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ABSTRACT

TRACEY M. WOFFORD
PUBLIC RESEARCH UNIVERSITY PERFORMANCE AND PRESIDENTIAL
SUCCESSION EVENTS: 2000 - 2010
Under the direction of OLIVIA M. BOGGS, ED.D.

The U.S. public research university performance narrative is dominated by 

“access, affordability, and accountability” rhetoric (National Science Foundation, 2012), 

while public policy advocacy is weakened (Basken, 2012), and presidents become 

increasingly transitory (Monks, 2012). The purpose of this study was to explore if 

presidential succession events at top American public research universities from 2000 to 

2010 were associated with quantified proxy variables for access (IPEDS enrollment), 

affordability (IPEDS cohort default rates), and accountability (Top American Research 

Universities report rankings; The Center for Measuring University Performance, 2014). 

Three research questions were answered via a quantitative non-experimental study of 

archived data exploring university performance measures during presidents’ succession 

events via descriptive statistics and Pearson’s r  correlation coefficient analysis. The 

population was the 147 Carnegie Classification™ Very High (RU/VH) and High (RU/H) 

public research universities. Data sources were 2000-2012 presidential succession events 

manually counted from institutions’ websites, IPEDS annual fall enrollment and annual 

cohort default rates, and the eleven Top American Research Universities reports for



annual ranking index scores. Via a conceptual framework o f shared governance and a 

theoretical framework of Hambrick and Mason’s 1984 Upper Echelon theory, the study 

found no correlation between presidential succession events and enrollment (r=.07) or 

cohort default rates (r=.09). There was a small positive correlation (r=. 15) between 

presidential succession events and rankings.

The study concluded that public research universities’ performance in terms o f 

access, affordability, and accountability was not associated with presidential succession 

events from 2000-2010. The implications suggest top tier research universities’ 

performance is likely resilient to upper echelon leadership behaviors and turnover. 

Further study is recommended to explore correlation of performance to other entities in 

the academy, correlation of presidential succession to other leadership metrics, as a 

qualitative study, or to replicate this study as longitudinal with other variables, 

timeframes, or types of institutions. Presidents’ use of the bully pulpit in reclaiming and 

recasting vision for role of research universities is needed for possible solutions to 

unsustainable enrollment growth and pay for performance models o f accountability.



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

American government and business leaders in the twenty-first century 

characterize higher education’s role as the creators of mass workforce talent and the 

engine of economic renewal (Arum & Roksa, 2011; The National Academies, 2012). 

Scholars and leaders o f American research universities characterize their institutions’ role 

as innovative researchers and knowledge producers, true to the mission and core values 

of teaching, learning and research (American Association o f University Professors 

[AAUP], 1990; Board of Directors of Association of Governing Boards o f Universities 

and Colleges [AGBU], 2011; Kallison & Cohen, 2010; Michaelson, Casper, Chait, 

Jackson, Miles, Payson & Rosovsky, 2013). Higher education performance research 

suggests these conflicting views of role stem from challenges of massifxcation growth 

(Trow, 1973), in which higher education participation becomes so prevalent and the 

proportion of taxpayer funding so significant that societal stakeholder groups begin 

debating role and value (Altbach, 2012; Bok, 2003; Cohen and March, 2004, Hazelkom, 

2012; Mayfield, 2001; Trow, 1985). Leaders in higher education are consistently queried 

about their institution’s performance not in terms of its mission, but rather in terms of 

access, affordability, and accountability (Arum & Roksa, 2011; Conner & Rabovsky,

2011; Hartle & Simmons, 2003; Heller, 2001; Palfreyman, 2004; Spellings, 2006;

Webber & Boehmer, 2008; The White House, President Barack Obama, Office of the 

Press Secretary, 2013). There has been a focus on the benefits of higher education to

1
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citizens and commerce as society lauded significant enrollment growth (Kallison & 

Cohen, 2010; Trow, 2000), although government funding for institutions has fallen to its 

lowest per-student allocations in many years (Altbach, Gum port & Berdahl, 2011; Cook 

& Kim, 2012; Baum & Schwartz, 2012; Bok, 2003; Brown, 2012; Davies, 2012;

Denneen & Dretler, 2012; Dill, 2001; Education Commission of the States, 2007; Hartle 

& Simmons, 2003; Immerwahr, Johnson & Gasparra, 2008; Kelly & Jones, 2007; 

National Science Foundation, 2012; The Research Universities Futures Consortium,

2012). Since the 1990s, increased access has been celebrated (Fry & Parker, 2012) 

though institutions’ rates o f growth, absolute size, and proportion of enrolled relevant age 

grade have strained institutional capacity and resources (Barr & Turner, 2013; National 

Science Foundation, 2012). Increased college completion has been recognized nationally 

(Fry & Parker, 2012), though not internationally (Organisation for Economic Co- 

Operation and Development, 2013). Affordability has been scrutinized as tuition, student 

debt, and institutions’ fixed costs increased (Martin & Lehren, 2012) while funding 

decreased (Baum & Ma, 2014; Baum & Schwartz, 2012; Fischer & Stripling, 2014; 

Lebeau et al 2012) due to government funding formulae changes from inputs (admitted 

students, demographics, etc.,) to both inputs and outcomes (graduation rates, cohort 

default rate, and post-graduation employment).

University presidents foster university mission, steward finances, and promote the 

narrative as the public face of the institution (Bimbaum, 2002). Of the president’s role, 

Riesman termed it “the living logo” of the institution (1986, p. 10), and economist and 

former chancellor of the University of California, Clark Kerr, said, “He is a many-faced 

character, in the sense that he must face in many directions at once while contriving to
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turn his back on no important group” (Kerr, 1963, p. 22). The accountability debate of 

public university presidents in the U.S. is framed by cultural norms o f individuality and 

masculinity (Hofstede, 1993) in which value and importance is attached to competition, 

individual achievement, and accomplishments; the archetype white male leader president 

is the norm. This image is supported in the American Council on Education’s 

longitudinal research on academic presidents, which found that the U.S. higher education 

president has been, since the work began in the mid 1980s, a married white male with a 

doctorate in education, averaging between 56 and 61 years o f age (Cook & Kim, 2012; 

Ross & Green, 2000; Stripling, 2012). The image of the U.S. university president in the 

research is one to whom much of the accountability discourse and rhetoric seems 

directed, while other significant amounts o f data on higher education cultural norms is 

based on shared governance. The concept of shared governance is depicted in various 

ways by authors and researchers who compare this organizational style to that of 

hierarchical organizations like corporations or the military. Clotfelter (2011) referred to 

hierarchical structures as “clear and disciplined”, and universities as featuring “vague 

missions, decentralized organization charts, and weak presidents” (p. 32). Likewise, 

Cohen and March (1974) characterized higher education as an organized anarchy where 

ambiguity is the norm.

Presidents and their institutions face compromises of mission regarding quality o f 

research, teaching, and intellectual development versus various stakeholders demanding 

more financial justifications, unfunded compliance mandates, and changing workforce 

preparation directives. (Association of Governing Boards o f Universities and Colleges, 

2011, p. 1; Basken, 2012; Longanecker, 2008; The Research Universities Futures
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Consortium, 2012; Zumeta, 2011). Yet, at the same time, shorter terms in office (less 

than a five year average and declining) are being served by these top institutional leaders, 

and they are more frequently leaving one presidency for another, creating leadership 

succession events more than twice as often as their private institution counterparts (Betts, 

Urias, Chavez & Betts, 2008; DeZure, Shaw, & Rojewski, 2014; Monks 2012). This 

simultaneous occurrence o f increased presidential succession events and growth 

challenges in public research universities’ access, affordability, and accountability 

performance, particularly in the first decade of this century (Heller, 2001; Monks, 2012; 

Palfreyman, 2004; Tekniepe, 2014; Trow, 2005; Webber & Boehmer, 2008), is the basis 

of this study.

Background of the Study

Public university presidents have been held publicly accountable in the media for access 

and affordability, and contractually bound to both academic and commercialized 

accountability metrics (Acker, 2006; Basken, 2012; Bruininks, Keeney & Thorp, 2010; 

Davies, 2012; Longanecker, 2008; Wilson, 2010; Van-Ness, Miesing & Kang, 2009; 

Zumeta, 2011). Access, affordability, and accountability represent a combination of 

inputs (access and affordability) and outcomes (accountability) that lack clear definition 

for higher education leaders as they struggle to reconcile academic mission to a more 

commercialized, massified set o f expectations (Fry & Parker, 2012; Higher Education 

Opportunity Act, 2008; Martin & Lehren, 2012; National Science Foundation, 2012; 

Trow, 2000; Selingo, 2005; Tekniepe, 2014; U.S. Department of Labor, 2012; Wellman, 

2010; The White House, President Barack Obama, Office o f the Press Secretary, 2013; 

Wilson, 2010). Reconciling mission of intellectual development to political and
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commercial expectations o f economic development is substantiated by data: between 

1985 and 2010, leaders o f public institutions have presided over 33% enrollment 

increases that strain institutional capacity (National Center for Higher Education 

Management Systems, 2010), declines in public funding per student to their lowest point 

amidst rising fixed costs (State Higher Education Executive Officers Association, 2012), 

and declining worldwide prestige to seventeenth on global rankings o f total higher 

education graduates (Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development, 2013). 

Additionally, U.S. college graduates’ tuition debt and repayment default status are rising; 

the national default rate for commencing repayment of student loans within two years 

was 10% in 2011 versus 5.9% in 2000 (Baum & Ma, 2014; Baum & Schwartz, 2012; 

Lebeau et al 2012; National Center for Education Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary 

Education Data System [IPEDS], 2012; U.S. Department o f Education Press Office,

2013). Other challenges, especially in the presidential sense-making process for outsider 

presidents, include compliance, assessment, transparency, and market pressures in an era 

of increasing popularity of league rankings and lists (Fischer, 2013; Lombardi, 2010; 

Smerek, 2013). Tekniepe’s 2014 research on community college presidents’ turnover 

notes “increases in political conflict, internal pressures, external stakeholder demands, 

and fiscal stress” as correlated to rising presidential turnover in America’s two-year 

institutions (Tekniepe, 2014, p. 143).

Exacerbating these “access, affordability, and accountability” challenges has been 

the increasingly higher turnover of public university presidents (Monks, 2012; Padilla & 

Ghosh, 2000; Robken, 2007) with longer periods of unfilled presidential positions or 

interim presidents (Skinner, 2010; Zagier, 2012). Demographic trends of large numbers
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of retiring presidents in the current era are believed to explain the trends of turnover and 

succession (Betts et al 2009); however, other detailed research of public institutions 

indicated that compensation, not age, is the top factor in explaining elevated numbers of 

presidential succession events at public institutions (Monks, 2009). These presidents’ 

career patterns and succession events were notably different from their private institution 

counterparts from 2000-2010 (Abbasi & Hollman, 2000; Hartley & Godin, 2009; Monks,

2012). When considering that public research universities are responsible for significant 

annual production of graduates, research, and technology transfer (National Science 

Foundation, 2012), the literature on presidential turnover and research university 

performance raised the question of whether the two are related. This study sought to 

explore whether there was an association between presidential succession events and 

quantified university performance measures of access, affordability and accountability 

(Fischer, 2013; Lombardi, 2010; Smerek, 2013; Tekniepe, 2014).

Public research institutions and their presidents are held accountable according to 

their institution’s mission (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 

2010; Kelly & Jones, 2007; Longanecker, 2008, Osili et al 2013; Michaelson et al 2013). 

Public research university presidents, for example, oversee a different mission of access, 

affordability, and accountability than community college or private institution presidents 

(Association of American Universities [AAU], 2013; American Association of 

Community Colleges, 2013; Hartley & Godin, 2009; Tekniepe, 2014). Generally, for all 

types of institutions, the literature most commonly refers to “access” as the mission- 

specific input of admission and enrollment performance (Immerwahr, Johnson, & 

Gasparra, 2008; Kelly & Jones, 2007; U.S. Department of Education Institute o f
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Education Sciences National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2013), 

“affordability” as the mission-specific performance outcome based on a student’s ability 

to pay or repay an institution’s net price o f attending after financial aid (Baum & Ma, 

2014; Baum & Schwartz, 2012; Kelly & Jones, 2007; Lebeau et al 2012; The National 

Center For Public Policy and Higher Education, 2002; NCES, 2013), and 

“accountability” as the mission-specific outcome of performance assessment results 

compared to mission-specific goals related to teaching, learning and research (Dill, 2001; 

Kelly & Jones, 2007; The National Center For Public Policy and Higher Education,

2002). Research on presidents’ career patterns suggested two key findings that informed 

this 2000-2010 study: 1) boards of trustees’ and presidents’ upper echelon leadership 

challenges are compounded by the commercialization influence on institutional 

performance success (Bok, 2003; Cook & Kim, 2012; Corrigan, 2002; King & Gomez, 

2007; Palffeyman, 2004) and 2) public institution presidents’ succession events have 

increased (Monks, 2004).

Higher education boards o f trustees and the presidents they select to lead 

institutions are charged with promoting, fostering, and furthering the mission 

(Association of Governing Boards of Colleges and Universities, 2006). Via shared 

governance with faculty and other stakeholders (American Association of University 

Professors, 1990), presidents represent the upper echelon of institutional academic 

leadership (American Association of University Professors, 1966; Association of 

Governing Boards of Colleges and Universities, 2006; King & Gomez, 2008; 

Trachtenburg, 2008). These public research university presidents and their institution’s 

access, affordability, and accountability challenges have experienced public increased
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scrutiny and review due to the convergence of several events in the last several years:

(1) public research university presidents left office more often than their counterparts in 

private institutions to take other presidencies in longer-duration searches (Monks, 2004, 

2012; Padilla & Ghosh, 2000; Robken, 2007, Skinner, 2010; Zagier, 2012), (2) 

enrollment (access) in public research universities grew 33% overall compared to 24% 

enrollment growth in the 1990s (National Center for Higher Education Management 

Systems [NCHEMS], 2010), (3) affordability declined as suggested by the doubling of 

students’ cohort default rates (IPEDS, 2012; U.S. Department of Education Press Office,

2013), and (4), national and international college ranking reports (accountability) gained 

in popularity with the public and policy leaders (Dill & Soo, 2005; Fischer, 2013; 

Lombardi, 2010; The White House, President Barack Obama, Office of the Press 

Secretary, 2013; Van Der Werf, 2007).

Though governing boards have the fiduciary responsibility for institutional 

performance, their primary role is hiring and supporting a president to create the vision 

and integrate leadership of the institution’s mission through shared governance with a 

host of internal and external stakeholders (American Association of University 

Professors, 1990; Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, 2006). 

For their role in university performance, presidents foster university mission, steward 

finances, and promote the narrative as the public face of an institution (Bimbaum, 2002; 

Nelson, 2009; Osili et al., 2013; Weill, 2009). But, as university performance has 

become increasingly more focused on efficiency and effectiveness (Reyna, 2010), 

presidents’ roles regarding their universities’ performance have also evolved; recent 

literature and media coverage increasingly compare higher education presidents to their



counterpart chief executive officers (CEOs) in the corporate world (Basken, 2012;

Nelson, 2009). Related to this question o f presidents’ roles on university performance is 

the demographic trend of shorter time in office and higher turnover o f university 

presidents (Monks, 2012; Padilla & Ghosh, 2000; Robken, 2007) with longer periods of 

unfilled presidential positions or interim presidents (Skinner, 2010; Zagier, 2012). Based 

on the research and Grusky’s theory that executive succession is disruptive to 

organization performance, it is inferred that higher education performance management is 

optimal when permanent presidents are consistently in office; inversely, it is inferred that 

higher education performance is not optimally managed when the presidential office is 

vacant or served by an interim president (Abbasi & Hollman, 2000; Favaro, Karlsson, & 

Neilson, 2010; Goodall, 2006; Grusky, 1963; Martin & Samels, 2004). This 

simultaneous occurrence o f increased presidential succession events and adversity in 

public research universities’ access, affordability, and accountability performance forms 

the background for this study.

Statement o f the Problem 

In the wake of unparalleled and growing demands, institutions o f higher education 

are faced with unprecedented challenges to operate effectively and resourcefully (Nelson,

2014). Challenges of a commercialized academic market and increased presidential 

succession have created unprecedented institutional stressors for the 21st century public 

research university as their presidents’ performance narrative has shifted to “access, 

affordability, and accountability” rhetoric versus advocacy for mission (Baum & 

Schwartz, 2012; Cook & Kim, 2012; Ekman, 2010; Katsinas et al, 2013; Monks, 2012; 

Nelson, 2014; National Science Foundation, 2012; Palfreyman, 2004; State Higher



Education Executive Officers Association, 2011; Song & Hartley, 2012; The White 

House, President Barack Obama, Office o f the Press Secretary, 2013). The disruptive 

impact of frequent leader turnover is costly (Abbasi & Hollman, 2000; Osili et al., 2013), 

time-consuming (Skinner, 2010; Yellin, 2012; Zagier, 2012), and undermines 

institutional mission as shared governance becomes enervated while leadership 

transitions occur (Martin & Samels, 2004; Smerek, 2013; Tekniepe, 2014). Between 

2000 and 2010, U.S. public research universities experienced increased presidential 

turnover, significant enrollment increases with less funding per student, increased cohort 

debt rates, and challenges of various third-party quality rankings while still producing the 

majority of graduates, research, development, patents, companies, and intellectual capital 

in science and technology (Basken, 2012; National Science Foundation, 2012). This 

perfect storm problem set was analyzed by examining a possible association of 

presidential succession events to university performance in terms of quantified access, 

affordability, and accountability.

History of the Problem

Organization performance in U.S. higher education’s history most commonly 

calls to mind issues of access and affordability with the Morrill Act o f 1862 (26 Stat. 417, 

7 U.S.C. § 321 et seq), the G.I. Bill, and the Higher Education Act of 1965 (Pub. L. No. 

89-329). Each of these historic legislative acts shifted higher education from the elite to 

the masses as access opened and affordability was improved for more Americans to earn 

a college degree (Kallison & Cohen, 2010). But it is mainly the 1965 Higher Education 

Act, its subsequent reauthorizations (the latest one is currently in deliberation as of 2014), 

and the interpretive actions of individual state governments that illustrate the evolution of



the accountability concept in terms of access and affordability while the nation moved 

from mass enrollment to what Trow (1985) called universal enrollment in the early 

1990s. Access growth has become such an issue in recent years that enrollment capping 

at flagship universities and regional universities has been reported.

For example, the access literature indicates a growing consensus to refine the 

definition as completing college versus just being accepted into college (Fry & Parker, 

2012). Likewise with affordability: higher education financial literature indicates a push 

to reposition college costs as a human capital investment versus an annual expense line 

item in a budget (Baum & Ma, 2014; Baum & Schwartz, 2012; Fischer & Stripling,

2014). Finally, the literature on accountability is so varied, subjective, and contentious, it 

is quickly apparent that to choose just one metric is impractical and misses the point o f 

what universities and their presidents represent (Reindl & Reyna, 2011; Van Der Werf, 

2007; Zumeta, 2011).

The research literature on presidents’ time in office had several perspectives: (1) 

effectiveness as judged by faculty (Bimbaum, 1987), (2) by amount o f annual giving 

from alumni and donors (Osili et al., 2013), and (3) effectiveness as judged by boards on 

navigating institutions through adversity (Van-Ness et al 2009). Demographic trends of 

large numbers o f baby boomer retiring presidents in the current era are believed to 

generally explain presidential turnover and succession; however, other detailed research 

of public institutions indicated that compensation, not age, is the top factor in explaining 

elevated numbers of presidential succession events at public institutions (Monks, 2009). 

Regardless of whether presidential tenure has an acceptable standard length of service, 

the literature consistently indicated university presidents, especially outsider presidents,
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need several years to engage the role, learn it, and forge the necessary relationships to be 

effective at it.

Concurrently with presidential succession increasing, boards o f trustees face 

challenges underscoring their fiduciary role to oversee improvements in their institution’s 

access, affordability, and accountability (Harris, 2011, p. 17). Despite a 33% enrollment 

growth in the last decade, the U.S. no longer has the highest proportion of college 

graduates in the world (OECD, 2010), and, for 2011, had the lowest per-student state 

financial appropriation in twenty-five years (State Higher Education Executive Officers 

Association, 2011). In a 2012 report on the status and future of public research 

universities, the National Science Foundation warned this trend “threatens the continued 

capacity to attract the best talent, to provide quality education and training.. .and to 

compete with private counterparts...” (National Science Foundation, 2012, p. 19). 

Therefore, at just the time when public research universities and their boards need 

sustained integral presidential agency the most, they are experiencing greater mobility in 

the top office (Monks, 2012; Padilla & Ghosh, 2000; Robken, 2007). Exacerbating the 

situation, executive search consultants report that presidential searches take longer and 

yield fewer qualified candidates (Skinner, 2010; Zagier, 2012). If the American Council 

on Education, OECD, and State Higher Education Executive Officers Association data 

are considered via the lens of Grusky’s 1963 theory that executive turnover is disruptive 

to organizational performance, it is logical to wonder whether public university 

performance issues are associated with presidential succession events at these 

institutions. Critics of university presidents’ perceived authority and control over their 

institutions’ access, affordability, and accountability performance associate university
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presidents with corporate CEOs. With research indicating significance between CEOs’ 

performance, turnover and succession events and their organizations’ performance, it is 

also logical to wonder whether this is generalizable to higher education, as suggested in 

the literature.

Need for Further Study of the Problem

Some may question why exploring presidential succession events and public 

research university performance may be useful to boards of trustees overseeing this 

sector. Although representing 3% of all U.S. higher education institutions, public 

research universities represent fully one-third of all undergraduate degrees produced, 

three-quarters of all doctorates produced, a significant amount of patents and technology 

transfer, and the majority o f the nation’s federally-funded research and development in 

science and engineering. Analysis affecting such a significant amount of science and 

technology teaching, learning and research may be useful to trustees in formulating their 

institutions’ leadership succession plans (Abbasi & Hollman, 2000; Basinger, 2001; 

Cotton, 2003; Gonzalez, 2010).

Similar research on CEOs and corporate performance in nearly the same 

timeframe as this study (2000-2009) found that corporate performance co-varied with 

CEO succession (Favaro et al 2010). CEO turnover increased significantly during this 

time and was inversely related to their corporations’ performance. The data also indicated 

CEOs became more focused on short-term increases in shareholder value, and their 

overall role became more complex, harder to sustain, and more accountable for 

performance measures. Given the similarities in the scope o f the CEO-corporate 

performance study from 2000-2009, the researcher opted to explore a similar study with
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public research universities’ presidents and their institutions’ performance, and the 

comparison of the two leadership roles in the literature, it is logical to wonder if 

university performance co-varies with presidents’ succession.

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to analyze public research university enrollment, 

student debt after graduation, and institutional performance ranking during presidential 

succession events between 2000 and 2010. Potential benefits could result for boards of 

trustees and presidents of public research universities if the research indicates rising 

presidential succession events correlate with shifts in institutions’ access, affordability, 

and accountability. Considering presidential succession events as a variable in public 

institutional performance could further inform and add to the analysis and analytic 

reporting needed by upper echelon leadership to improve institutional performance 

monitoring. Conversely, if  the data result in no correlation between presidential 

succession events at public institutions and those institution’s quantified performance 

metrics of access, affordability, and accountability, such a finding is also informative and 

may suggest implications for the perception of the presidential role, influence, selection, 

contract negotiation, evaluation and compensation.

Research Questions 

The study was guided by the following three research questions that explored 

public research universities’ presidential succession events’ association with quantifiable 

proxies for access, affordability, and accountability:

RQ1: Is there an association between the numbers o f U.S. public universities’ presidential 

succession events and IPEDS student enrollment between 2000 and 2010?
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RQ2: Is there an association between the numbers o f U.S. public universities’ presidential 

succession events and IPEDS cohort default rate between 2000 and 2010?

RQ3: Is there an association between the numbers o f U.S. public universities’ presidential 

succession events and annual rankings on the Top American Research Universities 

(TARU) report between 2000 and 2010?

Theoretical Framework 

The period o f2000-2010 marked a particularly intense critical scrutiny o f higher 

education, mandated compliance and reporting changes, and steadily dwindling public 

funding of higher education, thus qualifying as an important strategic situation (Altbach, 

Gumport & Berdahl, 2011; Baum & Schwartz, 2012; Conner & Rabovsky, 2011; Heller, 

2001; Lebeau et al 2012). It was inferred from media coverage and published research of 

the era that presidents’ increased turnover occurred due to leaders’ personalized 

interpretation of these constraints limiting their discretion (Mogilyanskaya, 2012), 

increased demands of the job leading to a period o f expansive enrollment growth, severe 

contraction of funding, and limited organizational options to account for it all to the 

board and state officials (Davies, 2012; Harris, 2011; Michaelson, et al 2013). Add to 

this the documented rise in the use of executive recruiters, the small pool o f experienced 

candidates for this role due to the reluctance of traditional pipeline candidates (chief 

academic officers and deans) to ascend (Betts et al 2009; King & Gomez, 2008), and 

increased succession events resulting from increased turnover, and it is reasonable to 

wonder whether organization performance was affected by the increased leader turnover. 

Monks’ research indicated public institution presidents’ interpretations and actions 

regarding these events prompted their decision to leave for higher-paying positions, thus



increasing succession event or events. These succession events, in turn, may have been 

associated the overall university performance changes following thereafter. Performance 

data are very likely aggregated and delivered initially to top management teams, 

including presidents, at public research universities. Allowing for differences of 

presidents’ backgrounds, education, ages, values, beliefs, cognitive abilities and 

embeddedness in the job, any level o f university performance may ensue (Cotton, 2003; 

Lee, Mitchell, Sablynski, Burton & Holtom, 2004). But what if there is no permanent 

president in office, or if the lame duck departure and exit period as well as the new 

president on-boarding period are so time-consuming that the upper echelon top 

management team becomes enervated toward overall institutional performance in terms 

of access, affordability, and accountability? This notion provided the impetus to choose 

Hambrick and Mason’s upper echelon theory (Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Hambrick, 

2007) as the framework for this study to observe and describe a possible association 

between university performance and presidential succession events in public research 

universities from 2000-2010.

Upper echelon theory (Hambrick & Mason, 1984) states that top executives lead 

their organization’s performance by uniquely personalizing their interpretation o f the 

upper echelon’s framing o f challenges and climate, then acting according to their own 

individual values, personalities and experiences. Both the personalized interpretations 

and the values-based actions in an organization’s upper echelon drive vision and change 

strategy, which differ from middle and line management’s interpretations and values- 

based actions (which may be more focused on control and compliance strategy; 

Hambrick, 2007, p. 334). Hambrick expanded the theory to allow for upper echelon



leaders’ discretion and the demands of the job, which is essential to the study’s 

framework. Upper echelon theory posits that the more choices for action perceived by 

the leader, the greater the predictor of organizational performance in periods of strategic 

importance, illustrated in Figure 1. Conversely, the more the constraints on choices for 

action are perceived by the leader, the less o f a predictor of organizational performance 

are leader’s personalized, values-based actions.
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Figure 1. Upper Echelon Theoretical Framework; Hambrick, D. C., & Mason, P. A. (1984), Upper echelons: the organization as a 
reflection o f its top managers. Academy Of Management Review. Reprinted with permission from D. C. Hambrick (see Appendix G).



Hambrick described leaders’ “latitude of action” (p. 335) regarding objective 

situations: if  leaders have minimal constraints, a growth environment, and organizational 

factors allow choices regarding decisions and courses of action, their psychological and 

observable characteristics (age, experience, skills, values) can positively influence 

organizational performance (Hambrick, 2007). Inversely, it could be assumed that if  the 

latitude of action is absent, or if  the permanent leader is literally absent, organizational 

performance is not positively influenced. Upper echelon theory framed the study by 

theorizing that, between 2000 and 2010, universities grew under presidents’ leadership 

skills, however, these growth factors increased constraints and decreased choices for the 

presidents themselves. As baby boomer presidents began to retire as predicted, this upper 

echelon was recruited for public university presidencies from other public university 

presidencies, resulting in increased turnover and succession events. These succession 

events, in turn, left growth concerns unchecked and unconstrained, resulting in weakened 

advocacy for higher education’s role and value, which resulted in decreased per-student 

funding, higher tuition and student debt rates, and increased accountability concerns of 

the value of research, liberal arts, funding, administrative bloat, the productivity of 

faculty, compliance in athletics, and compensation of presidents.

Conceptual Framework 

Since the purpose of the study was to analyze public research university 

enrollment, student debt after graduation, and institutional performance ranking during 

presidential succession events between 2000 and 2010, the key aspects described in the 

theoretical framework relate to that peculiar academic structure that differentiates it from 

most businesses that inspire much of organizational leadership and performance



literature: shared governance. The triangle conceptual framework in Figure 2 connects 

and layers the governing stakeholders while illustrating the relationship of access, 

affordability, and accountability to each group. Loosely based on Clark’s Triangle of 

Coordination (1986) of state authority, academic oligarchy, and market (p. 143), Burke 

(2005) modified the framework to an Accountability Triangle (p. 23) with state priorities 

(political), academic concerns (professional), and market forces (market).

In this study’s conceptual framework of shared governance, similar to the two on 

which it is based, a balance is advocated of the three initiatives: access, or merit 

enrollment, aligns well to faculty; affordability, or financial oversight, aligns well to 

trustees, who act as fiduciary of the institution; and accountability, or performance 

rankings, align well to the president, who acts as the public face of the institutions. 

