources (triangulation) helps to identify various levels of expertness for 

important proficiencies" (Knox, p. 63). In Hughes' study, 

four separate groups of managers determined that the instrument was 
effective in generating a priority ranking of development needs, which 
served as the starting point for a focus group discussion of specific 
training needs. Each of those groups scheduled training as a result of 
discussion initiated using questionnaire data. . . . [which] produced 
specific training topics. [CD-ROM] 

Hughes stated that "there was a strong relationship between the lists generated by the 

survey instrument and the final list of specific training topics which were the end 

product of each of the groups" (p. 82). He concluded that a simple assessment 

instrument could assist managers to move from general to specific determination of 

training and development needs. 

In consultation with a focus group of fifteen trustees and six presidents. Fox 

(1966) developed a questionnaire which included twelve "areas of institutional 

concern." These areas were broad areas and no supporting detail areas were included. 

His final concerns were what would be valid content in these broad areas and how 

would inservice education be evaluated. Evaluation of continuing education 

continues to be a lacking concern of most programming (Harcharik, 1989; Queeney, 

1995). 
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Young (1981) modified Claxton's (1972) instrument in order to assess the 

training and development needs of public junior college trustees in Mississippi. Unlike 

Akyeampong and Hughes, neither Young's, Claxton's, nor Fox's (1966) instruments 

add definitions of the content terms listed on their questionnaires. Fox, Claxton, and 

Young were investigating the top leadership of organizations, presumed to be the 

wisest and most conventionally chosen for that quality. 

In summary, the training and development needs of independent governing 

boards are the assessed and perceived needs as viewed by the board leaders. The 

needs for a content-related instrument for this study were identified through a 

literature review and the expert opinions of a panel. The board leaders identified for 

this study were the board chair, the nominating committee chair, and the president. 

Training and development content areas for construction of the instrument were 

identified primarily through a literature review. 

Governing Boards of Independent Colleges and Universities 

The training and development content areas necessary for the needs assessment 

of this study were identified from a review of the literature on governing boards. How 

independent college and university governing boards carry out their roles and 

responsibilities will be identified in the first subsection. In the second subsection, 

additional research on governing boards, beyond that reviewed in earlier sections of 

this chapter, will be reviewed. Fortunately, for the purpose of this study, 
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recommendations resulting from much of the research substantiate and/or define 

content areas. A large percentage of research on governing boards is conducted either 

for the purpose of improving or for making recommendations to improve the 

effectiveness of boards; hence, this research is separately classified in the third and 

final subsection here. 

A governing board is the group of trustees who hold a non-profit organization 

in trust for an outside system, either public or private, i.e., independent. In a sense all 

nonprofit institutions are public in that Federal and state governments grant special 

favors to nonprofit organizations in return for services they provide, supplying the 

services more efficiently and reUeving the government of the burden of supplying the 

services (Bowen, 1971; Hansen & Weisbrod, B. A, 1969; Weisbrod, 1988). Of the 

3,405 nonprofit institutions in American higher education, 1,737 are independent and 

1,668 are public (National Center for Education Statistics, 1994-1995).^ 

Independent institutions are controlled by a board of trustees. Of the 

independent institutions, slightly more than half are church-related institutions 

(Guthrie, 1992). Church-related institutions may have various degrees of control 

imposed or dictated by a church or convention of churches—financial; appointment of 

some, or all, trustees; and/or accreditation. The board of trustees is the bridge 

^ 4 years and above, public: 618 
4 years and above, independent: 1,543 (33 of these are outside the United States) 
Less than 4 years, public: 1,050 
Less than 4 years, independent: 194 
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between overarching public and private systems and the local institution and, as such, 

has responsibilities to provide services and convey social values for those for whom 

the institution is held in trust. Trustees have primary responsibility for management of 

the organization and are personally liable for consequences of negligence or other 

mismanagement. Trustees are required to discharge their duties in good faith and with 

that degree of diligence, care, and skill that ordinarily prudent people would exercise 

under similar circumstances in like positions (Duncan, 1991). Trustees are also 

required to avoid all appearances of conflicts of interest. 

Roles and Responsibilities of Governing Boards 
of Independent Colleges and Universities 

The duties which trustees are required to discharge are the broad content areas 

composing the framework for inquiry of this study, which was developed from a 

review of the literature on governing boards of independent colleges and universities. 

Colleges and universities are accredited by one of the regional accrediting associations 

which define requirements and areas of competency for which governing boards must 

provide evidence as part of the accrediting process. These requirements and areas of 

competency are reported first. 

Most of the literature on boards of trustees is "armchair" commentary from 

persons who have been employed by boards or who have been trustees. However, as 

a result of the 1973-1976 Watergate investigations (Coopers & Lybrand, 1992), 
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research has been conducted on the proper role of governing boards, as boards of both 

public business and not-for-business organizations have come under intense pubhc 

pressure for improved performance and accountability to the public. Four major 

studies on the roles and responsibilities of governing boards are reviewed in this paper. 

The first two studies are the most recent studies reported. They are significant 

because they were commissioned by legislative bodies and/or conducted by coalitions 

of governmental agencies, professional associations, academic associations, and 

business organizations. The methodology of these studies advanced management 

theory to yield grounded theories on governance. These governance theories are the 

source of legal, auditing, and management expectations for performance. 

Concurrently with this public research, research was being conducted on how 

governing boards of colleges and universities were actually carrying out their duties. 

One report and one research study in this area are also reviewed here. 

The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) accreditation 

manual states an institution's governing board "has the authority and duty to ensure 

that the mission of the institution is implemented" (Commission on Colleges of SACS, 

1995, p. 10). AdditionaUy, 

the responsibilities of the governing board must include the following 
functions: establishing broad institutional policies, securing financial 
resources to support adequately the institutional goals, and selecting 
the chief executive officer. In addition, the governing board must have 
in place proper procedures to ensure that it is adequately informed 
about the financial condition and stability of the institution . . . . There 
must be a clear distinction, in writing and in practice, between the 
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policy-making functions of the governing board and the responsibility 
of the administration and faculty to administer and implement policy. 
General institutional policies should originate within the board or 
should be approved by the board upon recommendation of the 
administration, (pp. 66-67) 

The Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges (NASC) accreditation 

manual lists ten responsibilities (Commission on Colleges, 1994) for Governing 

boards. These responsibilities are listed in Table 2.2. 

The Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools (MS ACS) 

accreditation manual states, "The governing board is the legally constituted body that 

serves the public interest by seeing that the institution fijlfiUs its announced mission 

and goals, and by ensuring its continuity" (Commission on Higher Education, 1994, p. 

73). MSACS identifies 17 primary responsibilities (Table 2.3) and 13 secondary 

responsibilities of governing boards. 

Along with a series of legislative acts designed to address internal control 

during the post-Watergate period, the United States Congress established the 

Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission (COSO) in 

1985 with the charge of developing a framework for improving control of 

organizations and providing a common understanding of internal control. The 

framework report, issued in 1992, broadly defined internal control "as a process, 

effected by an entity's board . . . , designed to provide reasonable assurance regarding 

the achievement of objectives in the following categories: effectiveness and efficiency 

of operations; reliability of financial reporting; compliance with applicable laws and 



44 

Table 2.2: Responsibilities of Governing Boards 
(Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges) 

Responsibilities of Governing Boards 

Approval of the mission statement 

Development of policies for administration investments and endowment funds 

Appointment of the chief business officer (as nominated by president) 

Controlling the curriculum 

Grranting degrees 

Controlling institution's budget 

The public interest 

Protection of institutional autonomy 

Information systems from which to provide overall direction to institution 

Differing between policy-making function of board and executive responsibilities 

Source: Commission on Colleges. (1994). Accreditation handbook. Seattle: 
Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges. 

regulations" (Coopers & Lybrand, 1992, p. 1). Issues of control for which the 

Governing board is responsible include demonstrating a commitment to high ethical 

standards. How this responsibility is met is listed in Table 2.4. 

During the late 1980s, the Criteria of Control Board (CoCo) was established 

by the Board of Governors of The Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 

(CICA) with the charge of "issuing guidance of designing, assessing and reporting on 

the control systems of organization" (CICA, 1995-b, preface) in response to three 
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trends. The first trend is "the changing emphasis of control.... [as] technology and 

the flattening of the organizational pyramid have led to a greater emphasis on control 

through informal means such as shared values, shared vision, and open 

communication" (CICA, 1995-a, preface). The second trend is the increasing 

demands for accountability for the achievement of certain objectives. The third trend 

is "the increased emphasis by regulators on control as a way of protecting the interests 

of stakeholders" (CICA, 1995-a, preface). At the end of 1995, CoCo issued a 

multi-volume report which included a volume directed to governing boards. CoCo 

defines control as "those elements of an organization (including its resources, systems, 

processes, culture, structure and tasks) that, taken together, support people in the 

achievement of the organization's objectives" ( CICA, 1995-c, p. 1). CoCo identified 

three categories of objectives—effectiveness and efficiency of operations, reliability of 

internal and external reporting, and compliance with applicable laws and regulations 

and internal policies. CoCo included within the scope of control some particular 

aspects of management that COSO excluded—objective setting, strategic planning and 

risk management, and corrective actions. CoCo excluded from the scope of control 

only decision-making. 

The CoCo definition of control states that: 

Control includes the governance processes which need to be followed 
to ensure that all controllable risks are properly managed. . . . including 
[the organization's] mission, strategy, people and other resources, 
communications and general operating practices. Control is effective to 
the extent that uncontrolled risks are ones which the organization 
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Table 2.3: Responsibilities of Governing Boards 
(Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools) 

Primary Responsibilities Secondary Responsibilities 

Appointment of chief executive officer 

Development of broad institutional policies 

Advisement on major issues 

Conservation, development, enhancement of 
institution's resources 

Stewardship of institution's property/assets 

Upholding educational mission 

Assessment of board's effectiveness 

Ultimate responsibility for plans & operation 

Understanding of board's role 

Advocacy for institution 

Defender of institution 

Institution's integrity & quality 

Interpreters & supporters of institution 

Needs & interests of constituencies 

Specialized nature of educational problems 

Total institution 

Clear defmement of channels for 
communication with administration, faculty, 
students, public 

Approval of degree programs 

Confirmation of appointment of major 
officers 

Establishment of personnel policies & 
procedures 

Evaluation of president & administration 

Setting salary schedules 

Conducting/directing collective bargaining 
negotiations 

Encouraging research 

Overseeing intercollegiate athletics 

Approving statutes & bylaws 

Awarding degrees 

Ensuring continuous institutional assessment 

Ensuring continuous institutional planning 

Monitoring the institution 

Source: Commission on Higher Education. (1994). Characteristics of excellence in 
higher education: Standards for accreditation. Philadelphia: Middle States 
Association of Colleges and Schools. 
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Table 2.4: Responsibilities of Governing Boards 
(Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission) 

Governing Board Responsibilities 

Establishment of the "tone at the top" (explicit moral guidance) 

Assurance of the existence & implementation of appropriate policies & procedures 
for remedial action taken in response to departures from approved poUcies 

Maintenance of independence from management 

Usage of board committees for more in-depth attention to particular matters 

Assurance of the knowledge & experience of members of the board 

Receiving of sufficient and timely information to allow monitoring of objectives & 
strategies, the organization's financial position, and terms of significant agreements 

Determination of compensation, appointment, and termination of executive officers 

Ability of the board or a committee to conduct special investigations as needed 

Source: Coopers & Lybrand. (1992). Internal control - integrated framework: 
Framework.. Jersey City, NJ: American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants. 

knowdngly accepts . . . . Control needs to be understood in a broad 
context.. . . [it is] as much a function of people's ethical values and 
beliefs as it is of standards and compliance mechanisms . . . . [and also] 
the fundamental risks to the viability and success of the organization: 
(a) failure to maintain the organization's capacity to identify and exploit 
opportunities, and (b) failure to maintain the organization's resilience. 
Resilience refers to the organization's capacity to respond and adapt to 
unexpected risks and opportunities, and to make decisions on the basis 
of telltale indications in the absence of definitive information. (CICA, 
1995-c, p. 1) 

The control responsibilities of the governing board are found in Table 2.5. 
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The board's effectiveness is determined by "how well it discharges its roles and 

responsibilities as part of the organization's overall control" (CICA, 1995-c, p. 3). 

Table 2.5: Responsibilities of Governing Boards 
(Criteria of Control Board) 

Governing Board Responsibilities 

Approve and to monitor the mission, vision, and strategy of the organization 

Approve and monitor the organization's ethical values 

Monitor management control 

Evaluate senior management 

Oversee external communications 

Assess the board's effectiveness 

Source: The Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants. (1995-a, November). 
Guidance on Control. Toronto: Author. 

In a third report, John Nason (1989) summarized the role and responsibilities 

of governing boards, based on his experience as trustee of several institutions, several 

presidencies, and as a consuUant on governance of colleges and universities. Trustees 

are the legal owners and the final authority for the institutions whose 
assets and operations they hold in trust. They must decide who are to 
be the beneficiaries, in what ways and to what degree. They must 
satisfy not only themselves but others that the institution is heading in 
the right direction and is well managed. In short, they must fulfill their 
responsibilities, legal and moral, as trustees, ( p i ) 

These basic responsibilities, common to all institutions and trustees, are 
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to appoint, support, and assess the performance of the president. . . 
to clarify the mission . . . 
to approve long-range plans . . . 
to approve the educational program . . . 
to ensure the well-being of faculty, students, and staff". . . 
to ensure strong financial management. . . 
to ensure adequate financial resources . . . 
to preserve institutional autonomy . . . 
to interpret the needs of society to the campus . . . 
to serve as a court of appeal. . . 
to assess their own performance, (pp. 1-12) 

Clark Kerr and Marion Gade (1989) directed a research study sponsored by 

the AGB from which the central functions of boards of trustees were defined as 

guarding and caring for the following: 

• the overall and long-run welfare of the individual institution, including its 
specially chosen missions, and the best of its past and its brightest 
prospects for the fijture; 

• the autonomy of the institution from outside bureaucratic, economic, and 
political domination; 

• the academic freedom of the members of its community; 
• the balance of the institution against single-minded demands of internal or 

external constituencies; and 
• the public welfare in the general conduct of the institution, mcluding the 

wise use of its resources and its adherence to high levels of academic 
behavior—assuring social responsibility and simultaneously protecting 
institutional autonomy. 

In carrying out this central fijnction of guardianship, boards of trustees are 
called upon to perform the following specific tasks: 
• selecting, advising, supporting, and evaluating the president; 
• establishing major policies, including approval of the budget and important 

new programs, and reviev^g and evaluating the performance of the 
institution in all its major aspects—including academic areas; 

• participating in representing the institution to the surrounding society and 
in obtaining resources; 

• supervising investments, legal affairs, and buildings and grounds; 
• acting as a "court of last resort" to internal conflicts; 



50 

• being willing and able to fill in gaps in performance by other elements of 
the institution in emergency situations and then to withdraw when the 
special circumstances no longer exist—the "in reserve" function; and 

• encouraging adaptation and renewal of the institution to make it more 
useful and to avoid stagnation and retrogression, (pp. 12-13) 

These two lists of roles and responsibilities of governing boards seem to 

encompass the definition of effective control—more than just financial control, but 

monitoring and controlling the institution's internal and external risk. So, with all the 

cries for improved performance of higher education and the governing boards, a 

reasonable question to ask would be—just what improvements? Answers to this 

question can be found in research specific to governing boards of independent colleges 

and universities. 

Additional Research on Governing Boards 
of Independent Colleges and Universities 

The purpose of this section is to add substantiation to the claim that this study 

will contribute to the expanding body of research on governing boards. Until recently, 

scant research existed on boards of trustees. In 1978 Baldridge stated, "Of all the 

issues that have been studied about higher education, the activities of boards of 

trustees is probably the least understood ~ and one of the most important" (Nason, 

1982, p. 52). Since then, research activity on governing boards, which seems to be 

primarily dissertation research or proprietary research, has increased. Some of the 
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research on governing boards has been reviewed earlier in the chapter; other research 

is reviewed in the following sections. Recently, two groups of higher education 

leaders, representing a number of institutions, have studied the problem of "what 

change?" These studies are reported in this section. Then, because a high percentage 

of research is focused on "effective" governing boards, that research is segregated into 

a third subsection. 

During the period 1982-1994, dissertation research on independent boards of 

trustees has increased from zero to two dissertations per year to two to four per year 

in the mid-90s. Twenty dissertations on boards of trustees of independent institutions 

(Appendix A) were produced during this 12 year period. Forty percent (8) of the 

research studies were descriptive surveys of the roles, responsibilities, and 

characteristics of trustees; one of these focused on women trustees. Fifteen percent 

(3) of the dissertations were concerned with decision making involving the board 

and used either descriptive surveys or qualitative interviews. 

Five studies of single institutions were conducted. Six studies were made of 

church-related institutions, and five of these were concerned with the degree of control 

or relationship of the sponsoring religious organization. Boards of trustees or board 

governance issues were studied at a historically black institution, a theology school, 

and a tribally controlled institution. One study was made of the influence a single 

trustee at one institution. Some researchers named the geographic location for their 
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studies— înstitutions in Texas (1), New York (1), Pennsylvania (2), Arkansas (1), 

Michigan (1), and North Carolina (1) were included in these reports. 

Of the research on boards of mdependent colleges and universities 40% (8) are 

qualitative case study research; 60% (12) are quantitative studies. Issues studied in 

case studies were the congruence of beliefs to the concepts of liberal arts education at 

Methodist College, academic freedom at Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary, 

governance change of the board at Baylor University, a leadership workshop was 

developed for the trustees of Central Baptist College, and a comprehensive legal case 

analysis on fiduciary duties under financial exigency. As sponsoring Catholic 

organizations are transferring board membership to the laity, there appears to be some 

concern over the maintenance of religious influence on institutions, as all three 

research studies of boards of trustees of Catholic institutions focused on this issue. 

For her 1982 dissertation for the Doctor of Education degree from Harvard 

University, Miriam Mason Wood broke new ground with a qualitative study of 

trusteeship in ten private colleges. Her research was later published in the book 

Trusteeship in the Private College. Wood defines operating style as 

the board's informal decision-making processes and . . . the character 
of its relationships with the president and v^th campus constituencies. . 
. A board's operating style arises in response to the central issue of 
trusteeship which is, Is the board (or is it not) going to substitute its 
collective judgment for that of the president, who is its agent on 
campus?" (1985, p. 91) 
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Wood found that private boards adopted one of three distinct patterns of 

behavior in order to monitor the institution. 

In Model I, the board is the ratifier or 'rubber stamp' for a president 
who may be very forceful, even domineering, in his or her relations 
with the board. In Model H, the corporate board, the intention of the 
trustees and president is to run the board as if it were overseeing a 
business corporation. In Model HI, the participatory board, members 
have a great deal of informal contact with faculty and students as well 
as with administrators. What is common to all three models is the 
attempt to insulate the board from the temptation to tamper with the 
educational programs, and in this d5aiamic the president typically acts 
as guardian of the curriculum. (1985, p. 92) 

Among her conclusions, she finds boards are too focused on fiinctional administrative 

matters thereby being a "poUcy participant vdth substantial powers to reject, review, 

and modify" (Wood, p. 143), thus leaving "largely unrealized the strategic and 

developmental perspectives a governing board is uniquely able to foster" (Wood, p. 