Resembling project management tenets controlling for time, cost, and quality, this 

constraints model challenges leaders to pick any two dimensions while sacrificing the 

third. Public research universities are being pressured by their own mission to remain 

true to quality with a relentless push on financial limits and time to completion.
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Figure 2. Con 
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At the triangle’s base is the board of trustees, most closely associated with 

affordability, since theirs is the role o f institutional fiduciary. The trustees oversee the 

budget, approve tuition and fees, hire and compensate the president, and ensure the 

financial perpetuity of the institution during their terms. The faculty comprises one side 

of the triangle, with access most closely associated with their role. Faculty oversee the 

academic offerings, establish curricula, teach classes, conduct research, and set the 

admissions criteria for entering students as well as exit criteria for graduates. The 

president represents the other side of the triangle, with accountability most closely 

associated with this role. The president, with the “impossible job” (Bimbaum, 1989) or 

as the “living logo” (Reisman, 1986, p. 10) of the institution, is the visible public figure
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who may be the most frequent mass communicator o f the institution’s state of being, 

whether to policy makers, trustees, faculty and staff, parents and families, or the press 

(Weill, 2009). Though an individual president is not personally commanding and 

controlling activities that result in the institutions’ outcomes, he or she is accountable for 

creating the vision to lead others in pursuit o f institutional excellence of mission.

In higher education, the culture of shared governance expects the president and 

board of trustees to collaborate with faculty regarding institutional mission, core values, 

and integrity of operations (American Association of University Professors, 1990; 

Association of Governing Boards o f Universities and Colleges, 2006; The National 

Academies, director, 2012; Michaelson et al 2013) their collective will moves the 

institution forward, or not, since the collaboration of these three groups is unique in its 

effectiveness of handling performance issues of access, affordability, and accountability. 

Their collective efforts nearly always manifest publicly with the president as the 

institutional head public figure, which, for the general public, government leaders and 

business leaders, most closely resembles the paradigm of a hierarchical business headed 

by a chief executive officer (CEO). Therefore, nonacademic leaders and laypersons 

many times expect university presidents to manage their institutions in the same way 

CEOs manage their corporation, especially since the popularity in the last generation of 

the “shareholder value” or “stakeholder value” premise. Those outside o f academia 

expect a return on investment of tax dollars for funding research universities via 

commercialization of technology transfer, production of skilled workers for the new 

economy, and production of new knowledge to solve societal problems o f the day.

Should this not happen in a timely manner or should the other countries o f the world
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show signs of outpacing America’s leading public research universities, non-academic 

stakeholders expect swift corrective action from the visible leader, the president. Shared 

governance, fidelity to mission, and contractual obligations as president may expect 

otherwise. Therefore, the experience with the incongruence o f this upper echelon of 

governance at a public research university compared to stakeholder expectations is 

theorized to be associated with presidents’ decisions to stay or leave their positions, 

which may, in turn, be associated with institutional performance shifts.

Significance of the Study 

Findings of this study have the potential to provide boards of trustees, presidents, 

human resources professionals, stakeholders and constituent groups additional analysis of 

the complexities of measuring public research universities’ performance and the trends in 

presidential leadership stability, succession planning, and trended performance. Based on 

the outcome of the research, the study could possibly illustrate linkages o f mutual 

engagement and support between boards and presidents to ensure sustained, integral 

leadership to address challenges to access, affordability, and accountability. While not 

intended to assert causation, exploratory analysis o f this kind may provide additional 

insight into a more complete picture of any potential association between presidential 

leadership stability and overall university performance. The descriptive analysis should 

indicate any possible predictors of current presidents’ tenure expectations and public 

research university performance in terms of access, affordability, and accountability. 

Collectively, these data could possibly inform the research on the public research 

university presidents who led and some who still lead public university campuses and 

significant numbers of grant-based research and development efforts.
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Procedures

To examine any possible association between presidents’ succession events and 

university performance outcomes, a quantitative, non-experimental study was conducted 

to consider the characteristics of U.S. public research universities’ performance measures 

during presidential succession events from 2000 to 2010. Because Monk’s 2012 research 

indicated mainly public institutions’ baby boomer presidents were increasingly changing 

jobs with shorter durations in office while facing impending retirement, and because 

publicly available archived data were complete and accessible, only public institutions 

were in scope for this study. Archived data from IPEDS, archived data from the Top 

American Research Universities (TARU; The Center for Measuring University 

Performance, 2014) reports of Arizona State University’s Measuring University 

Performance Center’s publicly-available data website, and presidential succession event 

counts from publicly-available individual institutional websites were used to analyze and 

describe quantified public research university access, affordability, and accountability 

performance during presidential succession events. The quantified proxy variables for 

access, affordability, and accountability were traditional fall enrollment, cohort default 

rate and Top American Research Universities (TARU; The Center for Measuring 

University Performance, 2014) ranking. The data were aggregated, described, and 

analyzed to observe possible trends and patterns o f performance and succession events. 

University Performance Components

From IPEDS and the Top American Research Universities (TARU; The Center 

for Measuring University Performance, 2014) reports, three proxy measures of university 

performance were chosen from 2000-2010: traditional fall enrollment of full-time, first-



time freshman for each year represented access (National Center for Education Statistics, 

2013), cohort default rate for each year represented affordability, and a compounded 

TARU ranking index represented accountability. It was recognized that this composite 

three-part university performance variable should be considered in light o f several 

exogenous time-related variables in this decade, as well. It was planned to explore levels 

of public funding inclusive of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, 

each state’s public education appropriation by year, economic trends, recessions, and 

annual inflation rates. Regarding presidents, further exploration was planned regarding 

Sarbanes-Oxley related legislation affecting highly compensated executives, their 

contracts and evaluations. Because of the focus o f the research questions, and high 

internal consistency of the access, affordability, and accountability data, further 

exploration of these exogenous variables was deemed beyond the scope of this study and 

became an aspiration of future research.

Counting Presidential Succession Events

Presidential succession event counts per institution from 2000-2010 were sourced 

from publicly available institutional websites; including counting the succession events 

for both permanent and interim presidents by year. For purposes of the study, each 

counted succession event per institution was measured as one year, and any president 

repeating a non-consecutive interim term in the decade was only counted once, however 

each succession event was counted individually. The research questions explored the 

relationship of presidential succession event counts from 2000 to 2010 on the access, 

affordability, and accountability proxy variables described above.
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This non-experimental quantitative study used descriptive statistics to observe and 

describe possible patterns and relationships of presidential succession events and 

university performance. Archived publicly available data from 2000 to 2010 LPEDS, the 

TARU reports, and the institutional websites were analyzed via SPSS, and descriptive 

statistics calculated the variables’ distribution, central tendency, and dispersion. From 

there, a time series analysis was planned to show trends o f the variables in relationship to 

one another, however, Pearson’s r correlation coefficient analysis proved to be the more 

appropriate method.

Limitation: Accuracy of Data

Research design limitations and delimitations clarify method, according to Mercer 

University’s Educational Leadership Doctoral Handbook, and identify “ ...circumstances, 

environment, or setting which might change the results of the study” (p. 29). Because 

archived data were used in the study, the only limitation to this study was the accuracy of 

the data from the sources. This limitation was partially managed by choosing publicly 

available archived data, then examining, proofreading, and verifying both the manually 

transcribed data and the electronic data downloads multiple times.

Delimitations

Delimitations clarify design boundaries o f the design set by the researcher to 

manage the scope of the study, affect the ability o f the findings to be generalized to other 

settings or groups. (Mercer University Tift College of Education, 2013, p. 29). There 

were several delimitations set for this study:
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Inclusion of Only RU/VH and RU/H Public Research Universities

This 147-institution research population represented only about 3% of 4,633 

institutions in the 2010 Carnegie Classification™ of institutions, however, the reach and 

influence of these universities is significant in terms of degrees awarded, doctorates 

produced, research grants earned and stewarded, and new research findings (companies, 

awards, patents and discoveries).

Choice of Definition of Access, Affordability, and Accountability

The literature lacked clear direction of precisely what is meant by the many 

references to access, affordability and accountability. Access and affordability were 

often found linked together or so tightly coupled that the research sometimes 

insufficiently differentiated between the two. Accountability truly had no single context, 

with much research centered on shared governance and how it binds the institutional 

stakeholders to a mutual effort and view o f accountability, yet there was also a strong 

body of literature closely tracking institution’s performance challenges, financial well

being and rankings in terms of its presidents. The researcher’s decision to quantify these 

three concepts based on the best match in the literature (annual fall enrollment in IPEDS 

for access, annual cohort default rate for affordability, and annual Top American 

Research Universities ranking score for accountability) does not completely match the 

new College Affordability initiative metrics definitions for access, affordability and 

outcomes. It is important to note these federal definitions were published well after this 

study was underway with its own definitions, and the federal definitions are noted as still 

being discussed by stakeholders in mid 2014. This delimitation was partially managed by
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choosing two federally mandated compliance measures, and an accountability measure 

tailored for the study population.

Inclusion of Interim Presidents

There is an intentional inclusion of interim presidents’ successions in the 

calculation of institutions’ presidential succession events count, which some other 

researchers have opted to omit. However, the interpretation of Grusky’s theory of 

disruption from leader succession is believed more relevant if  each succession event is 

counted versus just those of permanent presidents. Succession is succession, regardless 

of who the departing leader may be.

Temporal Scope of Study

Studying these institutions in the decade between 2000 and 2010 limited the 

findings to a snapshot of time for institutions with much longer histories. These findings 

may show an anomaly not representing prior or subsequent decades,, from which 

erroneous conclusions could be drawn about the nature of performance or presidencies, 

or both. This delimitation is partially managed by the fact that this time span represents 

the most complete retrospective, yet recent, publicly available archived data set.

Definition of Terms 

Terms found in the study are defined as follows:

Access: The proxy variable for access in the study was yearly fall enrollment data

from IPEDS defined as:

those enrolled in courses creditable toward a degree or other formal award; 
students enrolled in courses that are part o f a vocational or occupational program, 
including those enrolled in off-campus centers; and high school students taking 
regular college courses for credit. Institutions report annually the number of full- 
and part-time students, by gender, race/ethnicity, and level (undergraduate, 
graduate, first-professional); the total number of undergraduate entering students
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(including first-time, transfers-in, part-time students, and non-degree students); 
and retention rates. (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008)

Access is defined by Heller (2001) in terms of eliminating constraints represented by

these questions:

Financial accessibility: Does the student have the financial resources necessary to 
attend college? Geographic accessibility: How far does a potential student have to 
travel to attend college? Programmatic accessibility: Is the academic program 
available that the student wants? Academic accessibility: Has the student had the 
proper academic preparation in her or his pre-collegiate years? Cultural/social/ 
physical accessibility: Do precollege students receive the necessary 
encouragement and support to attend college form parents, families, peers, 
schools, and others? Do some policies (either de jure or de facto) prohibit or 
encourage the enrollment o f students from particular groups, such as racial 
minorities or older, nontraditional college students? Are there physical barriers to 
attendance, especially for students with a disability that limits their mobility? 
(Heller, 2001, p. 10)

Access is also defined by NCHEMS as inclusive o f college preparation and college 

participation. Adult learners are also included by NCHEMS but are excluded in this 

study since these students typically are not defined in traditional enrollment figures, 

transfer figures or graduation rates. For purposes o f this study, access is defined as the 

mission-specific input of admission and enrollment performance.

Affordability: Yearly students’ cohort default rate from IPEDS serves as the proxy 

variable for affordability rather than tuition, financial aid need, or percentage o f family 

income due to the subjective nature of defining and interpreting financial viability of a 

student’s financial plan for school. Defined simply, the cohort default rate is the ratio of 

the student loan borrowers defaulting within two years of repayment to the total number 

of student loan borrowers in a graduating cohort (Kantrowitz, 2010; Field, 2008; 

Lederman, 2008). The measure is a compliance metric for higher education institutions 

with benefits and sanctions that incentivize colleges and universities to ensure college



debt is managed strategically, from recruiting and financial aid disbursement to 

institutional assessment reporting. Espinosa, Crandall & Tukibayeva (2014) referred to 

overall default rate as “a key proxy for higher education affordability” (p. 4) when 

borrowing is significant but problematic as a measure when few students borrow. IPEDS 

tracks two and three year cohort default debt rates as a financial performance measure of 

institutions with benefits for keeping rates at 10% or below and penalties resulting if in 

excess of 25% (Kantrowitz, 2010).

The rationale for this definition of affordability is its sympathetic relationship to 

access as enrollment and accountability as image from rankings. It is based on Baum’s 

research and educational policy advocacy of affordability as investment versus expense 

(2012) and based on a student’s ability to pay or repay versus the parents or family 

(2014). In 2012, Baum and Schwartz addressed the dilemma of meaningfully defining 

affordability as “dependent upon the price paid and the returns experienced by the student 

over time” (p. 3). Baum (2002) discusses the paradox of higher education affordability 

being considered as an expense rather than an investment by the nature of this definition: 

“ ... the proportion of annual family income that is required to pay for a year of college.” 

(The National Center For Public Policy and Higher Education, 2002, p. 11). The data 

suggest the more common scenario is tuition financing over time versus a single year, 

similar to mortgaging a home. Given the emphasis on loans and financing relative to 

ability to repay, the representation of cohort default rate has implications for the student 

borrower, the institution, and both state and federal government funding sources. The 

more complex and likely representative definition o f affordability is from NCHEMS as 

inclusive of net cost of attendance, loan borrowing, and Pell Grant awards, however, the
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availability of these data disaggregated to the population of this study is beyond its scope.

Accountability: The top public universities’ ranking across nine factors in the Top 

American Research Universities (TARU; The Center for Measuring University 

Performance, 2014) reports serve as the proxy for accountability. These reports are an 

annual market-share measurement report compiled by Arizona State University’s Center 

for Measuring University Performance of nine composite accountability factors within 

five areas of research (total research expenditures, federal research expenditures), private 

support (endowment assets, annual giving), faculty (national academy membership, 

faculty awards), advanced training (doctorates awarded, postdoctoral appointees), and 

undergraduates (SAT scores). The factors appear to best fit this definition of mission: “A 

university’s core business is the discovery, dissemination, and application o f new 

knowledge” (The Research Universities Futures Consortium, 2012, p. 14).

Cohort Default Rate: The IPEDS definition of cohort default rate is the 

percentage of a school's borrowers (a defined cohort group) who enter repayment on 

certain loans during a particular federal fiscal year, October 1 to September 30, and 

default or meet other specified non-payment conditions prior to the end of the next one to 

two fiscal years (National Center for Education Statistics, 2013). This annual two-year 

default rate served as the proxy variable for affordability in the study. Though the current 

model for cohort default rate is transitioning from a two-year measure to a three-year 

measure, between 2000 and 2010, the two-year measure was used.

Enrollment: IPEDS definition of the fall freshman class; the number of first-time, 

full-and part-time students, transfer-ins, and non-degree students enrolled in courses 

creditable toward a degree or other formal award, courses that are part of a vocational or
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occupational program, including those enrolled in off-campus or extension centers; and 

high school students taking regular college courses for credit make up the enrollment 

figures in the study. These numbers served as the proxy variable for access in the study.
f

Massification: Attributed to Dr. Martin Trow (1973), defined as the transitioning 

of higher education from an elite privilege to more universal access for a diverse 

population of learners, and generally observed by sociologists and researchers as a 

twentieth century phenomenon. Also defined in some contexts as a majority o f 

traditional age (18-24) students enrolled in some form o f post-secondary education. For 

purposes of this study, the term refers to the high rate o f enrollment growth occurring 

globally in public higher education from the 1970s to the present, with emphasis on 

2000- 2010.

President: For purposes of this study, president was defined as the permanently 

hired head of a college or university, interchangeable with chancellor only when there is 

one position of leadership. They were identified from institutions’ websites listing past 

presidents.

Succession event: For purposes of this study, the time span from awareness o f an 

incumbent president’s departure until the first day of employment of permanent 

replacement president. Interim presidents’ ascension and departure were counted as 

separate succession events. The unit o f measurement for succession events counted was 

one year. These were counted as a single succession event whenever a president’s name 

changed from one year to the next within 2000-2010. Individuals serving more than one 

term non-consecutively were only counted once, but the succession event transitioning 

them into and out of office were counted separately.
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Succession planning: An organization plan created in advance to mitigate or 

minimize adverse disruption to organizational momentum such as when succession 

events occur. Abbasi & Hollman (2000) advocated succession planning to minimize the 

tangible and intangible costs o f executive turnover in organizations.

Top American Research Universities (TARU) Reports: The annual league ranking 

reports compiled by the Arizona State University’s Center for Measuring University 

Performance. This report lists the top 200 public and private research universities across 

nine dimensions: Total Research Expenditures, Federal Research Expenditures, 

Endowment Assets, Annual Giving, National Academy Membership, Faculty Awards, 

Doctorates Awarded, Postdoctoral Appointees, and SAT scores. This study examined the 

eleven reports of 2000-2012.

U.S. public research university: The specific 147 members of the 2010 Carnegie 

Classification™ doctorate-granting universities define U.S. public research university.

This includes institutions that awarded at least 20 research doctoral degrees during the 

update year (excluding doctoral-level degrees that qualify recipients for entry into 

professional practice, such as the J.D., M.D., Pharm.D., D.P.T., etc.). The classification 

also excludes special focus institutions and tribal colleges. By category and total, the 

population was: RU/VH: Research Universities (Very High research activity) -  108 total, 

74 public, 34 private; RU/H: Research Universities (High research activity) -  99 total, 73 

public, 26 private, and DRU: Doctoral/Research Universities -  90, 30 public, 60 private 

(The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement o f Teaching, 2010). All private research 

universities and the 30 public DRU institutions are excluded from this study in an effort
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to further explore Monk’s 20102 research concerning public institutions and their 

presidents.

Summary

This retrospective study explored American public research universities’ 

quantified performance and presidential succession events in the decade of 2000 through 

2010. Specifically, the access, affordability, and accountability theme found consistently 

in higher education performance literature was quantified as enrollment totals, cohort 

default rates and university rankings, and then considered in association with presidential 

succession events. This decade marked a perfect storm of institutional stressors 

stemming from significant growth and diminished funding: 33% enrollment growth, a 

doubling of the cohort default debt rate from 4.5% to 10%, and the rise in popularity of 

institutional rankings. These challenges were further exacerbated by increasing frequency 

of succession events from an aging cohort o f baby boomer presidents. The purpose of the 

study was to analyze, describe, and explore possible association of public research 

university enrollment, student debt after graduation, and institutional performance 

ranking with presidential succession events between 2000 and 2010. Trustees and 

presidents of public research universities could benefit from knowing if  the association is 

there or not. If rising presidential succession events are associated with shifts in 

institutions’ access, affordability, and accountability, one set o f implications could be 

drawn, whereas if  there is no association, another set o f implications could be drawn. 

Either way, considering presidential succession events as a variable in public institutional 

performance analytics could improve upper echelon leadership decision-making.

Findings of this study should not be interpreted as causal, yet they may offer stakeholders



additional insight to the complexities o f assessing public research universities’ 

performance and planning leadership succession at the nation’s top public research 

universities. The study explored three research questions of public research universities’ 

presidential succession events: (1) succession events’ association with access as student 

enrollment, (2), succession events’ association with affordability as cohort default rate, 

and (3), succession events’ association with accountability as annual rankings on the Top 

American Research Universities (TARU; The Center for Measuring University 

Performance, 2014) reports. Publicly available archived data from 2000 to 2010 on 

presidents’ succession events and university performance outcomes were gathered, and a 

quantitative, non-experimental study was conducted to describe, analyze and explore the 

findings.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Leaders of American public research institutions have presided over 33% 

enrollment increases in the first decade of this century when all of higher education was 

experiencing enrollment growth around 57%, even though the entire U.S. population 

growth rate was only about 29% (U.S. Census, 2013). Recessions, public funding 

decreases, and rising fixed costs resulted in the lowest government funding per student in 

a generation while tuition, debt, and default status rose (Baum & Ma, 2014; Baum & 

Schwartz, 2012; Lebeau et al 2012; IPEDS, 2012; State Higher Education Executive 

Officers Association, 2012; U.S. Department of Education Press Office, 2013). Gains in 

global higher education achievements outpaced those of the U.S., who fell to a rank of 

17th for number of U.S. higher education graduates (Organisation for Economic Co- 

Operation and Development, 2013). At the same time, the academic presidency began to 

resemble many employment sectors in the U.S. workforce facing projected talent 

shortfalls as the baby boomer generation approaches retirement. Defined as those bom in 

the post World War II period of population growth from 1946-1964, this group of 

workers range in age from their late 40s to their late 60s, and are retiring in large numbers 

with insufficient population numbers to replace them (Skinner, 2010). Additionally, with 

the challenges facing higher education funding, student achievement, and costs, college 

presidents and the boards of trustees to whom they report face difficulties in governance

36
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not previously seen (Cook & Kim, 2012; Corrigan, 2002; Fry & Parker, 2012; King & 

Gomez, 2007; Selingo, 2005).

Context and Background 

The problem focus of this study is the potentially disruptive impact on a 

university’s access, affordability, and accountability performance when frequent 

presidential succession occurs. While much media coverage and research have been 

devoted to the natural succession of academic leadership from impending retirement for 

the current leadership baby boomer cohort with too few qualified leaders-in-waiting to 

replace them (Zagier, 2012; Skinner, 2010) research suggests not all presidents are 

voluntarily exiting presidencies. Researchers at the American Council on Education 

found a sharp increase in the use of executive search firms (Cook & Kim, 2012;

Corrigan, 2002; King & Gomez, 2007; Ross & Green, 2000), an increase in the 

percentage of presidents entering higher education leadership from outside academia 

(20% in the 2012 American Council on Education study, versus 13% in 2007 and 15% in 

2002), and a reluctance of chief academic officers or deans to ascend to the presidency 

(King & Gomez, 2008).

The population of this study included all U.S. public research universities of two 

2010 Carnegie Classifications™: research universities with Very High research activity 

(RU/VH), and research universities with High Research activity (RU/H). Specifically, all 

73 public RU/VH institutions and all 74 RU/H institutions were chosen for a study 

population of 147; private and Doctoral Research Universities (DRU) were excluded. The 

U.S. RU/VH and RU/H institutions were the most relevant population to explore the 

potential association of public research university leadership succession on public
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research university performance because of the volume of students, research and research 

funding associated with them. According to the National Science Foundation (2012), this 

segment of higher education institutions confers one-third of all undergraduate degrees, 

three-quarters of all doctorates, and nearly all the degrees in molecular biology and 

computer science. They perform over 60% of government-funded academic science and 

engineering research and development. In 2010, 436 new start-up companies and 2,625 

new patents may be traced directly to the research from these institutions (National 

Science Foundation, 2012).

The selection of just the public research institutions was chosen to further explore 

Monks’ research that public institutions’ presidents leave office twice as frequently as 

their private institutions counterparts (Monks, 2012). Given the scope of degrees 

conferred and the amount of funded research transferred to commerce, it was a goal of 

the study to see if the presidential succession events o f2000-2010 were associated with 

any performance variance in the public institutions. The private institutions were 

excluded from the study due to the differences in presidential tenure and compensation 

noted from the literature (Kiley, 2012; Monks, 2012). The Doctoral Research 

Universities (DRU) were excluded from the study due to the specialized nature o f their 

schools in pursuit of medical or health sciences only, and the higher averages of 

compensation noted for these presidents is believed to skew the findings to a higher mean 

that obscures the true nature of compensation for presidents of public research 

universities (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2010; Floyd, 

Maslin-Ostrowski, & Hrabak, 2010).
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The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education™ has published categorical 

classifications of colleges and universities since 1973 (The Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching, 2010). The purpose o f the Carnegie Classification™ has been 

to “recognize and describe the diversity o f American higher education institutions, to 

represent and control for institutional differences, and aid in the design of research 

studies to ensure adequate representation of sampled institutions, students, or faculty” 

(The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement o f Teaching, 2010, para. 1). The Very 

High research universities (RU/VH) and High research universities (RU/H) categories 

include “institutions that awarded at least 20 research doctoral degrees during the update 

year (excluding doctoral-level degrees that qualify recipients for entry into professional 

practice, such as the JD, MD, PharmD, DPT, etc.)”, and excluded “Special Focus 

Institutions and Tribal Colleges” (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching, 2010, para. 3). The institutional counts by category are: Very High research 

activity (RU/VH) — 108 total; 73 public, 35 private (excluded from study); High research 

universities (RU/H) -  99 total, 73 public; 26 private (excluded from study), and Doctoral 

research universities (DRU) -  90; 30 public, 49 private, 11 for-profit (all o f these were 

excluded from the study.

The review of current relevant literature in this chapter explored access defined by 

enrollment, affordability as expressed by student debit, accountability as ranking reports 

targeted to top American research universities, presidents’ increasing turnover and 

succession events, and lastly, the interaction of organizational behavior and leader 

succession. Research and analyses of 2000-2010 university performance were chosen, 

along with selected older literature providing history and context of the variables. Where
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possible, literature using the same data sources (IPEDS and Top American Research 

Universities reports) was consulted.

University Performance Measure: Access 

Access, affordability, and accountability for U.S. public institutions is a recurring 

theme in the literature on university performance, despite access success being reported 

as record numbers of college-going 25-29 year-olds completing high school, going to 

college and finishing college (Fry and Parker, 2012). Pew Research’s analysis o f the 

latest U.S. Census data found that, for the first time ever, fully one-third o f the U.S.’s 25- 

29 year olds have earned a bachelor’s degree. Yet, compared to the data from the 

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development’s (OECD) 2013 Fact Book, 

the U.S. is being outdistanced in college-going and college completion by other 

countries; it is now 14th worldwide in 2010 graduation rates (an outcome o f access versus 

the literal input measure of access in terms of who gets in to college and who goes to 

college). On February 29th, 2009 in his first presidential address to a joint session of 

Congress, President Barack Obama acknowledged this global rank by establishing a 

national goal for the United States to regain its position as having the highest proportion 

of college graduates in the world (Obama & Favreau, 2009). In what became known as 

the 2020 College Completion Goal, the Obama administration initiated widespread 

publicity awareness of this 60% degree achievement goal via print, video, social media, 

and Internet websites devoted to informing and tracking it. With the 2020 date looming, 

regular status reports on progress have been published with a consistent finding: the 50- 

state goal is unlikely to be achieved by the deadline (Kanter, 2011).
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As the phrase access, affordability, and accountability increased in popularity 

with policy-makers and higher education researchers, the definition of each and the 

definition of success for each o f them remained murky. In 2013, President Barack 

Obama and the U.S. Department of Education announced the College Affordability 

initiative, stating that a new “college ratings and paying for performance” system was 

still under development, but would use for metrics: “access, such as percentage of 

students receiving Pell grants; affordability, such as net price and loan debt; and 

outcomes, such as graduation and transfer rates, earnings o f graduates, and completion of 

advanced degrees” (The White House, 2013, para. 6). The goal of the new rating system, 

to be available for students and families prior to the 2015-16 school year, is to “compare 

the value offered by colleges and encourage colleges to improve” (The White House, 

2013, para. 6). College presidents disapprove of the system, though not all for the same 

reasons (Stratford, 2014).

Access as Growth

Trow (2000) attributed the root o f higher education performance problems to 

growth, which affects all parts of a college or university. Understood in terms of how 

growth affects a cluster of functions -  finance, governance, administration, recruitment 

and selection of students, curriculum and instruction, as well as human capitol selection, 

training and retention -  enables one to see the pattern of broad development of phase 

transitions. Trow, a sociologist, published research o f higher education’s organizational 

development and behavior as manifested in three distinct phases he termed elite, mass 

and universal. Elite access to higher education is the phase in which 15% or less of the 

eligible population is enrolled, mass access is the phase in which between 15% and 50%



of the eligible population is enrolled, and universal access is the phase in which over 50% 

of the eligible population is enrolled (Trow, 1973; Trow, 2005). Each geographic part of 

the world has integrated higher education into its society in culture in terms of its growth, 

whether as an elite privilege of select few, mass education as a right for all to pursue 

economic prosperity, or a universal mandate for the indoctrination of citizens into 

competencies, skills or knowledge o f national value and necessity. Growth is further 

defined in terms of rate of growth, an institution’s absolute size, and in terms of changes 

in the proportion of the relevant age grade enrolled (p. 2).

Further, Trow posited in one of his last articles that the U.S. transitioned from 

elite to mass higher education enrollment in the 1950s, and from mass to universal higher 

education enrollment in the 1990s. He stated that public discussion and debate over the 

role of higher education as a public good or a private benefit is not unexpected in the 

universal enrollment phase; participation becomes more prevalent and funding becomes a 

larger percentage of taxation, which attracts the attention of more stakeholders who 

become more vocal about views on who benefits (Trow, 2005). For comparison, the 

decade-to-decade growth rates of the entire U.S. population, all post-secondary 

institutions’ enrollment and public institutions’ enrollment are shown in Table 1.



43

Table 1

Comparison o f  Census Growth to Enrollment Growth, 1950 to 2010

U.S. Census Population U.S. Postsecondarv Enrollment

Year Total
Pop.

Range
from

%
Change

Total % 
Enrollment Change

Public
Enrollment

%
Change

2010 309,350 ‘00-‘10 10 18,079 18 15,143 29

2000 282,160 ‘90-‘00 13 15,312 11 11,753 8

1990 249,620 ‘80-‘90 10 13,819 14 10,845 15

1980 227,230 ‘70-‘80 11 12,097 41 9,457 47

1970 205,050 ‘60-‘70 13 8,581 119 6,428 226

1960 180,670 ‘50-‘60 19 3,923 48 1,973 46

1950 152,270 ‘40-‘50 15 2,659 78 1,355 70

1940 132,120 1,494 797

Note. Population and enrollment in thousands.

Access as “Massification”

Trow (1973) and Alexander (2000) discussed the political and cultural shifts in 

Europe and North America toward college access and enrollment “massification and 

universality” versus “meritocracy and exclusion” (p. 413). More than just mass 

enrollment increases, the growth signaled a shift from higher education as a cultural 

finishing school for emerging scholars to a national economic growth engine for 

innovation and workforce labor. Alexander found that public expectation of tax dollar 

value returns had evolved into more than just an expectation of a well-educated citizenry 

-  there was also the expectation for a work-ready labor pool, marketable research for
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application, and lucrative intellectual capital to be commercialized for a global 

competitive advantage. Women exceeded men as undergraduates in the late 1970s and as 

graduate students in the late 1990s. Dill (2001), too, discussed massification, using 

another phrase, “the Americanization of higher education” (p. 21) in the context o f 

regulation of public research universities. Freeman (2008) discussed that the nation best 

suited to develop its human capital through higher education to its citizens’ economic 

needs is also well positioned to become a global leader in other areas, as well.

Altbach (2012) built on Trow’s massification theory and is quoted in a 2012 

interview that “no country can afford mass access and high quality—it will never 

happen.” (pp. 186-187). He further discusses differentiated funding models for different 

higher education institutions, with public research universities being at the top. He stated 

that massification growth whilst being defunded is the driving force behind tuition 

increases and financial aid subsidies. This also agrees with Trow’s research on the 

transition from mass to universal education (occurring now in the United States, per 

Trow’s model) in which the more stakeholder involvement in higher education, the more 

focused the attention on productivity, cost, and value to the taxpayers who subsidize 

financial aid and partially fund the institutions. Altbach’s research (about which he is 

being interviewed) centered on academic labor market compensation, and one of his 

conclusions related to universal higher education is that more and more countries no 

longer see it as a politically beneficial or empowering, but rather as an economic good or 

necessity (p. 192).
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Access as Capacity

Finally, Hauptman and Nolan (2011) stated that institutions have four options to 

balance their budgets in periods of rapid growth and declining revenues: capping 

enrollments across the board, changing the enrollment mix by altering academic 

resources and requirements, simply raising tuition and fees, and increasing enrollment 

without raising tuition and fees (but potentially adversely affecting academic quality, 

faculty morale, student learning or institutional image; p. 5). The University o f 

Alabama’s Education Policy Center published its national survey of access and funding 

issues for 2013, and the top finding was that 15 public flagship and 9 regional universities 

had capped enrollment in the 2012-2013 academic year, up from 12 public flagship and 7 

regional universities doing so in the 2009-2010 academic year (Katsinas et al 2013, p.

10). These data lend weight to access growth as a stressor o f public research universities’ 

capacity.

University Performance Measure: Affordability 

Affordability of a college education is a highly personal student-consumer value, 

and is measured in a variety of ways by researchers of higher education performance: 

tuition, financial aid, discounting, etc. (Immerwahr, Johnson, & Gasparra, 2008; Martin, 

& Lehren, 2012). A 2012 analysis by The New York Times o f U.S. Department of 

Education data stated that 94% of all U.S. college-goers borrow money to pay tuition, 

owe an average college loan upon graduation of $23,300, and collectively belong to the 

trillion dollar national college loan debt (Martin & Lehrin, 2012). Eligibility for student 

loans in the U.S. begins with the Free Application fo r Federal Student Aid, (FAFSA), and 

its critics say the method of calculating a prospective student’s payment power for
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college is flawed. The FAFSA considers the financial strength of the household for a 

student or students, and provides a calculated Expected Family Contribution (EFC) based 

on income, savings and assets. Baum & Schwartz (2012) state this approach treats 

college costs as annual household expense rather than the more realistic view as human 

capital investment requiring financing. In 2014, for the Lumina Foundation’s series o f 

fourteen papers on student debt and affordability, Baum & Ma wrote that focus on ability 

to pay for college should be student-focused instead of family-focused, with a view to 

future earnings and repayment calculations versus household budget allocations from the 

student’s family. For many students, cost is more than tuition; total cost of attendance is 

a standard calculation of Financial Aid award letters inclusive of tuition, fees, books, 

transportation, child care, room, and board, any applicable disability accommodations or 

study abroad costs (U.S. Department o f Education, n.d.)

Northeastern University surveyed Americans in 2012 on their perceptions of the 

nation’s colleges and universities (Mogilyanskaya, 2012). The top findings were that 

most Americans are simultaneously proud of and critical o f U.S. higher education. A 

majority told surveyors via telephone and online answers that they thought American 

colleges are preeminent in the world, while at the same time think colleges need to 

change and innovate more to stay competitive. The strongest segment (90%) advocating 

for colleges and universities to innovate more were young adults aged 18 to 30.

Concerns about tuition costs and accessibility were voiced while also stating the belief 

that a college education is necessary to fulfill the American dream, that notion defined as 

a better life that one’s parents gained through education and hard work. A bit
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paradoxically, approximately 80% of respondents believe the nation should increase 

higher education spending.

In the 2002 Losing Ground report, The National Center for Public Policy and 

Higher Education wrote that affordability is defined as "...the proportion of annual family 

income that is required to pay for a year o f college" (p. 11), however, the OECD’s 2012 

Education Indicators report defined the private net present value of higher education as 

the “estimate of net economic benefits to individuals who complete higher education, 

over their working life, expressed in value of money today" (p. 3). Thus, despite higher 

education holding value over a person’s lifetime, the common definition o f affordability 

resembles that of an expense line in a budget, different from other investments for which 

families readily take on financing, such as homes or automobiles (Baum & Ma, 2014; 

Baum & Schwartz, 2012). Baum & Ma (2014) advocate that the affordability focus 

should be on whether and what individual students, not parents, can pay for college with 

an expectation that the investment will improve their long-term standard o f living for 

themselves and their family, including the cost of repayment for the education (p. 3). The 

article provides a more detailed examination of unmet financial need, the concepts of 

expensive and unaffordable and uncertain outcomes, with discussion o f colleges’ prices, 

how much families can afford, and how much students can afford from their income, 

whether present or future.

The federal government’s Department o f Education hosts a college access and 

affordability website: collegecost.ed.gov. The website features six resources for 

traditional freshman prospective students (transfer and non-traditional students are not 

excluded, however, the information provided is oriented only for dependent students): 1)



college scorecard -  a synthesis o f ten criteria for prospective students to choose potential 

college choices, 2) net price calculator center -  a tool to estimate costs o f attendance 

minus scholarships and grants, 3) college navigator -  a search tool for identifying 

potential college choices by name, geography, program, degree, institution type, and 

other options, 4) college affordability and transparency list — a search tool to display 

highest and lowest tuition charging institutions based on selection criteria, 5) 90/10 

information -  a list of proprietary schools in violation of the 90/10 rule to derive a 

minimum of 10% of revenue from non Title IV financial aid sources, and 6) state 

spending charts — a lookup tool of states’ expenditures (appropriations, state aid, tuition, 

and fees).

Another concept o f affordability is discussed by Prescott & Longanecker (2014) 

in which the cost of attendance is proposed as shared between five stakeholders o f higher 

education: the institution, state government, federal government, the family, and the 

student (either via earnings, savings, borrowing, or scholarships and grants). The models 

account for two-year and four-year institutions, and are based on a “shared responsibility 

model” (p. 4). Suggestions are presented for supply-side and demand-side incentives, 

awards based on individually calculated student need, and a structure for governance, 

evaluation, and assessment. The U.S. Department of Education’s Office of 

Postsecondary Education published a set of question and answer web pages for The 

White House’s College Affordability initiative, stating a similar shared responsibility 

model of college costs to be borne by federal and state governments, the institutions, the 

students and their families (The White House, 2013).
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The literature on student borrowing, student debt, and cohort default rates indicate 

that most public research university students borrow at least part of their college tuition 

payments (Baum & Ma, 2014; Baum & Schwartz, 2012; Lebeau et al 2012). Since a 

primary role of public research universities is the graduation of one-third the country’s 

baccalaureate degrees, and three-quarters of the country’s doctorates in science, 

technology, engineering and medicine, using cohort default rate as a performance 

measure provides an acceptable proxy metric for affordability.

The Center for College Affordability and Productivity (methodologists for Forbes 

magazine’s annual special report America’s Best Colleges) advocates measuring 

affordability in terms of student debt variables from IPEDS (they measure average 

federal student debt load, student loan default rates, and percent of students taking federal 

loans), though they don’t exclude using financial aid variables of grant aid, average 

amount borrowed and 75th percentile SAT scores, percent of applicants admitted and 

matriculation rate (Center for College Affordability and Productivity, 2013, p. 1). This 

category is the third of five categories used to derive the annual rankings, weighted 

17.5%; the other four categories and their weighting are 1) student satisfaction, 27.5%, 2) 

post-graduate success, 32.5%, 4) four-year graduation rates, 11.25%, and 5) academic 

success, 11.25% (Center for College Affordability and Productivity, 2013, p. 1). This 

independent non-profit organization’s mission statement refers to “stagnant efficiency” 

(Center for College Affordability and Productivity, 2013, para. 1) in higher education and 

researching ways to improve affordability in terms of tuition and costs but also more 

broadly from “ ...the burden colleges impose on society” (Center for College 

Affordability and Productivity, 2013, para. 2). This definition of affordability as cohort
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default debt rate was chosen due to the general subjectivity o f affordability for students 

and institutions, and the sympathetic nature of cohort default rates as an access-friendly 

linked measure for students and institutions that is tied to institutional compliance and 

accountability.

University Performance Measure: Accountability 

The most successful presidents o f early American academia exercised authority 

and control in order to be accountable, according to Trow, however, they did so in an 

effort to grow the European institutional models they knew, which became grounded in 

the philosophy of the colonial colleges, the land-grant institutions, and the Wisconsin 

model (1974). These approaches, peculiar to the U.S., created a shared governance 

model for the top research universities, yet Trow speculated this presidential command 

and control style juxtaposed with faculty’s shared governance style is more often found 

in second and third tier institutions who aspire to the ideals o f the top research 

universities, yet lack the resources. This affects the presidency more adversely in these 

latter institutions than in the top ones. The generalizing of some institutions’ challenges 

to all institutions, such as those reported on in academic and non-academic articles in the 

media, also illustrate the myth of accountability directed to presidents only. The 

American Association of University Professors sees accountability as intricately woven 

into shared governance at all institutions. In fact, accountability as defined by shared 

governance and good relations with the faculty in leading an institution is watched 

publicly by the American Association of University Professors on the Sanctioned 

Institutions section of their website (American Association o f University Professors,

2011). The organization explains the list is “ .. .for the purpose of informing Association
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members, the profession at large, and the public that unsatisfactory conditions of 

academic government exist at the institutions in question.” (American Association of 

University Professors, 2012, para. 2). Nevertheless, accountability literature of the 1970s 

and 1980s indicates the U.S. following the lead of California and its key players of 

chancellor Clark Kerr and Governor Ronald Reagan (who later became President Ronald 

Reagan) who battled over the role of higher education as a public or private good. 

President Reagan’s administration led the discussion to a national debate by assembling a 

team of key stakeholders to report on the state of U.S. education. While not considered 

academic or scholarly, the 1983 seminal report by the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education, A Nation at Risk, spoke in plain terms of the decline o f U.S. 

higher education and its ability to produce productive graduates to meet future workplace 

demand. Nearly a generation later in 2006, Margaret Spellings’ commission published A 

Test o f  Leadership: Charting the Future o f  U.S. Higher Education in which the phrase 

access, affordability, and accountability were so thoroughly discussed (along with quality 

and innovation) that it became a catch-phrase in later works, briefs, and analyses of 

higher education, such as Arum and Roksa’s Academically Adrift. The cultural takeaway 

from these works was that higher education was overpriced and underperforming as the 

economic renewal engine of the economy. The Higher Education Act was a prominent 

legislative topic in the 1980s and 1990s, and the public call for increased accountability is 

reflected more thoroughly in the recent reauthorizations.

A Nation At Risk advocated higher education for all while simultaneously 

advising colleges and universities to increase rigor and raise admissions standards 

(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). Simultaneously, the
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reauthorizations of the 1965 Higher Education Act in 1986, 1992,1998, and 2008 

became more complex and harder to understand in regard to what constitutes successful 

higher education in America, especially regarding finances (Hartle & Simmons, 2003). 

The original Higher Education Act o f 1965 (HEA) had as its first line: “to strengthen the 

educational resources o f our colleges and universities and to provide financial assistance 

for students of postsecondary and higher education” (U.S. Congress, 1965). It 

established six titles detailing programs for student access and financial assistance, 

institutional resources and libraries, and teacher programs in fewer than sixty pages. By 

contrast, the current Higher Education Opportunity Act (HEOA) has eleven titles, is 

1,150 pages long (U.S. Congress, 2008), took “five years, dozens of drafts, and a total of 

14 extensions” (Fields, 2008, p. A l), and is criticized as much more difficult to discern 

how the goals of affordability, access, and accountability are supported (Fields, 2008; 

Lederman, 2008; Longanecker, 2008; Wolanin, 2003). For boards and presidents, the 

complexity of these mandates on reporting institutional effectiveness also complicated 

how to define and improve success in terms of university mission regarding affordability, 

access, and accountability.

Consumer targeted higher education accountability websites have become more 

readily available to the public since 2006. There is the institution-driven website hosting 

the Voluntary System of Accountability, and The College Portrait sponsored jointly by 

the Association of Public and Land Grant Universities, the American Association of State 

Colleges and Universities, and The Lumina Foundation. The American Federation of 

Teachers Higher Education website (2011) lists a broad view of accountability in 

accreditation processes, national and state level accountability plans and initiatives,
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popular student engagement surveys, learning outcomes measurement tools, institutional- 

specific assessment processes, and international accountability initiatives. But critics of 

these sites, including higher education presidents, view them as confusing and misleading 

to prospective students and families who may lack awareness of an institution’s 

accountability to its mission.

Accreditors, regional and national, have been accountability stakeholders for 

some time. In 2012, Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA), president 

Judith Eaton wrote about access, affordability, and accountability as central to the future 

of accreditation (Eaton, 2012). In August o f 2013, President Obama announced the 

College Affordability Initiative, a new federal government managed ratings system based 

on access, affordability and outcomes (The White House, 2013). It is to be available to 

the public by the 2015-2015 school year, and currently has an active website titled 

College Affordability and Transparency Center at collegecost.ed.gov. The site offers 

information via a college scorecard, net price calculator center, college navigator, college 

affordability and transparency list, 90/10 information, and state spending charts (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2013).

Accountability of universities’ performance is relative to the institutional control 

level of the institutions studied (Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, 2010). This 

study examined the performance of U.S. public research universities classified as Very 

High (RU/VH) or High (RU/H) research institutions, determined by the Carnegie 

Classification™ system from the institutional mission of quality of research. Because the 

accountable measure of research universities’ performance in terms of research outcome 

is subjective, and for purposes of this study, the more popular league rankings of colleges
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and universities in the U.S. were rejected since their criteria for inclusion is based on 

factors not consistent with the mission of public research universities. Some popular 

culture league ranking reports rejected for use in this study were U.S. News and World 

Report, Washington Monthly, Forbes, Kiplinger, Times Higher Education-QS World 

University Rankings, Academic Ranking o f  World Universities, and The Princeton 

Review. Richards and Coddington (2010) observed much ranking logic depends on inputs 

such as admissions selectivity, student-faculty ratios, and retention o f freshmen. They 

also found the categories o f these ranking tools differ, and the measures within the 

categories are not uniformly defined, described or sourced to be applicable to U.S. public 

research universities. Other than graduation rates, very few outcome measures were 

included in the rankings of these tools, therefore one that was more specific to public 

research universities was sought.

Burke (2005) and Rosovsky (2014) both wrote o f the futility in discussing 

accountability of higher education as a general group. The phrase “American 

universities” is not, according to Rosovsky, descriptive or specific. He observed that the 

U.S. is "home to more than 4,000 tertiary institutions, ranging from those that might 

actually be the envy of the world to those barely distinguishable from high schools— 

with a tremendous variety in between” (p. 57). He wrote that only about the top 125 

public and private research universities in the country live up to the image of being truly 

globally exceptional, with "twenty-two out of thirty in the Times Higher Education 

survey and twenty-three out of thirty in the Shanghai Jiao Tong ranking; both in 2013”

(p. 58). To earn and maintain this image, top research universities focus on six quality 

characteristics, which define and likely exceed their accountability obligation:
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shared governance, academic freedom, merit selection (of students, faculty and staff), 

significant human contact, preservation o f culture, and nonprofit status. Rosovsky 

discussed the categories relative to leadership pressures facing institutions and presidents 

today, noting that adaptation and change is possible and necessary while preserving what 

makes research universities truly distinctive, valuable and exceptional.

Similarly, Burke wrote in 2005 o f accountability in its many forms, observing that 

accountability likely appears “two-faced, with sponsors and stakeholders demanding 

more services while supplying less support” (p. 1). He wrote of six categories of 

accountability: demonstration o f proper use of power, demonstration of pursuit of 

mission or priorities, reporting of performance, accounting for efficiency o f resources 

used and outcomes created, effectiveness of resources used and outcomes created, 

ensuring quality of programs and services produced, and serving public needs. As large 

as these categories are of accountability and Rosovsky’s characteristics o f quality, Burke 

wrote that accountability was properly queried by other researchers in the form of simple 

but complicated questions: “Who is accountable to whom, for what purposes, for whose 

benefit, by which means, and with what consequences?” (p. 2). The concepts of upward, 

downward, inward and outward accountability are discussed in the context of the mid 

twentieth century social compact formed between academia and the American 

public. Corporate slogans reflected the spirit of collaborative public good resulting from 

beneficial research or services, such as General Electric’s “We bring good things to life®” 

or BASF’s "We don’t make a lot o f the products you buy. We make a lot o f the products 

you buy better®”. With the enormous enrollment growth o f colleges and universities in 

the 1950s and 1960s (226% in the 1960s alone) and the manifestation of Trow’s
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prediction of massification, Burke discusses the “decades o f decline” (p. 6) that followed 

in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s with the tensions between the three cultures of civic 

interests, collegiate interests, and most recently, commercial or entrepreneurial interests 

(p. 9). He identified six models of accountability: "bureaucratic, professional, political, 

managerial, market, and managed market” (p. 10). Of these, the professional model 

(faculty as guild) and the market model (academy as economic renewal engine) 

dominates much of the other accountability literature and typifies the two-faced position 

discussed in this study. For purposes of narrowing a quantifier, the market model will be 

chosen to justify using the TARU ranking as an accountability indicator for the public 

research universities. In this annual longitudinal study, the elements o f Burke and 

Rosovsky are synthesized into data figures and scale rankings that may be disaggregated, 

traced and attributed to the quality characteristics and accountability categories discussed 

in the literature.

Finally, in 2007, the Institute for Higher Education Policy published a monograph 

on ranking systems. This comparative work on practices inside and outside the U.S. 

featured a rankings frameworks publication by the International Rankings Expert Group 

(IREG) from 2004 known as the Berlin Principles on Ranking o f Higher Education 

Institutions (Sanoff, Usher, Savino, & Clarke, 2007). The Berlin Principles, summarized, 

state that rankings should have “ 1) purpose and goals, 2) design overview and indicators 

of weighting, 3) transparency o f data collection and its processing, and 4) a clear 

presentation of results” (Sanoff et al, 2007, pp. 51-53).

A rankings dataset meeting these collected criteria was found for the population 

of this study in the ongoing annual ranking reports by Arizona State University’s Center
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for Measuring University Performance. Their annual Top American Research 

Universities (TARU; The Center for Measuring University Performance, 2014) report 

defines the nine dimensions of research university performance on which the reports are 

based as: total research expenditures, federal research expenditures, endowment assets, 

annual giving, national academy membership, faculty awards, doctorates awarded, 

postdoctoral appointees, and SAT scores (Arizona State University, 2012). This ranking 

report was selected because of its relevance to the study population, its 

comprehensiveness o f multiple ranking criteria constituting both inputs and outcomes, 

and the detailed publicly available documentation of methodology, data, and compilation.

Presidential Succession/Tenure 

Early research found on college presidents’ tenure and succession is indicates the 

average tenure declined from an average o f approximately seven years in 1929 to 

approximately two years in 1969 (Kerr, 1991). Palmer (1932), researched the 

Association of American Universities presidents’ turnover, and observed the average 

presidential tenure was approximately five years. Of the frequent turnover, he stated it 

“ .. .tends to retard the orderly and progressive advancement of an institution” (p. 86). In 

1985, Trow wrote about the American university presidency for a European journal in 

terms of four dimensions: symbolic, political, managerial, and academic. He noted 

mastery of all four as an ideal type, and that many are more gifted in some areas than 

others. He acknowledged the difficulty of the role in terms of Cohen and March’s 

observation of the university as organized anarchy using garbage-can decision processes 

that may or may not result in actual decisions. Still, on the whole, he noted the 

resiliency, durability and flexibility o f American universities as astonishing (p. 145), and



attributes the surprise performance of growth when demographers predicted double-digit 

declines to the innovation of its leaders. An entire section is devoted to comparing and 

contrasting the American university presidency to the non-American (chiefly European) 

one by asserting it resulted from the weakness of the academic profession and the 

tradition of non-involvement by government. These two factors led to the rise of 

American lay boards of trustees, to whom government entrusted the care o f the 

institution, and the rise of academic faculty from one strong scholar-leader, who presided 

with “a few tutors” (p. 148) who helped grow the faculty. He cites Harvard’s first 85 

years in this model, and Yale’s first 50. The notion of a president engaging with a large, 

powerful faculty is a phenomenon bom only in the mid twentieth century. Regarding the 

board, the tradition has been to appoint the president with broad powers but without 

tenure, so that service is truly at the pleasure of the board and may be discontinued at any 

time. Presidential contracts are a very recent phenomena bom from the federal tax 

regulations related to H.R. 3763 (107th): Sarbanes-Oxley Act o f2002 (Sarbanes-Oxley) 

in which highly compensated executives must have a performance rubric against which 

their performance, salary and incentive compensation are measured for appropriateness. 

(Cotton, 2004).

Trow writes in other works (2000 and 2005) about the challenges o f growth, a 

research university’s public and private life (1975) and especially information technology 

(IT) as a significant driver of change for research universities (1996) at a time when all 

the presidents’ symbolic, political, managerial, and academic challenges are high (1985). 

The presidency and institution problems he discusses are as familiar in 2014 as well as 

during the 2000-2010 timeframe o f the study: (1) reconciling broad access of diverse
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students while maintaining highest standards of teaching and research, (2) relations

between academia and industry, (3) growth and advancement of scientific knowledge and

its effect on the institution’s ability to adapt, (4) attracting and retaining the top faculty,

(5) sustenance of humanities and arts amidst growth of professional training, and (6)

defending academic freedom and freedom of speech for students and faculty.

Of U.S. college presidents, Clark Kerr (1963) wrote about the era o f giants versus

administrators, stating that giants led institutions between 1870 and 1920 during dramatic

changes in American higher education, and administrators governed with more powerful

faculty during a period of “stability in goals and methods” (p. 131) during the midcentury

era of 1920-1960. Despite Kerr’s finding o f presidents serving scarcely two years, a 1971

article for The Chronicle o f  Higher Education observed the optimal desired college

presidential term of service was estimated to be between 5-10 years. In 1974, authors

Cohen and March (1974) wrote that average presidential tenures could reasonably be

expected to be between 10-12 years, but were more noncommittal about a president’s

relationship to university outcomes:

The world may collapse tomorrow; it may not. The university may survive 
another ten years; it may not. The differences are important, and the problems are 
serious. But the outcomes do not depend on the college president. He is human. 
His capabilities are limited, and his responsibility is limited by his capabilities.
We believe there are modest gains to be made by making some changes in the 
perception of his role. (Cohen & March, 1974, p. 5)

Carbone (1981) sampled institutions’ immediate past presidents to explore the 

characteristics of those serving twenty or more years. Over 1,400 responses resulted in 

104 presidents identified as veteran presidents. The veterans had fewer terminal degrees, 

were scholars of philosophy, religion or theology and were more often clergy than 

academic professionals. With no clear differentiators of what predicts presidential career



60

longevity, Carbone wrote “ ...there remains some still unknown set o f institutional and 

presidential qualities that determines the tenure of college and university presidents” (p. 

35). This black box notion of what types o f presidents serve a long time versus those 

who do not informed the decision to explore instead succession events rather than 

presidents themselves.

Neumann categorized presidents into two groups: new presidents (those serving 

three years or less) and old presidents (those serving five years or more) in a 1990 

analysis of college presidents’ self-reports o f mistakes made in office (Neumann, 1990). 

Padilla and Ghosh (2000) replicated some of Kerr’s methods and Cohen and March’s 

methods to find the average tenure of U.S. public institutions’ presidents to be 5.7 years; 

at that time reported to be the lowest average tenure yet determined (p. 32). They also 

predicted presidential tenure would continue to decrease, which other literature has 

proven to be correct since the publication o f their work in 2000.

In 2013, an Indiana University project team and consultants Johnson, Grossnickle 

and Associated examined presidential tenure and institutional factors related to million 

dollar gifts. Their research categorized presidential tenure in long, medium and short 

ranges, with long tenures defined as presidents serving since 2000 and before, medium 

tenure presidents as those taking office between 2000 and 2005, and short tenure 

presidents as those serving since 2005. About 13% were long tenure, 19% medium 

tenure, and 68% were short tenure presidents with the long tenure presidents correlating 

positively to more million-dollar gifts (Osili et al 2013, p. 9). The implication was 

desirability for longer-serving presidents.

Fewer research studies exist examining the effect of presidential succession on
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university performance than general leadership succession on organizational 

performance. Monks (2009) compared American Council on Education’s 2001 and 2006 

datasets indicating boards of trustees’ tendency to offer short contracts, lower 

compensation, and perhaps less transparency in expectations of duties as possible reasons 

for presidential turnover (p. 2). His subsequent 2012 research showed the average public 

college or university presidents’ tenure in a presidency position is 4.2 years, down from 

4.8 years, despite an overall average length in office that appears to be consistent with the 

population. Overall, he found that public university presidents’ average time in office is 

20 percent shorter than private university presidents, and they’re 50% more likely to 

leave office, usually for a presidency at another institution (Monks, 2012).

Padilla and Ghosh (2000) analyzed presidential tenure via a statistical survival 

model, and predicted that public university presidencies would continue to decline, even 

to the point of characterizing it as a revolving door. They predicted that presidents 

appointed in 2000 would be unlikely to serve ten years in office (p. 32). Bimbaum 

(1989) researched presidents’ succession from 1970 to 1980 in a random sample of 

institutions where performance was measured by a faculty survey inventory of 

institutional function. He found little to no relationship between the numbers of 

permanent presidents noted during that decade and the faculty’s opinion of institutional 

function. Goodall (2005) found that public research universities’ rankings related 

positively to presidents’ scholarly citation counts. These varied studies reflect the mixed 

research methods and findings of exploring executive leaders’ succession and type on 

organizational performance.
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The Society of Human Resource Management (SHRM) describes the concept of 

limiting the disruption of frequent succession events as part o f “succession management” 

(Allen, 2008; Allen, Bryant & Vardaman, 2010). Succession events take time, can be 

costly, and can create a sense of administrative inertia or logy leadership while faculty 

and boards await their next institutional leader to ascend, assimilate and launch his or her 

leadership team and strategies (Abbasi & Hollman, 2000; AGBCU, 2006; Robken, 2007). 

Despite research stating sustained visionary presidential leadership is important in 

fostering colleges’ and universities’ performance (AGBCU, 2006; Bimbaum, 1987; 

Duderstadt, 2001; Nelson, 2009; Witt/Kieffer, 2013), researchers note differences in the 

time in office between presidents o f differently controlled institutions. Monks’ 2012 

findings comparing the 2001 and 2006 American Council on Education research indicate 

that public institution presidents were “56% more likely to resign from their positions 

than their private university counterparts” (Monks, 2012, pp. 146), and “269% more 

likely to leave their post to take another presidency” (p. 147). This phenomenon has been 

partly attributed to the impending retirement wave of workers bom between 1946 and 

1964 who are known as the “baby boomers” (Betts et al 2009; The MetLife Mature 

Market Institute & Francese, 2010). However, according to researchers Monks, Corrigan 

and American Council on Education, presidential succession events were frequent from 

2000-2010 for reasons other than just replacing retirees (Cook & Kim, 2012; Corrigan, 

2002; King & Gomez; 2007). Monks inferred from his research that public presidents’ 

lower compensation than their private institution counterparts was the most significant 

predictor of job turnover (p. 151). For public presidents to increasingly change one 

presidential post for another with better compensation suggests boards may be struggling
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to effectively manage presidential succession. Higher education media such as The 

Chronicle o f Higher Education and Inside Higher Ed regularly cover public institution 

presidents’ compensation. In a recent opinion editorial regarding presidents’ salaries, a 

faculty member commented on public university presidents’ performance relative to 

compensation:

This well-paid generation of public-university presidents has presided over the 
largest per-student public-financing decline in modem American history. If  we 
wanted real performance pay, we would tie presidential salaries not to private 
fund raising but to the current level o f state support. (Newfield, 2010, para. 5)

The American Council on Education (ACE) regularly surveys college presidents,

and in 2011 noted that presidents whose immediate prior position was outside higher

education have increased in percentage from 13 to 20 percent since 2006 (Cook, 2012, p.

4). The major duties of the presidency, according to American Council on Education, are

unchanged since 2001: fundraising, budgets, community relations, and strategic planning,

though fundraising was identified as the one area presidents said they were the most

unprepared to tackle when they became president (Cook & Kim, 2012; Ross & Green,

2000). Recently hired presidents have earned publicity for their business and fundraising

experience in addition to their more traditional academic qualifications (Bowman, 2011;

Yellin, 2012).