145). Wood recommends that if governing boards are to be more effective they must 

restructure the board's committee system, directing the board's attention, through the 

use of ad hoc committees, to issues of the pubhc interest and "as a corollary to those 

concerns, . . . to carry out its poUcy role, broadly conceived" (p. 148). She suggests 

topics 

such as interinstitutional cooperation; interinstitutional competition; 
vocational opportunities for liberal arts graduates; the effect of state, 
federal, and institutional aid programs on enrollment; the meaning of 
the 'value-added' concept in higher education; and the role of the 
undergraduate college in lifelong learning, (pp. 148-149) 
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Wood also concluded that independent governing boards are too focused on the 

institution. One result of that institutional focus is that governing boards opt to 

defend institutional autonomy to the exclusion of issues of the pubhc interest—"few 

trustees conceive of their role as a form of public responsibility" (p. 147), even though 

they are legally accountable to the public of the state which charters them. 

The Wood (1985) study did not comment on private overarching systems such 

as churches or conventions of churches. However, if an institution is church-related, 

the board may also be accountable to a church or convention of churches and those 

educational and moral philosophies. The Wood (1985) study is useful in justifying the 

content areas for this study to include, not only the topics she suggested, but other 

public interest issues and interests of private overarching systems. While her study 

focused on the operating styles of independent boards, conclusions of her study 

focused on effective boards. Other research is focused directly on effective boards, 

the subject of the following subsection. 

Research on Effective Governing Boards 

An effective governing board is one which controls the institution through 

monitoring the internal and external environments to assure that the institution 

maintains its resiliency to cope with internal and external problems in accompHshing its 

intended purposes of teaching, research, and service. In How Academic Leadership 

Works, Bimbaum 
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defines leadership effectiveness as the extent to which the three 
strategic university constituencies ~ trustees, administrators, and 
faculty — are satisfied by the leadership . . . Any leader . . integrates 
group needs into some larger understanding of institutional purposes. 
The characteristics of good leaders are to Usten closely, to respond to 
others, to be professionally competent, to be committed to the 
institution, and to be integrated into its culture. (Floyd, 1994, pp. 
201-202) 

Two of the guiding questions of a large study of governing boards made by 

Clark Kerr and Marian Gade (1989) were whether governing boards are essential to 

the effective fimctioning of American higher education and whether they work as 

effectively as they could and should. They concluded that the answers, respectively, 

were "absolutely yes . . . [and]. . . by and large, no" (p. 5). They found general 

satisfaction with how governing boards handled legal affairs, investments, building and 

grounds, budgets, and the protection of academic freedom. They also found that "the 

governance of individual institutions of higher education needs more constant and 

explicit attention" (Kerr, & Grade, p. 109). How can they work more effectively? 

Areas which are not particular to public boards are identified as follows: 

1. The relationship between the president and the board is so symbiotic that 

"boards should realize that when they evaluate a president's performance they are also 

evaluating their own performance in selecting, advising, and supporting the president" 

(Kerr, & Gade, p. 94). Boards must improve on the quality of the presidency, the care 

of the president and his or her spouse, and board-chair-president relations. 

2. Boards must take care of the decision-making boundaries of major pohcy, 
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administrative procedural policy, and operational decisions and when board action is 

actually warranted. 

3. Institutions must provide: 

a. comprehensive orientation programs for trustees; 

b. opportunities for board discussions of all major policy issues prior to 

action; 

c. consultation with campus leaders; 

d. a feedback system with constituencies of particular concerns; and 

e. opportunities during board meetings "to learn about important facets of 

the campus, to meet members of the campus community, and to be become acquainted 

v^th one another socially" (Kerr & Gade, p. 98). 

4. The appropriate sharing of governance of the institution, particularly with 

the faculty, must be appreciated by the board. 

5. Boards must pay more attention to accountability and assessment concerns: 

both requiring and reviewing (a) long-range academic, (b) physical development, (c) 

financial plans, and (d) the academic performance of the institution. 

6. Boards must pay more attention to the needs of society in general and the 

students in particular. Again, the principles of board training and development play a 

role in attending to this need as trustees gather information and discuss "new problems 

facing the institution,. . . developments at similar institutions,... the comparative 



57 

performances of students and faculty members, and . . .the observations of accrediting 

agencies" (Kerr & Gade, p. 102). 

7. Boards must learn to deal effectively with crises and with managing change. 

8. Boards must determine in advance mutual understandings of and how they 

will respond to political issues; 

9. Boards must reassert authority over the institution, defending its autonomy 

by protecting its mission from external political and economic interests and protecting 

the board from those faculties and governors who attempt to erode the board's 

authority. 

10. Boards must also be self-disciplined models of integrity. 

Cries from the public for improved performance on the part of governing 

boards have resulted in two significant groups, composed of trustees and higher 

education specialists in governance, to consider the problem. Each group issued a 

report for governing boards recommending new emphases which boards must now 

consider as priorities. 

The first group, composed of forty trustees (Altschul et al., 1992), sent an 

unsolicited, signed, letter to AGB Reports in which they stated three basic areas that 

must be addressed by governing boards in order to improve their performance in 

current challenging times. First, trustees must recognize that the economic challenges 

facing higher education are real, threatening both the quality and the survival of 

institutions. Second, trustees must be more active and informed about their 
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institutions, managing change, guiding, and monitoring their institutions. Third, higher 

education must change the way it does business: "often it takes a major crisis to 

trigger change in higher education . . . Such a crisis has arrived" (Altschul et al., p. 8). 

To change the way higher education does business, mstitutions must "identify their 

priorities and allocate resources to the highest quality programs . . . become more 

accountable, while preserving autonomy and academic freedom . . . [and] become 

more productive" (Altschul et al., p. 9). 

The second group, named the Higher Education Issues Panel (of the AGB), 

issued a challenge for change (1992). Five issues of change which trustees must 

address were named in their report: economic pressure, demographic change, racial 

and cultural tension, scientific advance, and the continuing crisis in American values. 

Concurrently, other research has focused specifically on effective governing 

boards of private institutions. Royce (1993) focused his dissertation on the 

responsibilities and effectiveness of trustees of church-related institutions in order to 

identify factors which impede or facilitate board effectiveness. Findings of this 

research were that trustee effectiveness is dkectly related to: 

(a) information provided the administration and sought by the trustee, 

(b) the president's commitment to use trustees in substantive decision 
making, 
(c) trustees giving enough time to their responsibilities and meetings, 
(d) confidence in the administration, and 
(e) rapport with one another, [CD-ROM] 

and that boards which had strong, active committees were more effective. 
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Holland, Chait, and Taylor (1985), noting the dearth of any comprehensive or 

research-based theory of governance in higher education, set out in the mid-1980's to 

"develop and test a theoretical framework for the analysis of board effectiveness" (pp. 

435-436). First selectmg effective boards of independent colleges and universities 

based on reputations among experts, scores on structured interviews, and institutional 

performance indicators, they set out to identify just what were the characteristics of 

effective boards (Chait, Holland, & Taylor, 1993). The primary findings of this 

qualitative study were that, first, 

there are specific characteristics and behaviors that distinguish strong 
boards from weak boards . . . [second,] there is a positive and 
systematic association between the board's performance . . . and the 
college's performance. . . [and, third,] self-assessments by boards of 
trustees are of questionable value. (Chait, Holland, & Taylor, pp. 1-2) 

The identified characteristics in this study were classified into six dimensions— 

contextual, educational, interpersonal, analytical, political, and strategic. Stronger 

boards had a "visible commitment to learn, [which] personified and buttressed a 

central institutional value: education" (Chait, Holland, & Taylor, p. 28). These boards 

provided numerous educational opportunities, periodically engaged in self-reflection 

seeking feedback on the board's performance, and learned from mistakes. Crucial to 

the board's educational development was the president. In this study, the board made 

strategic decisions using both interpretive and adaptive strategies. Therefore, the 

principal aims of orientation of new trustees to effective boards included descriptions 

of the academic culture by faculty leaders, student leaders, and experienced trustees in 
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an effort to impart a sense of institutional history and the conveyance of institutional 

values. In addition to the heavy emphasis on orientation for new trustees, other 

recommended training and development activities for effective trusteeship suggested in 

this research were conference reports by those trustees, faculty, or administrators who 

had attended local trustee seminars on issues; role related discussion groups; rotating 

committee assignments; internal feedback mechanisms; and external feedback 

mechanisms. 

Holland, Chait, and Taylor (1989) identified a list of competencies of effective 

boards: 

1. [Contextual dimension]. Understands institutional context 
2. [Educational dimension ]. Builds capacity for learning. Emphasizes 
self-directed reflective learners, a board that stresses the need for 
trustee education [and diagnosing the board's strengths and limitations] 

3. [Interpersonal dimension]. Nurtures the development of the board 
as a group. . . . 
4. [Intellectual dimension]. Recognizes complexities and nuances. 
Emphasizes cognitive skills, including recognition of complexities, 
diverse constituencies, and multiple impacts of board actions. . . . 
5. [Political dimension]. Respects and guards the mtegrity of the 
governance process. 
6. [Strategic dimension]. Envisions and shapes institutional direction, 
(pp. 440-441) 

A second major finding of the Chait, Holland, and Taylor (1993) research was 

that "there is a positive and systematic association between the board's performance, 

as measured against these competencies, and the college's performance, as measured 

against some conventional financial indicators" (Chait, Holland, & Taylor, p. 2). The 
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third major finding was "that self-assessments by boards of trustees are of questionable 

validity as accurate and objective measures of actual board performance and 

competence" (Chait, Holland, & Taylor, p. 2). 

The Chait, Holland, and Taylor research findings indicate that a primary 

characteristic of an effective governing board is that the board is a learning 

organization. A learning organization is one in which both the formal and informal 

means by which adults learn to do their jobs better. That is, board training and 

development encompasses focused emphases on aspects of control by using formal 

and focused educational methods such as speeches, conferences, and issue discussion 

groups, and informal educational methods such as self-assessments. 

The style of an effective governing board consists of training and development, 

both orientational and educational, with the objective of continuous change. This 

research study adds to the body of literature on governing boards by taking the next 

step in board training and development—identifying the areas of responsibility in 

which boards need to focus training and development. 

Governing boards must be more aggressive in fulfilling their roles and 

responsibilities, controlling their institutions to manage both internal and external risk, 

and addressing both pubhc concerns and internal concerns. As governance theory is 

rapidly being formally defined, economic pressures continue to build, definitions of 

basic concepts such as accountability and productivity continue to improve, and 

America's social value crises continue to escalate, trustees have major challenges in 
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managing these changes as they control their institutions. Trustees of colleges and 

universities are volunteers who may meet to govern their institutions only one to 

twelve times per year. Keeping up in a rapidly changing world requires an aggressive 

approach to change management. 

Summary of the Review of Literature for a Training 
and Development Needs Assessment 

Organizational training and development includes both formal and informal 

approaches to learning. A needs assessment is a form of market research in which the 

investigator asks the leaders of the target population their perceptions of formal 

training and development needs. A needs assessment identifies specific strengths and 

weaknesses within broad content areas by detailed questioning. Identification of the 

broad content areas for the training and development of new or improved 

competencies by the learners may be derived from a review of the hterature. The 

broad content areas are the primary areas of responsibility; detailed content areas are 

more specific responsibilities. 

The target population for this study was governing boards of independent 

colleges and universities. The leaders of the target population were presidents, board 

chairs, and chairs of board nominating committees. Presidents and trustees have 

perceived a need for board training and development programming for guidance 

regarding their roles and responsibiUties. While, as a whole, boards appear to have 
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little emphasis on training and development, such an emphasis has been established by 

research as a dominant characteristic of effective boards. 

The board's governance role is to effectively and efficiently control the 

institution, managing its risk within acceptable hmits, so that it can maintain its 

resiliency to meet its mission in the midst of external and internal social and economic 

pressures. These roles may be arbitrarily defined as (a) strategic management, (b) 

monitoring, (c) policy, and (d) finance. The responsibilities of the board were grouped 

into 15 broad content areas within these four functions (Table 2.6). Making 

Table 2.6: Broad Content Areas Within Functions 

Strategic Management 

Institutional mission 

Strategic management 

The public interest 

Institutional autonomy 

Policy 

PoHcies 

Shared governance 

Educational 
program 

Students 

Ethics of higher 
education 

Monitoring 

Personnel 

External and 
internal 
environment 

Board assessment 

Court of appeal 

Finance 

Resources 

Management 

decisions in these areas requires background knowledge in many more detailed content 

areas. The 69 detailed content areas which are identified and referenced in the 
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literature review, as weU as 45 more detailed content areas based on the opinions of 

experts, are hsted in Appendk B. 



CHAPTER m 

METHODOLOGY 

The methodology chapter contains five sections. The first section describes the 

general design of the research, the research problem, and the purposes of the research. 

The second section describes the instrumentation and the validity and reliability of the 

instrument. Subsequent sections cover the sample population; data collection; data 

analysis; variables and the mathematical model; and the research questions and 

hypotheses. 

General Design fResearch) 

The general research design of this study was survey research. The purpose of 

a survey is to collect information to describe, explain, or explore the subject of interest 

(Babbie, 1990). Exploratory studies provide a "search device" (p. 53) for new areas of 

inquiry. An instrument was constructed for the purpose of ehciting information about 

an area of interest from members of a sample which was selected from an identified 

population. While there may be many ideas on a subject, the exploratory approach 

recognizes that additional components of the situation may have been overiooked. 

This study was the type of survey design called cross-sectional. "In a cross-sectional 

design, data are collected at one point in time from a sample selected to describe some 

larger population" (p. 56). 
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Research Problem and Statement of Purposes 

The research problem was to identify the training and development needs of 

governing boards, as perceived by the leaders of the boards. The study had four 

purposes. The first purpose was to develop an instrument which might be helpful in 

assessing the training and development needs of governing boards. The second 

purpose was to segregate the target population into two segments for the purpose of 

refining the identification of needs for the provider of continuing education. The third 

purpose was to identify what leaders of governing boards perceive to be the training 

and development needs of members of their boards. The final purpose was to suggest 

a model of training and development programming for the provider of continuing 

education for governing boards of independent colleges and universities. 

Instrumentation. Data Collection, and Analysis 

In order to construct the instrument, a comprehensive literature review 

concerning the roles and responsibilities of governing boards was conducted. From 

this review, 88 areas (Appendix B) were detailed in which trustees must be 

knowledgeable in order to make informed decisions. The researcher added 51 

additional detailed areas, which provide content for training and development of 

governing boards of independent institutions (see Appendix B). In order to organize 

and summarize empirical observations, the investigator arbitrarily classified (Parsons & 

Shils, 1951) the detailed areas into 15 broad areas of content for training and 
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development programming. The 139 item instrument (Appendbc C) was then sent to a 

panel of experts (Appendix D) for review and suggestions. The revised instrument 

(Appendbc E), contammg 114 detailed content areas, was used to collect data from 

leaders of the target population—^board chairs, nominating committee chairs, and 

presidents of a sample of independent colleges and universities. 

As stated in earlier chapters, a training and development needs assessment can 

be considered a form of market research. In the past decade, terms such as "virtual" 

and "just-in-time production" have entered the management lexicon in conjunction 

v^th the emphasis on targeting marketing and production to smaller and smaller 

segments of populations. Providers of continuing education can be faulted for not 

conducting needs assessments for their target populations (Boone, 1985; Queeney, 

1995). Fox (1966), Claxton (1972), Young (1981), and Akyeampong (1986) each 

defined populations to be very small and were not concerned with samphng 

techniques. Only Akyeampong analyzed the data collected from his instrument with 

more than simple descriptive statistics, which is the most common type of analysis for 

survey research (Gihnore, Campbell, & Becker, 1989). However, Akyeampong's 

purpose was not to attempt to segment the population. In this research, the researcher 

used statistical analyses to ascertain whether the target population could be segmented 

into two subpopulations on the basis of the financial viability ratio to determine 

whether different training and development programming could be created and 

marketed to smaller segments of the total population of independent institutions. 
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Instrumentation 

The development of a valid and reliable needs assessment instrument was 

guided by the standards for educational testing prepared by the American Educational 

Research Association (AERA), the American Psychological Association (APA), and 

the National Council on Measurement in Education (NOME) (1985). An instrument 

used for identifying personal opinions or interests through self-reports, typically called 

a questionnaire, should meet the estabhshed standards of the AERA/APA/NCME. 

Primary standards are those which should be met by all instruments. The 

questionnaire for this study (Appendix E) is termed content-related because the items 

being questioned relate to the roles and responsibilities of a defined population. 

Items in this questionnaire follow Osterlind's (1989) rules of uniformity and 

editorial standards by naming detailed content areas in short subject phrases which are 

related to the broad content area under which they are listed. There are detailed 

content areas which appear more than once. For instance, "investments" appears 

under poHcy, financial management, and ethics. While there is some overlap, training 

and development regarding investments focuses on management of the endowment 

portfolio or of the trusts portfolio, considering short or long term growth instruments. 

Today, discussions of the ethics of investment decisions are not usually discussed in 

colleges and universities; however, several years ago institutions used their influence 

through investment decisions of the millions of dollars they controlled to help bring 

about an end to apartheid in South Africa (Mercer, 1996). 
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As Fox (1966) recommended, the "probable competency of each individual 

trustee must be conceded" (p. 93). Accepting Fox's advice, in the construction of this 

instrument, the researcher conceded the probable competence of board chairs, 

nominating committee chairs, and presidents to relate detail content areas to the 

related broad content heading. At the end of the questionnaire, space was provided 

for respondents to add other areas which they might have considered relevant. This 

provision allowed the instrument to contain the benefit of both open- and close-ended 

questions by inviting respondents to make suggestions (Queeney, p. 148). 

Likert-scales are designed to measure people's attitudes and opinions. In this 

instance, respondents marked their opinions of training and development needs on a 

four-point Likert-type scale. Respondents were asked how much they believe their 

board members needed further training and development in each of the hsts of detailed 

content areas. The answer options were scaled from one to four in the order of 

favorableness: not at all (1), slight (2), moderate (3), and quite a bit (4). 

The cover letter (Appendix E) had three primary components— t̂he purpose of 

the research, a statement regarding anonymity, and a means of personal contact by a 

respondent. The first component was designed to arouse the interest of the 

respondent. The latter two components were requirements of the Texas Tech 

University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects. 
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Validity 

Validation of survey instruments is a "unitary concept.... the process of 

accumulating evidence to support . . . inferences" (AERA/APA/NCME, 1985, p. 9) 

made from scores. "Although evidence may be accumulated in many ways, validity 

always refers to the degree to which evidence supports the inferences that are made 

from the scores. The inferences regarding specific uses of [an instrument] are 

validated, not the [instrument] itself (AERA/APA/NCME, 1985, p. 9). 