Executive search firm Witt/Kiefer published a 2013 study o f trait inventory 

comparisons between higher education leaders and business leaders. The introduction to 

the report acknowledged the contrast between higher education academic leaders and 

CEOs, yet observed their common leadership problem of how to achieve a mission with 

limited resources. It discussed increased public sentiment for college and university 

presidents to operate in more of a business-like or entrepreneurial way, and advocated
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choosing leaders based on traits. The report’s introduction states leaders should . .pay 

more attention to the bottom line, partner creatively with organizations outside of 

academia, and/or explore new sources of revenue. For most presidents and academic 

leaders, in fact, their roles have gravitated significantly in this direction already” 

(Witt/Kieffer, 2013, p. 1). The question, then, o f the presidential role’s relationship to 

university performance has at least two positions: one from the traditional academy that 

views presidents as one voice (albeit a powerful, visible one) among many who share 

institutional governance, thus incapable of being solely responsible -  symbolically or 

literally -  for measures of performance to mission (American Association of University 

Professionals, 1990; Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, 

2006). The second position holds that 21st century U.S. public policy requires 

organizational performance measures o f efficiency and effectiveness in funding decisions 

(and higher education should not count itself exempt), therefore, presidents and boards 

are accountable for their university’s performance to state governors, who decide on state 

funding allocation for higher education (Denneen & Dretler, 2012, Reindl & Reyna,

2011; Reyna, 2010) and major donors, who base philanthropic decisions on a variety of 

factors, but tend to favor giving to institutions with long-serving presidents who clearly 

articulate the mission (Osili et al 2013).

The experience and educational background of public presidents has changed in 

recent years, even though their demographic make-up remains, on average, consistent 

(Cook & Kim, 2012; Corrigan, 2002; King & Gomez, 2007). Even as this expansion of 

U.S. college president selection and hiring is underway in an evident attempt to find the 

right fit, presidential succession events are happening more frequently and dysfunctional
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voluntary turnover (good performers leaving unexpectedly) appears to be on the rise 

(Basinger, 2002; Bennis & O’Toole, 2000; Cook & Kim, 2012; Corrigan, 2002; King & 

Gomez, 2007; Nadler, 2007; Padilla & Ghosh, 2000). Boards of trustees also changed 

the presidential search process in recent years, with the use o f executive search firms up 

from 38% in 1998 (the first time American Council on Education asked the question in 

the survey), to 49% in 2006, to 56% in 2011 (Cook & Kim, 2012). Clearly, as university 

performance has become more complex and challenging, so have the roles of their 

presidents. Boards of trustees appear to have tried to meet the challenge and effect 

change by trying more outside successors to the presidency than insiders (Basinger, 2002; 

Yellin, 2012; Sanaghan, Goldstein, & Gaval, 2009). But whether this been a sound 

strategy is unclear, and could be seen as a symptom of one o f the five stages o f decline 

discussed by Collins in his 2009 book How The Mighty Fall. Collins wrote that the five 

stages are: “hubris bom of success, undisciplined pursuit of more, denial o f risk and peril, 

grasping for salvation, and capitulation to irrelevance or death” (Collins, 2009, pp. 20- 

23). Unconventional choices or unsatisfying search processes for outsider presidents has 

drawn criticism from faculty, who do not equate commercial or political success as valid 

credentials to lead a public research university (Rivard, 2014).

At the turn of the century, public institutions struggled to adapt to general 

defunding plus new underfunded or unfunded mandates o f compliance (National Center 

for Higher Education Management Systems, 2010; State Higher Education Executive 

Officers Association, 2012), at the same time that experienced more frequent presidential 

succession (Monks, 2012; Padilla & Ghosh, 2000; Robken, 2007). Did those phenomena
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correlate to one another? Did presidential succession events predict the documented shifts 

in university performance? These questions were the basis o f this study.

Public University Presidents’ Tenure and Succession Events 

Monks (2009) analyzed the reasons for presidents’ departures from office found 

in the American Council on Education 2006 study, and condensed six categories (retired, 

university appointment, non-academic appointment, private university presidency, public 

university presidency, and other) to three (retired, took another [non-presidency] job, or 

took a new presidency; Monks, 2009 pp. 10-11). The resulting multiple regressions 

analyzed the likelihood of exit due to one o f these three options versus persistence over 

the five years from 2001 to 2006. He found the primary reason public university 

presidents leave office is to take a presidency at another institution. These presidents 

were “specifically 269 percent more likely than comparable private university presidents 

to leave office over a five-year period in order to take another presidency” (p. 13).

Padilla and Ghosh (2000) conducted a study of a random sample o f200 research 

universities’ presidents and their tenure based on five-year dyads of initial appointment 

from 1950 through 1990. As a basis for their study, they cited Clark Kerr’s previous 

study of the 48 university members o f The Association of American Universities in 1970. 

Using Kerr’s findings indicating presidential tenure was decreasing over time: 10.9 years 

in 1899, 9.5 years in 1929, 7.7 years in 1939, 7.4 years in 1959, 5.9 years in 1969 (Kerr, 

1970, as reported in Padilla & Ghosh, 2000, p. 37), they validated his findings, and 

concluded that presidential tenure indeed declined from 1970 to 2000, especially the 

tenure of public university presidents. Using Cohen and March’s 1974 baseline 

assumption of the typical college presidency lasting between ten to twelve years, the
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study found that the most recent o f the eight dyads studied (1985-1989) yielded public 

research university presidents serving the shortest average tenure recorded: 5.7 years. It 

is noteworthy that they excluded interim presidents from the calculations (p. 32), and 

observed .unlike differences in earlier times, the public-private averages are now 

statistically different from one another and appreciably below the ten-12 year tenures 

predicted by Cohen and March” (p. 34). Finally, their survival model analysis predicted 

a continued decline of presidential tenure for public university presidents in the future.

Public Institution Presidents’ Succession Events 

In 2008, Williams examined external versus internal presidential succession at 

comprehensive universities and liberal arts colleges. Specifically, he used a mixed 

methods analysis to examine differences in external and internal candidates’ skills, 

institutional knowledge, and relationship, then looked at how the selected candidate 

performed given their strengths and weaknesses in skills or knowledge (Williams, 2008, 

p. v). His qualitative method was to interview presidents, board chairs, and search 

consultants associated with nine different faith-based institutions who had recently hired 

new presidents. These new presidents were classified as three insiders, four outsiders, 

and two who were identified as both in a quantitative study sampled from the American 

Council on Education’s 2007 The American College President study. From this dataset 

he examined raw data on prior position to the presidency, number o f years in prior 

position (which he categorized as limited, moderate or significant), the Carnegie
TM

Classification , whether a search consultant was used, areas of the job in which 

presidents felt insufficiently prepared for their first presidency, and constituent groups 

who presented the greatest challenge to the president. He then used these data to
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disaggregate presidents into an inside-the-institution group, an outside-the-institution 

group, an outside-higher-education group, and a group described as both-inside-and- 

outside-the-organization (explained as a former employee o f the institution who was 

hired back as president). From this set, he recalculated percentage responses to the 

variables listed, and from those created his interview protocol. His findings were 

expressed in the metaphor of a relay race versus a marathon, composed as letters to board 

chairs, externally sourced presidents, internally sourced presidents, and search 

consultants. In these letters he discussed findings that externally-sourced presidents 

should be cognizant that those who believe leadership skills are transferable were the 

ones who hired them, therefore what they lack in institutional knowledge and 

relationships is expected to be overcome by their skills. Internally sourced presidents 

were advised to be cognizant that those who believe leadership is contextual were the 

ones who promoted them; therefore what they seemingly lacked in demonstrated 

presidential leadership they were expected to overcome by their institutional knowledge 

and relationships. To board chairs, who he observed had the most influence and 

responsibility for presidential succession planning; he advocated a model of corporate 

internal succession to include an executive vice-president. This person, whether 

ultimately selected as the presidential successor or not, could serve as interim until that 

question could be sorted based on the institution’s needs at the incumbent’s departure.

He was careful to acknowledge the culture o f shared governance and advise against the 

appearance of bias toward internal succession only, but in a leadership vacuum, did 

advocate that this served to protect the institution from unnecessary “barriers to 

institutional momentum, knowledge transfer, and contextual understanding” (p. 86).
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Lastly, to executive search consultants, his letter acknowledged their value and 

contribution, but encouraged them to do more in fostering institutions’ commitment to 

succession planning by expanding their range of services to include such. Each letter 

concluded with the relay race vs. marathon metaphor.

Gaval (2009) examined the experiences o f twelve college presidents in transition 

to the job as they formed their new leadership teams. The findings included the need for 

three key criteria: fit, investment in the culture and values of the university, and a shared 

understanding of issues with the ability of individuals to see the big picture. The time of 

evolving the initial team is noteworthy; these presidents described a two to three year 

time frame after they took office to coalesce the team. This represents only part o f 

SHRM’s description of the entire succession event; it also involves the period preceding 

the new president when it is known the old president is leaving, the search committee 

process begins, the search itself, the selection, offer, and hiring of the new president — all 

time-intensive efforts -  which happen before this two-three year time of forming new 

leadership. Gaval worked with collaborators Sanaghan and Goldstein on a book about 

presidential transitions that provided recommendations on ensuring a new president’s 

successful socialization and initiation into a specific institution’s culture. The emphasis 

is on engagement, communication, and guidance for the assumed outsider president in 

order to become an effective part of the shared governance structure. (Sanaghan et al 

2009).

In 2011, Singell, Jr., and Tang looked at human capital acquisition factors 

determining who ascends to the presidencies o f research universities from the perspective 

of two of the American Council on Education American College President surveys and
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examination of a set o f 212 curriculum vitae from 2009. They found presidential 

ascension might be predicted from investments in observed academic outcomes and 

administrative background over a career (Singell, Jr., and Tang, 2013, p. 219). They 

found that U.S. public research universities’ presidential selection process is significantly 

influenced by “ . ..where the president attends undergraduate and graduate school, 

whether the individual held an academic position and was tenured at a research 

institution, and the quantity of research publications in either article or book format.” (p. 

232). Two noteworthy findings of this study were that research university presidents tend 

to have a shorter administrative tenure and come to the position at a later age, which the 

researchers attribute to evidence that these presidents are scholars who spend more time 

in the professoriate. This may provide insight to a uniqueness of decreasing tenure for 

this segment o f presidents attributable to the individuals opting to return to faculty rather 

than retire or move to another institution. The second finding was that these institutions 

are predicted to sustain the current president demographic profile and hire a significantly 

lower number o f female and non-white presidents, though their time trends showed these 

gender and racial differences of the pipeline not only disappeared but also reversed as of 

2006. They recognize these two findings as implications for further study.

The Relationship of Succession/Tenure to University Performance 

There have been several studies on determining generally whether leadership 

succession is disruptive or not to organizational performance. The earliest studies 

examined factories and sports teams and whether a change in line management or 

coaches made a difference in productivity or team performance (Brady, Fulmer & 

Helmich, 1982; Grusky, 1963). Grusky examined the relationship of coaches to team
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performance and concluded that leadership succession is disruptive to organization

performance. As this line of research matured, it was recognized that succession effects

of middle management were different than succession effects of executive leadership on

organization performance (Day & Lord, 1988).

Palmer (1932), researched the Association of American Universities (AAU)

presidents’ turnover, and while the study was more of a descriptive history o f presidents

and terms in office for these institutions, he did calculate the number o f presidents

serving these top institutions (which pre-date the Carnegie Classification™ by several

decades, however, the AAU institutions seem to consistently be a subset o f the Very High

research universities [RU/VH] and High research universities [RU/H universities]) since

the schools’ founding. Citing a government survey, Palmer observed that 308 presidents

had served at forty-four land-grant colleges since being established, which for 167 of

them, meant tenure of less than five years. Those serving between five and ten years

numbered 76, and twenty-five were still in service in 1932 for tenures exceeding ten

years. He stated that the presidents’ brief length o f service was “a matter o f serious

comment” (p. 86) in the survey, observing further that

It is recognized that frequent change in the chief executive office tends to retard 
the orderly and progressive advancement o f an institution. Permanent and 
constructive policies for the development of the college cannot be effectively 
pursued, if there is frequent replacement in leadership. (Palmer, 1932, p. 86)

In separate but related documents, University o f California Chancellor Clark Kerr

(1963) and colleague Professor Martin Trow (1973) wrote o f the shift in presidential

leadership styles and influence on their institutions in the 1950s transitioning from elite to

mass enrollment (Trow, 1973) to the influence o f the 1960s Higher Education Act

legislation on the massive 226% enrollment growth at public institutions’ between 1960
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and 1970. The U.S. census and IPEDS data indicate the subsequent decades and growth 

percentages of public institutions at 1970-1980: 47%, 1980-1990: 15%, 1990-2000: 8%. 

From 2000-2010, all research institutions grew 32%, all public research universities grew 

with 19%, while all of higher education grew 18% and the census population grew 10%.

In 1988, Bimbaum studied presidential succession events from 1970 to 1980 in 

relation to faculty survey results from an instrument owned by Educational Testing 

Services (ETS; the owner and administrator of college entrance exams such as the 

Graduate Record Examination). The instrument, known as Institutional Functioning 

Inventory (IFI) assessed faculty perceptions of 132 items across eleven scales:

Intellectual-Aesthetic Extra- curriculum (opportunities for intellectual and aesthetic 

stimulation outside the classroom), Freedom (academic and personal freedom for 

students and faculty), Human Diversity (heterogeneity of student and faculty 

backgrounds and attitudes), Concern for Improving Society (desire to solve social 

problems and prompt social change), Concern for Undergraduate Learning (emphasis on 

undergraduate teaching and learning), Democratic Governance (opportunities to 

participate in decision making), Meeting Local Needs (emphasis on adult education and 

human resource training), Self-Study and Planning (emphasis on planning and 

institutional research), Concern for Advancing Knowledge (emphasis on research and 

scholarship), Concern for Innovation (commitment to experimentation), and, Institutional 

Esprit (shared purpose and high morale) (Bimbaum, 1988, p. 127). Bimbaum noted the 

IFI was oriented to faculty perceptions o f culture and it may not have detected “important 

functional campus changes initiated by presidents relating to program, financial health, 

facilities, or other important aspects of institutional life” (p. 127). Utilizing a three-factor



analysis of variance to examine whether quantities of different presidents per institution 

between January of 1970 and December of 1980 were significant to 1) mean IFI score, 2) 

whether institutions were public or private, and 3) which of four institutional levels were 

indicated: university, comprehensive college, liberal arts college, or two year college, 

Bimbaum sampled 91 institutions based on a common dataset of 1970 and 1980 IFI 

scores. Within these, his counts of different presidents yielded no institution with zero 

different presidents, indicating all 91 institutions experienced presidential turnover. 

However, one institution experienced four different presidents; it was included with the 

group experiencing three different presidencies. (Of note, Bimbaum did not count interim 

presidents. This study did count them based on the logic that Bimbaum was counting 

only presidents, and was researching faculty perception of institutional functioning 

(which would lend itself to examining only permanent presidents), whereas this study 

counted succession events, which were assumed to be the same for an organization 

regardless of whether initiated by a permanent or temporary president).

Bimbaum found the independent variable of the 1970 IFI scores accounted for the 

greatest amount of variance in the dependent variable o f 1980 IFI scores for each of the 

eleven sets of scores. Variance in five o f the scales for the dependent variable of 1980 IFI 

scores was explained by institutional level: Intellectual and Aesthetic Extra Curriculum, 

Human Diversity, Concern for the Individual Student, Concern for Undergraduate 

Learning, and Concern for the Advancement o f Knowledge all varied based on type o f 

institution. Finally (and noteworthy for this study) Bimbaum found no relationship o f the 

independent variable of number of different presidents on the dependent variable of 1980 

IFI scores excepting one: Freedom in private comprehensive universities (p. 130).



Bimbaum’s central questions were “how important is the president to college and 

university performance? Do presidents make a difference? If  so, what is it and how do we 

know?” (p. 123). Based on his findings, his conclusion in this study was that presidents 

are not important to college and university performance based on faculty perceptions of 

institutional function. The discussion of findings was especially insightful because he 

addressed popular ideology of leaders as meaningful and causal to organization success 

or failure as flawed, which he attributed to “ . ..the ordinary cognitive processes o f the 

human mind. We search for and must find rationality and causal explanations in order to 

impose meaning on otherwise inexplicable events” (p. 132). The concept o f presidential 

leadership may be a social attribution versus real, and he suggests that despite evidence to 

the contrary, institutions’ visible public acts of changing presidents may serve to notify 

the world of the intent to continue performing admirably, or the intent to do better. He 

also discusses the possible fallibility of the IFI, or the fact that the same sample studied 

elsewhere found that scores appear also to be unrelated to changes in institutional 

finances or the initiation of faculty collective bargaining. Thus, faculty perceptions may 

or may not be the most salient measure o f university performance. He rounded out the 

discussion with the acknowledgement that presidential influence is constrained by many 

factors, and that average institutional performance appears unaffected by presidents 

leaving or remaining in office does not suggest that presidents are unimportant. In 

particular, he states, “Complex organizations cannot function effectively over the long 

term without leaders to coordinate their activities, represent them to their various publics, 

and symbolize the embodiment o f institutional purpose.” (p. 132).

In 1989, Bimbaum wrote specifically of succession events in the context of



presidential searches and organizational behavior. Stating that his review o f the literature 

yielded no consensus of whether presidential succession improves organizational 

performance, reduces it, or has no effect on it at all, he wondered why colleges and 

universities spent so much time, energy and resources on the presidential search process. 

His discussion of researcher bias informed the methodology procedures, limitations and 

delimitations of this study. A literature review of presidential search processes concluded 

with his assessment that institutions need the ritual for sense making, and regardless o f 

outcome, it is a necessary process (p. 506). Though these works examined data from four 

decades ago, it is important because they were written by Bimbaum, an internationally- 

known and heavily cited scholar of higher education leadership, and it appeared to be one 

of the earliest documented studies to quantitatively measure whether presidents’ 

succession events are associated with institutional performance, which was the thesis of 

this study.

In 2005, Goodall studied the relationship of presidents’ academic citations to 

university performance, finding a significant relationship between presidents with a 

stronger scholarly body of work in terms o f citations to the strength o f their institutions’ 

performance. Her study compared scholarly citation counts to institutions’ ranking in the 

top 100 research universities in the world. Between 1992 and 2001, she analyzed 157 

university presidents and 55 research universities in three applications of a research 

assessment exercise. Over the twenty-year longitudinal timeframe, she did manual counts 

of the presidents’ scholarly citations converted to a P-score as the independent variable. 

She then compared these to the 2004 Academic Ranking of World Universities between 

mid-October and early December of 2004; a time period she noted that, to her
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knowledge, the presidents in post at that time did not change positions. Utilizing 

descriptive statistics, Pearson’s correlation and Spearman’s rho, she found the most 

highly ranked universities’ presidents are more highly cited, as determined by mean and 

media citation p-scores. She then ranked the citation p-scores 1-100 and compared them 

via Spearman’s rank correlation to the universities’ world ranking, finding 

“ ...Spearman’s r is calculated at 0.378. With 100 observations the associated 5 per cent 

critical value for a two-tailed test is 0.195, and at 1 per cent it is 0.254, which establishes 

that the correlation is statistically significant at conventional confidence levels.” (p. 397). 

The Pearson’s correlation of citation p-scores to ranking was 0.345, and at .01 on a two- 

tailed test, the critical value was 0.254, which was statistically significant also. Lastly, 

she observed that U.S. institutions were 51 of the 100, and those presidents’ p-scores 

were above the mean and median for the sample o f presidents. Analysis o f just this 

group also indicated significance at the .01 level. Her caveat of university rank only 

explaining 12% of the variance of leaders’ citations is also noteworthy, though she states 

the correlations are “significant enough to warrant further investigation and discussion”

(p. 398).

In 2007, Robken’s study of German universities and presidential tenure found that

university presidential tenure has declined steadily since the 1990s. He studied tenure in

the five varieties of ways outlined by Cohen and March in 1986,

(a) the backward cohort, e.g., presidents who left office in a particular year were 
selected and their years in office were averaged; (b) the forward cohort, e.g., all 
presidents who entered office in a particular year were included (for example, the 
average 1995 tenure is the average o f years served by presidents entering office in 
1995); (c) additional tenure, which included years o f additional tenure for 
presidents in office in a particular year (for example, the average tenure for 
presidents in 1995 was the average number of years served between 1995 and the 
date they left office; (d) completed tenure, which included the number of
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completed years in office on a particular date (for example, the average tenure for 
1995 was the average years in office for all presidents in office in 1995; and (e) 
full tenure, which integrated the completed and the future years in office (for 
example, an average tenure for 1995 was the average number o f years in the full 
term of office for all presidents in office in 1995. (Robken, 2007, p. 145)

He also examined the impact of presidential tenure on financial measures o f performance.

His findings included a significant relationship between presidential tenure and funding,

but no significance between presidential tenure and alumni giving.

In 2010, Booz Allen, an international corporate management consulting firm,

presented their latest analysis of chief executive officer (CEO) tenure as it related to

company performance, finding that in the decade of 2000-2009, CEOs turnover did

increase significantly, was inversely related to their corporations’ performance, and the

role of CEO became more complex, harder to sustain and more accountable for

performance measures and short-term increases in shareholder value (Favaro et al 2010).

The authors measured CEO job turnover is terms of frequency and duration in office, and

correlated it to corporate performance indicators as reported by those institutions’ official

reports and press releases as well as related press coverage from leading business

publications and journals. This study acknowledged the influence of key historic events

on corporate and CEOs (Sarbanes-Oxley legislation, the September 11th, 2001 terrorist

attack on the U.S., and the U.S. economic events leading to the 2008-2012).

Theoretical Framework 

The literature on university performance and presidential career turnover and 

succession builds on many theoretical models associated with themes of the disruptive 

influence of factors on performance. Emerging as a possible leader for the theoretical 

framework of this study was Grusky’s 1963 theory of the disruptive influence of a leader
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following that leader’s departure, however, more refined research related to Grusky’s 

work showed a variety of results: some showed that leaders’ succession events preceded 

positive change, some negative change, and some no change at all. These studies, 

however, dealt primarily with athletic coaches’ influence on their teams and middle 

managers in organizations where process and procedure to ensure continuity explained a 

great deal of the variance (Kesner & Sebora, 1994).

Another theory considered and rejected was Agency theory. While this theory 

certainly fit the structure of boards hiring presidents as their agents to facilitate an 

assigned performance compact in return for acceptable compensation, the fact that the 

theory emphasized agents’ motivation coming mainly from extrinsic factors like pay and 

rewards was problematic. It failed to address the differences of ethos, locus o f control, 

resilience and perseverance that characterize top leaders versus managers or those for 

whom performance for hire is more the norm. Particularly in the highly complex world 

of post-secondary academia, it was necessary to identify a framework that took into 

account a firm position on leaders’ efficacy, their influence, loyalty and affinity for the 

organizations they served, and the different nature of their leadership work versus that of 

coaches, managers or other mercenary agent types.

Such a framework was found in the tenets o f Hambrick and Mason’s upper 

echelon theory (Hambrick & Mason, 1984, Hambrick, 2007) as it related to the 

performance of public research universities experiencing frequent presidential turnover 

from 2000-2010. The premise of upper echelon theory (1984) is that top leaders matter 

regarding their organization’s performance. This organizational behavior theory has two 

major tenets: 1) top leaders personalize their interpretation o f important situations and act
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accordingly, and 2) these personalized interpretations are unique to each leader’s values, 

personalities and experiences, both of which affect organizational performance 

(Hambrick, 2007, p. 334).

Based on updates by Hambrick in 2007, the theory was expanded to allow for 

leaders’ discretion and the demands of the job. Thus, it was anticipated that the more 

choices for action perceived by the leader, the greater the predictor o f organizational 

performance in periods of strategic importance. Conversely, as constraints increase, 

discretion for choices diminish, and job demands increase, the leader’s actions are less of 

a predictor o f organizational performance. Hambrick described the context o f discretion 

as “latitude of action” (p. 335), meaning that if leaders have minimal constraints, a 

growth environment, and organizational factors allowing a range of choices regarding 

decisions and courses of action, their actions can positively relate to organizational 

performance. This theory framed the study for this time period by theorizing that the 

2000-2010 volatility of massification, austerity, and commercialization increased the 

constraints and demands for access, affordability, and accountability on universities and 

their presidents, and diminished the discretion of leadership choices for presidents to 

positively impact these performance areas.

Summary

The problematic focus of the study is the convergence of growth and 

massification issues -- rising costs, tuition and debt amidst dwindling funding — affecting 

access and affordability, and accountability challenges such as ranking reports during 

times of increased presidential succession. The literature was reviewed to present a 

comprehensive, yet focused examination of research to deepen and broaden
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understanding. To retroactively study events from 2000 to 2010 effectively, the relevant 

historic and recent literature was reviewed. This basis o f research findings informed the 

methodology from which the three research questions were explored and analyzed.

The period of 2000-2010 marked a particularly intense critical scrutiny of higher 

education, mandated compliance and reporting changes, and steadily dwindling public 

funding of higher education, thus qualifying as an important strategic situation. The 

literature on five distinct areas informed this review of literature: access, affordability, 

accountability, public university presidents’ succession events, and the relationship of 

succession/tenure to university performance. Summative tables of major reference 

themes, sources and major points for each of these five areas of the literature review are 

in Appendix D. Access was examined as conceptual topics o f enrollment, rate o f growth, 

volume of growth, college going, format (classroom, distance learning, hybrid), and 

accessibility (financial, geographic, programmatic, academic, cultural, social, and 

physical). Because the study explored possible association o f leader succession to 

performance, the researcher decided to use as a proxy variable the generally accepted 

principle of access to which all o f the population institutions are held accountable: IPEDS 

fall census of first time, first degree seeking students. Affordability was examined in 

terms of its subjectivity, its focus as an annual expense instead of a lifetime investment, 

as funding, shared responsibility model, debt and cohort default debt rate. Because the 

study explored possible association of leader succession to performance, the researcher 

decided to use as a proxy variable one o f the generally accepted principles of 

affordability to which all of the population institutions are held accountable: IPEDS 

annual cohort default debt rate. Accountability was examined in terms of its definition to
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presidents, to boards of trustees, and to faculty, as well as conceptual topics o f rankings, 

classifications, and validity criteria from the Berlin Principles: purpose and goals, design 

and weighting, data collection and processing transparency, and clear presentation of 

results. Because the study explored possible association of leader succession to 

performance, the researcher decided to use as a proxy variable one o f the accountability 

types popularly tied to image: league rankings. However, it was important to find exactly 

the right league ranking tables fitting the population, according to the Berlin Principles. 

Such was found in the Arizona State University’s Center for Measuring University 

Performance’s annual reports Top American Research Universities (The Center for 

Measuring University Performance, 2014) for 2000-2010. These publicly available 

reports measured nine performance metrics appropriate to these public research 

universities and were available for all eleven years studied. Presidential succession and 

tenure was examined in terms of turnover, tenure over time, succession planning and 

boards of trustees, presidential credentials, presidential demographics, and presidents in 

the upper echelon of institution leadership. Because the study explored possible 

association of leader succession to performance, the researcher decided to count 2000- 

2010 succession events and presidents for each o f the 147 institutions. The succession 

event counts were the variable used to frame each of the three research questions. The 

final literature review area was the relationship of presidential succession and tenure to 

university performance. This interaction was examined in terms of disruption, upper 

echelon theory, and in the U.S. culture. Older studies exploring the same or very similar 

variables were synthesized regarding board conflict, massification, faculty impressions, 

constraints, leader types, and overall ambiguity. Because the study explored possible



82

association of leader succession to performance, one 1989 Bimbaum study inspired the 

creation of research questions and the methodology of the study, discussed further in the 

next chapter.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

U.S. higher education performance issues related to access, affordability, and 

accountability are a consistent, yet abstract, conceptual theme in university performance 

literature. Specifically from 2000-2010, research indicates that access was problematic: 

despite a 33% enrollment increase (National Center for Higher Education Management 

Systems, 2010), the U.S. no longer had the highest proportion of college graduates 

globally (OECD, 2007), and the rank continued to decline (OECD, 2013). The concept 

of access as a performance input (choice and opportunity for admission and enrollment 

into an institution) and as a performance outcome (choice and opportunity to graduate 

and benefit from being a college graduate) is not consistently clarified in the literature, 

though it most commonly referred to as opportunity for admission and enrollment in an 

institution. Affordability was problematic: post-graduation debt rates rose from 5.9% in 

2000 to 9.1% in 2010 for institutions utilizing federal student aid (IPEDS, 2013) during 

declines in public funding to 25-year lows (State Higher Education Executive Officers 

Association, 2012). The concept of affordability as an input (opportunity to pay or repay 

financing of the school of one’s choice) and as an outcome (opportunity for the institution 

to offer affordable programs and services with declining student appropriation funding) is 

not consistently clarified in the literature, though IPEDS tracking o f cohort default debt 

rate was the most common affordability performance indicator for a research university, 

and was the most logical to choose for the study (Kantrowitz, 2010).
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Accountability was problematic because the literature showed no consistent 

interpretation, single measure or definition other than whether or not an institution was 

performing consistently and well in reconciling its mission with stakeholders’ 

expectations (American Association o f University Professors, 1990; Association of 

Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, 2006; Monks, 2004; Williams, 2008). 

Current literature perpetuates university performance in terms of access, affordability, 

and accountability or a version of it, although The Research Universities Futures 

Consortium (2013) stated “a university’s core business is the discovery, dissemination, 

and application of new knowledge” (p. 14). The question o f whether leaders’ succession 

events explain a portion of the variance in performance informed the procedures of this 

study.

Confounding the performance problem is the fact that state public university 

boards are replacing presidents more frequently than ever (Basinger, 2001; Monks, 2012) 

even though research states that presidents foster university mission, steward finances, 

and promote the narrative as the public face of the institution (Bimbaum, 2002). Trustees 

hold fiduciary responsibility for the institutions they serve, and their most important task 

is hiring the president as their agent to create the vision and integrate the leadership via 

shared governance (American Association of University Professors, 1990; Association of 

Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, 2006). Sustained, integral presidential 

leadership is key to financial growth; for public Carnegie Classification™ Very High 

research universities (RU/VH) and High research universities (RU/H), the trend of rising 

enrollment and decreased funding risks their ability to attract and engage top faculty 

talent, provide the best education and training for future scientists and engineers, compete
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effectively with private research universities, and avoid tuition and fee increases (Jones, 

2002; National Science Foundation, 2012).

Research Purpose

The purpose of the study was to describe public research university enrollment, 

student debt after graduation, and institutional performance ranking during presidential 

succession events between 2000 and 2010. The approach to the study was observation 

and description of the relationship between U.S. public research university student 

enrollment, cohort default rate, and national performance rankings during those same 

institutions’ presidential succession events from 2000 through 2010 from visual charts 

via descriptive statistics, time series analysis, and analytics. The rationale for selecting 

the population of 147 public Very High research universities (RU/VH) and High research 

universities (RU/H) from The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher 

Education™ (see Appendix A) was based on the research literature indicating overall 

presidential time in office is decreasing, and that public university presidents’ time in 

office is less than their private institution counterparts (Cook & Kim, 2012; Corrigan, 

2002; King & Gomez, 2007; Monks, 2012; Padilla & Ghosh, 2000). In these studies, 

overall presidential time in office averaged 7.4 years (Cook & Kim, 2012; Corrigan, 

2002), however, public presidents’ time in office averaged significantly less than that, at 

between 4 and 5 years.

The Carnegie Classification™ defines the Very High research university (RU/VH) 

and High research university (RU/H) categories to include “institutions that awarded at 

least 20 research doctoral degrees during the update year excluding doctoral-level 

degrees that qualify recipients for entry into professional practice, such as the J.D., M.D.,



Pharm.D., D.P.T., etc.” and excluding “Special Focus Institutions and Tribal Colleges” 

(The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement o f Teaching, 2010, para. 9). The 

institutional counts by category are: Very High research universities (RU/VH) -  108 

total; 73 public, 35 private (excluded from study); High research universities (RU/H) — 99 

total, 73 public; 26 private (excluded from study), and Doctoral research universities 

(DRU) -  90; 30 public, 49 private, 11 for-profit (all of these were excluded from the 

study.

U.S. public research institutions were chosen because of the volume of students 

enrolled (access) and graduated, tuition dollars and student debt represented in annual 

cohort default rate (affordability) in the context of the federal and total research dollars 

involved, and human capital measures o f university performance in the Arizona State 

University’s Center for Measuring University Performance’s annual report Top American 

Research Universities (accountability; The Center for Measuring University 

Performance, 2014). Private institutions were excluded from the study due to the 

differences in presidential tenure and compensation noted from the literature. The 

Doctoral research universities (DRU) were excluded from the study due to the specialized 

nature of their schools in pursuit o f medical or health sciences only, and not 

representative of the whole of public research universities. Specifically, the study 

assessed the relationship between numbers o f presidential succession events and student 

enrollment, cohort default debt, and institutional performance rankings. The three 

research questions explored whether there was an association between presidential 

succession events and IPEDS data on enrollment (access), student default rate on loan 

debt within two years of leaving college (affordability) and university performance as
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measured in the Arizona State University’s Center for Measuring University 

Performance’s annual report Top American Research Universities (accountability; The 

Center for Measuring University Performance, 2014).

Research Questions 

The research questions were:

1. Is there an association between the numbers o f U.S. public universities’ presidential 

succession events and IPEDS student enrollment between 2000 and 2010?

2. Is there an association between the numbers of U.S. public universities’ presidential 

succession events and IPEDS cohort default rate between 2000 and 2010?

3. Is there an association between the numbers o f U.S. public universities’ presidential 

succession events and annual rankings on the Top American Research Universities 

(TARU) report between 2000 and 2010?

Research Design

After the creation and review o f the research questions, it was determined that a 

non-experimental quantitative approach to the study would best address the questions. 

According to Punch (2005), quantitative research involves data as numbers to describe or 

explain, formulating questions that lead to methods, and a pre-specified structure of 

theory to explain the data (p. 31). To determine any association between university 

performance and presidential succession events, archived quantitative data were used.

Because the study looked at 2000-2010 events for top American public research 

universities, a non-experimental descriptive methodology was used. Non-experimental 

descriptive research may be used when a researcher has an entire population to observe 

and wishes to describe what is going on versus why it is going on (de Vaus, 2001).
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According to Box, Jenkins and Reinsel (2008), a time series is “a sequence of 

observations taken sequentially in time” that are dependent, and analyzing a time series is 

practical due to the emphasis on examining the nature of the dependence (p. 1). To 

observe what happened from 2000 to 2010 regarding presidential succession events and 

university performance in the 147 Carnegie Classification™ public research universities 

(73 RU/VH and 74 RU/H institutions), a retrospective cross-section o f archived data 

were collected from publicly available websites.

Descriptive statistics and a time series design for the study were planned to chart, 

observe and describe the patterns and relationships, however, Pearson's r correlation 

coefficient analysis replaced time series design after the data were measured for internal 

consistency. Archived data from 2000 through 2010 IPEDS, TARU reports and public 

institutional websites were analyzed via IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) version 19. Descriptive statistical methodology was appropriate for this research 

due to the archived quantitative data already compiled from previously-issued surveys, 

compliance documents and voluntary reporting documentation provided by the presidents 

and institutions.

Population

The population of this study included all U.S. public research universities in two 

o f the thirty-three 2010 Carnegie Classifications™: Very High research activity 

universities (RU/VH), and High research activity universities (RU/H). Specifically, all 73 

public RU/VH institutions and all 74 RU/H institutions were combined for a study 

population of 147, and all private and Doctoral Research Universities (DRU) were 

excluded. The 147 U.S. RU/VH and RU/H institutions were the most relevant population
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to explore association of public research university presidential succession events to 

public research university performance because o f the volume of students, research and 

research funding associated with them. According to the National Science Foundation 

(2012), this segment o f higher education institutions confers one-third o f all 

undergraduate degrees, three-quarters o f all doctorates, and nearly all the degrees in 

molecular biology and computer science. They perform over 60% of government-funded 

academic science and engineering research and development. In 2010,436 new start-up 

companies and 2,625 new patents may be traced directly to the research from these 

institutions (National Science Foundation, 2012).

The selection of only public research institutions was chosen to further explore 

Monks’ research that public institutions’ presidents leave office twice as frequently as 

their private institutions counterparts (Monks, 2012). Given the scope of degrees 

conferred and the amount of funded research transferred to commerce, it was a goal of 

the study to see if the presidential succession events o f2000-2010 were associated with 

performance variance in the public institutions. The private institutions were excluded 

from the study due to the differences in presidential tenure and compensation noted from 

the literature (Kiley, 2012; Monks, 2012). The Doctoral research universities (DRU) 

were excluded from the study due to the specialized nature o f their institutions in pursuit 

of medical or health sciences only, and the higher averages o f compensation noted for 

these presidents believed to skew the sample to a higher mean, which obscures the true 

nature of compensation for presidents of public research universities (The Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2010; Floyd et al 2010).
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Data Sources

The data sources in the study were publicly available from the 147 institutions 

themselves, the National Center for Education Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary 

Education Data System (IPEDS) and the Center for Measuring University Performance at 

Arizona State University. The unit of analysis was the university, and all presidents’ 

succession events were counted as a year. Counting presidential succession events was 

done manually from each institution’s web site. For university performance data, once it 

was determined that annual enrollment would represent access, cohort default rate would 

represent affordability, and the best-fitting collection o f research university assessment 

factors to represent accountability were the annual Top American Research University 

reports published by the Center for Measuring University Performance at Arizona State 

University, the researcher checked the publicly-available repository websites to 

determine whether each of the eleven years 2000 through 2010 inclusive were available. 

Upon verifying they were, the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 

database was used to electronically retrieve the eleven years’ of fall enrollment head 

count figures and the cohort default debt rate for each of the 147 institutions. The IPEDS 

data are derived from federally mandated compliance responses to interrelated surveys of 

all colleges, universities, and technical and vocational institutions that participate in 

federal student financial aid programs (U.S. Department o f Education Institute of 

Education Sciences National Center for Education Statistics, n.d.). Once downloaded, 

these data were transferred directly into an Excel spreadsheet.

The presidents’ succession events were then determined by noting each 

president’s surname in the worksheet cell where each institution’s row intersected with
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the appropriate column year. Where the name changed from one year to the next, this 

was counted as a succession event. If a succession event placed a president in 2000 or 

2010, this was counted, too. No differentiation was made between permanent presidents 

and interim presidents. All events and presidents’ surnames were totaled in separate 

columns by year, and in separate rows by institution.

Because the Top American Research Universities (The Center for Measuring 

University Performance, 2014) reports contained ranking information using nine 

variables in tiered rankings versus scale rankings, these data were sourced last. With 

assistance, the researcher determined each year’s report of nine variables for each 

institution needed to be reduced to a principal component in order to properly graphically 

depict the time series analysis. Each Excel worksheet of each of the annual rankings for 

the 147 population schools in the nine variables (total research expenditures, federal 

research expenditures, endowment assets, annual giving, national academy members, 

doctorates awarded, postdoctoral appointees, and SAT scores) were aggregated into a 

worksheet per year. Not all of the 147 RU/VH and RU/H schools ranked in each of the 

nine variables in each year.

The data sources for succession events were the institutions, derived by the 

researcher from websites’ information about presidents. The data sources to IPEDS of 

enrollment and cohort default debt rate data were the institutions, most commonly a 

designated institutional assessment department. The data sources for the nine variables of 

the TARU reports were: 1) total research expenditures were derived from the fiscal year 

two years prior to the labeled year of the National Science Foundation’s Survey of 

Research and Development Expenditures at Universities and Colleges (for example, the
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year 2000 total research expenditures figure was the 1998 reported amount from the this 

data source); 2) federal research expenditures were derived from the same source as the 

total research expenditures; 3) endowment assets were sourced from the annual National 

Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO)-CommonFund 

Institute Study of Endowment Results as reported in The Chronicle o f  Higher Education 

for the prior year (for example, the year 2000 endowment assets measure reported 

endowment market value as of June 30th, 1999); 4) annual giving was derived from the 

Council for Aid to Education’s Voluntary Support of Education (VSE) Survey for the 

prior fiscal year (for example, the year 2000 annual giving information was for fiscal year 

1999); 5) national academy members were sourced from the prior year’s membership 

directories of the National Academy of Sciences, the National Academy of Engineering, 

and the Institute of Medicine (for example, the year 2000 national academy members’ 

information is from 1999); 6) faculty awards were derived from various directories or 

web-based listings for multiple agencies or organizations (for example, for the year 2000, 

faculty awards were counted from twenty-five different grant and fellowship programs 

awarded for 1998-1999 or 1999); 7) doctorates awarded were sourced from the IPEDS 

Completions Survey of the academic year two years prior (for example, the year 2000 

doctorates awarded were counted and reported from the 1997-1998 academic year 

survey); 8) postdoctoral appointees were counted from the National Science Foundation 

and National Institute of Health’s Survey of Graduate Students and Post-doctorates in 

Science and Engineering (also known as the Graduate Student Survey, or GSS) at the 

beginning of the previous academic year (for example, year 2000 doctoral appointees 

were those reported for fall, 1998; 9) Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores were sourced
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from The College Board (for example, the year 2000 scores were from the 1998 freshman 

class), according to the data notes (The Center for Measuring University Performance,

2013).

Data Collection

Once the research proposal was completed and approved by the Committee Chair, 

the Institutional Review Board (IRB) paperwork was submitted to the Mercer University 

Office o f Research Compliance for IRB for approval. This study was determined to be 

exempted from IRB approval since it did not involve human subjects’ testing and because 

it fit the requirement of a study examining existing data. The waiver approval document 

is in Appendix B. The master worksheet was then created in Excel by the researcher, and 

the data were downloaded, examined, cleaned and organized.

These 2000-2010 data were downloaded from archived annual sets in IPEDS, Top 

American Research Universities (TARU; The Center for Measuring University 

Performance, 2014) and public website repositories for public access and analysis. The 

quantitative nature of the study was facilitated by the use o f worksheets to aggregate data 

used to produce charts and graphs for the analysis. Communication with a site was 

necessary in one instance with the Center for Measuring University Performance 

regarding a labeling error on the 2008 data for doctorates awarded. The center director 

responded promptly, acknowledged the error, and supplied the corrected data via email to 

the researcher.

The institutions’ public information and media reports about presidents’ terms of 

office are assumed accurate. The National Center for Education Statistics’ methodology, 

validity and reliability for IPEDs was assumed to be sound, as was the methodology,
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validity and reliability used by the Center for Measuring University Performance for the 

TARU reports. The aggregation o f the detailed ranking information by variable by 

institution by year was crosschecked by manual and automated means in the Excel 

software. Where necessary and for consistency, the names o f institutions were 

standardized in the data worksheets from TARU to the way they were depicted in the
TMCarnegie Classification .

Data collection from these public websites occurred by Internet searches various 

browsers such as Safari, Firefox and Chrome from a laptop Apple MacBook Pro.

Viewing, screen capturing, and citing each institution’s presidents’ histories, dates of 

ascension and resignation via institutional pages and periodical databases o f archived 

press releases, news reports, and presidential biographies were used. Exogenous 

variables - Control variables of president successor as insider or outsider, level o f public 

funding (including the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act of 2009 emergency 

funds), and documented recessions will be coded in Excel or SPSS based on 

methodologist’s recommendations.

The interim Excel data set of just the TARU data was uploaded to SPSS and the 

principal component routine was executed. Once the cleaned organized data were 

complete in the worksheet, it was uploaded into SPSS, and descriptive statistics were 

calculated to observe and describe distribution, central tendency, and dispersion, as well 

as identify any outliers. From this, the time series analysis was charted to observe trends 

of variables in relationship to one another. Once the succession events’ data were 

examined, coded and checked for internal consistency, it became evident that correlation 

exploration of the variables was possible.
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The temporal scope of the data was 2000-2010, and the rationale for choosing this 

period was that it was the first decade of the century, marked the timeframe of earliest 

retirement of the oldest baby boomer presidents, and represented the most complete, 

recent available data. This period was also noteworthy as a highly eventful American 

history period of academic leadership policy influences which included the millennium 

change, the Sept. 11th, 2001 terrorist attacks, the influence o f executive compensation 

laws resulting from the Sarbanes-Oxley Act and their influence on non-profit 

organizations, increased partisan politics, campus safety issues, athletic scandals, 2008 

Higher Education Opportunity Act (HEOA) reauthorization, the 2008-2011 Great 

Recession, and the demographic trend o f baby boomer retirements.

Institutional Review Board Approval

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) application was submitted in accordance 

with institutional procedural guidelines. A waiver of committee consideration was 

granted and the study was exempted since it did not involve human subjects’ testing and 

because it fit the requirement of a study examining existing data. The waiver approval 

document is in Appendix B.

Data Analysis

Once uploaded to SPSS, the data were arranged with the university as the unit of 

analysis. Each horizontal row in the Excel or SPSS file corresponded to one university 

with the presidential succession events, enrollment, cohort default debt rate and TARU 

data in vertical columns, one for each year 2000-2010 - such as TARU ratings, fall 

enrollment each year, left to right as the data is scanned visually. For time series 

analysis, the data were transposed, or tilted, so that the years 2000-2010 became the rows
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of the new data set and each university became a column with respect to each year’s 

variable describing it. For example, University A had a column consisting o f its 

consecutive fall enrollments down the rows, and another column showing its TARU 

rating in each of the years 2000-2010, etc.

Reporting Results

These data resulted in information reported in Chapter 4 primarily descriptively, 

with tables, visual charts, and graphs for ease of analysis. SPSS Chart Builder output and 

descriptive quantitative results reporting were to have been used for descriptive and time 

series analysis, however, SPSS output tables were instead reproduced to present the 

findings based on the Pearson’s r correlation coefficient analysis. Each o f the three 

research questions is presented in order, with analysis, and its accompanying SPSS model 

summary table for reporting of results.

Summary

The study design was a quantitative non-experimental study of archived data, 

2000-2010, exploring the characteristics of university performance measures during 

presidents’ succession events via descriptive statistics. The data collection and sources 

were oriented to the study population 2010 Carnegie Classification™ Very High (RU/VH) 

and High (RU/H) public research universities, V=147. The sources for presidential 

succession events were the institutions’ publicly available websites, IPEDS for the 

quantified proxy variable o f access, annual fall enrollment o f first time, first degree 

seeking freshmen; and IPEDS for the quantified proxy variable of affordability, annual 

two-year cohort default rate, and the Arizona State University’s Measuring University 

Performance Center’s 2000-2010 Top American Research Universities reports for the
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quantified proxy variable for accountability: the compounded mean annual ranking index 

score for each of the 147 institutions, where ranked.

All publicly available archived data were transcribed or electronically transferred 

into Excel worksheets, then examined, proof-read, verified, and three minor data 

inconsistencies were resolved or noted before then loading data to SPSS for descriptive 

statistical analysis. Each of the eleven years’ of quantitative data for succession events, 

annual enrollment, cohort default rates, and compounded mean annual rankings were 

checked for internal consistency, during which the Cronbach’s alpha analyses of 

enrollment, cohort default rates and rankings were found to be so internally consistent, 

the planned time series analysis was changed to Pearson’s r correlation coefficient 

analysis of succession events to each of the access, affordability, and accountability 

variable proxies. This was consistent with each o f the three research questions, and the 

results of each are reported in Chapter 4.



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

This study explored the growing problems facing public research universities 

reflected by the aggregate convergence of four significant performance measures (a) 

presidential succession, (b) enrollment growth, (c) cohort default debt rate, and, (d) 

university ranking. The purpose o f the study was to analyze public research university 

enrollment, student debt after graduation, and institutional performance ranking during 

presidential succession events between 2000 and 2010. The research questions centered 

on whether U.S. public research universities’ presidential succession events between 

2000 and 2010 were associated with the research university performance concepts of 

access, affordability, and accountability. To better understand this possible association 

between rapid leadership turnover and performance, a quantitative, non-experimental 

study was designed to explore whether succession events o f presidents were associated 

with variance in university performance measures of access, affordability, and 

accountability between 2000 and 2010. Proxy variables representing access, affordability, 

and accountability were as follows: IPEDS student enrollment represented access, IPEDS 

cohort default rate represented affordability, and Top American Research Universities 

(The Center for Measuring University Performance, 2014) mean rankings represented 

accountability.

98
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This chapter provides the results of this study’s data collection and analysis.
TM

Public research universities of the Carnegie Classification Very High (RU/VH) and 

High Research (RU/H) were defined as the population, and for each o f the eleven years 

of 2000-2010, counts were taken o f presidential succession events, enrollment, cohort 

default rate, and average ranking on the Top American Research Universities (The Center 

for Measuring University Performance, 2014) reports. After the restatement o f the 

research questions, the results of the model summary analysis are provided. The 

performed analysis differed from the planned analysis in Chapter 3; the data 

characteristics led the research to Pearson’s r  correlation coefficient analysis rather than 

time series analysis due to high internal consistency of the 2000-2010 university 

performance factors o f enrollment, cohort default debt rate, and ranking on the Top 

American Research Universities (The Center for Measuring University Performance,

2014) reports. The findings for each research question are provided and analyzed within 

the context of the entire population of 147 public research universities categorized as 

Very High (RU/VH) and High (RU/H) research institutions.

In SPSS, the descriptive statistics routine calculated the variables’ distribution, 

central tendency, and dispersion. Time series analyses had been planned, however, based 

on the data validation analysis, Pearson r  correlation coefficient analysis was found to be 

a better fit. Once the data were observed and described, the results indicated time series 

analysis was not the best method; rather, Pearson’s r correlation coefficient analysis was 

determined to be the better method.
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Research Questions

The results for the three research questions are provided consecutively. All three 

questions’ findings initially focused on descriptive information supplied by the data 

gathered from public sources: institution web sites, IPEDs and the Top American 

Research Universities reports from the Measuring University Performance Center at 

Arizona State University. These research questions were explored for this study:

1. Is there an association between the numbers o f U.S. public universities’ presidential 

succession events and IPEDS student enrollment between 2000 and 2010?

2. Is there an association between the numbers o f U.S. public universities’ presidential 

succession events and IPEDS cohort default rate between 2000 and 2010?

3. Is there an association between the numbers of U.S. public universities’ presidential 

succession events and annual rankings on the Top American Research Universities 

(TARU) report between 2000 and 2010?

Data Selection and Demographics

These institutions’ presidential succession events, annual Fall enrollment, annual 

cohort default debt rates, and ranking in the annual Top American Research Universities 

(The Center for Measuring University Performance, 2014) report were researched, 

aggregated, and recorded by year into a single Excel spreadsheet. The manual count o f 

succession events may be seen in Table 5. The publicly available datasets from IPEDs 

and the Top American Research Universities (reports are not included in the appendices 

of the study, but may be retrieved from The Center for Measuring University 

Performance website links provided in the References section. The study population was 

the 2010 Carnegie Classification™ of 147 Very High research universities (RU/VH,
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N= 74), and High research universities (RU/H, N= 73); private and Doctoral research 

universities (DRU) were excluded (see Appendix A). This population was chosen to 

study from 2000 to 2010 because of the mission (research, teaching and service) and 

control (public), as it was desirable to further explore Monk’s 2012 research finding that 

public institution presidents left office twice as often as private institution presidents and 

to see presidential succession events co-varied with institutional performance changes 

during this decade. Also, the 2010 Carnegie Classification™ provided a structure 

identifying the public research universities representing the largest volume of students for 

that control, and for being the major academic recipient of research and development 

funding. A more detailed demographic description of these institutions and their 

presidents is provided.

Data Validation

All institutional data were found online in publicly available archived sources. A 

reliability study of the various original testing instruments was impractical and out of 

scope for the study, as were tests of internal or external validity beyond basic 

proofreading of data from the original source to the aggregated Excel table. Initial 

screening and examination of data was conducted for possible missing values, outliers or 

discrepancies in order to avoid flawed research findings (Warner, 2008). After 

completing the initial screening, the researcher determined that all institutions’ 

succession events were appropriately documented. The IPEDs data showed no missing 

data elements or discernible inconsistent values.
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Compound Mean for Top American Research Universities Rankings

In order to analyze possible association o f presidential succession events to public 

research university performance variables, a  numerical datum was needed for each.

Access and affordability data were readily derived from the sources except the Top 

American Research Universities (TARU; The Center for Measuring University 

Performance, 2014) ranking reports. The methodology of this proxy variable for 

accountability resists constructing a scaled rank o f institutions naming the number one as 

best, choosing instead to alphabetically list institutions within ranking tiers in combined 

public and private institutions, private institutions only 1-25 and 26-50, and public 

institutions 1-25 and 26-50. These tiered groupings are earned by rank among 

counterpart institutions on at least one o f the nine measures.

The director of Measuring University Performance Center, John Lombardi, 

addressed the rationale for this methodology in the 2010 report, stating that league- 

ranking tables “ .. .must consider unit o f comparison, scale, and elements of research 

distinction, and should not let prestige or quality perceptions distort the purpose o f the 

ranking” (Lombardi, 2010, p. 8). The reports’ principles are not about identifying the 

best research university “but rather to identify the characteristics of the most successful 

research universities.” (p. 10). However, this was incompatible with this study’s 

methodology as a single datum was needed, and was derived, for each institution. This is 

justified only for purposes of this study as these numbers do not reflect nor should be 

interpreted as a best to worse scale, in accordance with the wishes o f the report authors.

The institutional index was a compounding of the eleven years’ ranking reports, and the 

single rating per institution was used only for Pearson’s r  correlation coefficient analysis
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between presidential succession events and ranking scores. See Appendix E for SPSS 

output of this analysis.

Data Inconsistencies and Corrections

During Cronbach’s alpha testing of internal consistency for the scaled sets of the 

TARU reports, the 2005 Top Research Universities Report ranking scores were not 

consistent with the scores for other years. This resulted in reexamining, checking and 

verifying the 2005 data. Minor data entry errors were resolved, however, the revised 

scores still only correlated about .50 with the scores in other years, however, other years 

tended to correlate about .95 with each other. The average over the 11 years, including 

2005, resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 1.0 for the average of the TARU rankings over all 

eleven years, including the 2005 rankings. The 2005 data were noted as corrected in the 

publication, (Lombardi, Capaldi, Mirka, & Abbey, 2005) and 2005 was the year of the 

physical move from Florida to Arizona of the Center for Measuring University 

Performance. Also, the IPEDS cohort default rate data for 2005 had some irregular 

percentages for ten of the 147 institutions compared to their 2004 and 2006 data, 

however, because the data were archived, verification from the source was done and 

cohort default rates were included in the study as listed. Lastly, the 2008 TARU report 

had a data labeling error in one variable, which necessitated communication with the 

Center for Measuring University Performance to clarify. A response was promptly 

received clarifying the inconsistency and corrected data were provided, which was then 

subsequently used for the study. The possibility o f other miscoded data was still a 

concern, but unable to be detected or confirmed. This was a mild limitation o f the
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conclusion of the analysis and is discussed as minor limitation in the next chapter, but did 

not affect the overall findings.

Data Structuring

Data were downloaded from source websites in Excel tables and either imported 

or copied to ensure the data transfer was free of transcription errors. For the 

consolidation of the TARU data, it was necessary to disaggregate annual reports and 

variables via the Excel macro LOOKUP function to isolate only public research 

universities’ rankings within the 147-institution study population of Carnegie research 

institutions. Accuracy was checked via comparing sums of rankings between the source 

and destination worksheets. This enabled the tests for internal consistency in SPSS.

The 147 RU/VH (Very High research universities and RU/H (High research 

universities) institution names used by the Carnegie Classification™ listing were not 

consistent with the Top American Research Universities (TARU; The Center for 

Measuring University Performance, 2014) institution names in each year’s report, and 

each year’s TARU report names were not consistent from year to year. These were slight 

institution name variations in some cases, while some were due to institutional name 

changes or modifications over that time span. Collectively, there were over 238 name 

variations of the 147 schools across the eleven years studied. However, the Carnegie 

Classification™ system provides an institution identification number (UNITID), and each 

institution was standardized to the institution name used in the 2010 Carnegie 

Classification™ and corresponding Carnegie-assigned UNITID for purpose of analysis.

The final list of 147 institutions are in Appendix C listing their institution names
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TM
standardized to the 2010 Carnegie Classification and UNITID, and their institutional 

control as RU/VH (Very High research university or RU/H (High research university).

Exploratory Analysis 

In the Top American Research Universities (The Center for Measuring University 

Performance, 2014) reports for years 2000-2010, not all o f the 147 Carnegie RU/VH 

(Very High research universities or RU/H (High research universities) institutions made 

the top 100 public institutions’ rankings. Those institutions not having a ranking were 

treated as having ranked lower than the rest, and were scored in the bottom 47 for that 

year in that variable. The replacement variable used was 124, which was the mean o f the 

bottom 47 rankings and midpoint between 101 and 147.

Public Research Universities’ Presidential Succession Events 

This study population of research universities was nearly evenly divided; there 

were 73 classified as control type Very High Research Universities (RU/VH), and 74 

were classified as High Research Universities (RU/H). See Table 2.

Table 2

Percentages o f  Institutions by Carnegie Classification™ (N=147)

Classification N Percentage

Very High Research (RU/VH) 73 50.34%

High Research (RU/VH) 74 49.66%

Total 147 100.00%
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Presidents’ succession events were collected by viewing, noting and counting 

them from institutional websites listing the history of presidencies, dates o f ascension and 

resignation. In some cases it was necessary to find archived press releases, news reports, 

and presidential biographies to find the information. All institutions’ information was 

found. Each institution’s president was noted by surname in the appropriate worksheet 

row and column, with each change in surname counted as a succession event, as seen in 

Table 3. All succession events were counted as one-year event units o f analysis as 

defined in Chapter One. In most cases, institutions had one fewer succession event than 

they had number of presidents during the time span studied, however, in the case o f 

several institutions, a previous president was brought back in to serve as an interim, 

resulting in equal numbers of succession events and presidents.

Table 3

Examples o f  Two Institutions ’ Counts o f  Succession Events & Presidents, 2000-2010

Institution
1999
Pres.

2000
Pres.

2010
Pres.

2011
Pres.

Succession
Events

No. of 
Presidents

A Pres. 1 Pres. 1 Pres. 1 Pres. 1 0 1

B Pres. 1 Pres. 2 Pres. 6 Pres. 6 6 6
Note. Subscripts on names are counted succession events in that year’s column. 1999 
and 2011 are shaded to denote years not counted. Years 2001 through 2009 not shown.

In the Table 3 example, data for Institution A were counted as one president for 

the entire decade, and zero succession events, either coming into the decade for 1999- 

2000 or exiting the decade for 2010-2011. Institution B, however, experienced six 

succession events and six presidents, with one succession event occurring during the
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transition from 1999-2000. Overall, succession event counts by institution between 

2000-2010 ranged from nineteen universities with one president and no succession events 

each to one university experiencing six presidents and six succession events, as seen in

Table 4.

Table 4

Totals o f  Succession Events and Presidents, 2000-2010

Succession Events 
(M= 1.68) #=147

Presidents 
(M=2.59) #=147

None 19 One 22

One 56 Two 62

Two 40 Three 33

Three 17 Four 17

Four 10 Five 8

Five 4 Six 5

Six 1

By individual year, annual succession events for all institutions ranged from a low 

of 33 succession events in the years 2000 and 2010 to a high of 45 succession events in 

2003 (Figure 3). The mean of succession events trended slightly upward over the decade, 

validating the literature and research that presidential succession increased over time for 

public institutions, though not greatly (Padilla & Ghosh, 2000). The pattern appeared to 

be more substantially cyclical, with two distinct peaks in 2003 and 2008, and three 

valleys in 2000,2004 and 2010. See Figure 3.
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Presidential Succession Events: 2000-2010
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Figure 3. Presidential Succession Events 2000-2010

The SPSS analysis of succession events indicated a Pearson’s r correlation of year 

to succession events of .02, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.0 for internal consistency.