Decisions about training and development content can be made from the 

"starting point of context analysis" (Knox, 1986, p. 67), where potential learners will 

apply what they learn. "At the heart of vahdity" (OsterUnd, 1989, p. 42) is the "degree 

of congruence between a particular item and the key objectives of the total test" 

(Osterlind, p. 42). "The less ambiguously a domain of content... is described, the 

better the chance that the congruence criterion can be met" (Osterhnd, p. 43). The 

domain was defined to be governing boards of independent colleges and universities, 

identified as private, nonprofit institutions in the United States and DC by the National 

Center for Educational Statistics. 

The evidence of vahdity included the following elements: 

1. The content of the instrument was validated through the comprehensive 

review of the literature review regarding governing boards of independent colleges and 

universities. 
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2. The format and clarity of the instrument were validated by a survey 

researcher from the College of Human Sciences at Texas Tech University. 

3. The content, format, and clarity of the instrument were vahdated by the 

student's dissertation committee. 

4. The content, format, and clarity of the instrument were vahdated by an 

external panel of experts (Appendix D), described later m this chapter—consuhants to 

higher education, presidents, trustees, and professors. 

5. The design of the research also provided evidence of vahdity. 

6. The inferential statistics of the data analysis also contributed evidence of the 

validity of the content of the instrument by addressing questions of threats to statistical 

conclusion vahdity. 

Content Vahdity 

As stated earher, the universe of this instrument's use is that of Governing 

boards of independent four year and above colleges and universities in the United 

States and the District of Columbia. The content of the instrument is drawn from a 

comprehensive review of research on the roles and responsibihties of these Governing 

boards, as well as the opinions of a panel of experts. 

Young (1981) inferred mservice needs for a population of 16 pubhc junior 

colleges governing boards. One of the institutions was his employer. The presidents 

met once a month, and Young was able to arrange for vahdation of his instrument 
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content to be an agenda item at one of these meetings. To validate the content of the 

instrument intended to identify inservice needs of governing boards of community 

colleges. Fox (1966) used his doctoral committee. Akyeampong's (1986) instrument, 

to identify the training and development needs of first-hne and mid-managers, was 

validated by a panel of nine experts from fields related to human resource training and 

development. Hughes (1992) was employed as director of the management services 

for the Indian Meridian Vocational-Technical Center where he consulted with private 

and pubhc organizations. Hughes needed a management training and development 

needs assessment instrument to aid a manufacturing firm to prepare its annual training 

and development plan. Thus, the sole purpose of his dissertation was to develop and 

validate a reliable instrument. To validate the instrument, he used a panel of five 

experts—a manager from a private sector service organization, a manager from a 

private manufacturing organization, a manager from a public sector service 

organization, a training and development professional, and a university professor with 

both needs assessment expertise and consulting experience. 

Expert professional judgment should play an integral part in developmg 
the definition of what is to be measured, such as describing the universe 
of content, generating or selecting the content sample, and specifying 
the item format and scoring system. Thus, inferences about content are 
linked to [construction of the instrument]. (AERA/APA/NCME, 1985, 
pp. 9-10) 

Research into the roles and responsibilities of governing boards was rehed 

upon to validate the content of possible training and development needs for governing 
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boards of independent colleges and universities. In addition, the expert judgments of 

the dissertation committee and of the panel of experts was rehed upon in the selection 

of content. Item format and the scoring system contributed to validation and were 

buih on the evolving work of prior researchers. These elements of instrument validity, 

combined with statistical analysis results, estabhshed content vahdity in this study. 

Panel of Experts 

A panel of experts independently judged whether the content items on the 

instrument were appropriate areas in which members of governing boards needed to be 

knowledgeable. The panel, which is identified in full in Appendix D, included the 

following: 

1. The president of an association charged with oversight of 67 institutions. 

2. A higher education consultant, trustee, and former president. 

3. A university president. 

4. A university president. 

5. A board chair. 

6. A long-time trustee who has served on numerous committees 

7. A professor of nonprofit law. 

8. A professor of higher education with governing board experience. 

The procedures used to obtain a consensus (AERA/APA/NCME, 1985) about 

representativeness of the content for the instrument developed in this study were to: 
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1. build on the Hughes' instrument as a model for item format and ratmg; 

2. include detailed content areas within the broad content areas, as 

recommended by Queeney (1995) and Fox (1966) for the precisely defined population 

of governing boards of four year and above independent coUeges and universities in 

the United States and DC; 

3. ask the dissertation committee, to review the mstrument and make 

recommendations; 

4. revise the instrument as necessary; 

5. ask the panel of experts to review the content (see letter. Appendix D); 

6. make any fiirther refinements to the instrument; and 

7. allow respondents to rate degrees of perceived need for the content topics. 

Reliability 

Reliability refers to the stability of a "given score in a distribution of scores 

when measured at different tunes or m different ways" (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996, pp. 

12-13). The AERA/APA/NCME (1985) defines reliability as the degree to which test 

scores are free from errors of measurement. Fundamental to the reliability of an 

instrument is the identification of major sources of measurement error and the size of 

the errors resulting from these sources (AERA/APA/NCME, 1985). 

For this study, rehability of the instrument was checked by assessing the 

stability of scores by means of statistical techniques. This method conformed to 
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AERA/APA/NCME standards for determining the rehability. Estimates of the 

reliability of a test were conducted on the basis of the standard deviation of the whole 

instrument and the standard deviations of each hem in the instrument (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 1996; Thomdike, Cunningham, Thomdike, & Hagen, 1992). 

Samples 

The samples were selected from the population of 1,510 independent, four year 

and above, colleges and universities in the United States, as defined by the National 

Center for Educational Statistics (NCES, 1994-1995). These institutions were 

accredited at the coUege level by an accrediting organization recognized by the U. S. 

Department of Education. Each year, NCES collects data on these institutions 

through the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). The 

population of four year and above independent colleges and universities was divided 

into two subpopulations. The subpopulations were defined as success types of 

governance—^high performing or low performing. The criteria for this division, based 

on selected financial characteristics of the institutions, was similar to divisions 

described by researchers HoUand, Chait, and Taylor (1989). From each subpopulation 

a random sample of institutions was drawn. The procedures for sample selection are 

described in the following section. The questionnaire was mailed directly to each of 

three participants at each mstitution in the two samples. The participants were the 
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leaders of the boards— t̂he board chak, nominating committee chair, and the president 

of the college or university. 

Procedures for Obtaining Samples 

NCES data obtained from IPEDS reports includes a number of components— 

institutional characteristics; faU enrollment; fall enrollment in occupationally-specific 

programs; completions; salaries, tenure, and fiinge benefits of full-tune instructional 

faculty; financial statistics- coUege and university hbraries; and fall staff. The data on 

approximately 11,000 postsecondary institutions is available on CD-ROM, computer 

disk, or over the Internet. Data on financial characteristics lags by one year, so that 

1995-1996 data has fiscal year 1994-1995 financial data. This lag occurs because the 

IPEDS reports are submitted during the fall semester, while auditors are completing 

their task of auditing the fiscal year reports for the period ending June 30. The other 

categories are based on fall semester data for the current academic year. Reporting of 

financial information by institutions to NCES is not mandatory. 

Of the approximately 11,000 postsecondary mstitutions m this data base, the 

1,510 independent four years and above mstitutions in the fiffy states and DC were 

selected as the population for this study. A balance sheet ratio, discussed in a later 

section, was used to divide this total population of 1,510 institutions into two 

subpopulations so comparisons could be made. Information for the numerator of the 

ratio was not reported by 63 institutions; therefore, the ratio of these mstitutions was 
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zero and they were excluded from the total population. Information for the 

denominator of the ratio was not reported by 409 mstitutions, and 15 mstitutions 

reported zero balances for the financial characteristic composing the denominator. 

These 424 institutions were also excluded from the total population of 1,510 

independent institutions. Therefore, the total population of ratios representing 

institutions was 1,023. 

The 1,023 institutions were ordered from high to low, based on the value of 

the ratio and divided into two subpopulations for further analysis of the responses 

from individuals in these two types of institutional units. The basis for the division 

was the value of the ratio, as explained in the following section. The subpopulation 

representing higher ratios (higher performing boards) contained 684 institutions. The 

subpopulation representmg lower ratios (low performing boards) contained 339 

institutions. As described in Chapter IV, the two subpopulations were further trimmed 

to 514 and 318 institutions for high and low performing boards, respectively. 

The choice of sample size, n , considered three elements—effect size, levels of 

power, and anticipated response rate. To select a sample size, the criteria used was 

effect size of .70, power of .75, a =. 05, and one-tailed hypotheses testing. Using 

these criteria, the appropriate sample size was 13 units for each response category 

from each subpopulation. A 20% response rate was anticipated, so the number of 

institutions necessary for each sample was 65 (20% of 65 equals 13). The total 

possible respondents, therefore, was 390 (65 institutions x 2 samples x 3 respondents 
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from each institution). Within each subpopulation block, a sample of 65 mstitutions 

was selected using the SPSS random number generator. 

Financial Ratio 

When HoUand, Chait, and Taylor (1989) used a sample selection approach 

similar to the one used for this study, they stated, "A straightforward, though perhaps 

naive, approach to the identification of criteria would suggest that coUeges in good 

condition would tend to have more effective boards, whereas those in weak condition 

would have ineffective boards" (p. 443). 

Balance sheet ratios represent the cumulative decisions and actions of 

management, authorized by the govemmg board. Financial ratios are interrelated, one 

giving more information about or supporting another. Financial ratios used to analyze 

reports of colleges and universities have been developed by the American Institute of 

Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) and the National Association of College and 

University Business Officers (NACUBO) (Barclay & NoeU, 1996). The financial 

viabUity ratio, which was the ratio used to rank the institutions in this study, is defined 

as (expendable fijnd balances) / (plant debt). This ratio is critical to the whole financial 

analysis process because an absolute value, 1.0, can be estabhshed to separate those 

institutions which are clearly financiaUy viable and those which are not clearly viable. 

When an institution is clearly financially viable, it has sufficient expendable flind assets 

to cover related habilities and plant debt without needmg to hquidate any plant or 
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capital funds assets (Peat, Marwick, MitcheU & Co., 1980; NACUBO, 1990,1J780). 

When the value of an institution's financial viability ratio is less than 1.0, funds are 

being channeled into debt service, usually with short term, expensive mstruments, 

rather than into the maintenance of healthy academic programs. 

CoUection of Data 

Copies of the survey instrument (Appendix E) were mailed in August, 1996, 

directly to board chairs, to chairs of nominating committees and to presidents of each 

institution in the two samples. A cover letter (Appendix E), individually addressed 

when names could be located in directories and microfiche catalogs of the institution, 

and a business reply envelope were enclosed in each mailing. The 390 leaders were 

requested to reply within three weeks. Near the end of the three week period the 

participant response rate (Table 3.1) was lagging beyond the desired level (13 

responses) for the two types of trustee participants in both subpopulations. At the end 

of the third week, phone calls were made to presidents of several institutions where a 

participant had responded to determine whether the function of the nominating 

committee chair was handled by either the board chair or the president. In three 

cases, the board chau" also fiinctioned as nominating committee chaû . Those three 

cases were treated as responses from the board chair and also as responses from the 

nominating committee chair; those cases were coded into both categories and are 
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Table 3.1: Early Number of Individual and Total Sample Respondents by Role 
Category (August 22, 1996) 

BC (n = 65) 

NC (n = 65) 

PR (n = 65) 

Total (n= 195) 

HI 

10 

7 

20 

37 

LO 

10 

10 

28 

48 

Total 

20 

17 

48 

85 

Key: HI = high performing boards, n = number of institutions 
LO = low performing boards, n = number of institutions 
BC = board chairs, n = total possible number of respondents in each 

subpopulation 
NC = nominating committee chairs, n = total possible number of 

respondents in each subpopulation 
PR = presidents, n = total possible number of respondents in each 

subpopulation 
Total = total possible number of individual respondents 

reflected in the data of Table 3.1 as respondents. Also at this time, ten institutions 

were randomly selected and added to each sample and a line added to the 

questionnaire (see last page instrument. Appendix E) requestmg the respondent check 

a box indicating in which responsibUities the respondent fiinctioned. A more than 

adequate number of responses had been received from presidents, so questionnaires 

were mailed only to the board chairs and nominating committee chairs at those ten 

institutions. 

The composition of the final sample is described m Table 3.2. The planned 

response rate for the survey had been 13 units (20%) for each category—^board chairs. 
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nominating committee chau-s, and presidents of high performing and low performing 

boards. A total of 112 responses were received—53 for high performing boards and 

59 for low performing boards, for an overall actual response rate of 27%o (112/410). 

Board chairs and nominatmg committee chairs at a total of 75 institutions and 

presidents of 65 institutions were ultimately surveyed. 

Table 3.2: Final Number of Individual and Total Sample Respondents by 
Role Category (September 30, 1996) 

BC (n = 75) 

NC (n = 75) 

PR (n = 65) 

Total (n = 215) 

HI 

17 

14 

22 

53 

LO 

15 

14 

30 

59 

Total 

32 

28 

52 

112 

Key: HI = high performing boards, n = number of institutions 
LO = low performing boards, n = number of institutions 
BC = board chairs, n = total possible number of respondents in each 

subpopulation 
NC = nominating committee chairs, n = total possible number of 

respondents in each subpopulation 
PR = presidents, n = total possible number of respondents in each 

subpopulation 
Total = total possible number of individual respondents 

Analysis of Data 

The overall plan for data analysis is described in this section. The major 

research question regarded the significance of group differences. There were multiple 
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independent variables and multiple dependent variables. The terms independent 

variables and dependent variables were used for convenience, not to indicate one 

variable caused the other. The independent variables were the variables the researcher 

controlled. In this study, the independent variables were classifying variables; that is, 

leaders and success types of governing boards. Groups of the independent variables 

also existed. The category, leaders, had three groups— b̂oard chair, nominating 

committee chair, and president. Groups of success type were high performing and low 

performing governing boards. The dependent variables were what was being 

measured. The dependent variables were the detailed content areas, broad content 

areas, and functions. The function and the broad content area variables are listed in 

the following section (see Table 3.4). The respondents' scores of the perception of 

need for training and development in the detailed content areas were also dependent 

variables. Analysis of Likert-type scale responses can be done by totaling the 

frequency of respondents' scores for each content area. An uneven number of detailed 

content areas existed in the broad content area groups, and an uneven number of broad 

content areas existed within each function. Therefore, new variables were created by 

transforming the mean scores for each of the 114 detailed content area variables into 

new variables with frequency scores. The frequency of means in each range of means 

was calculated and assigned a new value of either 1 2, 3, or 4. The new variable is 

represented by / in the scoring system described: 

4.0 > / > 3.5 = 4 
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3.5 > / ^2.5 = 3 

2.5 > / ^ 1.5 = 2 

1.5 > / ^ 0 =1. 

Means of these new variables were calculated to create a second set of new 

variables from which to repeat the procedure to create frequency of mean scores just 

described for the 15 broad content areas and four function areas. The statistical 

analyses were calculated with the aid of the SPSS Graduate Pack"™, version 6.1.3 for 

Windows"̂ .̂ 

In the following section, the variables and assumptions for this study are 

identified. A later section contains each research question, related hypotheses, and 

data analysis procedures. The final section of the chapter contains a statement of the 

author's anticipated findings for the study. 

Variables and Mathematical Model 

A number of variables were important to the mathematical model for the 

statistical analyses in this study. Identification of variables is important to a researcher 

because of the selection of analytic techniques, which depends on whether variables 

are continuous, dichotomous, discrete, independent, dependent, correlated, or 

uncorrelated. The variables for this study are identified in the first subsection of this 

section. The mathematical model is described in the second subsection. 
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Variables 

The independent variables in this study are the categories—leaders and success 

types of governing boards. Functions of governing boards, broad content areas of 

training and development, and detaU content areas are dependent variables but may be 

treated as independent variables in some analyses. Twenty-four variables under study 

were defined. The response scores can be considered continuous variables because 

there is not necessarily a smooth transition in the degree of opinions from a 

respondent. "Precision is limited by the instrument, not by the nature of the scale 

itself (Tabachnick & FideU, 1996, p. 7). Additionally, statistical procedures used to 

analyze the data required several mathematical variables, which will be defined below. 

The independent categorical variables are the leaders (BC, NC, PR) and the 

success types of institutions (HI, LO) defined in Table 3.3. The dependent variables 

(Table 3.4) are what was to be measured— t̂he functions (W through Z), the broad 

content areas (A through 0), and the response scores of perceived need for training 

and development (1 through 4 and T). 

Table 3.3: Independent Variables 

Leaders Success Types 

BC: Board chair HI: High performing board 

NC: Nominating committee chair LO: Low performing board 

PR: President 
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Table 3.4: Dependent Variables 

Functions 

W: 

X: 

Y: 

A: 

Strategic management 

Policy 

Monitoring 

Finance 

Broad Content Areas 

A: Institutional mission 

B: Strategic management 

C: The pubhc interest 

D: Institutional autonomy 

E: Policies 

F: Shared govemance 

G: Educational program 

H: Students 

I: Ethics of higher education 

J: Personnel 

K: Monitoring the environment-

extemal and intemal 

L: Board assessment 

M: Court of appeal 

N: Financial resources 

0: Financial management 

Response Scores 

1: NotataU 

2: Slight 

3: Moderate 

4: Quite a bit 

T: Total score 

Mathematical Variables and Model 

Mathematical variables are defined in Table 3.5. The assumption which 

underlay the statistical analyses was that random samples had been selected. An 
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advantage of chi-square analyses is that normal distributions are not a requirement. 

When responses are grouped into discrete, mutually exclusive categories, the 

frequency of occurrence of responses in each category can be calculated with the chi-

square statistic (Pagano, 1990). The equation to calculate the test statistic, x^ 

uses the expected frequency of responses in each ceU, if samphng is random, and the 

observed (i.e., actual) frequency of responses m each cell. In equation form. 

t = Z 
/ 

Table 3.5: Mathematical Variables 

Mathematical Variables 

N: 

n: 

/^: 

x: 

s: 

Population size 

Sample size 

Population mean 

Sample mean 

Sample standard deviation 

Mathematical Variables 

df 

fe-

fo-

f: 

X obf 

Degrees of freedom 

Expected frequency 

Observed frequency 

Chi-square statistic 

Chi-square obtained 

Because the study was conducted using levels of mdependent variables of 

particular interest to the researcher, the inferences were restricted to the set of 

independent variables used. The independent variables (training and development 

areas and leaders) were not random samples from the larger population of training and 

development areas (detailed content areas, broad content areas, and functions) and 
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leaders; there are many more possible training and development areas and many other 

presidents and trustees who may have different perceptions. The institutions, 

however, were selected randomly from two subpopulations, which together comprise 

the total population of 1,023 independent four year and above coUeges and universities 

in the United States and DC who reported the necessary financial characteristics to 

calculate a financial viability ratio. Therefore, inferences of training and development 

needs, on the basis of success types of governing boards, may be made from the 

analyses. 

The critical region for accepting or rejecting a null hypothesis in chi-square 

tests is the area under the right tail of a chi-square distribution because the difference 

in frequencies observed and expected is squared. The decision rule states: 

if X̂ bt ^ X'.os, reject H„. 