Visual examination suggests a cyclical pattern. Succession events were highest in 2003 

and 2008, and lowest in 2000, 2004, and 2010. As this population of universities 

experienced 19% growth, their presidents’ turnover increased very slightly, as shown in 

the Figure 3 trend line. Presidential tenure averaged 4.2 years per president. The 

implications of these data findings will be discussed in the next chapter, but a visual 

examination suggests other factors likely influenced public research university 

presidents’ succession.

University Performance Concept of Access: Annual Fall Enrollment 

The access concept of university performance was represented by each year’s fall 

enrollment numbers as reported to the U.S. federal government in IPEDs. These data
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were downloaded from the IPEDS website and imported into the spreadsheet to be 

checked. As previously noted, initial screening of these data found no missing, 

inconsistent, or outlier values.

The annual enrollment of these institutions in the year 2000 ranged from 3,567 at 

The Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY) to 49,996 at The 

University of Texas at Austin. In 2010, the enrollment ranged from 5,287 at the Colorado 

School of Mines to 70,440 at Arizona State University. As seen in Table 5, compounded 

annual mean enrollment over the eleven years studied was 21,341 in a range from 4,339 

to 54,106. Although the National Science Foundation and State Higher Education 

Executive Officers Association organizations found overall enrollment growth of 33% for 

research universities in the 25-year period encompassing 1985-2010, these 147 public 

institutions experienced an overall average of 19% growth for this decade, from an 

overall 30% decline in enrollment at the University o f New Orleans to an 85% growth at 

The Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY). See Table 5.

Table 5

Descriptive Statistics o f RU/VH & RU/HPublic Research Universities, 2000-2010

N=147
Succession
Events

No. of 
Presidents

Access as 
Enrollment

Affordability 
as Cohort 
Default Rate

Accountability
asTARU
Ranking

Mean 1.68 2.59 21,341 3.23% 74.00

Minimum 0.00 1.00 4,339 0.65% 5.24

Maximum 6.00 6.00 54,106 8.94% 122.21
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University Performance Concept of Affordability:

Annual Cohort Default Rate 

Likewise, the annual cohort default debt rate for each institution was located by 

year in IPEDs and also imported into the spreadsheet to be checked. As previously 

noted, initial screening of these data found no missing, inconsistent, or outlier values.

The literature on this measure discussed the use of a two-year measure of default (usually 

seen as more favorable to university performance) and a three-year measure of default 

(usually seen as less favorable to university performance due to more students defaulting 

on student loans in 36 months following graduation than 24 months following 

graduation). For the time span of this study, IPEDS consistently used a two-year measure 

of cohort default rates. These did increase over the decade, thus validating the literature 

findings that student debt increased as a reflection of declining university affordability, 

but only slightly. The overall increase was half a percentage point, with the majority of 

the decade gradually declining (improving) to a low of 2.2%, and then gradually rising 

again to 4.5%, slightly above the beginning percentage of 4.0%.

The mean of student default rates at public research universities was plotted with 

the mean of student default rates for all U.S. institutions of higher education. The rates 

differ, with all o f higher education approaching the 10% rate of concern by policy makers 

and accreditors; however, the public research universities’ rates stay well below 5% for 

the decade. The patterns are similar in that there were two peaks and two valleys for each 

group in the line chart. The peaks occurred 2000 and 2010 for both, and in 2003 and 

2005 for all of higher education, and 2005 and 2006 for public research universities. See 

Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Cohort Default Rates o f  Study Population and All U.S. Higher Education 
Institutions.

University Performance Concept of Accountability:

Compound Mean Ranking Index 

Lastly, the annual TARU reports were individually imported from the website by 

variable, by year, and aggregated into one spreadsheet per year for just the public 

institutions. While the report notes it features the top 200 public research universities 

each year, there are 100 public and 100 private institutions featured in the summary 

report, while for each of the nine variables, different public institution sets were noted for 

that particular measure. Some changed each year, though the top performers remained 

generally the same. For these reasons, the researchers note in their methodology each 

year that the report does not represent a stacked ranking overall. Lombardi (2010) wrote
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a thorough explanation of why the TARU reports do not publish a simple ranking of all 

institutions, and why the pursuit of a number one is not an appropriate technique for 

assessing top research universities (difference of vision, mission, history, demographics, 

culture and stakeholder buy-in). Instead, the report provides groupings only of the top 50 

and the second tier 50 institutions in each annual report (Lombardi, 2010). However, for 

purposes of this study, a single rank variable by year was needed to plot the data visually; 

therefore SPSS was used to determine the weight o f each variable within the groupings 

across all eleven years to obtain the needed compound ranking index. Each year’s data 

were transferred into a spreadsheet for checking. Empty worksheet cells denoted 

institutions without rankings. These empty cells were populated with the mean ranking 

of 124 (the midpoint between 100 and 147), and then uploaded into SPSS.

Internal Consistency Study Results 

Prior to examining the datasets for possible associations between them, the 

researcher conducted tests for internal consistency of the TARU data. Because the TARU 

reports formed a scaled set, Cronbach’s alpha testing was used to measure internal 

consistency of the eleven years’ of TARU reports. According to Multon and Coleman 

(2010), internal consistency, as measured by Cronbach's alpha, measures the 

homogeneity of scaled items. When the variables are depicting the same concept, then 

scores on the items will tend to score the same way across many items (pp. 160-164).

Because the TARU ranking variable data were highly consistent across the years 

and recorded from the archived publicly available source, it was possible to derive a 

single general common factor for all institutions’ nine dimensions and all years. The 

Cronbach’s alpha for the average of all statistical ranks (except those from 2005) was .99.
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A visual examination of the universities at top and bottom appeared intuitively correct on 

the common scale, however, there was evidence o f subscales, possibly by classification 

of Very High (RU/VH) or High (RU/H) research, but this was very minor, therefore the 

researcher opted to use the one general scale as a best fit for the parameters of the study.

Findings

This section describes the descriptive statistical analysis used to answer the 

research questions concerning possible association of succession events to overall 

university performance. Additionally, a brief discussion is provided regarding the actual 

analysis conducted versus the planned analysis; this changed during the study based on 

the results of the tests of internal consistency of the data. There was such a high internal 

consistency of the enrollment, cohort default rate and Top American Research 

Universities (TARU) ranking variables at 1.0, .98, and 1.0 respectively, it was determined 

a visual examination of the variables on a single time line would not be meaningful or 

appropriate. Instead, an intra-class and rank correlation analysis was performed to 

determine the relationship strength of the variables to one another.

Research Question 1

Is there an association between the numbers o f  U.S. public universities’ 

presidential succession events and IPEDS student enrollment between 2000 and 2010?

The purpose of this question was to explore whether presidential succession events from 

2000 through 2010 were associated with their institution’s access performance 

component represented by annual fall enrollment from IPEDS. Particularly for public 

institutions, the literature indicated an enrollment growth bubble between 2000 and 2010 

(Cook & Kim, 2012; Corrigan, 2002; King & Gomez; 2007; NCHEMS, 2010; National
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Center for Education Statistics, 2013). Succession events were tabulated manually from 

institutions’ websites, and access data were gathered from the official federal archived 

website of the U.S. Department of Education. Data were successfully gathered for each of 

the eleven years o f analysis for this question (N=147) with no omissions. Descriptive 

statistics of enrollment from 2000-2010 were calculated for institutions across all years 

in Appendix I, and means of enrollment for each year for all 147 institutions were 

calculated in Table 6.

The analysis was descriptive and Pearson’s r correlation. A time series line graph 

plotting annual succession events and annual mean student enrollment was planned, 

however, with the high internal consistency of the enrollment data year to year, it was 

determined to be unnecessary since the enrollment mean of any given year 2000-2010 

could be representative of the whole. A Pearson’s correlation analysis, r (144) = .07 

between presidential succession events and enrollment figures, as seen in Table 6, led the 

researcher to conclude no significant correlation exists between presidential succession 

events and access as expressed by enrollment.

Table 6

Pearson’s r Correlation Coefficient Analysis o f  Presidential Succession Events to IPEDS 
Student Enrollment, 2000 and 2010

Model Summarvb
Change Statistics

R R 
Square

Adj. R 
Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate

R Square 
Change

F
Change Dfl Df2 Sig. F 

Change
Durbin-
Watson

.07“ .005 -.009 10692.33 .005 .38 2 144 .69 1.82

Note. a. Predictors: (Constant), No. of Presidents, Succession Events b. Dependent Variable: 
mean enrollment
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Research Question 2

Is there an association between the numbers o f  U.S. public universities ’ 

presidential succession events and IPEDS cohort default rate between 2000 and 2010?

The purpose of this question was to explore whether presidential turnover as measured by 

succession events was associated with the affordability component o f university 

performance as depicted by annual cohort default rates from IPEDS.

The analysis was descriptive and Pearson’s r correlation. A time series line graph 

plotting annual succession events and annual mean cohort default rates was planned, 

however, with the high internal consistency of the cohort default rates year to year, it was 

determined that Pearson’s r correlation was a better choice. An analysis using Pearson’s 

correlation coefficient, r (144) = .09 between presidential succession events and cohort 

default rates, as seen in Table 7, led the researcher to conclude no significant correlation 

exists between presidential succession events and affordability as expressed by cohort 

default rates.

Table 7

Pearson’s r Correlation Coefficient Analysis o f  Presidential Succession Events to 
IPEDS Cohort Default Rates, 2000-2010

Model Summarvb

Change Statistics

R R Adj. R Std. Error R F Dfl Df2 Sig. F Durbin-
Square Square of the 

Estimate
Square Change 
Change

Change Watson

.09a .009 -.005 1.51 .009 .64 2 144 .53 1.50

Note. a. Predictors: (Constant), No. of Presidents, Succession Events b. Dependent Variable: 
mean default
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Research Question 3

Is there an association between the numbers o f U.S. public universities ’ 

presidential succession events and annual rankings on the Top American Research 

Universities (TARU) report between 2000 and 2010? The purpose of this question was to 

explore whether presidential turnover as measured by succession events was associated 

with the accountability component of university performance as depicted by annual 

TARU report rankings.

The analysis was descriptive and Pearson’s r correlation coefficient. An analysis 

using Pearson’s correlation coefficient, r (144) = .15 between presidential succession 

events and Top American Research Universities report rankings, as seen in Table 8. 

According to Hemphill (2003), Cohen’s benchmark of magnitude for correlation 

coefficient recommends describing .10 as “small” (p. 78). This led the researcher to 

conclude a small positive correlation exists between presidential succession events and 

accountability as expressed by Top American Research Universities report rankings.

Table 8

Pearson’s r Correlation Coefficient Analysis o f  Presidential Succession Events to Annual 
TARU Rankings report, 2000-2010

Model Summarvb
Change Statistics

R R Adj. R Std. Error R F Dfl Df2 Sig. F Durbin-
Square Square of the 

Estimate
Square Change 
Change

Change Watson

.15® .02 .008 34.41 .021 1.59 2 144 .21 1.91

Note. a. Predictors: (Constant), No. of Presidents, Succession Events b. Dependent Variable: 
mean rating
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One hundred forty-seven public research universities were analyzed to explore 

possible association between their presidents’ succession events from 2000-2010 (M =  

1.68, SD =1.16) and annual enrollment (A/= 21340.69, SD = 9637.70), cohort default 

debt rate (M=  3.23, SD = 1.506), and composite Top American Research Universities 

rating (A/= 74.00, SD = 34.54). A Pearson’s r correlation coefficient data analysis o f 

succession events to each of the three dependent variables revealed .07 for access, .09 for 

affordability, and . 15 for accountability; the first two coefficients are positive yet so small 

they’re not considered indicative of correlation. The correlation of presidential 

succession events to accountability is small and positive, indicating that between 2000 

and 2010, there was a slight correlation between U.S. public research institutions’ 

presidential succession events and their rankings on the Top American Research 

Universities report. Despite this, the overall finding is that U.S. public research 

institutions’ performance in terms of access, affordability, and accountability was not 

associated with presidential succession events between 2000 and 2010.

Summary

The convergence of problems associated with American public research 

universities led to the development o f this study: (1) increased higher education 

presidential succession, (2) enrollment growth challenges, (3) increasing cohort default 

debt rates, and (4) ranking challenges. It focused on potential associations between 

presidential succession events and university performance concepts o f access, 

affordability, and accountability quantified by proxy variables of IPEDS annual fall 

enrollment, IPEDS annual cohort default rate percentages, and annual rankings on the 

Top American Research Universities (TARU) reports of 2000-2010.
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Three research questions were analyzed via descriptive statistics and Pearson’s r 

correlation coefficient analysis for a population of 147 Carnegie Classification™ Very 

High (RU/VH) and High (RU/H) public research universities. Data sources were 2000- 

2012 presidential succession events manually counted from institutions’ websites, IPEDS 

annual fall enrollment and annual cohort default rates, and the eleven Top American 

Research Universities reports for compound mean ranking index scores. Data were 

gathered from publicly available archived sources; then viewed, cleaned, organized and 

entered into SPSS for data analysis. The descriptive and Pearson’s r correlation 

coefficient analysis of the data indicated overall no significant correlation between 

presidential succession events and university performance, confirming Pfeffer’s 1977 

findings and Bimbaum’s 1988 findings o f no correlation between leaders’ turnover and 

organizational behavior, and Bimbaum’s 1989 article stating no correlation between 

presidential succession and university performance. Via a conceptual framework of 

shared governance and a theoretical framework of Hambrick and Mason’s 1984 Upper 

Echelon theory, the study found no correlation between presidential succession events 

and enrollment (r=\07) or cohort default rates (r=.09). There was a small positive 

correlation (r=.15) between presidential succession events and rankings. These findings 

and implications are further summarized and discussed in the following chapter with the 

researcher’s conclusions and recommendations for further research.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

The problematic convergence o f increasing presidential succession with 

educational policy concerns of access, affordability, and accountability led to an 

exploration of whether there was an association between presidential succession events 

and quantified measures of the access, affordability, and accountability expressed as 

enrollment, cohort default rates and university rankings. The retrospective, non- 

experimental study sought to describe and explore covariance of succession events to 

performance measures at the population of 147 Carnegie RU/VH and RU/H public 

research universities between 2000 and 2010. This chapter provides an overview and 

discussion of the entire study, including problem, purpose and research findings. The 

major findings of the research questions are summarized, and the main themes of 

American public research university presidential succession, access, affordability, and 

accountability are described so that a contribution may be made to the current literature 

on public research universities’ performance and their presidents’ succession patterns. 

Conclusions, implications and possible future research suggestions are included, as well 

as implications and suggestions for future research to the broader field of higher 

education leadership.

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to analyze and describe public research university 

enrollment, student debt after graduation, and institutional performance ranking during

119
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presidential succession events between 2000 and 2010. The researcher inferred from the 

literature on the problematic rise o f presidential succession and universities’ access, 

affordability, and accountability performance issues that there might have been 

correlation of succession events to problematic institutional performance. There was a 

very small amount of general research on the covariance o f leader succession to 

organizational performance in colleges and universities, though none examined 

America’s top public research universities at the onset of baby boomer retirement-aged 

presidents (2000-2010).

This study explored significant performance measures of American public 

research universities suggested as problematic in the literature: (a) increasing presidential 

succession, (b) expansive enrollment growth, (c) rising cohort default debt rates, and, (d) 

university rankings. The purpose of the study was to analyze public research university 

performance in terms of a thematic phrase -  access, affordability, and accountability -  

represented by proxy variables of enrollment (access), student debt after graduation 

(affordability), and institutional performance ranking (accountability) during presidential 

succession events between 2000 and 2010. The research questions centered on whether 

U.S. public research universities’ presidential succession events between 2000 and 2010 

were associated with access, affordability, and accountability performance changes. A 

quantitative, non-experimental study of archived data was conducted to see whether 

succession events of presidents were associated with variance in university performance 

measures of access, affordability, and accountability between 2000 and 2010. Proxy 

variables were: IPEDS student enrollment represented access, IPEDS cohort default rate 

represented affordability, and Top American Research Universities mean rankings
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represented accountability. Results of the study found no association of presidential 

succession events to enrollment, no association of presidential succession events to 

cohort default rates, and a small positive association of presidential succession events to 

institutional performance rankings.

Summary of Major Findings 

Between 2000 and 2010, the findings on presidential succession events 

corroborated the research literature that presidential succession events in public 

institutions are increasing, albeit only slightly for the top research universities. Rather 

than a steady rise in the number of succession events, the data show more of a cyclical 

pattern, with two distinct peaks of high succession events in 2003 and 2008, with low 

numbers of succession events in 2000,2004 and 2010. Overall, succession event counts 

by institution between 2000-2010 ranged from nineteen universities with no succession 

events and one president to one university experiencing six succession events and six 

presidents, as seen in Table 4. Between 2000 and 2010, the mean of succession events 

was 1.68, with a mean of 2.6 presidents. This cyclical pattern of job turnover suggests 

possible other variables influencing these data, like presidential contract term cycles. The 

data on university performance for the 147 American research universities focused on the 

theme of access, affordability, and accountability. The major findings o f the study for 

each research variable and questions are summarized below.

Access

Access was quantified as annual fall enrollment from IPEDS, and the first 

research question explored whether enrollment was associated with presidential 

succession events. The mean o f enrollments was 21,341 students in a range of means



from 4,339 to 54,106. Although the National Science Foundation and State Higher

Education Executive Officers Association organizations found overall enrollment growth

of 33% for all research universities in the 25-year period encompassing 1985-2010, these

147 public institutions experienced an overall average of 19% growth for the 2000-2010

decade, from an overall 30% decline in enrollment at the University of New Orleans to an
»

85% growth at The Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY). Based 

on high consistency of the enrollment data across the years, and a Pearson’s r o f .07 

between presidential succession events and enrollment figures, the finding for the 

question of whether succession events are associated with access as measured by fall 

enrollment in IPEDS was no, there was no association of presidential succession to 

access at these 147 American public research universities from 2000-2010. From this, it 

must be assumed that the 19% growth rate for public research universities correlates to 

variables other than university president turnover or succession events.

Affordability

Affordability was quantified as annual cohort default rates from IPEDS. The 

second research question explored whether cohort default rates were associated with 

presidential succession events. The mean of cohort default rates was 3.23% in a range of 

means from 0.65% for the decade at University o f North Carolina at Chapel Hill to 

8.94% at Jackson State University. The mean of all institutions by year depicted in a line 

graph showed two distinct peaks of cohort default rates in 2000 with a 4.1% and 2010 

with a 4.5; the single valley or lowest cohort default rate occurred in 2005 with a low of 

2.5%. Based on high consistency o f the cohort default rate data across the years, and a 

Pearson’s r of .09 between presidential succession events and cohort default rates, the
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finding for the question of whether succession events are associated with affordability as 

measured by cohort default rates from IPEDS was in the negligible positive range, 

therefore, there was no association of presidential succession to affordability at these 147 

American public research universities from 2000-2010. From this, it must be assumed 

that the increase in cohort default rates ranging from a mean of 2.3% to 4.5% for public 

research universities overall correlates to variables other than university president 

turnover or succession events.

Accountability

Accountability was quantified as a principal component derived from rankings in 

the Top American Research Universities (TARU) reports compiled by the Center for 

Measuring University Performance at Arizona State University. Nine variables of 

performance specifically oriented to American research universities are assessed annually 

to publish the top 100 public and top 100 private universities in the nation. Principal 

component analysis of the ratings earned in the 2000 through 2010 decade by the 147 

schools in the study yielded a mean ranking score of 74 in a range of ranking scores from 

5.24 to 122.21. Even with high consistency of the ranking data year to year, the 

Pearson’s r analysis was .15 between presidential succession events and Top American 

Research Universities report rankings, a small positive correlation. This suggests the 

increase in presidential succession events ranging from a mean of 2.3% to 4.5% for 

public research universities overall correlates to variables other than university president 

turnover or succession events. These findings suggest that the changes in TARU 

rankings ranging from 5.24 to 122.21 with a mean ranking o f 74 correlate positively, yet 

weakly at, to presidential succession events ranging from 33 succession events per year to
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45 succession events per year with a mean of 1.68%. Remembering that smaller is better 

for both succession events and rankings, as the institution’s presidential succession events 

rose, the TARU ranking rose from a lower (better) number to a higher (worse) number. 

Therefore, these data suggest that in lower ranked schools, presidential succession is 

more frequent. This finding of a small positive correlation in presidential succession 

events to universities’ TARU rankings suggests the possibility that presidents’ succession 

events may partially explain the variance in university performance.

Discussion of Findings 

The findings of this study are varied in terms of similarities, gaps or 

contradictions to major studies from the literature review. Each of the four variables of 

U.S. public university presidential succession, access as enrollment, affordability as 

cohort default debt rate, and accountability as ranking on the Top American Research 

universities and interaction of presidential succession to university performance will be 

discussed in relation to the major associated literature works as seen in the tables in 

Appendix D.

Access

Despite no association of presidents’ succession events to the university 

performance concept of access as enrollment, the literature supported choosing this 

metric for these institutions. Institutions and their presidents are accountable for 

enrolling and reporting to IPEDS the annual count of traditional fall full-time, first-time 

freshman students as specified by the Higher Education Act, even though it underreports 

access by excluding transfer, non-traditional, graduate and professional students. This 

provides the snapshot and the trend for which Trow’s measures of growth (rate of
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growth, an institution’s absolute size, and changes in the proportion o f the relevant age 

grade enrolled) are analyzed. Considering the 29% rate of growth of public universities 

in general, the 18% rate of growth for public research universities from 2000-2010 after 

growing 11% the previous decade is important when also considering what happened to 

state and federal funding per student. Much is written of how enrollment in colleges 

increases during a recession due to the shortage o f jobs, and the Great Recession o f 2007- 

2011 certainly was a major consideration, however, the population grew only 11% from 

1970-1980,10% from 1980-1990, and 13% from 1990-2000. More o f the population 

became college-goers, though not in the patterns readily captured by current 

accountability measures for access. Conner and Rabovsky’s research indicating greater 

diversity of age, experience, background, ethnicity, and needs of students were a factor in 

addition to sheer numbers of students. This helps explain why scaled growth was not just 

more of the same, but rather access as an accountability issue in terms of capacity, costs 

and learning outcomes. Presidents, trustees, and the upper echelon leadership teams dealt 

with this during a time of increasing political partisanship bolstered by a rise in 

conservative views incongruent with funding universal higher education. Trow stated 

that the U.S. moved from elite to mass enrollment in the 1950s, and from mass 

enrollment to approaching universal enrollment in the 1990s, which is the same time the 

demographic mix of college students changed. Though these items and other exogenous 

variables were out of scope for this study, this should be examined further to see if access 

shifts in institutions of various controls are associated with presidential transitions.

The Pew research on college-going and college completing shows the successes 

of higher education, for which public research universities are validated in their
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contribution of fulfilling land-grant missions in many states and the rate of production of 

degree earners, especially doctorates. The OECD statistics o f the U.S.’s place as 17th in 

the world may be more of a reflection of other countries’ rapid ascent and growth rather 

than the U.S.’s decline; perhaps similar to the 226% growth the U.S. experienced in the 

1960-1970 range. Given the challenges o f growth (again, tracing back to Trow), 

placement in the OECD rankings might be interesting to study in terms of ranking 

relative to Trow’s phases of elite, mass, and universal rather than just sheer volume 

percentages of college goers and college completers.

Viewing access as growth is especially relevant with the advent o f information 

technology and Internet connectivity (Kerr, 1991). College access had been in-person 

classroom attendance and correspondence courses for years, but as technology 

infrastructure expands worldwide, many emerging countries will leapfrog the incremental 

growth experienced in first world countries to offer both mass access and multiple modes 

of attendance. While advantageous for society and students, it is an expensive fixed cost 

for institutions, especially in the search for where Massive Online Open Courses 

(MOOCs) will fit in the academic and economic models for higher education. The 

literature of Heller speaks to the elimination of financial, geographic, programmatic, 

academic, and cultural/social/physical barriers for attending college, and information 

technology provides the solution. However, U.S. federal accountability metrics are not 

aligned to this. There is a gap in who is counted for official compliance-related 

enrollment census purposes by not including transfer, part-time, non-traditional, or 

graduate students because these expanded modes of access benefit these populations the 

most, and adult college-going students have represented the fastest-growing segment o f
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access for several years. Likewise with graduation rates; if  a student does not finish a 

four-year degree in six years, the institution loses an accountability metric, when the 

college completing pattern for transfer, part-time, non-traditional and graduate students is 

based on different success criteria. Further study is needed to consider university 

performance in terms of college completers rather than simply six-year graduation rates, 

and whether there is any association between presidents’ succession and college 

completion. This could provide valuable insight into leaders’ influence of degree 

attainment rather than accountability metrics serving a segment of students not 

representative o f the whole.

Affordability

In defining the proxy variable for affordability as cohort default debt rate, the 

study sought to find a way to reflect long-term affordability to the student rather than 

other measures which might have more accurately reflected the financial strength of the 

student’s household. Kantrowitz, the editor of the popular website www.finaid.org, 

defined cohort default debt rate as the ratio o f student loan borrowers defaulting within 

two years (soon to be three years) of repayment to the total number o f student loan 

borrowers in a graduating cohort. Multiple works by Sandy Baum discussed the notion 

of what is affordable as highly subjective, and the literature on this performance measure 

ranged from tuition to financial aid to cost o f attendance to student debt to employment 

after graduation to lifetime earnings. It was decided that affordability could best be 

synthesized by cohort default debt rate because of its tie to institutional compliance 

reporting, benefits and penalties from the federal government based on performance, and 

intent of the measure to police institutions who would graduate students with degrees that

http://www.finaid.org


did not prepare them for the intended workforce. Martin and Lehren reported that U.S. 

college debt is now $1 trillion, over 94% of college-goers borrow, and the average debt is 

$23,300. For public research universities, the accountability of affordability is important 

because these institutions, many the flagship institutions of their state, produce one-third 

of the nation’s baccalaureate degree-holders, and the large majority o f doctorates. Their 

contributions to science and technology are the country’s engine of innovation. All 

literature was similar in stating that the current higher education funding model is 

unsustainable, and that pre-recession funding levels are unlikely to return, despite the 

move to universal enrollment. The access versus funding discussion had become so dire 

in relation to the 2000-2010 study timeframe that several research items predicted or 

reported enrollment capping. In an effort to belay such tactics, other higher education 

finance writers proposed other ways, such as Prescott and Longanecker’s 2014 paper on 

shared responsibility models, in which cost is shared five ways: by the institution, the 

state, the federal government, the family, and the individual student. Some would say 

that is a reality now with discounting, state incentives, federal Pell grants, and cultural 

mainstream advice on college savings plans and norming of the notion of individual 

human capital investment by the student in his or her future.

There is a real gap in the literature on a unified view of affordability at a time in 

history when most citizens can understand the financing of a home or a vehicle, but not 

an enduring asset such as knowledge and the competencies and skills emerging from it. 

For many it is simply an unfair tax on current Americans for the knowledge accumulated 

by previous generations. For critics who would say the cohort default debt rate has 

unfairly taken the brunt of the 2007-2011 Great Recession or all college debt, it is worth
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noting that presidential succession and affordability did not co-vary in the study. The 

correlation of .09 of succession events to cohort default debt rates was too small to 

indicate a significant association to presidential succession events. There was a high 

degree of internal validity to the annual cohort default debt rates year to year from 2000- 

2010, with the exception of some schools in 2005. The best predictor of one year’s 

cohort default debt rates was the prior year’s rates. More research is needed to explore 

why and how public research universities’ affordability performance indicators may best 

be analyzed, forecasted and managed by upper echelon leadership. More research is 

needed in this area to synthesize the value of a college education, better explain the cost 

equation of college to the American taxpayer, and a memorable rhetorical message for 

college presidents to repeat in the public sphere.

Accountability

Because accountability was by far the most nebulous and challenging of all the 

university performance measures to which to assign a proxy, it was important to identify 

one that, as much as possible, aligned to the missions of these public RU/VH and RU/H 

institutions. Though none were perfect, the best available measure was found in the 

annual league ranking report, Top American Research Universities, which synthesized 

nine measures specifically tailored to research universities. In order to choose this one, 

however, sorting and deselecting many more well-known and popular league ranking 

tables was necessary. Dill & Soo wrote in 2005 o f the importance in establishing a 

ranking’s validity, comprehensiveness, comprehensibility, relevance, and functionality, 

which was accomplished in the choosing of the annual TARU reports. Arizona State 

University’s Center for Measuring University Performance’s publicly available website,
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open notes on methodology, source data, and complete availability for reports o f the 

decade o f2000-2010 made them the best choice, and while reducing the rankings to a 

principal component was neither intended nor recommended by the report’s authors, it 

was necessary to conduct the analysis o f association. Due to the fact that the principal 

component was not used to actually comment nor reflect on any given institution’s 

ranking relative to another, nor it relative quality, the researcher decided this method to 

be appropriate to analyze performance relative to succession events.

Presidential Succession

Other accountability concepts in the literature were found in surveys of presidents 

as reported in The Chronicle of Higher Education, who periodically covers such 

instruments from a variety of organizations. In 2005, Selingo wrote that presidents’ 

collectively see their top accountability measure as a balanced budget for their 

institutions, which compares favorably to Reisman’s 1986 characterization of presidents 

as living logos of their institutions — it is logical for presidents to see themselves 

accountable to their institutions’ fiduciary health and image as its most visible 

spokesperson. While the trustees may see fiduciary as their role, they are building this 

performance measure into presidential contracts and performance reviews as discussed by 

Raymond Cotton and the Association of Governing Boards o f Colleges and Universities. 