The concern of the study was with what are the training and development 

needs of governing boards of independent institutions. An advantage of chi-square 

analyses is that the continuing educator can make decisions at muUiple levels of board 

responsibility based on the strength of perceived need. 

Research Ouestions and Hypotheses 

Research questions and hypotheses are reported in this section. The questions 

include models of the data tables that were used for data analyses. High and low 

performing boards were separate populations for the first four research questions. 
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Research Question One 

The purpose of research question one was to identify the greatest training and 

development needs of governing boards as perceived by the board chairs, nominating 

committee chairs, and presidents. This analysis depends on descriptive statistics. The 

statistical significance of the scores generated was not tested, and conclusions from 

this descriptive data apply only to the respondents from the two samples, not to the 

subpopulations from which the samples were drawn. The greatest training and 

development needs identified were the following: 

1. Top ten training and development needs, for high performing and for low 

performing boards, separately, as perceived by the leaders (combmed), by board 

chairs, by nominating committee chairs, and by presidents. 

2. Top three broad content area training and development needs as perceived 

by the leaders (combined), by board chairs, by nominating committee chairs, and by 

presidents. 

3. Ranking of function training and development needs as perceived by the 

leaders (combined), by board chairs, by nominating committee chau-s, and by 

presidents. 

The mean responses to detaUed content areas were calculated to answer the 

first research question. The resuhs are described in Tables 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 m the next 

chapter. 
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Research Question Two 

The aim of the second research question was to investigate whether board 

chairs, nominating committee chairs, and presidents differed in their perceptions of 

combined training and development needs for governing boards. The layout for this 

data table and hypotheses follows. 

BC 

T 

NC 

T 

PR 

T 

The related hypotheses follow. 

2. Ĥ : There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of the board 

chairs, nominating committee chairs, and presidents regarding the total 

combined training and development needs for governing boards. 

Hj: There will be a significant difference in the perceptions of the board chairs, 

nominating committee chairs, and presidents regarding the total combined 

training and development needs for governing boards. 

^ 1 - Â BC * M N C * Â PR 

Research Question Three 

Research question three considered whether the board chairs, nominating 

committee chairs, and presidents differed in their perceptions of what are the training 
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and development needs of governing boards when examined at the function level. The 

related data tables and hypotheses describe the question. (W = strategic management 

fiinction, X = policy function, Y = monitoring fiinction, Z = financial fijnction.) 

BC 

Tw 

NC 

Tw 

PR 

Tw 

BC 

Tx 

NC 

Tx 

PR 

Tx 

BC 

TY 

NC 

TY 

PR 

TY 

BC 

Tz 

NC 

Tz 

PR 

Tz 

HQ: There will be no significant difference between the perceptions of the 

board chairs, nominating committee chairs, and presidents regardmg the 

fimctional training and development needs of governing boards. 

HQ- MBC ~ Â NC ~ MpR 

Hi: There will be a significant difference between the perceptions of the board 

chairs, nominating committee chairs, and presidents regarding the functional 

training and development needs of governing boards. H^: MBC '' MNC "^ MPR 
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Research Question Four 

The fourth research question investigated the main effect of successful 

governing boards by asking—is there a difference in the training and development 

needs of governing boards for those institutions with high performing boards as 

compared to those institutions with low performing boards. The related data table and 

research hypothesis may be stated as foUows: 

Variables 

HI 

LO 

W 

l̂ w/m 

Tw/LO 

X 

Tx/m 

l̂ X/LO 

Y 

TY/HI 

TY/LO 

Z 

Tz/HI 

Tz/LO 

Key: W = strategic management function 
X = policy function 
Y = monitoring function 
Z = financial fiinction 
HI = high performing board 
LO = low performing board 

4. HQ: There wUl be no significant difference in the training and development 

needs of high performing governing boards and the training and development 

needs of low performing governing boards. Ho- Mm MLO 

H I : There will be a significant difference in the training and development needs 

of high performing governing boards and the training and development needs 

of low performing governing boards. Hi: Mm '̂  MLO 



92 

Anticipated Findings 

The first purpose of this study was to develop an instrument which could be 

used to assess the training and development needs of governing boards. It was 

anticipated that a reliable instrument would result from the study. The training and 

development of continuing education programming is time consuming, and the 

marketing of such programming is expensive. So, the second purpose was to attempt 

to segment the target population into two subpopulations on the basis of success type 

of governing board, defined by the financial viability ratio. When a target population is 

divided into smaller populations, products and services may be customized to market 

to the different segments, thereby better serving client boards as well as possibly 

reducing potential marketmg costs to a continuing educator. It was anticipated that 

the training and development needs of high performing governing boards would differ 

from the training and development needs of low performing boards. The third purpose 

of the study was to identify training and development needs of members of governing 

boards, as perceived by the three leaders of governing boards with primary 

responsibility for trustee training and development. The anticipation was that boards 

would have training and development needs. A model of training and development 

programming was to be developed as the fourth purpose of the study. The 

anticipation was that the model could serve as a first step in developing a marketing 

plan for the provider of continuing education. 



CHAPTER rV 

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDE^GS 

The purposes of this study were (1) to develop an instrument which could be 

used to assess the training and development needs of governing boards; (2) segregate 

the target population into two segments which might have different training and 

development needs; (3) to identify what the leaders of governing boards of 

independent coUeges and universities perceive to be the training and development 

needs of members of the board; and (4) to suggest a model of programming for the 

provider of continuing education for governing boards of independent colleges and 

universities. The leaders of governing boards are those serving in the functions which 

have primary responsibUity for training and development of trustees— t̂he board chau-, 

the nominating committee chair, and the president. The population was mdependent, 

four year and above mstitutions m the United States and DC, as defined by the 

National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES). The population was divided into 

two subpopulations on the basis of the financial viabUity ratio, calculated from data 

supplied by the institutions to the NCES m order to compare training and development 

needs of higher performing boards and lower performing boards. In order to 

generalize results to each subpopulation, a random sample of 75 mstitutions was 

selected from each subpopulation, and a questionnaire was sent to each of the three 

93 
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leaders of the selected institutions, with the exception of 65 presidents receivmg a 

questionnaire. Analysis of the data coUected and findings are presented in this chapter. 

Four research questions and hypotheses were analyzed. The statistical analyses 

depend on the assumption of random selection of the samples. In the first section of 

the chapter the distributions of the populations are checked. 

Analysis of the Distributions 

The values of the financial viabihty ratios for the total population of the 1,023 

independent institutions reporting the necessary data to the NCES was plotted in a 

line graph (Figure 4.1) in order to determine the reasonableness of the value of the 

ratio as a division point for the two subpopulations and to analyze the distribution of 

the population. This figure indicated the position of the 1:1 value of ratios within the 

population of ratios and, therefore, whether this value was a reasonable division point 

of the total population into the two subpopulations of clearly financiaUy viable 

institutions and not clearly financially viable institutions. The population, with a 

kurtosis^ of 455.62, did not approximate a normal distribution, and so inferential 

analyses would need to be nonparametric, which does not require the assumption of a 

normal population. Mean of the population of ratios was 27.4 and standard deviation 

^ The value of kurtosis is 3 when the distribution is normal. The sofhvare 
subtracts 3 when calculatmg kurtosis, so that the expected value for a normal distribution 
is zero. 
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was 178.68. The population range, -19.74 to +3901.6, was skewed, value = 19.22; 

this supported the apparent unevenness of the subpopulations. Extreme ratios in the 

right taU continue beyond the figure. 

Vi a o 

Vi 
C 

o 

B 

00 

VO 

(N 

-19.7 1.0 2.1 3.0 5 7 10 17 40 275 

Figure 4.1: 

N = 1,023 

X =27.4 

s= 178.68 

Value of Financial Viabihty Ratio 

Population of Values of Financial ViabUity Ratios for Total Reportmg 
Population of Independent CoUeges in the United States and District of 
Columbia (N= 1,023) 

Range:-19.74 to+3901.6 

Kurtosis: 455.62 

Skewness: 19.22 

Value of Financial ViabUity Ratio 

As the value of the ratio, 1.0, was approxhnately m the middle of the 

distribution of ratios, the total population was split into two subpopulations at that 



96 

point. The populations of clearly financiaUy viable ratios contained 684 institutions, 

and the population of not clearly financiaUy viable ratio contained 339 institutions. 

Clearly financially viable defined high performing boards, and not clearly financiaUy 

viable defined low performing boards. The assumption of normahty for the resuhing 

subpopulations of high and low performing boards is explored in the foUowing two 

sections. 

High Performing Boards 

The range of the financial viabUity ratio values of the clearly financially viable 

population (n = 684) was 3,901, with mean equal 27.4, standard deviation equal 

178.68, kurtosis equal 306.32, and skewness equal 15.77. Outhers, extreme values 

which require special consideration (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1994) were removed 

from the population. The outhers in this population were those scores above the 75th 

percentUe, or 170 scores. In the resultmg distribution, pictured in Figure 4.2, N = 514, 

the mean equaled 2.64 and standard deviation was 1.55. The range of values was 6.1 

(1.0 to 7.1), the kurtosis was nearly normal at 0.53, and the distribution was mUdly 

skewed with a value of 1.18. 
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Figure 4.2: Histogram of Population of Clearly FinanciaUy Viable Ratios 

N = 514 
X =2.64 
s=1.55 

Range: 1.0 to 7.1 
Kurtosis: .53 
Skewness: 1.18 

Low Performing Boards 

The range of the ratio values of the not clearly financiaUy viable population (n 

= 339) was 10.4, with mean equal .11, standard deviation equal 1.85, kurtosis equal 

72.07 and skewness equal -7.80. The low twenty-one extreme values, defined by 

SPSS, were removed. In the resultmg population of ratios, shown m Figure 4.3 (n = 

318), the mean equaled 0.43 and the standard deviation equaled 0.34. The population 
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range was 6.98 (-6 to 0.98), with a skewness of 0.14 and a very nearly normal kurtosis 

value of 0.27. 
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Figure 4.3: Histogram of Population of Not Clearly Financially Viable Ratios 

^ = 318 

X =.43 

s = .34 

Range: -6 to .98 

Kurtosis: .27 

Skewness: .14 

Data Coding 

Occasionally, a respondent wrote m "n/a" (not applicable), which was coded as 

"Not at all" a need and scored "1." When, on rare occasion, a detailed content area 
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was simply not scored by the respondent, a mean response score was imputed from the 

mean of that respondent's other responses to the other items scored on the instrument. 

Statistical Evidence of Reliability 

A split-half reliabUity test was conducted to evaluate the instrument used for 

the study. The reliability coefficient was determined to be 0.91, i.e. the instrument was 

judged to be highly reliable in determining perceived training and development needs. 

Resuhs Associated With Research Question One 

Consideration of the top training and development needs by detail content 

area, by broad content area, and by function was the subject of the first research 

question. Mean scores were calculated to answer this question. For a listing of 

detailed content areas, x > 2.5, see Appendix F. The data yielded the resuhs 
n 

E 
which are listed, with mean scores, ^^-^^ , in the following Tables 4.1 through 4.11 

A'' 

Some tables have more than the expected number of areas. This is because 

there were ties for the last position. 

Table 4.1 shows the top ten traming and development needs as perceived by 

112 board chairs, nominating committee chairs, and presidents of high performing 

boards and of low performing boards. The detaUed content areas in this table are 
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Table 4.1: Top Ten OveraU DetaUed Traming and Development Needs of 
Governing Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as 
Perceived by Board Chaks, Nominating Committee Chairs, and 
Presidents (n = 112) 

High Performing Boards 
(n = 53) 

Economic pressures and 
challenges facing higher education 

Institutional resUiency & risk 
management 

Capital campaigns 

Strategic planning 

Planned giving 

Demographic changes 

Effect of aid programs on 
enrollment 

Board training and development 
needs assessment 

Annual campaigns 

Institutional planning 

Needs and interests of 
constituencies 

Mean 
Score 

2.85 

2.77 

2.74 

2.72 

2.68 

2.64 

2.64 

2.62 

2.62 

2.60 

2.60 

Low Performing Boards 
(n = 59) 

Board performance and assessment 

Board training and development 
needs assessment 

Planned giving 

Strategic planning 

Implementing change 

Capital campaigns 

Interinstitutional competition and 
cooperation 

Institutional advancement 

Faculty govemance 

Speciahzed nature of educational 
problems 

Mean 
Score 

2.95 

2.88 

2.86 

2.81 

2.80 

2.80 

2.78 

2.77 

2.75 

2.75 

ranked according to the mean responses of the three leaders associated with these two 

types of board categories. For example, the greatest training and development need, 

as perceived by the three leaders of high performing boards, was economic pressures 

and challenges facmg higher education, with a mean response of 2.85. This topic did 
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not appear as one of the top ten perceived traming and development need for low 

performing boards. Other detaUed content areas which ranked with the leaders of high 

performing boards, but not with leaders of low performing boards, were mstitutional 

resUiency and risk management, demographic changes, effect of aid programs on 

enrollment, annual campaigns, institutional planning, and the needs and interests of 

constituencies. On the other hand, leaders of low performing boards perceived several 

training and development needs which were not ranked by the leaders of high 

performing boards, begmning with board performance and assessment, foUowed by 

interinstitutional cooperation, institutional advancement, faculty govemance, and the 

speciahzed nature of educational problems. It was interesting to note that both sets of 

leaders perceived training and development needs in the following four areas: board 

training and development needs assessment, capital campaigns, planned giving, and 

strategic planning. 

Table 4.2 itemizes the top ten detaUed training and development needs of 

governing boards of independent institutions as perceived by board chairs (n = 32). 

The board chairs of the two separate groups identified only three common training and 

development needs—institutional resUiency and risk management, strategic planning, 

and implementmg change. Board chairs of high performing boards perceived several 

training and development needs regardmg financial resources (capital campaigns, 

annual campaigns, and planned giving), whUe board chau-s of low performing boards 

perceived training and development needs only for the financial resources raised 
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Table 4.2: Top Ten Detailed Traming and Development Needs of Govemmg 
Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as Perceived by 
Board Chau-s (n = 32) 

High Performing Boards 
(n=17) 

Capital campaigns 

Economic pressures and 
challenges facing higher education 

Annual campaigns 

Institutional resihency and risk 
management 

Implementing change 

Demographic changes 

Planned giving 

Needs and interests of 
constituencies 

Faculty evaluation 

Strategic planning 

Mean 
Score 

3.06 

3.00 

2.88 

2.76 

2.76 

2.71 

2.71 

2.71 

2.71 

2.71 

Low Performing Boards 
(n=15) 

Board performance assessment 

Relation of community to campus 

Board training and development 
needs assessment 

Implementing change 

Strategic planning 

Interinstitutional cooperation and 
competition 

Endowment management and 
growth 

Institutional resUiency and risk 
management 

Institutional guidance 

Institutional planning 

Mean 
Score 

2.93 

2.87 

2.80 

2.80 

2.80 

2.80 

2.73 

2.73 

2.73 

2.73 

through endowment management and growth. Board chairs of low performing boards 

did not see any great need (top 10 needs) for any detailed content areas m the broad 

content area of financial management, while board chah-s for high performing boards 

perceived a need in the financial management detailed content area of economic 

pressures and challenges facing higher education. Board chaks of high performing 



103 

boards perceived training and development needs m the areas of demographic changes, 

the needs and interests of constituencies, and faculty evaluation. For low performing 

boards, board chairs perceived training and development needs which might miprove 

their boards' performance—^board performance assessment and board training and 

development needs assessment. In addition, they prioritized the relation of community 

to campus, interinstitutional cooperation and competition, institutional guidance, and 

institutional planning. 

Nominating committee chairs, generally responsible for new tmstee 

orientation, identified more than 10 detaUed content areas in which they perceived 

training and development needs (Table 4.3). While the nominating committee chairs 

of high performing boards had 13 areas, including ties, in the top 10; and nominating 

committee chairs of low performing boards had 12 areas, including ties, in the top 10. 

Only two areas were common to both sets of boards—strategic planning and 

demographic changes. Nominating committee chairs of low performing boards tended 

to want their trustees to leam more about academic affairs, perceiving needs in the 

areas of academic productivity, the specialized nature of educational problems, 

promotion and tenure, faculty govemance, student learning assessment, research 

versus teaching encouragement, educational requirements and programs, and 

curriculum design. Nominating committee chairs of high performing boards identified 

a hodgepodge of other needs— înstitutional resihency and risk management, deferred 

maintenance, tmstee liabUity, economic pressures and challenges facing higher 
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Table 4.3: Top Ten DetaUed Trammg and Development Needs of Governing 
Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as Perceived by 
Nommating Committee Chau-s (n = 28) 

High Performing Boards 
(n=14) 

Mean 
Score 

Low Performing Boards 
(n=14) 

Mean 
Score 

Institutional resUiency/risk 
management 

Deferred maintenance 

Strategic planning 

Tmstee hability 

Economic pressures and challenges 
facing higher education 

Vocational opportunities for 
graduates 

Demographic changes 

Institutional planning 

Pubhc policy (Federal/State) 

Board training/development needs 
assessment 

Effect of aid programs on 
enrolhnent 

Needs/interests of constituencies 

Insurance risk management 

2.79 

2.71 

2.64 

2.59 

2.57 

2.57 

2.57 

2.50 

2.50 

2.50 

2.50 

2.50 

2.50 

Academic productivity 

Interinstitutional cooperation and 
competition 

Personnel pohcies 

Specialized nature of educational 
problems 

Strategic planning 

Promotion and tenure 

Demographic changes 

Faculty govemance 

Student learning assessment 

Research vs. teaching 
encouragement 

Educational requirements and 
programs 

Curriculum design 

2.87 

2.79 

2.73 

2.73 

2.71 

2.66 

2.66 

2.66 

2.59 

2.59 

2.59 

2.59 

education, vocational opportunities for graduates, mstitutional planning. Federal and 

state pubhc pohcy, board training and development needs assessment, the effect of aid 
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programs on enroUment, the needs and mterests of constituencies, and msurance risk 

management. 

As seen m Table 4.4, presidents of high performing boards and of low 

performing boards perceived four trammg and development needs, m the top 10, 

which were common to both groups. Those commonly perceived needs were selection 

of tmstees, plaimed giving, institutional advancement (from the ethics of higher 

education broad content area) and board training and development needs assessment. 

The training and development needs which presidents of high performing boards rated 

more highly for their tmstees seemed to be in areas which would teach theu- tmstees to 

have an extemal view of theh responsibihties. Those highest scored training and 

development needs were economic pressures and chaUenges facing higher education, 

the effect of aid programs on enrollment, strategic planning, institutional resUiency 

and risk management, institutional planning, diversity, the relation of community to 

campus, and advocacy for the institution. They also selected as greater training and 

development needs, the orientation of tmstees, evaluation of the president, and quahty 

initiatives. In addition to the four areas already mentioned, presidents of low 

performing boards felt their tmstees needed to know more about capital campaigns, 

annual campaigns, implementing change, advocacy for the institution, and the 

specialized nature of educational problems. 

Tables 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8 contam the top three broad content areas m which 

perceived training and development needs were the greatest (had the highest mean 
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Table 4.4: Top Ten DetaUed Training and Development Needs of Governing 
Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as Perceived by 
Presidents (n = 52) 

High Performing Boards 
(n = 22) . 

Economic pressures and challenges 
facing higher education 

Effect of aid programs on 
enrollment 

Institutional advancement 

Planned giving 

Orientation of trustees 

Strategic planning 

Evaluation of the president 

Institutional resUiency and risk 
management 

(2.77) 

Institutional planning 

Selection of trustees 

Board training and development 
needs assessment 

Diversity 

Relation of community to campus 

Quality initiatives 

Advocacy for the institution 

Mean 
Score 

2.91 

2.86 

2.82 

2.82 

2.77 

2.77 

2.77 

2.77 

2.77 

2.73 

2.73 

2.73 

2.73 

2.73 

2.73 

Low Performing Boards 
(n = 30) 

Planned giving 

Board performance assessment 

Institutional advancement 

Capital campaigns 

Board training and development 
needs assessment 

Selection of trustees 

Annual campaigns 

Implementing change 

Advocacy for the institution 

Specialized nature of educational 
problems 

Mean 
Score 

3.20 

3.20 

3.20 

3.17 

3.10 

3.00 

2.97 

2.97 

2.90 
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scores). The broad content areas named in Table 4.5 are those m which the group of 

high and low performing board leaders perceive their tmstees needed the most help. 

Table 4.5: Three Top Broad Content Area Traming and Development Needs of 
Governing Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as 
Perceived by Board Chau-s, Nominatmg Committee Chairs, and 
Presidents (n = 112) 

High Performmg Boards 
(n = 53) 

Financial resources 

The public interest 

Students 

Mean 
Score 

2.59 

2.50 

2.42 

Low Performing Boards 
(n = 59) 

Financial resources 

Board assessment 

Educational program 

Mean 
Score 

2.66 

2.43 

2.47 

In Tables 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8, the views of leaders in the three categories (board chair, 

nominating committee chairs, and presidents) are described. Traming and 

development was most needed in the broad content areas of financial resources, which 

was perceived as a need in aU groupmgs except by nominating committee chairs of low 

performing boards. As noted earher, nommatmg committee chau-s are generaUy 

responsible for new tmstee orientation; and this may explam why, at least for low 

performing boards, they perceived theu- tmstees needed training and development 

targeted more toward the educational enterprise— t̂he educational program, personnel, 

and students. Overall, board leaders of high performmg boards also perceived the 
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broad content areas of the pubhc interest and students as areas for board development 

(see Table 4.5). The board leaders of low performing boards (Table 4.5) scored board 

assessment and the educational program as being broad content areas of perceived 

training and development needs. 

In addition to financial resources, already mentioned, board chairs, as a group 

(Table 4.6), feh the greatest traimng and development needs of theh boards were the 

broad content areas of the pubhc mterest and strategic management, while, for low 

performing boards, shared govemance and board assessment were rated. 

Table 4.6: Three Top Broad Content Area Training and Development Needs of 
Governing Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as 
Perceived by Board Chairs (n = 32) 

High Performing Boards 
(n=17) 

Financial resources 

The public interest 

Strategic management 

Mean 
Score 

2.75 

2.48 

2.44 

Low Performing Boards 
(n=15) 

Financial resources 

Shared govemance 

Board assessment 

Mean 
Score 

2.66 

2.53 

2.53 

The perceptions of nominatmg committee chairs (Table 4.7) of low performing 

boards were pointed out earlier, as weU as the perceptions of nominating committee 

chairs of high performing boards financial resources were perceived as a training and 
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development need. For high performmg boards, top needs were perceived in the 

broad content areas of students and the court of appeal role of the board. 

Table 4.7: Three Top Broad Content Area Training and Development Needs of 
Governing Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as 
Perceived by Nominating Committee Chairs (n = 28) 

High Performing Boards 
(n = 14) 

Financial resources 

Students 

Court of appeal 

Mean 
Score 

2.39 

2.37 

2.36 

Low Performing Boards 
(n = 14) 

Educational program 

Personnel 

Students 

Mean 
Score 

2.54 

2.46 

2.42 

In addition to financial resources, presidents (Table 4.8) of both high 

performing boards and of low performing boards perceived that their tmstees need to 

know more about board assessment. For high performing boards, presidents rated the 

pubhc interest broad content area as a need. Presidents associated with low 

performing boards perceived the institutional autonomy broad content area as bemg 

one of the top three greatest traming and development needs for theu- tmstees. 

The four functions of governing boards have been defined by public authorities 

(Chapter II, pp. 37-48) to be strategic management, pohcy makmg or ratification, 

monitoring the organization and the environment, and finance. How the leaders 

ranked these functions in terms of improving the performance of high 



110 

Table 4.8: Three Top Broad Content Area Traming and Development Needs of 
Governing Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as 
Perceived by Presidents (n = 52) 

High Performing Boards 
(n = 22) 

The pubhc mterest 

Financial resources 

Board assessment 

Mean 
Score 

2.64 

2.60 

2.53 

Low Performing Boards 
(n = 30) 

Financial resources 

Board assessment 

Institutional autonomy 

Mean 
Score 

2.90 

2.85 

2.67 

performing boards and low performing boards through training and development is 

reported in Tables 4.9, 4.10, 4.11, and 4.12. The financial fiinction was rated the 

number one traming and development need in 6 of the 8 ratings reported, whUe policy 

was rated last in 7 of the 8 ratings reported. Overall, for high performmg boards, 

perceived training and development needs were ranked— f̂inancial, strategic 

management, monitoring, and policy (see Table 4.9). The leaders of low performing 

boards perceived the order of fimctional traimng and development needs to be 

financial, monitoring, strategic management, and pohcy. 

Board chairs (Table 4.10) and nommatmg committee chaks (Table 4.11) 

perceived training and development needs by the functions of govemmg boards in the 

same order of need—financial, strategic management, monitoring, and policy. 

However, for low performing boards, board chairs perceived the order of need to be 

financial, strategic management, monitoring, and pohcy; whUe for nominating 
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Table 4.9: Ranking of Functional Training and Development Needs of Governing 
Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as Perceived by 
Board Chau-s, Nommatmg Committee Chaks, and Presidents 
(n=112) 

High Performing Boards 
(n = 53) 

Financial 

Strategic management 

Monitoring 

Policy 

Mean 
Score 

2.41 

2.34 

2.27 

2.22 

Low Performing Boards 
(n = 59) 

Financial 

Monitoring 

Strategic management 

Pohcy 

Mean 
Score 

2.47 

2.43 

2.40 

2.35 

Table 4.10: Ranking of Functional Training and Development Needs of Governing 
Boards of Independent Colleges and Universities as Perceived by 
Board Chairs (n = 32) 

High Performing Boards 
(n = 53) 

Mean 
Score 

Low Performing Boards 
(n = 59) 

Mean 
Score 

Finance 

Strategic management 

Monitoring 

Policy 

2.47 Financial 

2.36 Strategic management 

2.26 Monitoring 

2.21 Pohcy 

2.42 

2.38 

2.32 

2.25 

committee chau-s, the perception of need was monitoring, pohcy, strategic 

management, and financial. 
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Presidents (Table 4.12) of both high performing and low performing boards 

were least mterested m more training and development to improve the pohcy role of 

boards. According to presidents of high performing boards, there was a greater 

Table 4.11: Ranking of Functional Training and Development Needs of Governing 
Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as Perceived by 
Nominating Committee Chau-s (n = 28) 

High Performing Boards 
(n = 14) 

Financial 

Strategic management 

Monitoring 

Policy 

Mean 
Score 

2.34 

2.20 

2.09 

2.08 

Low Performing Boards 
(n = 14) 

Monitoring 

Pohcy 

Strategic management 

Financial 

Mean 
Score 

2.35 

2.28 

2.21 

2.2 

Table 4.12: Ranking of Functional Training and Development Needs of Governing 
Boards of Independent CoUeges and Universities as Perceived by 
Presidents (n = 52) 

High Performing Boards 
(n = 22) 

Strategic management 

Fmancial 

Monitoring 

Pohcy 

Mean 
Score 

2.42 

2.40 

2.39 

2.32 

Low Performing Boards 
(n = 30) 

Financid 

Monitoring 

Strategic management 

Policy 

Mean 
Score 

2.62 

2.52 

2.50 

2.43 
„ 
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perceived need for traming and development to help boards improve theu-

performance, first, in their strategic management function; second, m theu- financial 

function; third, in theu- monitoring function. Presidents of low performing boards 

perceived the order of functional needs to be financial, monitoring, and strategic 

management. 

AU the reports of perceived training and development needs to this point have 

used descriptive statistics to describe the responses of 112 tmstees and presidents 

from a population of tmstees and presidents, estunated m Chapter I, to number about 

41,500. One assumption of this study was that the opinions of board leaders reflect 

the needs of the board's other members; so it is the population of board leaders in the 

roles of board chair, nominating committee chair, or president which this study 

addresses. That latter population of board leaders could number more than 4,500 

(1,510x3= 4,530); however, some boards govern more than one institution, thus 

reducing this projected population size. A reminder must be made that the responses, 

described in Tables 4.1 through 4.12, apply to no more than 112 board leaders of a 

possible 4,500±, as these resuhs can not be generahzed beyond this group. However, 

the results of the rest of the research questions can be generahzed to the population of 

tmstees of governing boards of mdependent coUeges and universities (N = 1,023) who 

reported the components of the financial viabUity ratio. 

The statistical resuhs of research questions 2, 3, and 4 are reported m Table 

4.13. The chi-square analyses compared one variable score against another. The 
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Table 4.13: Statistical Resuhs of Chi-square (x )̂ Analyses of Research Question 
One (Diflference in Leader Perceptions), Research Question Two 
(Difference in Leader Perceptions at Function Level), and Research 
Question Three (Difference in High Performing and Low Performing 
Boards) 

Variable 

T(HI) 

T(LO) 

W(HI) 

W(LO) 

X(HI) 

X(LO) 

Y(HI) 

Y(LO) 

Z(HI) 

Z(LO) 

HI,LQ 

Fn,LO 

HI,LO 

HI,LO 

Variable 

BC, NC, PR (HI) 

BC, NC, PR (LO) 

BC, NC, PR (HI) 

BC, NC, PR (LO) 

BC, NC, PR (HI) 

BC, NC, PR (LO) 

BC, NC, PR (HI) 

BC, NC, PR (LO) 

BC, NC, PR (HI) 

BC, NC, PR (LO) 

W 

X 

Y 

Z 

t 
6.1 

6.0 

4.2 

7.1 

3.3 

4.6 

3.6 

7.1 

7.5 

5.7 

1.2 

5.1 

5.2 

1.0 

P 

Significance: p = .05 

Key: T = total 
BC = board chair 
NC = nominating committee chau-
PR = president 
HI = high performing board 

LO = low performing board 
W = strategic management function 
X = pohcy function 
Y = monitoring function 
Z = financial function 
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names of these variables is included in the text of each research question; or, 

ahematively, the reader may refer to Tables 3.3 (p. 84) and 3.4 (p. 84). The variables 

paired for each comparison are hsted m the first two columns of Table 4.13. In the 

third column, the chi-square obtained statistic for each pau- of variables is reported. In 

the fourth column, the chi-square expected statistic is reported for x̂  ̂  05. The 

decision mle, if x̂ obt ^ X̂ .os > reject H,,, for each research question may be easUy 

applied from the table. If the column is blank, this means that the expected x^, P, 

(probabUity) was greater than .05. Data m the table are grouped for each research 

question with a space separating the statistical results of each question. 

Results Associated With Research Question Two 

The purpose of the second research question was to examine the agreement of 

the board leaders regarding the need for training and development and whether they 

agreed on what the needs are. The categories of board leaders were board chair (BC), 

nominating committee chair (NC), and president (PR). The examination was 

conducted using a summary (T) of the frequency of mean scores of perceived needs 

over the 114 detailed items. The general hypothesis was that there would be no 

significant difference m the perceptions of the board chairs, nominatmg committee 

chau-s, and presidents regarding the total combined traming and development needs 

for either the high performmg or low performing boards. [H,: MBC ^ MNC ^ MPR ] 
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The nuU hypotheses were not rejected (see Table 4.13, first two rows). The 

board chau-, the nominatmg committee chau-, and the president of high performing 

(HI) and of low performing (LO) boards did not appear to disagree significantly on 

perceived training and development needs for board members. The calculated chi-

square statistics of 6.1 and 6.0 were not significant at the 0.05 level. 

Results Associated With Research Question Three 

The purpose of this research question was to take the analysis of research 

question two to the functional need level and to find out if there appeared to be 

agreement or disagreement among leaders at this level of responsibility. The general 

hypothesis stated that there wUl be no significant difference between the perceptions of 

the board chairs (BC), nominatmg committee chairs (NC), and presidents (PR) 

regarding the training and development needs at the function level of analysis. [HQ: 

MBC ~ MNC ~ MPRJ 

As the data of Table 4.13 indicated, the nuU hypotheses that the perceptions of 

board chairs, nominating committee chairs, and presidents of high performing boards 

(HI) would not significantly disagree about perceived trammg and development needs 

of tmstees were not rejected for the strategic management fimction (W) (HI), pohcy 

function (X) (HI), monitoring function (Y) (HI), or financial function (Z) (HI). (The 

calculated chi-square statistics of 4.2, 3.3, 3.6, and 7.5, respectively, were not 

significant at the 0.05 level.) Nor were the null hypotheses that the perceptions of 
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board chairs, nominatmg committee chairs, and presidents of low performing boards 

(LO) would not significantly disagree about perceived training and development needs 

rejected for the strategic management function (W) (LO), pohcy function (X) (LO), 

monitoring function (Y) (LO), or financial fimction (Z) (LO). (The calculated chi-

square statistics of 7.1, 3.3, 3.6, and 7.5, respectively, were not significant at the 0.05 

level.) There appear to be no significant differences among the categories of board 

leaders regarding training and development needs of tmstees at the fimction level. 

Board leaders may have significantly different opinions about training and 

development needs at the broad content area or detaUed content area level of analysis. 

However, such analyses are beyond the scope of this study and are recommended for 

future research. 

Results Associated With Research Question Four 

The purpose of the last research question was to examine the possibUity of 

effectively segregating the total population of mdependent institutions mto two 

segments with differing traming and development needs. For this analysis, the total 

population described m Figure 4.1 (p. 95) was the data base used. The analysis was 

conducted at the functional (W, strategic management; X, pohcy; Y, monitoring; Z, 

financial) level of analysis. The general hypothesis stated that there would be no 

significant differences in the perceived training and development needs of high 
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performmg boards (HI) for each fiinction and the functional trammg and development 

needs of low performmg boards (LO) for each function. [HQ: Mm = MLO] 

As seen from Table 4.13 (on p. 114), the nuU hypothesis that there would be 

no significant differences in the training and development needs for the strategic 

management fijnction (W) for high performing boards (HI) and for low performing 

boards (LO) was upheld. The nuU hypothesis that there would be no significant 

differences in the training and development needs for the pohcy function (X) for high 

performing boards (HI) and for low performing boards (LO) was not rejected. The 

nuU hypothesis that there would be no significant differences m the training and 

development needs for the monitoring fimction (Y) for high performing boards (HI) 

and for low performing boards (LO) was not rejected. Nor was the final nuU 

hypothesis, for the financial function (Z), rejected. The financial viabUity ratio does 

not appear to be an effective criteria for segmenting the population into two groups 

with differing training and development needs, at least not when perceptions of need 

on detaUed content areas are grouped into the larger functional categories. 

Summary 

This chapter has mcluded analyses of the populations used m the study, a 

rehabUity analysis of the instrument, and the resuhs of tests of hypotheses of the 

research questions. The population of financial viabUity ratios representing each of the 

1,023 qualifying coUeges and universities was described statistically. 
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Quahfymg colleges and universities were those which are mdependent, 

nonprofit institutions of higher education, accredited by the United States Department 

of Education, and who reported, through the fiscal year 1995-1996 Integrated 

Postsecondary Educational Data System of the National Center for Educational 

Statistics, the necessary financial data from which could be calculated the financial 

viabihty ratio for that coUege or university. A financial viabihty ratio then represented 

each college or university in the population of ratios which was used to segregate the 

colleges and universities into two subpopulations. The subpopulations were defined 

on the basis of the value of the financial viabihty ratio. Those coUeges and universities 

(n = 684) whose financial viabUity ratio was valued greater than 1.0, which means to 

financial analysts that they are clearly financiaUy viable, were defined to have high 

performing boards. Those coUeges and universities (n = 339) whose financial viabihty 

ratio was valued less than or equal to 1.0, which means to the financial analysts that 

they are not clearly financiaUy viable, were defined to have low performing boards. 

The population of clearly financiaUy viable ratios was statisticaUy analyzed and 

outher values (the top 25% of values) were removed leaving the population (n = 514) 

from which the sample of high performing boards was randomly selected. With the 

population of not clearly financially viable ratios, extreme values (29 of them) were 

removed leaving the population (n = 318) from which the sample of low performing 

boards was randomly selected. 
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The kurtosis of each of the trimmed populations (n = 514, n = 318) meant that 

they were very nearly normally distributed. However, the very large kurtosis value 

(455.62) of the primary population (n = 1,023) indicated that any statistical analyses 

which depended on the assumption of normahty could not be used in analyses using 

that population of ratios. In addition, the data collected did not lend itself to factorial 

analyses. Chi-square analyses, which do not depend on the assumption of a normal 

population, were then chosen as the statistical technique to examine all of the 

hypotheses. 

The first statistical analysis was a spht-half rehability test for the mstmment, 

which was judged to be quite rehable v t̂h a rehability coefficient value of 0.91. 

Means were calculated for each detailed item on the instmment. Because the 

instmment had an uneven number of items (2 - 21) in the 15 broad areas of inquiry, 

the means were transformed into new frequency variables to use for the chi-square 

analyses. 

The findings of the chi-square analyses for significance, in the reverse order of 

the analyses in the chapter, were that (1) there were not significant differences in the 

perceived training and development needs of high performing boards and of low 

performing boards, and (2) there were not significant differences among the 

perceptions of the three categories of leaders. With this new knowledge, the means of 

the combined leaders (Table 4.1, Table 4.5, Table 4.9) would be the more appropriate 

tables to use as a basis for decision making regarding the top (10 detaUed content, 3 
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broad content, and 4 functional areas) perceived training and development needs. 

Conclusions of the study and recommendations for further research are discussed in 

the following chapter. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

To improve the performance of higher education, governing boards must 

improve their performance. Training and development of tmstees is one means of 

improving board performance. The problem addressed in this study was the 

assessment of the training and development needs of governing boards of the 1,510 

independent coUeges and univershies in the United States and the District of 

Columbia, accredited by the United States Department of Education. 