This by no means leaves out the faculty and their role in shared governance; in fact, good 

relations with the faculty in leading an institution is watched publicly by the American 

Association of University Professors on the Sanctioned Institutions section of their 

website.
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The gaps in the literature on accountability of public research universities are 

many if the perspective is purely economic and political. However, i f  these institutions 

are held accountable based on their missions, the reports used by the National Science 

Foundation, the National Academies and the State Higher Education Executive Officers 

reflect their work as highly accountable. More so than any other sector or any other 

country, public research universities still produce the majority of graduates, research, 

development, patents, companies and intellectual capital in science and technology.

Given this, it is logical to assume that upper echelon leadership faces efficacy challenges 

in how to sustain their institutions.

The findings o f this study on the association of presidential succession events to 

the public research university performance measure of accountability, as annual TARU 

rankings were small and positive at 0.15. Remembering that smaller is better for both 

succession events and rankings, as the institution’s presidential succession events rose, 

the TARU ranking rose from a lower (better) number to a higher (worse) number. If so, 

then this study’s finding of a small positive correlation of 0.15 in presidential succession 

events to universities’ TARU rankings implies presidents’ succession events may 

partially explain the variance in university performance. However, with such a small 

positive correlation, it is not prudent to say presidents’ succession events predict ranking 

drops, and it is especially not practical to infer any form of causality from it.

Relationship Of Succession/Tenure To University Performance

The genesis of this study was syllogistic: If Grusky’s theory of leader turnover 

being disruptive to organizational performance is true, and if Monk’s 2012 research is 

true that public university presidents leave office twice as often as private university
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presidents to take other presidencies for compensation reasons, then are presidential 

succession events disrupting performance at the nation’s top public research universities? 

If business CEOs’ succession is related to their corporations’ performance, then what is 

happening with public research universities’ presidential succession and performance 

concepts of access, affordability, and accountability at those institutions? Palmer began 

looking at this question back in 1932 by describing the turnover of presidents in that era. 

He speculated that the quickening turnover and diminishing tenure of presidents was 

caused by conflicts between boards o f trustees and presidents, though only anecdotal 

information was presented. Clark Kerr reflected in 1991 about presidential turnover 

increasing and tenure decreasing in conjunction with the mid twentieth century national 

shockwaves to higher education, and the tidal waves of challenges presented by universal 

access, information technology, and rapid advances in science, technology, engineering 

and mathematics (STEM). Bimbaum’s 1988 study was the most similar to this study, 

and whether presidential succession is related to institutional functioning by examining a 

sample of public and private institutions in relation to faculty perceptions on the 

Institution Functioning Inventory, only to conclude no correlation existed. Only the 

inventory’s dimension of Freedom co-varied with presidential succession, leading 

Bimbaum to attribute the prevalence of literature on presidential leadership effects on 

institution performance to be implicit. Bimbaum’s conclusion was similar to Meindl and 

Ehrlich’s 1987 work on the romance of leadership, explained as a tendency to ascribe a 

halo effect to leaders while disregarding other possible explanatory data.

Hambrick and Mason’s 1984 Upper Echelon theory framed this study, although 

several other theories were considered and rejected, ultimately with the realization that



there is a gap in the literature regarding how leadership transitions are associated with 

organizational performance. The study integrates Hambrick and Mason’s theory via the 

lens of Grusky’s (1963) theory, which states that the departure of the leader is assumed to 

be disruptive to the organization, though the independent variable is succession events 

versus presidents themselves. More research should be done to explore presidential 

succession effects, especially with research indicating that public presidential diversity is 

down, tenure is down, turnover is up, and fewer qualified candidates are presenting to be 

considered for presidential vacancies.

Instead, these overall findings regarding presidential succession events and public 

research university performance may contribute to the literature by amplifying the 

dialogue on meaningful interpretation o f accountability and performance. With access 

and affordability occurring as a function of institutional mission, capacity, and funding, it 

may be that these are more predictors of presidential turnover and succession events than 

the other way around. For the decade of 2000-2010, there were so many exogenous 

variables that were out of scope for this study, but should be considered further by those 

interested in trying to quantify academic leadership and institutional performance. As 

Bimbaum stated in 1988 and 1989, this question is still important despite data that 

challenges whether succession significantly relates at all to organizational performance. 

Bimbaum stated the gap in this line o f research casts doubt o f generally accepted 

leadership effects. He quoted Pfeffer from 1977: “if differences cannot be observed 

when leaders change, then one has to wonder whether it really matters who leads or how 

they behave” (Pfeffer, 1977, p. 107, as quoted by Bimbaum, 1988).
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Conclusions

The research findings of this study found no association of presidential succession 

events from 2000-2010 to public research university performance concepts of access and 

affordability quantified as annual fall enrollment and cohort default debt rates from 2000- 

2010, and a small positive correlation between presidential succession events and public 

research university performance as expressed by the annual Top American Research 

Universities (TARU) reports. The internal validity o f the IPEDS data on access and 

cohort default rates was so high at .99 that the researcher concluded the best predictor of 

one year’s enrollment and cohort default rates was the previous year’s enrollment and 

cohort default rates. Rather than create a time series analysis and describe the variables, 

the data review and observation indicated a correlation coefficient analysis would be the 

better analysis.

The conceptual framework of the study proved useful in maintaining perspective 

of the public research university leadership as a triad of faculty, board of trustees, and 

president all sharing responsibility for access, affordability, and accountability as their 

respective areas of main influence. As this population experienced growth much larger 

than previous decades while simultaneously experiencing funding decreases between 

2000 and 2010, their presidents’ turnover increased, as shown by calculating an average 

of three presidents serving an average term o f 4.2 years each.

Upper echelon theory framed the study by theorizing that, between 2000 and 

2010, universities grew under presidents’ leadership skills, however, these growth factors 

increased constraints and decreased choices for the presidents themselves. As the baby 

boomers began to retire as predicted, this upper echelon was recruited for public
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university presidencies from other public university presidencies, resulting in increased 

turnover and succession events. These succession events, in turn, left growth concerns 

unchecked and unconstrained, resulting in weakened advocacy for higher education’s 

role and value, which resulted in decreased per-student funding, higher tuition and 

student debt rates, and increased accountability concerns of the value of research, liberal 

arts, funding, administrative bloat, the productivity o f faculty, compliance in athletics, 

and compensation of presidents. With no definitive correlation of presidential succession 

events to access and affordability, upper echelon theory may be only somewhat validated 

in that presidents’ turnover did slightly increase, though there is no evidence from the 

findings to substantiate any correlation to access as enrollment growth or affordability as 

cohort default debt rate. So little about presidential succession explains the variance in 

access and affordability, and the quantified proxies of annual fall enrollment and cohort 

default debt rate have such high internal validity that it can only be concluded that these 

university performance indicators are influenced by other variables. The third research 

question of the association of presidential succession events to accountability as defined 

by annual TARU rankings did indicate a small positive correlation of succession events 

to rankings, suggesting that as presidential succession events increased, the institution’s 

ranking number increased (indicating a lower ranking). It is not possible to conclude 

from these findings anything causal, such as presidents’ career patterns drive institutional 

rankings, or to conclude that presidential turnover predicts a fall in rankings. It may be 

concluded, however, that these data elements for these presidents and institutions in this 

timeframe co-varied slightly with one another, and further study may be warranted.
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Implications

The findings o f no association between 2000-2010 presidential succession events 

and 2000-2010 public research university performance concepts of access, affordability, 

and accountability as quantified by annual fall enrollment in IPEDS, annual cohort 

default debt rate in IPEDS, and annual Top American Research Universities (TARU) 

rankings could imply that presidents o f top public research universities have little to no 

effect on their institution’s performance, however, to infer such would be to miss the 

larger view of higher educational leadership. The conceptual framework o f this study 

holds true, despite the findings. Shared governance of faculty with the president, as the 

accountable bully pulpit for the institution, backed by trustees with the fiduciary 

oversight over both is the model best defined by the upper echelon in Hambrick and 

Mason’s theory.

The implications of these findings are that public research universities enjoy 

perpetuity of momentum that is not easily disrupted by presidential comings and goings; 

however, the research states repeatedly that current growth and funding models are 

unsustainable. The challenges of growth in the universal access phase of this country’s 

top research universities will continue to be tested by economic and political external 

forces pressuring university leadership for more justification, efficiencies, productivity 

and accountability in a global economy linked by near instantaneous voice, data and 

video connectivity. Enrollment capping as discussed by Katsinas et al, or any of the 

other three budget-balancing recommendations in 2011 by Hauptman and Nolan 

(changing the mix of enrollment, raising prices, or increasing enrollment without raising 

prices) may very well be the toolkit of university leadership in the near future.



For presidents and their boards, the implications of these findings may at first 

seem minimal or inconsequential, however, the research literature illuminates the strain 

on capacity of these public research universities, the funding and financial challenges 

affecting the fulfillment of mission, and the increasing pressures o f accountability for 

results when innovation and exploratory research may not yield immediate returns. The 

fable of Aesop comes to mind regarding the goose that laid daily golden eggs prompting 

such greed for all the golden eggs at once that the owner slayed the goose to get them, 

only to find none and to no longer have the goose to even provide the daily golden eggs. 

Faculty have thus far managed to cope with performance-based funding but should 

patents, discoveries, technology transfer, or start-up companies decline or falter, then 

these preeminent research universities who have led the nation and the world in science 

and technology may find themselves unable to carry out their mission.

Recommendations for Future Research 

Future research should be directed to examining ways in which public research 

universities can stabilize presidential succession planning, access growth, funding 

models, and accountability metrics. Whether it is examining gaps in the value rhetoric of 

public research universities or how effectively presidents use the bully pulpit to advocate 

for their institutions, further study exploring ways in which public research universities 

can promote and renew their place in society is critical. Clark Kerr’s California Master 

Plan of universal enrollment by need and merit may need reworking for each state as 

performance-based funding becomes more prevalent and information technology 

capabilities become more available. Tennessee and Texas have closely followed behind
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California in their scrutiny of higher education access, affordability, and accountability, 

and other states may learn from their work as more data emerge from their experience.

This study could possibly be replicated with entirely new variables for testing 

leader or leader succession effects on performance. The abundance of leader effects and 

the dearth of leader succession effects on performance continue to be an opportunity. As 

Pfeffer noted in his discussion of resource dependence, if differences in organizational 

performance cannot be detected when leaders change, then what does it matter who leads 

or how they behave? Qualitative research may better fit the problem, so as to learn more 

of the lived experiences o f presidents in these institutions. Or, performance indicators 

could be quantified from mission or league rankings to explore what effect these 

variables have on leadership tenure; a sort o f inverted view of performance effect on 

leaders’ career patterns.

Summary

This non-experimental study explored top American public research universities’ 

presidential succession events and performance components of access, affordability, and 

accountability from 2000-2010 as quantified by the proxy variables of mean IPEDS fall 

enrollment, mean IPEDS cohort default rates, and mean compound rankings on the 

annual Top American Research Universities reports. The problematic focus these 

institutions faced when the perfect storm of significant growth, financial austerity, and 

challenges presented by third-party league ranking reports encountered increased 

presidential succession was developed into three research questions. All examined 

presidential succession events’ potential association with (1) access as depicted by annual 

IPEDS fall enrollment, (2) affordability as depicted by annual IPEDS cohort default debt
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rates, and (3) accountability as depicted by a compounded principal component derived 

from the eleven Top American Research Universities reports, 2000-2010. Descriptive 

statistics were calculated and Pearson’s r correlation coefficient analysis was performed. 

With a high Cronbach’s alpha of 1.0 for access as annual IPEDS fall enrollment and a .09 

coefficient of presidential succession events to annual enrollment, the analysis indicated 

no association of presidential succession events to access for this population, 2000-2010. 

Likewise with affordability; with a high Cronbach’s alpha of .98 for affordability as 

IPEDS two-year cohort default rates and a .07 coefficient o f presidential succession 

events to cohort default rates, the analysis indicated no association o f presidential 

succession events to affordability for this population, 2000-2010. Even with a high 

Cronbach’s alpha of 1.0 for accountability as compound mean rankings derived from the 

annual Top American Research Universities reports, the small positive Pearson’s r 

correlation coefficient of .15 between presidential succession events and rankings 

suggests that presidential succession may be more frequent at institutions with lower Top 

American Research Universities rankings. Overall, the findings indicated no association 

of presidential succession events to access, affordability, and accountability at these 147 

public research universities from 2000-2010.

The researcher’s conceptual framework of shared governance and theoretical 

framework of upper echelon theory offers an explanation of the findings of no association 

between presidential succession events and quantified performance o f access, 

affordability and accountability as follows: due to shared governance o f public research 

universities overall from 2000-2010, the upper echelon of these institutions (board of 

trustees, faculty, and presidential leadership team) was resilient to increased turnover and
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reduced presidential tenure. These institutions’ mission o f research, teaching, learning 

and service is likely the perpetuating influence on performance, more so than an 

individual president’s service or absence from the office.

The implications of these findings are that public research universities’ presidents 

come and go from office and institutional performance occurs for reasons that do not co- 

vary with one another. While these findings cannot be viewed as causal or predictive, 

even regarding the small correlation of presidential succession events to league ranking, 

further research may be warranted to explore more of the variance in frequent 

presidential succession and challenges presented by third-party league ranking reports. 

Over-attribution of presidential influence on university performance may be the result of 

reliance on implicit leadership theories or exogenous variables considered out o f scope 

for this study, yet even with no association between presidential succession events and 

performance from 2000-2010 it is not prudent to say presidents don’t matter. As U.S. 

public research universities continue to face capacity and financial issues from growth, 

pay for performance funding, and various economic or image versions of accountability, 

future presidents will be challenged to wise use of the bully pulpit to advocate for 

accountability in terms of mission and economic measures. Whether future studies 

explore the effects of these variables on presidents’ career patterns or the effects o f still- 

declining presidential tenure on future models of growth and performance funding, it will 

be important to continue monitoring these areas to reduce the black box ambiguity o f this 

line of research. Leadership and institutional performance is unlikely to become 

formulaic, but as this baby boomer cohort of presidents retires with fewer qualified 

diverse candidates to replace them, it will be interesting to see how these top American
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public research universities manage presidential succession and performance, and what it 

means to their long-term continuity o f mission.
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Table A 1

TMPublic Carnegie Classification Very High Research Universities (RU/VH, N=108)

In scope: Public (« = 73) Out o f scope: Private (n=35)

1. University of Alabama at Birmingham
2. University of Alabama in Huntsville
3. Arizona State University
4. University of Arizona
5. University o f Arkansas
6. University o f Califomia-Berkeley
7. University of Califomia-Davis
8. University of Califomia-Irvine
9. University of Califomia-Los Angeles
10. University o f Califomia-Riverside
11. University of Califomia-San Diego
12. University of Califomia-Santa Barbara
13. University of Califomia-Santa Cruz
14. University of Colorado at Boulder
15. Colorado State University
16. University of Connecticut
17. University o f Delaware
18. University of Central Florida
19. Florida State University
20. University of Florida
21. University o f South Florida-Tampa
22. Georgia Institute of Technology-Main
23. Georgia State University
24. University of Georgia
25. University of Hawaii at Manoa
26. University of Illinois at Chicago
27. Univ. of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
28. Indiana University-Bloomington
29. Iowa State University
30. University o f Iowa
31. University of Kansas
32. University of Kentucky
33. University of Louisville
34. Louisiana St. Univ. and A&M College
35. University of Maryland-College Park
36. University of Massachusetts Amherst
37. University of Michigan-Ann Arbor
38. Michigan State University
39. Wayne State University
40. University of Minnesota-Twin Cities

1. California Institute of Technology
2. University of Southern California
3. Yale University
4. George Washington University
5. Georgetown University
6. University of Miami
7. Emory University
8. University of Chicago
9. Northwestern University
10. University of Notre Dame
11. Tulane University o f Louisiana
12. Johns Hopkins University
13. Boston University
14. Brandeis University
15. Harvard University
16. Massachusetts Institute o f Technology
17. Tufts University
18. Washington University in St Louis
19. Dartmouth College
20. Princeton University
21. Columbia University in the City o f 

New York
22. Cornell University
23. New York University
24. Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
25. University o f Rochester
26. Rockefeller University
27. Yeshiva University
28. Duke University
29. Case Western Reserve University
30. Carnegie Mellon University
31. University o f Pennsylvania
32. Brown University
33. Vanderbilt University
34. Rice University
35. Stanford University
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41. Mississippi State University
42. University o f Missouri-Columbia
43. Montana State University
44. University o f Nebraska-Lincoln
45. Rutgers University-New Brunswick
46. University of New Mexico-Main
47. CUNY Graduate School and Univ. Ctr.
48. SUNY at Albany
49. University at Buffalo
50. Stony Brook University
51. Univ. of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
52. North Carolina State Univ. at Raleigh
53. North Dakota State University-Main
54. University o f Cincinnati-Main Campus
55. Ohio State University-Main Campus
56. Univ. of Oklahoma Norman Campus
57. Oregon State University
58. University o f Oregon
59. Pennsylvania State University-Main
60. University of Pittsburgh-Pittsburgh
61. University o f South Carolina-Columbia
62. The University of Tennessee
63. University of Houston
64. Texas A & M University
65. The University of Texas at Austin
66. University of Utah
67. Virginia Poly. Inst, and State Univ.
68. Virginia Commonwealth University
69. University o f Virginia-Main Campus
70. Washington State University
71. University of Washington-Seattle
72. University o f Wisconsin-Madison
73. Purdue University-Main Campus_____
Note: Only the 73 public universities were studied.
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Table A2

Public Carnegie Classification™ High Research Universities (RU/H, N=99)

In Scope: Public (n = 74) Out o f Scope: Private (n=25)

1. The University of Alabama
2. Auburn University Main Campus
3. University of South Alabama
4. University of Alaska Fairbanks
5. Northern Arizona University
6. San Diego State University
7. University of Colorado Denver
8. Colorado School of Mines
9. Florida Atlantic University
10. Florida International University
11. Idaho State University
12. University o f Idaho
13. Northern Illinois University
14. Southern Illinois University Carbondale
15. Ball State University
16. Indiana University-Purdue University- 

Indianapolis
17. Kansas State University
18. Wichita State University
19. Louisiana Tech University
20. University o f New Orleans
21. University o f Louisiana at Lafayette
22. University o f Maine
23. University o f Maryland-Baltimore Co.
24. University o f Massachusetts-Lowell
25. University o f Massachusetts-Boston
26. Michigan Technological University
27. Western Michigan University
28. Jackson State University
29. University o f Mississippi Main Campus
30. University o f Southern Mississippi
31. University o f Missouri-Kansas City
32. Missouri Univ. of Science and Tech.
33. University of Missouri-St Louis
34. The University of Montana
35. University of Nevada-Las Vegas
36. University of Nevada-Reno
37. University o f New Hampshire-Main
38. New Jersey Institute of Technology
39. Rutgers University-Newark__________

1. Claremont Graduate University
2. University o f Denver
3. Catholic University of America
4. Howard University
5. Nova Southeastern University
6. Illinois Institute o f Technology
7. Loyola University Chicago
8. Boston College
9. Clark University
10. Northeastern University
11. Saint Louis University-Main Campus
12. Stevens Institute o f Technology
13. Clarkson University
14. Fordham University
15. Polytechnic Institute of New York 

University
16. Syracuse University
17. Teachers College at Columbia 

University
18. Wake Forest University
19. University of Dayton
20. Drexel University
21. Duquesne University
22. Lehigh University
23. Baylor University
24. Southern Methodist University
25. Brigham Young University
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40. New Mexico State University-Main
41. SUNY at Binghamton
42. Univ. of North Carolina at Greensboro
43. University of North Dakota
44. University o f Akron Main Campus
45. Bowling Green State University-Main
46. Cleveland State University
47. Kent State University Kent Campus
48. Miami University-Oxford
49. Ohio University-Main Campus
50. University of Toledo
51. Wright State University-Main Campus
52. Oklahoma State University-Main
53. Portland State University
54. Temple University
55. University o f Rhode Island
56. Clemson University
57. South Dakota State University
58. University of South Dakota
59. University o f Memphis
60. University o f North Texas
61. The University of Texas at Arlington
62. The University of Texas at Dallas
63. The University of Texas at El Paso
64. The University of Texas at San Antonio
65. Texas Tech University
66. Utah State University
67. University of Vermont
68. College of William and Mary
69. George Mason University
70. Old Dominion University
71. West Virginia University
72. University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee
73. University of Wyoming
74. University of Puerto Rico-Rio Piedras________
Note: Only the 74 Public Universities Were Studied



Table A3

Public Carnegie Classification"11 Doctoral/Research Universities DRU (N=90)

Public (n = 30)

1. Univ. of Arkansas at 
Little Rock

2. Univ. of No. Colorado
3. Florida A&M University
4. The Univ. o f West FL
5. Georgia Southern Univ.
6. Illinois State University
7. Indiana State University
8. Bowie State University
9. Morgan State University
10. Central Michigan Univ.
11. Oakland University
12. Univ. of Nebraska at 

Omaha
13. SUNY College of 

Environmental Science 
and Forestry

14. East Carolina University
15. NC A&T State Univ.
16. Univ. ofNC at Charlotte
17. Air Force Institute of 

Technology-Graduate 
School of Engineering & 
Management

18. Indiana Univ. of 
Pennsylvania-Main

19. SC State University
20. East TN State Univ.
21. Middle TN State Univ.
22. Tennessee State Univ.
23. Texas A&M Univ.- 

Corpus Christi
24. Texas A&M University- 

Commerce
25. Lamar University
26. Sam Houston State Univ.
27. Texas A&M University- 

Kingsville
28. Texas Southern Univ.
29. Texas Woman's Univ.

Private (n=49) For-Profit (n=l 1)

1. Azusa Pacific Univ. 1. Pacifica Graduate Inst.
2. Biola University 2. Walden University
3. California Institute of 3. Colorado Tech. Univ.

Integral Studies 4. Argosy Univ.-Sarasota
4. Alliant Int’l Univ. 5. Argosy Univ.-Chicago
5. Fielding Graduate Univ. 6. Argosy Univ.-Atlanta
6. University o f La Verne 7. Univ. of Phoenix-
7. Univ. o f the Pacific Online Campus
8. Pepperdine University 8. Capella University
9. Univ. of San Diego 9. Argosy University-
10. Univ. o f San Francisco Orange County
11. Wilmington University 10. Northcentral Univ.
12. American University 11. TUI University
13. Barry University
14. Lynn University
15. Florida Inst, o f Tech.
16. Clark Atlanta Univ.
17. DePaul University
18. Benedictine University
19. National-Louis Univ.
20. Trinity International 

University
21. Spalding University
22. Worcester Polytechnic 

Institute
23. Andrews University
24. Saint Mary's University 

of Minnesota
25. University o f St Thomas
26. Maryville Univ. of Saint 

Louis
27. Seton Hall University
28. Adelphi University
29. Hofstra University
30. The New School
31. Pace Univ.-New York
32. Saint John Fisher Coll.
33. St. John's Univ.-New 

York
34. Ashland University
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30. University o f Puerto 35. Union Inst. & Univ.
Rico-Mayaguez 36. University o f Tulsa

37. Immaculata University
38. Widener Univ.-Main
39. Trevecca Nazarene 

Univ.
40. Our Lady o f the Lake 

University-San Antonio
41. Texas Christian Univ.
42. Regent University
43. Cardinal Stritch Univ.
44. Edgewood College
45. Marquette University
46. Pontifical Catholic 

University o f Puerto 
Rico-Ponce

47. Inter American 
University o f Puerto 
Rico-Metro

48. Universidad Del Turabo 
__________________________ 49. Mayo Graduate School
Note: All DRU institutions excluded from study.
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Table Cl

Very High Research (RU/VH) and High Research (RU/H) Universities, Alphabetically 
by Institution Name

No. Unit ID Name - Carnegie 2010 Website Basic
1 104151 Arizona State University www.asu.edu RU/VH
2 100858 Auburn University Main Campus www.aubum.edu RU/H
3 150136 Ball State University 

Bowling Green State University-
www.bsu.edu RU/H

4 201441 Main Campus www.besu.edu RU/H
5 217882 Clemson University www.clemson.edu RU/H
6 202134 Cleveland State University www.csuohio.edu RU/H
7 231624 College of William and Mary www.wm.edu RU/H
8 126775 Colorado School of Mines www.mines.edu RU/H
9 126818 Colorado State University 

CUNY Graduate School and
www.colostate.edu RU/VH

10 190576 University Center www.ec.cunv.edu RU/VH
11 133669 Florida Atlantic University www.fau.edu RU/H
12 133951 Florida International University www.fiu.edu RU/H
13 134097 Florida State University www.fsu.edu RU/VH
14 232186 George Mason University 

Georgia Institute of Technology-
www.emu.edu RU/H

15 139755 Main Campus www.eatech.edu RU/VH
16 139940 Georgia State University www.esu.edu RU/VH
17 142276 Idaho State University www.isu.edu RU/H
18 151351 Indiana University-Bloomington 

Indiana University-Purdue
www.iub.edu RU/VH

19 151111 University-Indianapolis www.iupui.edu RU/H
20 153603 Iowa State University www.iastate.edu RU/VH
21 175856 Jackson State University www.isums.edu RU/H
22 155399 Kansas State University 

Kent State University Kent
www.k-state.edu RU/H

23 203517 Campus
Louisiana State University and

www.kent.edu RU/H

24 159391 Agricultural & Mechanical College www.lsu.edu RU/VH
25 159647 Louisiana Tech University www.latech.edu RU/H
26 204024 Miami University-Oxford www.miamioh.edu RU/H
27 171100 Michigan State University www.msu.edu RU/VH
28 171128 Michigan Technological University www.mtu.edu RU/H
29 176080 Mississippi State University 

Missouri University o f Science and
www.msstate.edu RU/VH

30 178411 Technology www.mst.edu RU/H
31 180461 Montana State University www.montana.edu RU/VH
32 185828 New Jersey Institute of Technology www.niit.edu RU/H

http://www.asu.edu
http://www.aubum.edu
http://www.bsu.edu
http://www.besu.edu
http://www.clemson.edu
http://www.csuohio.edu
http://www.wm.edu
http://www.mines.edu
http://www.colostate.edu
http://www.ec.cunv.edu
http://www.fau.edu
http://www.fiu.edu
http://www.fsu.edu
http://www.emu.edu
http://www.eatech.edu
http://www.esu.edu
http://www.isu.edu
http://www.iub.edu
http://www.iupui.edu
http://www.iastate.edu
http://www.isums.edu
http://www.k-state.edu
http://www.kent.edu
http://www.lsu.edu
http://www.latech.edu
http://www.miamioh.edu
http://www.msu.edu
http://www.mtu.edu
http://www.msstate.edu
http://www.mst.edu
http://www.montana.edu
http://www.niit.edu
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33 188030
New Mexico State University- 
Main Campus www.nmsu.edu RU/H

34 199193
North Carolina State University at 
Raleigh www.ncsu.edu RU/VH

35 200332
North Dakota State University- 
Main Campus www.ndsu.nodak.edu/ RU/VH

36 105330 Northern Arizona University www.nau.edu RU/H
37 147703 Northern Illinois University www.niu.edu RU/H

38 204796
Ohio State University-Main 
Campus www.osu.edu RU/VH

39 204857 Ohio University-Main Campus www.ohio.edu RU/H

40 207388
Oklahoma State University-Main 
Campus www.okstate.edu RU/H

41 232982 Old Dominion University www.odu.edu RU/H
42 209542 Oregon State University www.oresonstate.edu RU/VH

43 214777
Pennsylvania State University- 
Main Campus www.Dsu.edu RU/VH

44 209807 Portland State University www.pdx.edu RU/H
45 243780 Purdue University-Main Campus www.ourdue.edu RU/VH

46 186380
Rutgers University-New 
Brunswick www.nb.rutsers.edu/ RU/VH

47 186399 Rutgers University-Newark
www.newark.rutsers.e
du RU/H

48 122409 San Diego State University www.sdsu.edu RU/H
49 219356 South Dakota State University www.sdstate.edu RU/H

50 149222
Southern Illinois University 
Carbondale www.siu.edu RU/H

51 196097 Stony Brook University www.stonvbrook.edu RU/VH

52 196060 SUNY at Albany www.albanv.edu RU/VH
53 196079 SUNY at Binghamton www.binghamton.edu RU/H
54 216339 Temple University www.temDle.edu RU/H
55 228723 Texas A & M  University www.tamu.edu RU/VH
56 229115 Texas Tech University www.ttu.edu RU/H
57 100751 The University of Alabama www.ua.edu RU/H
58 180489 The University o f Montana www.umt.edu RU/H

59 221759 The University o f Tennessee www.utk.edu RU/VH

60 228769
The University of Texas at 
Arlington www.uta.edu RU/H

61 228778 The University o f Texas at Austin www.utexas.edu RU/VH
62 228787 The University o f Texas at Dallas www.utdallas.edu RU/H
63 228796 The University o f Texas at El Paso www.utep.edu RU/H

64 229027
The University of Texas at San 
Antonio www.utsa.edu RU/H

65 196088 University at Buffalo www.buffalo.edu RU/VH

http://www.nmsu.edu
http://www.ncsu.edu
http://www.ndsu.nodak.edu/
http://www.nau.edu
http://www.niu.edu
http://www.osu.edu
http://www.ohio.edu
http://www.okstate.edu
http://www.odu.edu
http://www.oresonstate.edu
http://www.Dsu.edu
http://www.pdx.edu
http://www.ourdue.edu
http://www.nb.rutsers.edu/
http://www.newark.rutsers.e
http://www.sdsu.edu
http://www.sdstate.edu
http://www.siu.edu
http://www.stonvbrook.edu
http://www.albanv.edu
http://www.binghamton.edu
http://www.temDle.edu
http://www.tamu.edu
http://www.ttu.edu
http://www.ua.edu
http://www.umt.edu
http://www.utk.edu
http://www.uta.edu
http://www.utexas.edu
http://www.utdallas.edu
http://www.utep.edu
http://www.utsa.edu
http://www.buffalo.edu
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66 200800 University o f Akron Main Campus 
University o f Alabama at

www.uakron.edu RU/H

67 100663 Birmingham
University o f Alabama in

www.uab.edu/home/ RU/VH

68 100706 Huntsville www.uah.edu RU/VH
69 102614 University o f Alaska Fairbanks www.uaf.edu RU/H
70 104179 University o f Arizona www.arizona.edu RU/VH
71 106397 University of Arkansas www.uark.edu RU/VH
72 110635 University of Califomia-Berkeley www.berkelev.edu RU/VH
73 110644 University o f Califomia-Davis www.ucdavis.edu RU/VH
74 110653 University of Califomia-Irvine 

University of Califomia-Los
www.uci.edu RU/VH

75 110662 Angeles www.ucla.edu RU/VH

76 110671 University of Califomia-Riverside www.ucr.edu RU/VH
77 110680 University of Califomia-San Diego 

University of Califomia-Santa
www.ucsd.edu RU/VH

78 110705 Barbara
University o f Califomia-Santa

www.ucsb.edu RU/VH

79 110714 Cruz www.ucsc.edu RU/VH
80 132903 University of Central Florida 

University of Cincinnati-Main
www.ucf.edu RU/VH

81 201885 Campus www.uc.edu RU/VH
82 126614 University o f Colorado at Boulder www.colorado.edu RU/VH
83 126562 University of Colorado Denver www.ucdenver.edu RU/H

84 129020 University of Connecticut www.uconn.edu RU/VH
85 130943 University of Delaware www.udel.edu RU/VH
86 134130 University o f Florida www.ufl.edu RU/VH
87 139959 University of Georgia www.uea.edu RU/VH
88 141574 University of Hawaii at Manoa www.hawaii.edu RU/VH
89 225511 University of Houston www.uh.edu RU/VH
90 142285 University of Idaho www.uidaho.edu RU/H
91 145600 University o f Illinois at Chicago 

University of Illinois at Urbana-
www.uic.edu RU/VH

92 145637 Champaign www.illinois.edu RU/VH

93 153658 University o f Iowa www.uiowa.edu RU/VH
94 155317 University of Kansas www.ku.edu RU/VH
95 157085 University of Kentucky 

University of Louisiana at
www.ukv.edu RU/VH

96 160658 Lafayette www.louisiana.edu RU/H
97 157289 University of Louisville www.louisville.edu RU/VH
98 161253 University of Maine 

University of Maryland-Baltimore
www.umaine.edu RU/H

99 163268 County www.umbc.edu RU/H
100 163286 University of Maryland-College www.umd.edu RU/VH

http://www.uakron.edu
http://www.uab.edu/home/
http://www.uah.edu
http://www.uaf.edu
http://www.arizona.edu
http://www.uark.edu
http://www.berkelev.edu
http://www.ucdavis.edu
http://www.uci.edu
http://www.ucla.edu
http://www.ucr.edu
http://www.ucsd.edu
http://www.ucsb.edu
http://www.ucsc.edu
http://www.ucf.edu
http://www.uc.edu
http://www.colorado.edu
http://www.ucdenver.edu
http://www.uconn.edu
http://www.udel.edu
http://www.ufl.edu
http://www.uea.edu
http://www.hawaii.edu
http://www.uh.edu
http://www.uidaho.edu
http://www.uic.edu
http://www.illinois.edu
http://www.uiowa.edu
http://www.ku.edu
http://www.ukv.edu
http://www.louisiana.edu
http://www.louisville.edu
http://www.umaine.edu
http://www.umbc.edu
http://www.umd.edu
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102

103
104
105

106

107
108
109
110
111
112
113

114

115
116

117

118
119

120

121
122

123

124
125

126

127
128
129

Park
University of Massachusetts 

166629 Amherst
University of Massachusetts- 

166638 Boston
University of Massachusetts- 

166513 Lowell
220862 University of Memphis 
170976 University of Michigan-Ann Arbor 

University of Minnesota-Twin 
174066 Cities

University of Mississippi Main 
176017 Campus
178396 University of Missouri-Columbia 
178402 University o f Missouri-Kansas City 
178420 University o f Missouri-St Louis 
181464 University o f Nebraska-Lincoln 
182281 University of Nevada-Las Vegas 
182290 University o f Nevada-Reno

University of New Hampshire- 
183044 Main Campus

University of New Mexico-Main 
187985 Campus
159939 University of New Orleans

University of North Carolina at 
199120 Chapel Hill

University of North Carolina at 
199148 Greensboro 
200280 University of North Dakota

227216 University of North Texas
University of Oklahoma Norman 

207500 Campus 
209551 University of Oregon

University o f Pittsburgh-Pittsburgh 
215293 Campus

University of Puerto Rico-Rio 
243221 Piedras Campus 
217484 University of Rhode Island

102094 University of South Alabama 
University of South Carolina- 

218663 Columbia 
219471 University of South Dakota 
137351 University of South Florida-Tampa

www.umass.edu

www.umb.edu

www.uml.edu
www.memphis.edu
www.umich.edu

www.umn.edu

www.olemiss.edu
www.missouri.edu
www.umkc.edu
www.umsl.edu
www.unl.edu
www.unlv.edu
www.unr.edu

www.imh.edu

www.unm.edu
www.uno.edu

www.unc.edu

www.unce.edu
www.und.edu

www.unt.edu

www.ou.edu 
www.uoregon. edu

www.pitt.edu

www.uprrp.edu
www.uri.edu
www.southalabama.ed
u

www.sc.edu
www.usd.edu
www.usf.edu

http://www.umass.edu
http://www.umb.edu
http://www.uml.edu
http://www.memphis.edu
http://www.umich.edu
http://www.umn.edu
http://www.olemiss.edu
http://www.missouri.edu
http://www.umkc.edu
http://www.umsl.edu
http://www.unl.edu
http://www.unlv.edu
http://www.unr.edu
http://www.imh.edu
http://www.unm.edu
http://www.uno.edu
http://www.unc.edu
http://www.unce.edu
http://www.und.edu
http://www.unt.edu
http://www.ou.edu
http://www.uoregon
http://www.pitt.edu
http://www.uprrp.edu
http://www.uri.edu
http://www.southalabama.ed
http://www.sc.edu
http://www.usd.edu
http://www.usf.edu
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130 176372 University of Southern Mississippi www.usm.edu RU/H

131 206084 University of Toledo www.utoledo.edu RU/H
132 230764 University of Utah www.utah.edu RU/VH
133 231174 University of Vermont 

University of Virginia-Main
www.uvm.edu RU/H

134 234076 Campus
University o f Washington-Seattle

www.vireinia.edu RU/VH

135 236948 Campus www.washineton.edu RU/VH
136 240444 University o f Wisconsin-Madison 

University of Wisconsin-
www.wisc.edu RU/VH

137 240453 Milwaukee www.uwm.edu RU/H
138 240727 University o f Wyoming www.uwvo. edu RU/H
139 230728 Utah State University 

Virginia Commonwealth
www.usu.edu RU/H

140 234030 University
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and

www.vcu.edu RU/VH

141 233921 State University www.vt.edu RU/VH

142 236939 Washington State University www.wsu.edu RU/VH
143 172644 Wayne State University www.wavne.edu RU/VH
144 238032 West Virginia University www.wvu.edu RU/H
145 172699 Western Michigan University www.wmich.edu RU/H
146 156125 Wichita State University 

Wright State University-Main
www.wichita. edu RU/H

147 206604 Campus www.wrieht.edu RU/H

http://www.usm.edu
http://www.utoledo.edu
http://www.utah.edu
http://www.uvm.edu
http://www.vireinia.edu
http://www.washineton.edu
http://www.wisc.edu
http://www.uwm.edu
http://www.uwvo
http://www.usu.edu
http://www.vcu.edu
http://www.vt.edu
http://www.wsu.edu
http://www.wavne.edu
http://www.wvu.edu
http://www.wmich.edu
http://www.wichita
http://www.wrieht.edu
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Table D1

Major Studies o f Literature Review: Access

Topic Reference Major Point

University Performance: 
"Access" As Enrollment

NCES IPEDS, 2012 Traditional Fall Enrollment Of 
Full-Time, First-Time 
Freshman; Excludes Transfer, 
Non-Traditional, Graduate And 
Professional Students

Access As Rate O f 
Growth

U.S. Census, 2010; 
IPEDS, 2011

2000-2010 Growth Rates: U.S. 
Pop.-l 0%; All HE Enr.-18%; 
All Public HE Enr.-29%

Access As Volume O f 
Growth

Trow, 1973; Connor 
& Rabovsky, 2011

Elite (>15%), Massification 
(15%-50%), Universal (<50%).

Access As College-Going Pew Research, Fry & 
Parker, 2012

Mid-20th Century Access 
Expansion: GI Bill, HEA, Title 
IX

Access As College- 
Completing

OECD, 2013; Pew 
Research, Fry & 
Parker, 2012

17th In The World, But 
National First: 1/3 Of U.S. 25- 
29 Year-Olds Earned 
Bachelor's Degree

Access As Format Trow, 2000 & 2005, 
Altbach 2012

Expanding Formats To Hybrid 
And Online Expands Access.

Access As Accessibility Heller, 2001, (p. 10) Financial, Geographic 
Programmatic, Academic and 
Cultural/Social/Physical
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Table D2

Major Studies o f Literature Review: Affordability

Topic Reference Major Point

University Performance: 
"Affordability" Defined 
As Cohort Default Debt 
Rate

Kantrowitz, 2010; 
NCES IPEDS, 2012

Ratio Of The Student Loan 
Borrowers Defaulting Within 
Two Years O f Repayment To 
The Total Number O f Student 
Loan Borrowers In A 
Graduating Cohort

Affordability Subjectivity Baum & Schwartz, 
2012

Misperceived; Paradox Of 
Expense Vs. Investment With 
Value Over Time

Affordability Focus Baum & Ma, 2014 Rising Tuition, Should Be 
Human Capital Investment 
Focused On Student Vs. Family

Affordability As Debt Martin & Lehren, 
2012

94% of College-Goers Borrow; 
Avg. Debt $23,300; $1 Trillion 
U.S. College Loan Debt

Affordability As Shared 
Responsibility Model

Prescott & 
Longanecker, 2014

Cost Shared 5 Ways: By 
Institution, State, Federal, 
Family And Student

Affordability As Funding (National Association 
of State Budget 
Officers, 2013)

Per Student Funding Down, 
Fixed Costs Up, Model 
Unsustainable
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Table D3

Major Studies o f Literature Review: Accountability

Topic Reference Major Point

University 
Performance: 
"Accountability" 
Defined As Rankings

Sanoff, Usher, 
Savino & Clarke, 
2007

Berlin Principles: 1) Purpose & Goals, 
2) Design & Weighting, 3) Data 
Collection & Processing Transparency, 
4) Clear Presentation O f Results

Accountability, to 
Presidents

Selingo, 2005; 
Reisman 1986

Balanced Budget #1; “Living Logo”

Accountability, to 
Boards o f  Trustees

AGB, 2011 Fiduciary for Institution, Primary Role 
To Hire And Support President

Accountability, to 
Faculty

AAUP 1966 
Statement, 1990

Shared Governance

Accountability As 
Public Research 
Universities

Carnegie
Classification™,
2010;

147 RU/VH and RU/H; Close Overlap 
with AAU; Advocacy By The Research 
Universities Futures Consortium, 
National Academies, and The National 
Science Foundation

Accountability As Top 
American Research 
Universities Report

Center for 
Measuring 
University 
Performance, 2000- 
2010

Nine Performance Metrics: Total 
Research Expenditures, Federal 
Research Expenditures, Endowment 
Assets, Annual Giving, National 
Academy Membership, Faculty 
Awards, Doctorates Awarded, 
Postdoctoral Appointees, And SAT 
Scores

Accountability 
. Concept

Burke, 2005 “Who is accountable to whom, for what 
purposes, for whose benefit, by which 
means, and with what consequences?”
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Table D4

Major Studies o f Literature Review: Presidential Succession/Tenure

Topic Reference Major Point

Presidential Tenure Padilla & Ghosh, 
2000

Presidential Tenure Decreasing, 
Average Time In Office >5 years. 
Study Mean Tenure = 4.2 years.

Presidential Turnover Monks, 2012; 
Kiley, 2012

Presidential Turnover at Public 
Institutions Increasing To Take 
Other Presidencies; Compensation 
Cited As Why; Turnover Double 
That Of Private Presidents

Presidential 
Succession Planning 
& Boards o f Trustees

Betts, Urias, 
Chavez, & Betts, 
2009; Singell & 
Tang, 2013

Academia Is Poor At Presidential 
Succession Planning; Public 
Research University Presidents Are 
Older, Serve Less Time In Role

Presidential
Credentials

Goodall, 2010 Presidents O f Top-Ranked Schools 
Cited More Often Than Presidents 
O f Lower-Ranked Schools; Scholars 
Perform Better As Presidents Than 
Managers

Presidents’
Demographics

Stripling, 2012 Married White Male, Doctorate, 56 — 
61; baby boomer, Largest Retiring 
Cohort Group

Presidents’ in the 
Upper Echelon

Hambrick & Mason 
(1984)

Theoretical Framework; Upper 
Echelon Synthesis O f Challenges 
And Climate With Individual’s 
Values, Personalities and 
Experiences To Affect 
Organizational Performance; Still A 
“Black Box” Effect



181

Table D5

Major Studies o f  Literature Review: The Relationship o f  Succession/Tenure to 
University Performance

Topic Reference Major Point

Presidential Succession 
& Univ. Performance: 
Disruption

Grusky (1963); 
Hambrick & 
Mason (1984); 
Hofstede (1993)

Leader Turnover Disrupts Org’l 
Performance (Grusky); Upper 
Echelon Climate & Leader Values 
Drive Influence Org’l Performance 
(Hambrick & Mason); U.S. Leader 
Culture Is Individualistic & 
Masculine (Hofstede)

Presidential Succession 
& Univ. Performance: 
Board Conflict

Palmer (1932) Turnover Increasing, Tenure 
Decreasing; Conflicts With 
Trustees; Job Untenable

Presidential Succession 
& Univ. Performance: 
Massification

Kerr (1991) Turnover Increasing, Tenure 
Decreasing; Relates To Growth 
From Elite To Mass Education

Presidential Succession 
& Univ. Performance: 
Do Presidents Matter?

Bimbaum (1989) Presidents’ Correlation To 
University Performance Via Faculty 
IFI Survey: No Correlation Except 
Freedom

Presidential Succession 
& Univ. Performance: 
Constraints

Immerwahr, 
Johnson, & 
Gasparra (2008)

Access, Affordability, 
Accountability Constrained As 
Project Management Iron Triangle: 
Pick Any Two

Presidential Succession 
& Univ. Performance: 
Scholars Not Managers

Goodall, 2005 Public Research Universities’ 
Rankings Relate Positively To 
Presidents’ Scholarly Citation 
Counts

Presidential Succession 
& Univ. Performance: 
Ambiguity

Pfeffer, 1977 If Differences Cannot Be Observed 
When Leaders Change, Then One 
Has To Wonder Whether It Really 
Matters Who Leads Or How They 
Behave
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Table El

SPSS Output Descriptive Statistics o f  Institutional Rankings: 2000-2010

meanall
Descriptive Statistics

N Valid 147
Missing 0

Mean 74.0000
Median 74.3939
Mode 5.24a
Std. Deviation 34.54180
Variance 1193.136
Skewness -.367
Std. Error of Skewness .200
Kurtosis -1.167
Std. Error of Kurtosis .397
Range 116.97
Minimum 5.24
Maximum 122.21
Percentiles 5 13.7657

10 21.2020
25 45.9798
50 74.3939
75 105.6667
90 114.7141
95 117.8980

Note. a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown.
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Table FI

Source o f  Nine Measures on Top American Research Universities Reports: 2000-2010

2000 2001 2002

Total
Research
Expenditures

Federal
Research
Expenditures

Endowment
Assets

Annual Giving

National
Academy
Members

Faculty
Awards

Doctorates
Awarded

NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 1998.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 1998.
NACUBO
Endowment Study as 
reported in the 
Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 
endowment market 
value as of 
6/30/1999.
Council for Aid to 
Education’s 
Voluntary Support of 
Education (VSE) 
Survey, FY 1999. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy of 
Engineering, and 
Institute of Medicine 
membership 
directories for 1999.

Directories or web- 
based listings for 
multiple agencies or 
organizations.*
NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees 
awarded between 
July 1,1997 and June 
30, 1998.

NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 1999.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 1999
NACUBO 
Endowment Study as 
reported in the 
Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 
endowment market 
value as of 
6/30/2000.
Council for Aid to 
Education’s 
Voluntary Support of 
Education (VSE) 
Survey, FY 2000. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy of 
Engineering, and 
Institute of Medicine 
membership 
directories for 2000.

Directories or web- 
based listings for 
multiple agencies or 
organizations.*
NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees 
awarded between 
July 1, 1999 and June 
30, 2000.

NSF/SRS Survey o f 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2000.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2000.
NACUBO
Endowment Study as 
reported in the 
Chronicle o f Higher 
Education, 
endowment market 
value as of 
6/30/2001.
Council for Aid to 
Education’s 
Voluntary Support of 
Education (VSE) 
Survey, FY 2001. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy of 
Engineering, and 
Institute of Medicine 
membership 
directories for 2001.

Directories or web- 
based listings for 
multiple agencies or 
organizations.*

NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees 
awarded between 
July 1, 2000, and 
June 30, 2001.
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Postdoctoral
Appointees

SAT Scores

♦Source of 
Faculty 
Awards Detail

NSF/SRS Survey of 
Graduate Students 
and Postdoctorates in 
Science and 
Engineering, Fall
1998.

The College Board’s 
College Handbook 
2000, reflects the 
1998 freshmen class.

http://mup.asu.edu/rese 
arch2000.pdf; pp. 30- 
34

NSF/SRS Survey of 
Graduate Students 
and Postdoctorates in 
Science and 
Engineering, Fall
1999.

The College Board’s 
College Handbook 
2001, reflects the 
1999 freshmen class.

http://mup.asu .edu/rese 
arch2001.pdf, pp. 131- 
133

NSF/Division of 
Science Resource 
Statistics (SRS) 
Survey o f Graduate 
Students and 
Postdoctorates in 
Science and 
Engineering, Fall
2000.
The College Board’s 
College Handbook 
2002, reflects the 
2000 freshman class.

http://mup.asu.edu/rese 
arch2002.pdf, pp. 157- 
160

http://mup.asu.edu/rese
http://mup.asu
http://mup.asu.edu/rese
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Table FI (Continued)

2003 2004 2005

Total
Research
Expenditures

Federal
Research
Expenditures

Endowment
Assets

Annual Giving

National
Academy
Members

Faculty
Awards

Doctorates
Awarded

NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2001.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2001.
NACUBO
Endowment Study as 
reported in the 
Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 
endowment market 
value as of 
6/30/2002.
Council for Aid to 
Education’s 
Voluntary Support o f 
Education (VSE) 
Survey, FY 2002. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy of 
Engineering, and 
Institute of Medicine 
membership 
directories for 2002.

Directories or web- 
based listings for 
multiple agencies or 
organizations.*
NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees 
awarded between 
July 1,2001, and 
June 30,2002.

NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2002.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2002.
NACUBO
Endowment Study as 
reported in the 
Chronicle o f Higher 
Education, 
endowment market 
value as of 
6/30/2003.
Council for Aid to 
Education’s 
Voluntary Support of 
Education (VSE) 
Survey, FY 2003. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy of 
Engineering, and 
Institute of Medicine 
membership 
directories for 2003.

Directories or web- 
based listings for 
multiple agencies or 
organizations.*
NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees 
awarded between 
July 1,2002, and 
June 30, 2003.

NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2003.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2003.
NACUBO 
Endowment Study as 
reported in the 
Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 
endowment market 
value as of 
6/30/2004.
Council for Aid to 
Education’s 
Voluntary Support of 
Education (VSE) 
Survey, FY 2004. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy of 
Engineering, and 
Institute of Medicine 
membership 
directories for 2004.

Directories or web- 
based listings for 
multiple agencies or 
organizations.*
NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees 
awarded between 
July 1, 2003, and 
June 30, 2004.



188

Postdoctoral
Appointees

SAT Scores

* Source of 
Faculty 
Awards Detail

NSF/Division of 
Science Resource 
Statistics (SRS) 
Survey of Graduate 
Students and 
Postdoctorates in 
Science and 
Engineering, Fall
2001.

The College Board’s 
College Handbook 
2003, reflects the 
2001 freshman class.

http://mup.asu.edu/rese 
arch2003.pdf, pp. 243- 
248

NSF/Division of 
Science Resource 
Statistics (SRS) 
Survey o f Graduate 
Students and 
Postdoctorates in 
Science and 
Engineering, Fall
2002.
The Annual Survey 
o f Colleges o f the 
College Board and 
Data Base, 2003-
2004. Copyright © 
2003 College 
Entrance
Examination Board. 
All rights reserved.

http://mup.asu.edu/rese 
arch2004.pdf, pp. 245- 
250

NSF/Division of 
Science Resource 
Statistics (SRS) 
Survey o f Graduate 
Students and 
Postdoctorates in 
Science and 
Engineering, Fall
2003.
The Annual Survey 
of Colleges o f the 
College Board and 
Data Base, 2004-
2005. Copyright © 
2004 College 
Entrance
Examination Board. 
All rights reserved.

http://mup.asu.edu/rese 
arch2005.pdf, pp. 229- 
232

http://mup.asu.edu/rese
http://mup.asu.edu/rese
http://mup.asu.edu/rese
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Table FI (Continued)

2006 2007 2008

Total
Research
Expenditures

Federal
Research
Expenditures

Endowment
Assets

Annual Giving

National
Academy
Members

Faculty
Awards

Doctorates
Awarded

NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2004.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2004.
NACUBO
Endowment Study as 
reported in the 
Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 
endowment market 
value as o f6/30/2005.

Council for Aid to 
Education’s 
Voluntary Support of 
Education (VSE) 
Survey, FY 2005. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy of 
Engineering, and 
Institute of Medicine 
membership 
directories for 2005. 
Directories or web- 
based listings for 
multiple agencies or 
organizations.*
NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees 
awarded between July 
1,2004, and June 30,
2005.

NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2005.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2005.
NACUBO
Endowment Study as 
reported in the 
Chronicle o f Higher 
Education, 
endowment market 
value as of 
6/30/2006.
Council for Aid to 
Education’s 
Voluntary Support of 
Education (VSE) 
Survey, FY 2006. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy of 
Engineering, and 
Institute of Medicine 
membership 
directories for 2006. 
Directories or web- 
based listings for 
multiple agencies or 
organizations.*
NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees 
awarded between 
July 1,2005, and 
June 30, 2006.

NSF/SRS Survey o f 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2006.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2006.
NACUBO 
Endowment Study as 
reported in the 
Chronicle o f Higher 
Education, 
endowment market 
value as of 
6/30/2007.
Council for Aid to 
Education’s 
Voluntary Support of 
Education (VSE) 
Survey, FY 2007. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy of 
Engineering, and 
Institute of Medicine 
membership 
directories for 2007. 
Directories or web- 
based listings for 
multiple agencies or 
organizations.*
NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees 
awarded between 
July 1, 2006, and 
June 30, 2007.
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Postdoctoral
Appointees

SAT Scores

♦Source of 
Faculty 
Awards Detail

NSF/Division of 
Science Resource 
Statistics (SRS) 
Survey of Graduate 
Students and 
Postdoctorates in 
Science and 
Engineering, Fall
2004.
The Annual Survey 
of Colleges o f the 
College Board and 
Data Base, 2005-
2006. Copyright © 
2005 College 
Entrance
Examination Board. 
All rights reserved.

http://mup.asu.edu/rese 
arch2006.pdf, pp. 208- 
210

NSF/Division of 
Science Resource 
Statistics (SRS) 
Survey of Graduate 
Students and 
Postdoctorates in 
Science and 
Engineering, Fall
2005.
The Annual Survey 
of Colleges o f the 
College Board and 
Data Base, 2005-
2006. Copyright © 
2005 College 
Entrance
Examination Board. 
All rights reserved.

http://mup.asu.edu/rese 
arch2007.pdf, pp. 215- 
219

NSF/Division of 
Science Resource 
Statistics (SRS) 
Survey of Graduate 
Students and 
Postdoctorates in 
Science and 
Engineering, Fall
2006.
The Annual Survey 
of Colleges o f the 
College Board and 
Data Base, 2006-
2007. Copyright © 
2006 College 
Entrance
Examination Board. 
All rights reserved.

http://mup.asu.edu/rese 
arch2008.pdf, pp. 212- 
217

http://mup.asu.edu/rese
http://mup.asu.edu/rese
http://mup.asu.edu/rese
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Table FI (Continued)

2009 2010
Total Research 
Expenditures

Federal
Research
Expenditures

Endowment
Assets

Annual Giving

National
Academy
Members

NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2007.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2007.
NACUBO Endowment 
Study as reported in the 
Chronicle of Higher 
Education, endowment 
market value as of 
6/30/2008.

Council for Aid to 
Education’s Voluntary 
Support of Education 
(VSE) Survey, FY 2008. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy of Engineering, 
and Institute of Medicine 
membership directories 
for 2008.

NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2008.
NSF/SRS Survey of 
R&D Expenditures at 
Universities and 
Colleges, FY 2008.
NACUBO Endowment 
Study as reported in the 
Chronicle of Higher 
Education, endowment 
market value as of 
6/30/2009.

Council for Aid to 
Education’s Voluntary 
Support o f Education 
(VSE) Survey, FY 2009. 
National Academy of 
Sciences, National 
Academy o f Engineering, 
and Institute of Medicine 
membership directories 
for 2009.

Faculty Awards

Doctorates
Awarded

Directories or web-based 
listings for multiple 
agencies or 
organizations.*
NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees awarded 
between July 1,2007, 
and June 30, 2008.

Directories or web-based 
listings for multiple 
agencies or 
organizations.*
NCES IPEDS 
Completions Survey, 
doctoral degrees awarded 
between July 1,2008, 
and June 30, 2009.



Postdoctoral
Appointees

SAT Scores

NSF/Division of Science 
Resource Statistics (SRS) 
Survey of Graduate 
Students and
Posttfoctorates in Science 
and Engineering, Fall
2007.

The Annual Survey o f 
Colleges of the College 
Board and Data Base,
2007-2008. Copyright © 
2007 College 
Entrance Examination 
Board. All rights 
reserved.

NSF/Division of Science 
Resource Statistics (SRS) 
Survey of Graduate 
Students and 
Postdoctorates in Science 
and Engineering, Fall
2008.

The Annual Survey of 
Colleges o f the College 
Board and Data Base,
2008-2009. Copyright © 
2008 College 
Entrance Examination 
Board. All rights 
reserved.

* Source o f http://mup.asu.edu/research http://mup.asu.edu/research
Faculty Awards 2009.pdf, pp. 214-218 2010.pdf, pp. 224-229
Detail

http://mup.asu.edu/research
http://mup.asu.edu/research
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From: Don Ham brick <dch 14@smeal.psu.edu>
Date: Monday, June 23, 2014 at 3:39 PM
To: "Tracey M. Wofford" <wofford tm@mercer.edu>
Cc: "dchl4@psu.edu" <dch 14@psu.edu>. Olivia Boggs <BOGGS OM@mercer.edu>. 
Mary O'Phelan <OPHELAN MH@mercer.edu>
Subject: Re: Permission request to use cited reproduced Upper Echelon Theory graphic 
in dissertation

Yes, this is fine. And, yes, Phyllis Mason passed away in 2006,1 believe. DCH 

Sent from my iPad

On Jun 23,2014, a t 3:01 PM, "Tracey Wofford" <WOFFORD TM@mercer.edu> wrote: 

Hello Dr. Hambrick,

1 hope this message finds you well. The purpose for writing you is to request permission 
for use of the Upper Echelon theory graphic in your 1984 article with Phyllis Mason. I 
was sorry to read of her death in your 2007 update. While I did send a request to the 
Copyright Clearance Center for the National Academy of Management for permission, I 
have not heard back, and the request still shows pending. My advisor suggested a  direct 
request to you might be more expedient. If you agree, a reply to this email will be fine 
indicating your permission.

Your excellent work is the theoretical framework of my dissertation entitled PUBLIC 
RESEARCH UNIVERSITY PERFORMANCE AND PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESSION 
EVENTS: 2000-2010. I recently defended my research on the possible association of top 
tier public research universities’ performance in terms of access, affordability and 
accountability with the increase in these same institutions’ presidential succession events 
from 2000-2010. My program is Mercer University’s Ph.D. In Educational Leadership in 
the Tift College of Education. I am copying my chair, Dr. Olivia Boggs, and my advisor, 
Dr. Mary O’Phelan in this message, if  you wish to email them with any questions.

I re-created the 1984 graphic as seen here, and request your permission to include in my 
final published dissertation:

<lC7E24Al-9184~4F34-A754-0FDAB214FD83.png>
Figure 1. Upper Echelon Theoretical Framework (Hambrick & Mason, 1984)

Kind regards,

Tracey M. Wofford

<AAF834BC-9985-4170-AB28-97DABC007077[3].png>
<12Junl4 Copyright Clearance Center_Wofford.pdf>
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