The board leaders who were identified to hold primary responsibUity for 

tmstee development were the board chau-, the nominating committee chair, and the 

president. The study sought to identify what those leaders perceived to be the training 

and development needs of theu- board members. A second purpose of the study was 

to attempt to divide the target population into two segments for the purpose of 

refining the identification of needs for the marketer of contmumg education. The two 

segments were defined as high performmg and low performing boards on the basis of 

the financial characteristics which make up the financial viabUity ratio, the primary 

ratio used by financial analysts. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), 

authorized by Congress, collects data on accredited coUeges and universities aimually 
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through the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). For the last 

year of that study, fiscal year ending June 30, 1995, 1,023 mstitutions reported the 

necessary data to compute the financial viabUity ratio. The adjudicated data base was 

released in June, 1996, and was the data used in this study, which was conducted 

during the period July through September, 1996. The ratios of the mstitutions divided 

them at the point the value of the ratio was greater than, or equal to, 1.0: 684 

mstitutions with ratios greater than 1.0 were assigned to the high performing board 

subpopulation and 339 to the low performing board subpopulation for this study. 

From the identification of training and development needs of these two 

subpopulations, came the third purpose of this study, which was to suggest a model of 

training and development programming for the provider of contmuing education. The 

final purpose of the study was to develop an mstmment which might be helpful m 

assessing the traming and development needs of governing boards. The mstmment 

was organized into the four fiinctions of boards—strategic management, pohcy, 

monitoring, and finance. Fifteen broad areas of knowledge m which the board 

members must have some knowledge m order to make good govemance decisions 

were arbitrarily selected to group 114 detaUed content areas of knowledge base. 

Table 2.6, on page 61, hsts the broad content areas assigned to each of the four 

fiinctions. The 114 detaUed content areas were identified from the background 

literature on the roles and responsibUities of governing boards and by experts m 

govemance of independent colleges and universities. 
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There were five research questions, beginnmg with the identification of the top 

training and development needs of high performing and of low performing boards, as 

perceived by the three leaders of these boards who held primary responsibility for 

board development. Those leaders were the board chair, the nominating committee 

chair, and the president. An interest in the difference in the perceptions of the three 

categories of leaders generated the second and third research questions—was there a 

difference in the leaders' combined perceptions of training and development needs and, 

then, was there a difference in perceptions of need at the functional level of board 

responsibilities. Finally, the question was asked whether there was a significant 

difference in training and development needs for the two subpopulations, high 

performing versus low performing boards. 

Survey research methodology was the design for the study. An instmment was 

developed and maUed to 410 leaders (75 board chau-s, 75 nominating committee 

chairs, and 65 presidents, described in Table 3.2, p. 80) of 75 randomly selected 

institutions in each of the two subpopulations. In answer to the question, "How much 

do you believe some tmstees need further training/development in these areas?", 

respondents were asked to respond to each of the 114 detailed content topics by 

selecting one of the four responses: '̂ Not at all," "slight," "moderate," or "Quite a 

bit." These response were scored 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively, with 4 standing for 

"Quite a bit." Data were analyzed usmg descriptive statistics and chi-square analyses. 
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How this study accomplished its purposes is the subject of this chapter. A 

discussion of the major findings foUows m the next section. The section is organized 

mto four subsections, each addressmg a purpose of the study. In the final section of 

the chapter, recommendations for future research are offered. 

Major Fmdmgs and Discussion 

The study had four major purposes which are discussed in this section. The 

order of discussion is that of the unfolding research: the development of an instmment, 

the identification of training and development needs, the possibihty of segmenting the 

population into two subpopulations with different training and development needs, and 

a proposed model of training and development for governing boards. 

Development of an Instmment 

One purpose of the study was to develop an instmment which might be helpful 

to governing boards in assessing their traming and development needs. A content-

related instmment was developed from a comprehensive review of the hterature and 

from the input of experts in govemance. The mstrument was admmistered to 430 

tmstees and presidents during late July and August, 1996, when many mstitutions and 

people are on vacations. With 114 items for these respondents (many of whom serve 

theu- institutions as volunteers) to answer, the mstrument was lengthy. Presidents of 

two ivy league universities took the time to write personal letters explaining that their 
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policy was not to participate in studies which did not dkectly affect theu- institutions. 

Under those cu-cumstances, the overaU 27% response rate (112 out of 410) was 

considered good. 

Might the instmment be useful to governing boards in assessing their training 

and development needs m the future? It is hoped so. An important finding regardmg 

the instmment itself was that it was judged, m a spht-half statistical analysis (rehability 

coefficient = .91), to be highly rehable m assessing board training and development 

needs. Another finding related to the possible usefulness of the instmment to 

governing boards was that board training and development needs assessment were 

found to be (see Table F. 1) one of the top two perceived needs of low performing 

boards; and "board training and development needs" was the eighth highest perceived 

need of high performing boards. Each of these two findings (the rehable mstmment 

and the related board need) are important results of the study because they add new 

knowledge to the hterature on the govemance of independent coUeges and 

universities. No other known study has brought this much attention to the assessment 

of board traming and development needs. The findmgs of this study mdicate that this 

topic is among one of the highest needs which board leaders themselves beheve would 

help them improve theu- work. 

Supportmg the above theory that boards might be mterested m the instmment, 

there seemed to be a good bit of early mterest m the study. From coUege and 

university catalogs stored on microfiche, the names of most board chairs, of two 
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nominating committee chairs, and of aU presidents, had been located so that letters and 

envelopes could be mdividuaUy addressed. Four secretaries followed up receipt of the 

surveys to their colleges, writing to offer better names and addresses for their tmstees. 

Four presidents v^ote to ask for a report of the study. Two respondents retumed 

questionnau-es late, with apologies and the hope that theu* opmions could stUl be 

included in the study. One president wrote to suggest a different response scale which 

would have served his board better. Occasionally, a respondent wrote in a particular 

need, highlighted v t̂h exclamation pomts, to indicate that this need was the priority. 

One long-term (20 years) president took the time to write—"My basic Board/Admin, 

philosophy: the Board is an overseer, has specific, limited tasks, e.g. approves budget, 

manages endovmient, selects president. The mnning of the U. is the responsibihty of 

the administration with the faculty." However, this same president perceived that his 

board needed "Quite a bit" of development in 11% of the detaUed content areas. A 

board chair wrote to point out that his responses would have been quite different had 

he been asked only a few months earher. He said that, while he saw [from reviewing 

the instmment] that they stUl had needs, his board had just completed an extensive 

training and development period covering many of the areas. Respondents seemed to 

show an interest in the study, as weU as m assessmg their boards, so the instmment 

appears to be somewhat successful already. 

The instmment has several possible uses. One use is by those functioning as 

govemance consultants to independent coUeges and universities. The consultant can 
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assess for mdividual boards their perceived training and development needs. 

Groveming boards could use the mstrument themselves to assess the traming and 

development needs of their board members for fiiture contmumg education. College 

and universities, as weU as commercial organizations, are experiencing economic 

pressures, and many are cutting services or trying to be more efficient in their 

educational efforts. Queeney (1995), with particular reference to the continuing 

education researchers cited in this study, argued that coUege and university continuing 

education departments must begin to conduct needs assessments because of their cost 

effectiveness. 

Segregating the Target Population 

The target population of mdependent mstitutions was divided into two 

subpopulations on the basis of success types of governing boards. The value of the 

primary financial ratio (financial viabUity) used by financial analysts determined the 

success type of the board. The value of the financial viabihty ratio described whether 

an institution was clearly financially viable or not clearly financiaUy viable. Those 

governing boards whose mstitutions had a financial viabUity ratio mdicatmg they were 

clearly financiaUy viable composed the subpopulation, named "high performing 

boards." The altemative subpopulation was named "low performing boards." The 

expectation had been that high performmg boards and low performmg boards would 

have significantly different training and development needs. This expectation was not 
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met at the fimction level of analysis. Segmentmg the target population on the basis of 

the financial viabihty ratio m order to differentiate training and development needs was 

an ineffective criteria as it did not produce the resuhs expected— t̂hat traming and 

development needs would significantly differ for the two subpopulations. Because of 

this finding, the balance of the discussion and conclusions wiU not attempt to 

differentiate between high performing boards and low performing boards. 

Board Leaders' Perceptions of Training and 
Development Needs 

One major finding was that board leaders did not disagree significantly about 

their perceptions of the training and development needs of their board members at the 

level of analyses in the study— t̂otal summary scores of perceived needs and summary 

scores of perceived needs in four fimctional categories. Therefore, m the rest of the 

discussion and conclusions, the term "leaders" wiU be used to refer to the group of 

persons with primary responsibihty for board training and development— t̂he board 

chair, the nominating committee chau-, and the president. 

Board leaders perceived a wide variety of at least moderately needed 

(x > 2.5) traming and development needs—from annual campaigns to educational 

philosophy. Those training and development needs, 34% (39/114) of the detailed 

content area items, are listed in Appendix F. 
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Board training and development assessment appears to be a newly recognized 

interest, added to the body of knowledge with this research study. Board leaders rated 

highly this detaUed content area, which mdicates theu- interest in improving their 

performance, as weU as an altemative methodology for assessing their boards. 

A Model of Training and Development 

A discovery of this study was that there were no significant differences in the 

aggregated perceptions of leaders whh regard to training and development needs of 

high performing versus low performing boards. A model of training and development 

is suggested for consideration by board leaders and by those providing continuing 

education to the boards of independent institutions. The model is described in Table 

5.1. In reading the table, the functions are prioritized from left to right according to 

the magnitude of the board leaders' perceived needs, with the financial function or 

category having the greatest perceived needs for all leaders. The model of training and 

development for independent governing boards mcludes 39 topics which board leaders 

from the high performing board population and from the low performing board 

population have perceived to be at least moderately ( x > 2.5) needed by theu- boards 

(see Appendk F for mean responses for each of the 39 items). The detaUed content 

topics are listed alphabetically, as their mean scores differed in the two subpopulations 

of this study. 
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Table 5.1: A Model of Training and Development for Governing Boards of 
Independent CoUeges and Univershies 

Finance 

Armual campaigns 

Capital campaigns 

Economic 
pressures and 
challenges facing 
higher education 

Endowment 
management & 
growth 

Planned giving 

Pubhc pohcy 

Strategic Management 

Advocacy for the 
institution 

Educational 
philosophy 

Implementing 
change 

Interinstitutional 
cooperation 

Institutional planning 

Institutional resUiency, 
risk management 

Intra-institutional 
cooperation 

Needs & interests of 
constituencies 

Quality initiatives 

Relation of campus to 
community 

Relation of community 
to campus 

Strategic planning 

Monitoring 

Academic 
productivity 

Board 
performance 
assessment 

Board training & 
development 
needs assessment 

Evaluation of 
president 

Financial 

Group buUding & 
dynamics 

Strategy 

Trustee 
orientation 

Trustee selection 

Pohcy 

CurriciUum design 

Demographic 
changes 

Educational 
assessment 

Educational 
requirements & 
programs 

Effect of aid 
programs on 
enrollment 

Faculty govemance 

Govemance 

Institutional 
advancement 

Recruitment & 
admissions 

Speciahzed nature 
of educational 
problems 

Student learning 
assessment 

Vocational 
opportunities for 
graduates 
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To improve the financial fimction of governing boards, board leaders beheved 

training and development should focus on financial resources obtained through annual 

campaigns, capital campaigns, endowment management and growth, planned giving, 

and pubhc policies. In order to make good decisions about managing the institution's 

financial future, board leaders also beheved that traming and development should 

address the economic pressures and chaUenges facing higher education. 

In this study, board leaders beheved theu- board members could unprove their 

strategic management function in several ways. One way was to better understand the 

institution's mission by becoming better informed about the mstitution's educational 

philosophy. To strategically manage theu- mstitutions, board leaders beheved tmstees 

needed to better understand the institution's resihency and risk management, how to 

implement change, strategic planning, mstitutional planning, and more about quality 

initiatives. Implementing change, strategic planning, institutional planning, and quality 

initiatives are intemal aspects of strategic management and of resUiency and risk 

management; but board leaders beheved theu- tmstees needed to know more about 

how to strategicaUy manage extemaUy also through unproved knowledge of 

interinstitutional and mtrainstitutional cooperation. Closely ahgned, is the extemal 

management of the pubhc interest. In this area, board leaders wanted theu- tmstees to 

know more about the needs and interests of theh constituencies, of the relation of the 

campus to the community, and of the relation of the community to the campus. 
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Fmally, to protect the institution's autonomy, board leaders beheved theu- tmstees 

needed to know more about becommg effective advocates for theu- mstitutions. 

In its fimction of monitoring the mstitution, board leaders feh theu- tmstees 

needed to know more about evaluating their presidents. How boards can improve 

their monitoring of extemal and intemal environments in the areas of academic 

productivity, finance, and strategy were perceived to be needs. Board leaders 

appeared to be concemed with improving their boards, as they beheved their tmstees 

needed to know more about how to assess the board's performance, how to assess 

their training and development needs, how to select and how to orient theu- new 

tmstees, and then how to improve theu* group building and dynamics. 

The pohcy function was the lowest rated functional need area. In this function, 

more knowledge was needed regarding govemance pohcies of the boards, as weU as 

regarding the faculty roles in shared govemance. In order to better govern the 

educational program, boards needed to miprove theu- knowledge of the specialized 

nature of educational problems, educational requu-ements and programs, student 

learning assessment, and curriculum design. Attention of board members needed to be 

turned du-ectly toward the economic interest of students by tmstees learning more 

about the effect of aid programs on enrollment and about vocational opportunities for 

graduates. Board members also needed to leam more about the demographic changes 

affecting the future of their students. Ethical issues were a concern, as leaders 
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believed their boards needed to leam more about the ethics underlying educational 

assessment, institutional advancement, and recmhment and admissions. 

This study was a needs assessment, stmctured, as described in Chapter II, from 

the guidelines described by Queeney (1995), Boone (1985), Gilmore, Campbell, and 

Becker (1989), and Knox (1986). The perspectives of these researchers and 

continuing educators was from the perspective of a continuing educator (individual, 

college or university program, or organization). This perspective is also the 

perspective of this study—assessing the needs of a particular market for the continuing 

educator. Such an assessment is the first component of a marketing plan for a 

continuing educator, much in the same vein as a car manufacturer assesses customer 

preferences about some feature before spending thousands or millions of dollars in 

production. The model of training and development for governing boards of 

independent coUeges and universities proposed as a result of this study is intended for 

use by continuing education organizations. Therefore, any individual, educational 

program, or organization offering training and development services to the target 

market of this study or with responsibUity for training and development for an 

organization in the target market (such as the board leaders identified in this study) 

could use the model as suggestions for possible planning. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 

Recommendations for further research are grouped mto three areas. In the 

first section, pohcy suggestions are made. Research suggestions for other training and 

development assessments are in the second section. The third section, other research, 

includes suggestions for two financial studies. 

Policy Suggestions 

Board performance is a continual process of self-assessment which is 

encouraged by accreditors and govemance associations. The Middle States 

Association of Colleges and Schools, a regional accrediting organization, states in its 

accreditation standards, "Above all, it is the board's responsibUity to ensure 

continuous mstitutional assessment and planning" (Commission on Higher Education, 

1994, p. 21). Board assessment is part of an institution's ongomg self-study. 

Assessment of the board's training and development needs should be a component of a 

board's self assessment. 

Overarching systems of higher education should encourage training and 

development assessments for boards of mstitutions for which they have oversight. In 

the independent higher education segment, most overarchmg systems are sponsoring 

rehgious organizations. The sponsoring religious organization could use the needs 

assessment instmment developed in this study for the coUege and university boards 

which are related to them. For example, one mainstream denomination sponsors a 
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higher education institute to provide traming and development to administrators of the 

institutions related to, or accredited by, the denommation. This mstmment could be 

helpfijl in planning a training and development agenda for a tmstees' mstitute, 

workshop, or seminar. 

Programming 

CoUege or university board leaders, individuals, consultants to governing 

boards, industry and professional associations, any person or organization who is 

responsible for or who offers training and development is a continuing educator. 

Marketing continuing education products and services includes the elements of 

identification, development, distribution, and delivery of products or services to a 

target population. This study identified a target population and identified the 

products or services (traming and development areas of content) which the target 

population beheved it needed. The model developed in this study can be used by a 

continuing educator as the first component of a marketing plan. The next phase of 

research would be the creation of the training and development products or services 

for addressing the needs m the model proposed in this study. Such products or 

services could range from dinner speeches to themed retreats, papers created for an 

individual board, group discussions, and more. A wide range of options exist in how 

or what continuing education products or services could be developed; these options 

are beyond the scope of suggestions for this research. 
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The study should be rephcated for the population of this study, but with larger 

samples (and higher power) and other forms of analysis. The leaders should be treated 

as one variable, not three. The analytic focus should begm vsdth the broad content 

areas. The functions on the mstmment were intended to simply guide the respondent's 

train of thought as the hems were rated. For example, the institutional advancement 

item was included in the ethics of higher education section, and so training and 

development should focus on the ethics of fijnd raising. The hems were sunply 

different ways of getting to the identification of the broader areas for long range 

planning for program development by a continuing educator or board. How each of 

the detailed content areas apply to an individual board wiU differ depending on the 

board. The continuing educator could use the instmment, not only for planning from 

the perspective of the marketing thmst of a continuing educator, but also for 

customizing training and development programs and services to individual boards. 

The study should be replicated v t̂h other segments of higher education. The 

National Center for Education Statistics (1994-1995) has identified 3,761 institutions 

of higher education. This number includes pubhc coUeges and universities and 

community colleges. Some of these institutions are in states which are beginning to 

require training and development for boards. Regulatory bodies for these industry 

segments could use resuhs of future studies, as could the institutions themselves. 

When the study is replicated for public institutions or community coUeges, the financial 

viability ratio should not be used to segment the population. In the public sector, plant 
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assets and liabihties are often maintamed by a separate, public agency. Therefore, 

plant debt would not affect the institutions. 

The study should be replicated with individual boards, surveying aU members, 

rather than only the leaders. When the mstmment is used for individual boards, which 

typically may have a membership of 25-30 people, the unit of analysis should be the 

detailed content areas. 

Other Research Suggestions 

Two other suggestions for research are made in this section. One regards 

market segmentation. The other regards financial analysis. 

The population of independent institutions, four year and above, in the United 

States consists of a v^de variety of postsecondary institutions. The National Center 

for Education Statistics list of independent, four year and above institutions includes 

professional schools such as colleges of podiatry; Jewish, Protestant, Catholic, and 

Greek Orthodox seminaries; chiropractic coUeges; and institutions with a 

baccalaureate base, including liberal arts colleges, major research universities, and 

doctoral universities. The enroUments m these mstitutions range from a few dozen to 

several thousands. With such a variety of institutions, traming and development needs 

of their governing boards could be expected to differ. Therefore, further research mto 

effective market segmentation for training and development could be helpfijl for the 

continuing educator. 
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Another research suggestion is not related to training and development 

assessment, but to financial analysis. When the financial viabUity ratios for the 1,023 

institutions who reported the necessary financial data for the ratio were analyzed, h 

was discovered that 1/3 of the institutions, most of which have been around for 

decades, fell into the not clearly fmancially viable category! This is a startUng finding! 

Is American independent higher education m such bad fiscal shape? Research should 

be done on the fiscal state of mdependent higher education. Such research impacts 

public policy. 

A second suggestion for fiscal research regards the usage of the financial 

viability ratio, which is the primary ratio used by lendmg institutions and bond rating 

agencies. The ratio is used in conjunction with several other ratios to make financial 

recommendations, but is the use of this ratio effective? Research should be done with 

the financial organizations regarding criteria for making financial recommendations 

and decisions. 

Summary of Recommendations for Further Research 

The recommendations for further research included recommendations for 

policy, programming, and other research. Two pohcy suggestions were made. The 

first suggestion was that training and development needs assessment be a component 

of the ongoing process of board assessment. The second suggestion was that 

overarching systems regularly assess the governing boards of the institutions for which 



140 

they have oversight m order to provide traming and development to theh institutions. 

Four programming suggestions were made. Fu-st, a suggestion was made for the 

continuing educator to use the model from this study as a first component in a 

marketmg plan. Three rephcations of the study were suggested. A rephcation of this 

study should be made with lower levels of analysis. The second suggestion was to 

rephcate the study with other industry segments. The third suggestion was to replicate 

the study with an individual board or boards. Two other suggestions for further 

research were made. The first suggestion was to rephcate the study with different 

criteria for segmenting the population. The second suggestion was not related to 

training and development but to two financial studies. A study should be made of the 

fiscal condition of higher education, and a study should be made regarding the 

effectiveness of the financial viabihty ratio to financial analysts. 

Conclusions 

The study of training and development needs of governing boards of 

independent coUeges and univershies resuhed m two interconnected contributions to 

govemance. The self-professed need of govemmg board leaders for a method of 

assessing the training and development needs of theu- boards has now been 

documented. Associated with this findmg is the development, in this study, of a highly 

reliable instmment for assessing training and development needs of those boards. The 

instmment may be usefijl to a governing board in assessmg the board as a whole or in 
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assessing the needs of new tmstees. The mstmment may be useful when used by aU 

board members to assess their boards, rather than used just by board leaders. 

The suggested model of training and development programming could be 

usefijl to any provider of continuing education for boards. However, the caution must 

be made that this model is based on dated information. Needs change. As one 

respondent pointed out, "[Our] board participated m a LUly Found, [sic] Board 

development studŷ  with Dr. Richard Chait. Without our participation, many of my 

responses would have 3 or 4." However, the instmment itself is useful to continuing 

educators for generating theu- own timely models for the market segments they serve. 

This study is not published to-date. 
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Item: 9322829 

Ford, G. F. (1992, October). Role theory and coUege tmsteeship (Tmstees. Private 
CoUeges) [CD-ROM]. Abstract from: ProQuest FUe: Dissertation Abstracts 
Item: 9222055 



151 

Gaona, S. (1992, November). Tmstee and tmsteeship of selected private univershies 
and coUeges in the United States of American and Canada (Seventh Day 
Adventist) [CD-ROM]. Abstract from: ProQuest File: Dissertation 
Abstracts Item: 9224063 

Hanbury, K. M. (1987, May). The identification and evaluation of the govemance 
process in the nine diocesan-sponsored coUeges and univershies on the United 
States [CD-ROM]. Abstract from: ProC îest FUe: Dissertation Abstracts 
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DEVELOPMENT CONTENT AREAS 

P = those responsibihties identified as primary 
S = those responsibihties identified as secondary 
Some references did not prioritize responsibihties 
Unreferenced content areas are based on the expert opinions of the panel. Referenced 
detailed content areas = 69; addhions = 45; total =114 

I. STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT FUNCTION 
A. DSrSTITUTIONAL MISSION 

1. P Mission statement (CICA, 1995-c; Commission on CoUeges, 1994; 
Commission on Colleges of SACS, 1995; Nason, I W., 1982) 

2. P Educational phUosophy/mission (Commission on Higher Education, 
1994) 

3. Values of the institution 

B. STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT 
4. P Strategic planning (Altschul, A. G. et al., 1992; ) 
5. P Institutional planning (Commission on Higher Education, 1994) 
6. PS Resihency of the institution (CICA, 1995-c; Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 

1989) 
7. Change management (Altschul, A. G. et al., 1992) 
8. S Interinstitutional cooperation and competition (Wood, M. M., 1985) 
9. S IntercoUegiate athletics (Commission on Higher Education, 1994) 
10. P Selecting the president (Conmiission on CoUeges of SACS, 1995; 

Commission on Higher Education, 1994; Coopers & Lybrand, 1992; 
Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989; Nason, J. W., 1982) 

11. P Appointment of the chief business officer (Conmiission on Colleges, 
1994) 

12. S Confirmation of appointment of major academic and administrative 
officers (Commission on Higher Education, 1994; Coopers & Lybrand, 
1992) 

13. Selection of the faculty 
14. Quality initiatives 
15. Intrainstitutional cooperation and compethion 
16. Institutional guidance 

C. THE PUBLIC INTEREST - P Pubhc mterest (Commission on CoUeges, 
1994; Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989; Wood, 
M. M., 1985) 
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17. P Relating campus to community (Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989; 
Nason, J. W., 1982) 

18. P Oversee extemal communications (CICA, 1995-c) 
19. P Interpreters of the mstitution (Commission on Higher Education, 

1994), i.e., image 
20. P Needs and interests of the institution's constituencies (Commission on 

Higher Education, 1994) 
21. Relation of community to campus 

D. B^^STITUTIONAL AUTONOMY - P Institutional autonomy (Altschul, A. 
G. et al., 1992; Commission on CoUeges, 1994; Kerr, C. 
and Gade, M. L., 1989; Nason, J. W., 1982; Wood, M. 
M., 1985) 

22. P Advocacy for the institution (Commission on Higher Education, 1994) 
23. P Defender of the institution (Commission on Higher Education, 1994) 

II. FOLICY FUNCTION 
A. POLICIES 

24. P General institutional pohcies (Commission on Higher Education, 1994; 
Commission on CoUeges of SACS, 1995; Wood, M. M., 1985), i.e., 
govemance 

25. P Investments, Endowment fimds pohcy (Commission on CoUeges, 1994) 
26. P Advisement on major issues (Commission on Higher Education, 1994) 
27. Federal and state public pohcy influence 
28. Board ethics & conflicts of interests 
29. Tmstee hability 
30. Church pohcies (if applicable) 
31. Student rights and responsibihties 

B. SHARED GOVERNANCE 
P Policy-making function versus administration's function (Commission 

on CoUeges, 1994; Commission on CoUeges of SACS, 1995; 
Commission on Higher Education, 1994) - i.e.: 

32. Administration govemance, 
3 3. Faculty govemance, 
34. Student govemance 
35. S Estabhshing major policies (Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989) - i.e.. 

Board govemance 
36. Alumni board 
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C. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 
37. Prioritizing and aUocating resources to the highest quahty programs 

(Altschul, A. G. et al., 1992) 
38. P Specialized nature of educational problems (Commission on Higher 

Education, 1994) 
39. P Controlhng the curriculum/Granting of degrees/Approval of degree 

programs (Commission on CoUeges, 1994; Commission on Higher 
Education, 1994)), i.e.. 

Curriculum design 
40. S Encouraging research (Commission on Higher Education, 1994; Higher 

Education Issues Panel, 1992) 
41. S Role of the undergraduate coUege in hfelong learning (Wood, M. M., 

1985) 
42. Student learning assessment 

D. STUDENTS 
43. Demographic change (Higher Education Issues Panel, 1992) 
44. S Vocational opportunities for liberal arts graduates (Wood, M. M., 

1985) 
45. S Effect of state, federal, and institutional aid programs on enroUment 

(Wood, M. M., 1985) 
46. Performance (Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989) 
47. Campus safety 
48. Recreation 

E. ETHICS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
49. P Institution's ethical values, mtegrity, and quality (CICA, 1995-c; 

Commission on Higher Education, 1994) 
50. P High levels of academic behavior (Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L, 1989) 
51. P Academic freedom (Altschul, A. G. et al., 1992; Kerr, C. and Gade, M. 

L., 1989) 
52. P General conduct of the mstitution (Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989) 
53. Crisis in American values (Higher Education Issues Panel, 1992) 
54. P Exphch moral guidance (Coopers & Lybrand, 1992) 
55. Racial and cultural tension (Higher Education Issues Panel, 1992) 
56. P Independence from management (Coopers & Lybrand, 1992) 
57. Values of higher education 
58. Investment ethics 
59. Cheating and plagiarism 
60. Affirmative action 
61. Diversity 
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62. Intercollegiate athletics 
63. Institutional advancement 
64. Faculty evaluation 
65. Academic planning 
66. Recmitment and admissions 
67. Educational assessment 
68. Alcohol and dmg abuse 
69. Faculty-student relationships 

III. MONITORING FUNCTION 
A. PERSONNEL 

70. S Evaluating the president (CICA, 1995-c; Commission on Higher 
Education, 1994; Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989; Nason, J. W., 1982) 

71. S Evaluation of the administration (CICA, 1995-c; Commission on 
Higher Education, 1994) 

72. Evaluation of faculty (Kerr, C, and Gade, M. L., 1989), i.e.. 
Promotion & tenure 

73. S Estabhshment of personnel pohcies and procedures (Commission on 
Higher Education, 1994) 

74. S Setting salary schedules (Commission on Higher Education, 1994; 
Coopers & Lybrand, 1992) 

75. Well-being of faculty & staff (Nason, J. W., 1982), i.e.. 
Roles and rewards 

76. Benefits plans 
77. Injury and illness risk management 

B. MONITOIONG THE ENVIRONMENT: EXTERNAL AND BSfTERNAL 
78. P Overall governance mformation systems ( Altschul, A. G. et al., 1992; 

Commission on CoUeges, 1994; Commission on CoUeges of SACS, 
1995; Commission on Higher Education, 1994 Coopers & Lybrand, 
1992) 

79. P Financial (Commission on CoUeges of SACS, 1995; Coopers & 
Lybrand, 1992) 

80. Stability (Commission on CoUeges of SACS, 1995) 
81. P Significant agreements (Coopers & Lybrand, 1992) 
82. P Mission (CICA, 1995-c) 
83. P Strategy (CICA, 1995-c; Coopers & Lybrand, 1992) 
84. P Ethical values of institution (CICA, 1995-c) 
85. S Institutional assessment (Commission on Higher Education, 1994; 

Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989) 
86. Academic productivity (Altschul, A. G. et al., 1992) 
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87. Admmistrative productivity (Altschul, A. G. et al., 1992) 
88. P Institutional operation (Commission on Higher Education, 1994) 
89. Audits (financial, legal, ethical, federal) 

C. BOARD ASSESSMENT 
90. P Board performance (CICA, 1995-c; Commission on Higher Education, 

1994; Nason, J. W., 1982) 
91. S Statutes and bylaws (Commission on Higher Education, 1994) 
92. P Knowledge and experience of members of the board (Coopers & 

Lybrand, 1992) - i.e.. Selection of tmstees 
93. Board traming and development needs 
94. Orientation of tmstees 
95. Organization and staffing of the Board 
96. Group building and dynamics 

D. COURT OF APPEAL 
97. PS Court of appeal for intemal conflicts (Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989; 

Nason, J. W., 1982), i.e., due process 
98. P Pohcies and procedures for remedial action in response to departures 

from approved pohcies (Coopers & Lybrand, 1992), i.e., judicial 
procedures 

W. FDSTANCIAL FUNCTION 
A. FBNJANCIAL RESOURCES 

99. P Financial resources (Commission on CoUeges of SACS, 1995; 
Commission on Higher Education, 1994; Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 
1989; Nason, J. W., 1982) 

100. Caphal campaigns 
101. Annual campaigns 
102. Endowment management and grov^h 
103. Planned giving 
104. Federal and state pubhc pohcies 

B. FBSrANCL\L MANAGEMENT - P (Nason, J. W., 1982) 
105. PS Budget approval and control (Commission on CoUeges, 1994; 

Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989) 
106. P Stewardship of the institution's property and assets (Commission on 

Higher Education, 1994) 
107. S Investments (Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989) 
108. Economic pressures and challenges facing higher education (Altschul, 

A. G. etal., 1992; Higher Education Issues Panel, 1992) 
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109. S BuUdmgs and grounds (Kerr, C. and Gade, M. L., 1989) 
110. Indirect costing 
111. Fund accounting 
112. Deferred maintenance 
113. New constmction 
114. Insurance risk management 
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PATRICIA NOELL 
2400 44th St, No. 202 (806)788-1694 
Lubbock, Texas 79412 pwnoe@ttacs.ttu.edu 

July 22,1996 

[president, board chair, or nominating committee chair] 
[institution] 
[address] 

Dear [President; Board Chair; Chair, Nominating Committee], 

An emphasis on the development of trustees' knowledge about higher education and 
about their roles and responsibilities in governing their institutions has been found to be a 
significant characteristic of an effective governing board. The term development, used in this 
sense, refers to the continuing education emphasis of the governing board. 

For my dissertation in higher education from Texas Tech University, I am investigating 
the areas in which three leaders of governing boards of independent institutions perceive that 
development could benefit members of their boards. Your participation in this project, which 
will take twenty to thirty minutes of your time, would be very much appreciated. 

The questionnaire has been developed from the expanding body of research on the 
roles and responsibilities of governing boards. The questionnaire contains three parts. The 
first part explains its purpose. The second part contains the areas of development focused on 
the many areas in which many boards must be experienced in order to carry out their roles and 
responsibilities. In the third part, a little background information is requested. Also in the third 
part, a place is provided for you to indicate whether you are interested in a summary report of 
the study. 

Please return your response by August 15,1996. A self-addressed, postage-paid 
envelope is enclosed for your convenience. 

I do hope that you will take a few minutes to fill out the questionnaire. Thank you for 
your support. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Noell 
Doctoral Candidate 
Higher Education Program 

End. 
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SURVEY OF GOVERNING BOARD DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 

PARTI: PURPOSE 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to identify what leaders of goveming 
boards perceive to be the development needs of members of their boards. Fifteen 
broad areas of the roles and responsibilities are listed. Within each of the fifteen 
areas a number of areas which support the broad area are listed. 

Development refers to continuing education efforts. Such efforts could be a 
part of workshops, focused discussions, lectures, or dinner speakers. How continuing 
education Is delivered is beyond the scope of this project. Rather, the topics which 
one might address in these settings make up the content of this questionnaire. 

You are asked to rate the development needs of members of your boards in 
the more detailed areas within the broad areas of board roles and responsibilities. 
These areas about which members of a board must have some knowledge in order to 
govem effectively were identified from a comprehensive review of research-based 
literature on governing boards of independent colleges and universities. 

Please retum this questionnaire by August 15, 1996. Thank you for your 
participation in this project. 



Not at all 
(N) 
1 

Slight 
(s) 
2 
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PART II: SURVEY OF GOVERNING BOARD DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 

DIRECTIONS: Use the following scale to rate how much you believe members of your board 
of trustees have need of further knowledge in each specific focus of development, within the 
broad areas of responsibilities of governing boards. 

DEVELOPMENT NEED SCALE 
Moderate Quite a bit 

(m) (Q) 
3 4 

For example: If you believe most of your trustees have a clear understanding of the institution's 
mission statement, circle "2". If the education philosophy of a related church is not relevant to 
your institution, circle " 1 " . If you believe your trustees need to focus on strategic management, 
circle "4". If you believe many, or almost all, of your trustees need to better understand their 
role in institutional planning, circle "3" or "4". 

In cases where the difference in focus of an area may appear to be ambiguous, such as 
endowment funds policies or investment funds policies, use your best judgment 

A space at the end of each section, as well as at the end of the instrument, is provided for your 
perceptions of additional needs or your comments. 

HOW MUCH DO YOU BELIEVE YOUR BOARD MEMBERS NEED 

FURTHER DEVELOPMENT IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS: N s m Q 

I. STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT FUNCTION 

A. INSTITUTIONAL MISSION 

1. Mission statement 1 2 3 4 

2. Education philosophy of related church 1 2 3 4 

3. (Other) . 1 2 3 4 

B. STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT 

1. Strategic planning 1 2 3 4 

2. Institutional planning 1 2 3 4 

3. Long-range planning 1 2 3 4 

4. Institutional guidance 1 2 3 4 

5. Institutional resiliency 1 2 3 4 

6. Change management 1 2 3 4 

7. Interinstitutional cooperation 1 2 3 4 
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HOW MUCH DO YOU BELIEVE YOUR BOARD MEMBERS NEED 
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT IN THE FOLLOWBSfG AREAS: N s m 0 

8. Interinstitutional competition 1 2 3 4 

9. Intercollegiate athletics 1 2 3 4 

10. Quality initiatives 1 2 3 4 

11. Reengineering of administrative systems 1 2 3 4 

12. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

C. THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

1. Public interest 1 2 3 4 

2. Relation of campus to community 1 2 3 4 

3. External communications 1 2 3 4 

4. Interpretation of the institution 1 2 3 4 

5. Needs and interests of the institution's constituencies 1 2 3 4 

6. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

D. INSTITUTIONAL AUTONOMY 

1. Institutional autonomy 1 2 3 4 

2. Advocacy for the institution 1 2 3 4 

3. Defense of the institution 1 2 3 4 

4. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

II. POLICY FUNCTION 

A. POLICIES 

1. General institutional policies 1 2 3 4 

2. Endowment funds policies 1 2 3 4 

3. Investments policies 1 2 3 4 

4. Advisement on major issues 1 2 3 4 

5. Federal higher education policies 1 2 3 4 

6. State higher education policies 1 2 3 4 

7. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

B. SHARED GOVERNANCE 

1. Board governance 1 2 3 4 

2. Administration governance 1 2 3 4 

3. Faculty governance 1 2 3 4 
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HOW MUCH DO YOU BELIEVE YOUR BOARD MEMBERS NEED 
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS: N s m 0 

4. Student governance 1 2 3 4 

5. Channels of communication with administration, faculty, students, public 1 2 3 4 

6. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

C. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 

1. Educational mission of the institution 1 2 3 4 

2. Prioritization of high quality programs 1 2 3 4 

3. Specialized nature of educational problems 1 2 3 4 

4. Control of the curriculum 1 2 3 4 

5. Approval of degree programs 1 2 3 4 

6. Educational program 1 2 3 4 

7. New program approval 1 2 3 4 

8. Research encouragement 1 2 3 4 

9. Value-added' concept in higher education 1 2 3 4 

10. Role of the undergraduate college in lifelong learning 1 2 3 4 

11. Student learning assessment 1 2 3 4 

12. Student productivity 1 2 3 4 

13. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

D. STUDENTS 

1. Well-being of students 1 2 3 4 

2. Demographic changes 1 2 3 4 

3. Vocational opportunities for graduates 1 2 3 4 

4. Effect of state, federal, and institutional aid programs on enrollment 1 2 3 4 

5. Performance 1 2 3 4 

6. Campus safety 1 2 3 4 

7. Recreation '• 2 3 4 

8. Culture 1 2 3 4 

9. Alcohol and drug use 1 2 3 4 

10. (Other) '' 2 3 4 

E. ETHICS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

1. Values of higher education 1 2 3 4 

2. Institution's ethical values, integrity, and quality 1 2 3 4 
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HOW MUCH DO YOU BELIEVE YOUR BOARD MEMBERS NEED 
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT ESI THE FOLLOWESTG AREAS: N s m O 

3. Academic behavior 1 2 3 4 

4. Academic freedom 1 2 3 4 

5. General conduct of the institution 1 2 3 4 

6. American values 1 2 3 4 

7. Provision of explicit moral guidance 1 2 3 4 

8. Racial and cultural tension 1 2 3 4 

9. Independence from management 1 2 3 4 

10. Investment ethics 1 2 3 4 

11. Cheating and plagiarism 1 2 3 4 

12. Affirmative action 1 2 3 4 

13. Diversity 1 2 3 4 

14. Institutional culture 1 2 3 4 

15. Intercollegiate athletics 1 2 3 4 

16. Institutional advancement 1 2 3 4 

17. Faculty evaluation 1 2 3 4 

18. Academic planning 1 2 3 4 

19. Recruitment and admissions 1 2 3 4 

20. Sexual harassment 1 2 3 4 

21. Educational assessment 1 2 3 4 

22. Curriculum 1 2 3 4 

23. (Other) 1 2 3 4 
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HOW MUCH DO YOU BELIEVE YOUR BOARD MEMBERS NEED 
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT IN THE FOLLOWBSIG AREAS: N s m O 

III. MONITORING FUNCTION 

A. PERSONNEL 

1. Selection of the president 1 2 3 4 

2. Selection of the chief business officer 1 2 3 4 

3. Selection of major academic and administrative officers 1 2 3 4 

4. Selection of faculty . ; 1 2 3 4 

5. Evaluation of the president 1 2 3 4 

6. Evaluation of the administration 1 2 3 4 

7. Evaluation of faculty 1 2 3 4 

8. Faculty productivity 1 2 3 4 

9. Support of the president 1 2 3 4 

10. Well-being of faculty and staff 1 2 3 4 

11. Personnel policies 1 2 3 4 

12. Tenure 1 2 3 4 

13. Salary schedules 1 2 3 4 

14. Benefits plans 1 2 3 4 

15. Collective bargaining 1 2 3 4 

16. Injury and illness risk management 1 2 3 4 

17. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

B. MONITORING THE ENVIRONMENT: EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL 

1. Overall governance information systems 1 2 3 4 

2. Financial 1 2 3 4 

3. Stability of institution 1 2 3 4 

4. Significant agreements 1 2 3 4 

5. Mission 1 2 3 4 

6. Strategy 1 2 3 4 

7. Ethical values of institution 1 2 3 4 

8. Management control 1 2 3 4 

9. Legal affairs 1 2 3 4 

10. Institutional assessment 1 2 3 4 

11. Information about their institutions 1 2 3 4 

12. Academic productivity 1 2 3 4 

13. Administrative productivity 1 2 3 4 
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HOW MUCH DO YOU BELIEVE YOUR BOARD MEMBERS NEED 
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT JN THE FOLLOWING AREAS: N s m 0 

14. Financial audits 1 2 3 4 

15. Legal audits 1 2 3 4 

16. Ethical audits 1 2 3 4 

17. Audits of federal programs 1 2 3 4 

18. Institutional operation 1 2 3 4 

19. Total institution 1 2 3 4 

20. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

C. BOARD ASSESSMENT 

1. Board performance assessment 1 2 3 4 

2. Board educational needs assessment 1 2 3 4 

3. Selection of trustees 1 2 3 4 

4. Orientation of trustees 1 2 3 4 

5. Organization and staffing of the board 1 2 3 4 

6. Group building and dynamics 1 2 3 4 

7. Statutes and bylaws 1 2 3 4 

8. Committees for more in-depth attention to particular matters 1 2 3 4 

9. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

D. COURT OF APPEAL 

1. Grievance policies 1 2 3 4 

2. Remedial action policies 1 2 3 4 

3. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

IV. FINANCIAL FUNCTION 

A. FINANCIAL RESOURCES 

1. Financial resources 1 2 3 4 

2. Capital campaigns 1 2 3 4 

3. Annual campaigns 1 2 3 4 

4. Planned giving 1 2 3 4 

5. Federal public policy 1 2 3 4 

6. State public policy 1 2 3 4 

7. (Other) 1 2 3 4 
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HOW MUCH DO YOU BELIEVE YOUR BOARD MEMBERS NEED 
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT JN THE FOLLOWBSIG AREAS: N s m 0 

B. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

1. Budget approval and control 1 2 3 4 

2. Stewardship of the institution's property and assets 1 2 3 4 

3. Conservation and use of the institution's resources 1 2 3 4 

4. Financial management 1 2 3 4 

5. Investments 1 2 3 4 

6. Economic pressures and challenges facing higher education 1 2 3 4 

7. Buildings and grounds 1 2 3 4 

8. Indirect costing 1 2 3 4 

9. Fund accounting 1 2 3 4 

10. Tax issues 1 2 3 4 

11. Deferred maintenance 1 2 3 4 

12. New construction 1 2 3 4 

13. Insurance risk management 1 2 3 4 

14. (Other) 1 2 3 4 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS REGARDING CONTENT AREAS: 
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PANEL OF EXPERTS AND LETTER 

1. Dr. Duncan Ferguson, President 

Association of Presbyterian CoUeges and Universities 

lOOWitherspoonSt. 

LouisvUle, KY 40202-1396 

2. Dr. Kathleen McGrory, Executive Dh-ector 

Society for Values in Higher Education 

Georgetown University 

Washington, DC 20057-1205 

3. Dr. Gary Cook, President 

Dallas Baptist University 

3000 Mountain Creek Parkway 

DaUas,TX 75211 

4. Dr. Franklyn Jennifer, President 

University of Texas at DaUas 

Richardson, TX 75083 

5. Mr. Joe Cargile, Chah-

Board of Tmstees 

Wayland Baptist University 

Plainview, TX 
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6. The Reverend Gene Hawkins, Tmstee 

Wayland Baptist University 

Plainview, TX 

7. Dr. Weldon Beckner 

Professor of Educational Administration 

Baylor University 

Waco, TX 76798 

8. Dr. Marilyn Phelan 

Professor of Law and Associate Dean 

Texas Tech University School of Law 

Lubbock, TX 79409 
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PATRICIA NOELL 
2400 44th St, No. 202 (806) 788-1694 
Lubbock, Texas 79412 pwnoe@ttacs.ttu.edu 

June 20, 1996 

[name] 
[title] 
[address] 

Dear [name]. 

Thank you for agreeing to serve on a panel of experts to evaluate the needs assessment instrument 
which I am developing as part of my dissertation. As we discussed, the purpose of my study is to ascertain 
the development needs of goveming boards of independent institutions of higher education. The 
questionnaire has been developed from a comprehensive review of the literature on the roles and 
responsibilities of goveming boards. It will be used to survey presidents and tmstees of a number of 
institutions. 

Within fifteen broad content areas of responsibility, detailed areas in which boards must be 
knowledgeable are listed. I will appreciate your revisions, additions, or deletions to these broad and 
detailed content areas. Also, please evaluate the instrument for its format and clarity. 

Please return the instrument with your candid remarks by July 8. For your convenience, a stamped, 
self-addressed envelope is enclosed along with the instrument. Thank you for your support. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Noell 
Doctoral Candidate 
Texas Tech University 

End. 

mailto:pwnoe@ttacs.ttu.edu


APPENDIX E: REVISED LETTER AISTO INSTRUlVElSn 

174 



175 

[Texas Tech University, College of Education Letterhead] 

July 22, 1996 

l lEi i^ |hon3pMiPrstnamepr?)l lEO>(mipr?)FmLD0ast 
ilililinsti 
i lB i i i address?! 
ii l l i |cityJFIELD(st)FIELD(zip| 

Dear iiELD{hon3)FIEO)(lastnamepi| 

An emphasis on training and development has been found to be important to Board 
performance and decision making. For my dissertation study, I am investigating what 
leaders of Goveming Boards of independent institutions perceive to be the traimng and 
development needs of members of their Boards. 

The enclosed questionnaire has been developed from the expanding body of research on the 
roles and responsibilities of Boards and from the input of experts in the functioning of Boards of 
independent mstitutions of higher education. Potential content areas are categorized into four 
fimctions of a Board: Strategic Management, Policy, Monitoring, and Finance. 

Your participation, which should take about 20 minutes, would be very much appreciated. 
Please respond to the training and development content areas, giving your initial reaction, and 
using your best judgment about interpretations of terminology. Please retum your completed 
questionnaire in the enclosed postage paid envelope as soon as possible or by August 15. 

All responses are confidential. Data wUl not be disclosed in any manner that will be 
traceable to any source. If you need fiirther information, I can be contacted by telephone (806-
788-1694), email (pwnoe@ttacs.ttu.edu), or at the address above. 

Thank you for your support. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia NoeU 
Doctoral Candidate 
Higher Education Program 

End. 

mailto:pwnoe@ttacs.ttu.edu
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SURVEY OF TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT NEEDS OF GOVERNING BOARDS 

DIRECTIONS: Use the following scale to rate how much you believe members of your Board have need of further knowledge in each 
specific focus of training/development, within each of the broad areas of responsibilities of Goveming Boards. 

TRAINING/DEVELOPMENT NEED SCALE 
Not at all slight moderate Quite a bit 

1 2 3 4 

For example: If you believe your trustees need to leam more about the values of the institution, circle "3" or "4". If you believe most of 
your trustees have a clear understanding of the institution's mission statement, circle "2". If your trustees have a clear understanding of 
the institution's education philosophy, circle "1". If you believe your trustees need to focus on strategic management, circle "4". 

a 
.a 

" 2 I € 
HOW MUCH DO YOU BELIEVE SOME TRUSTEES NEED I f I O 
FURTHER TRAINING/DEVELOPMENT IN THESE AREAS? 

STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT FUNCTION 

A. INSTTTUTIONAL MISSION 

1. Values of the institution 1 2 3 4 

2. Mission statement 1 2 3 4 

3. Education philosophy 1 2 3 4 

B. STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT 

1. Strategic planning 1 2 3 4 

2. Institutional planning 1 2 3 4 

3. Institutional guidance 1 2 3 4 

4. Institutional resiliency & risk management 1 2 3 4 

5. Implementing change 1 2 3 4 

6. Interinstitutional cooperation and competition 1 2 3 4 

7. Intrainstitutional cooperation and competition 1 2 3 4 

8. Intercollegiate athletics 1 2 3 4 

9. Quality initiatives 1 2 3 4 

10. Selection of the president 1 2 3 4 

11. Selection of the chief business ofiicer 1 2 3 4 

12. Selection of major academic and administrative officers 1 2 3 4 

13. Selection of faculty 1 2 3 4 

C. THEPUBLICINTEREST 

1. Relation of campus to community 1 2 3 4 

2. Relation of community to campus 1 2 3 4 

3. Extemal communications 1 2 3 4 

4. Image of the institution ^ 2 3 4 

5. Needs and interests of the institution's constituencies 1 2 3 4 

D. INSTTTUTIONAL AUTONOMY 

1. Advocacy for the institution 1 2 3 4 

2. Defense of the institution 1 2 3 4 
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n 
m 

HOW MUCH DO YOU BELIEVE SOME TRUSTERS NFRD « » I I 
z -5 E O 

FURTHER TRAINING/DEVELOPMENT IN THESE AREAS? 

POLICY FUNCTION 

A POLICIES 

1. Govemance 1 2 3 4 

2. Board ethics & Conflicte of interests 1 2 3 4 

3. Trustee liability 1 2 3 4 

4. Genoal institutional policies 1 2 3 4 

5. Fiscal policies 1 2 3 4 

6. Public policies I 2 3 4 

7. Church policies (if church-related institution) 1 2 3 4 

8. Student ri^ts and responsibilities 1 2 3 4 

B. SHARED GOVERNANCE 

1. Board govemance 1 2 3 4 

2. Administration govemance 1 2 3 4 

3. Faculty govemance 1 2 3 4 

4. Student govemance 1 2 3 4 

5. Alumni board 1 2 3 4 

C. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 

1. Educational requirements & programs 1 2 3 4 

2. Curriculum design 1 2 3 4 

3. Specialized nature of educational problems 1 2 3 4 

4. Research vs. teaching encouragement 1 2 3 4 

5. Prioritizing high quality programs 1 2 3 4 

6. Role of the undergraduate college in lifelong learning 1 2 3 4 

7. Student learning assessment 1 2 3 4 

D. STUDENTS 

1. Demographic changes 1 2 3 4 

2. Vocational opportunities for graduates 1 2 3 4 

3. Effect of aid programs on enrollment 1 2 3 4 

4. Student productivity/performance 1 2 3 4 
5. Campus safety 1 2 3 4 

6. Recreation 1 2 3 4 

E. ETHICS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

1. Values of hi^er education 1 2 3 4 

Z Institution's ethical values, integrity, and quality 1 2 3 4 

3. Academic behavior 1 2 3 4 

4. Academic freedom ^ 2 3 4 

5. Freedom of speech ^ 2 3 4 

6. General conduct of the institution 1 2 3 4 

7. Provision of explicit moral guidance 1 2 3 4 

8. Racial and cultural tension ^ 2 3 4 

9. Board independence from management 1 2 3 4 
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10. Investment ethics 1 2 3 4 

11. Cheating and plagiarism 1 2 3 4 

12. Alcohol and drug abuse 1 2 3 4 

13. Affirmative action 1 2 3 4 

14. Diversity 1 2 3 4 

15. Intercollegiate athletics 1 2 3 4 

16. Institutional advancement 1 2 3 4 

17. Faculty evaluation 1 2 3 4 

18. Academic planning 1 2 3 4 

19. Recmitment & admissions 1 2 3 4 

20. Educational assessment 1 2 3 4 

21. Faculty-student relationships 1 2 3 4 

MONTTORING FUNCTION 

A PERSONNEL 

1. Evaluation of the president 1 2 3 4 

2. Evaluation of the administration 1 2 3 4 

3. Faculty roles & rewards 1 2 3 4 

4. Personnel policies 1 2 3 4 

5. Promotion & tenure 1 2 3 4 

6. Salary schedules 1 2 3 4 

7. Benefits plans 1 2 3 4 

8. Injury and illness risk management 1 2 3 4 

B. MONTTORING THE ENVIRONMENT: EXTERNAL & INTERNAL 

1. Overall govemance information systems 1 2 3 4 

2. Financial 1 2 3 4 

3. Stability of institution 1 2 3 4 

4. Significant agreements 1 2 3 4 

5. Mission 1 2 3 4 

6. Strategy 1 2 3 4 

7. Ethical values of institution 1 2 3 4 

8. Institutional assessment 1 2 3 4 

9. Academic productivity 1 2 3 4 

10. Administrative productivity 1 2 3 4 

11. Audits (financial, legal, ethical, federal) 1 2 3 4 

12. Institutional operation 1 2 3 4 

C. BOARD ASSESSMENT 

1. Board performance 1 2 3 4 

2. Board training & development needs 1 2 3 4 

3. Selection of trustees 1 2 3 4 

4. Orientation of trristees 1 2 3 4 
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5. Organization and staffing of the Board 1 2 3 4 

6. Group building and dynamics 1 2 3 4 

7. Statutes and bylaws 1 2 3 4 

D. COURT OF APPEAL 

1. Judicial procedures 1 2 3 4 

2. Due process 1 2 3 4 

FINANCIAL FUNCTION 

A. FINANCL\L RESOURCES 

1. Capital can^aigns 1 2 3 4 

2. Annual campaigns 1 2 3 4 

3. Endowment management and growth 1 2 3 4 

4. Planned giving 1 2 3 4 

5. Public policy (Federal/State) 1 2 3 4 

B. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT ^ 

1. Economic pressures and challenges facing higher education 1 2 3 4 

2. Stewardship of the institution's property and assets 1 2 3 4 

3. Budget development and control 1 2 3 4 

4. Investments ^ 1 2 3 4 

5. Buildings and grounds 1 2 3 4 

6. Indirect costing 1 2 3 4 

7. Fund accounting 1 2 3 4 

8. Deferred maintenance 1 2 3 4 

9. New construction 1 2 3 4 

10. Insurance risk management 1 2 3 4 

Which functions do you serve? 

Q Board Chair Q Chair, Nominating Committee Q President 

ADDmONAL COMMENTS: 

Please retum in the enclosed, prepaid and addressed envelope as soon as possible: 

Patricia Noell 
Division of Continuing Education 

Texas Tech University 
Box 42191 

Lubbock, TX 79409-9987 
806-788-1694 

Thank you for your support. 
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Table F. 1: Ranked Mean Scores of Detailed Content Areas Perceived to Be at Least 

Moderately Needed By Trustees ( x >2.5) 

High Performing Boards 
(n = 53^ 

Economic pressures/challenges 
facing higher education 

Institutional resUiency & risk 
management 

Capital campaigns 

Strategic planning 

Planned giving 

Demographic changes 

Effect of aid programs on 
enrollment 

Board training & development 
needs assessment 

Annual campaigns 

Institutional planning 

Needs & interests of 
constituencies 

Quahty initiatives 

Vocational opportunities for 
graduates 

Implementing change 

Govemance 

Mean Low Performing Boards 
Score (n = 59) 

Mean 
Score 

2.85 
Board performance assessment 2.95 

2.77 

2.74 

2.72 

2.68 

2.64 

2.64 

2.62 

2.62 

2.6 

2.6 

2.58 

2.57 

2.55 

7SS 

Board training & development 
needs assessment 

Planned giving 

Strategic planning 

Implementing change 

Capital campaigns 

Interinstitutional cooperation 

Institutional advancement 
(ethics) 

Faculty govemance 

Specialized nature of education 

Institutional resihency & risk 
management 

Institutional planning 

Academic productivity 

Student leammg assessment 

Selection of tmstees 

2.88 

2.86 

2.81 

2.8 

2.8 

2.78 

2.77 

2.75 

2.75 

2.73 

2.71 

2.68 

2.66 

2.66 
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High Performing Boards 
(n = 53) 

Board performance assessment 

Public policy (Federal/State) 

Mean Lovy Performing Boards 
Score (n = 59) 

2.55 Endowment management & 
growth 

2.55 Effect of aid programs on 
enrollment 

Mean 
Score 

2.66 

2.65 

Tmstee orientation 

Institutional advancement (ethics) 

Relation of community to campus 

Relation of campus to community 

2.53 Demographic changes 2.63 

2.51 Evaluation of the president 2.63 

2.51 Tmstee orientation 2.61 

2.51 Educational assessment 2.61 

Educational requirement & 
programs 2.61 

Economic pressures/challenges 
facing higher education 2.61 

Annual campaigns 2.61 

Recmitment & admissions 2.58 

Needs & interests of constituencies 2.58 

Strategy 

Group building & dynamics 

Govemance 

Vocational opportunities for 
graduates 

Intrainstitutional cooperation 

Curriculum design 

2.56 

2.56 

2.55 

2.53 

2.53 

2.51 
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High Performing Boards 
(n = 53) 

Mean Low Performing Boards 
Score (n = 59) 

Mean 
Score 

Financial monitoring 2.51 

Relation of community to campus 2.51 

Advocacy for the institution 2.51 

Education philosophy 2.51 


