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The purpose of this study was to analyze data from 

different sizes and types of higher education institutions 

in order to identify differences and similarities that may 

exist between the perceptions of top executives relative 

to idea generation and strategy implementation activities 

in the administration of higher education in Texas. In 

order to carry out the purpose of this study, two hypo-

theses were tested concerning the perceptions of top 

executives (presidents and vice presidents) relative to 

idea generation and strategy implementation activities 

in institutions of higher education in Texas. Type and 

size of the institution are the primary factors involved 

with these two hypotheses. 

The population of the study was sixty-four four-year 

and graduate institutions in the state of Texas as listed 

in Texas' Higher Education Directory (Association of Colleges 

and Universities) , 1982-1983. 

Survey instruments were developed to accomplish the 

goal of this study. The instrument was judged by a panel 

of judges who teach in the fields of higher education 



administration and business administration. They were 

asked to review these instruments for completeness, 

content validation and clarity. 

The final instruments were mailed to the population 

as defined for this study. A minimum return of 20 per cent 

for questionnaires of each size and type category was 

required for continuing the study. The final questionnaire 

return was more than 62 per cent overall. The data was 

tabulated, graphed, highlighted and the Mann-Whitney U 

test was utilized. A 0.05 level of significance was estab-

lished to determine critical differences in responses. 

An analysis of the findings led to the following 

conclusions. 

1) Executives appear to govern institutions of 

higher education in a bold and aggressive manner. 

2) Collegiate governing and democratic management 

seem to prevail even in bold leadership. 

3) Top executives seem to believe in the importance 

of monitoring for accountability. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Top executives in higher education institutions have 

been the subject of studies for a number of years, For 

example, Caple (7), Carson (8), Cleveland (10), Cohen and 

March (11), Dodds (14), Hancox (18), Kerr (24), Millett 

(29), and Pollay (32) have done such studies. The higher 

education executive in these studies has been described in 

terms of personality traits, experience, functions, and 

leadership styles. Performance, competence, power and 

authority have also been explored and evaluated. In addi-

tion, these executives' value systems have been examined 

with special attention to those aspects>of conduct offering 

insight into integrity, morals, and general humanitarian-

ism (3, 13, 21, 25, 34, 38, 41). 

The rapid expansion of higher education in the past 

several decades has created problems in student enrollment, 

academic offerings, and budgeting, thereby enlarging admin-

istrative structures. An increased workload has then been 

brought about by these changes and the recent laws, federal 

requirements, court rulings, and societal expectations. 

Greater demands have been placed on top executives in regard 



to fund raising, off-campus involvement, and on-campus 

leadership and administration (34, p. 1). 

Today's college or university top executive faces a 

multifaceted job that involves increased requirements for 

operating funds, public relations, student recruitment, 

effective planning, higher levels of operating efficiency, 

legal expertise, and understanding of student and faculty 

needs. He also faces problems arising from decreasing 

availability of adequate philanthropic funds resulting 

from inflation and from an increasing apathy toward the 

needs of higher education (34, p. 1). 

While past studies have proved to be most useful and 

much has been accomplished in identifying and relating the 

many important variables that affect top executives in 

higher educational institutions, there appears to be a gap 

in identifying the specific performance of top executives 

in terms of key actions which serve as propulsive forces 

for their institutions (2, 10, 11, 18, 21, 28). 

The results of studies—e.g., Horne and Lupton, 1965 

(20); Pressman and Wildavasky, 1973 (33); Read, 1980 (34); 

and Stewart, 1967 (39)—to date have been informative but 

inconclusive in identifying the basic differences between 

the highly successful top executives in higher educational 

institutions and less successful associates or counterparts 

in other institutions. Asserting that these differences 

may be due to greater drives, alertness, energy, stamina, 



intelligence or other similar attributes on the part of one 

executive does not provide truly meaningful data that can 

be utilized effectively in prediction (20, 33, 34, 39). 

The activities involved in the process of originating 

ideas for new services, new strategies and their successful 

implementation make up an unusual perceptive ability on the 

part of top executives. This, along with the ability to 

develop, use, and capitalize on an input system (information 

network) for translating an idea into action, is an impor-

tant capability for the top executive. This "translation" 

involves both the recognition that a particular idea has 

immediate or future applicability to the organization and 

the energetic marshalling and direction of all resources 

needed for its ultimate successful implementation. Inherent 

in these important and complex activities is the competence 

to create, or cause to be created, appropriate strategies 

and systems for successful implementation if circumstances 

so require (4, 15, 16). 

Victor Thompson defines idea generation in this way, 

"By idea generation I mean the generation, acceptance, and 

implementation of new ideas, processes and products or 

services, so it implies the capacity to change and adapt" 

(40, p. 5). 

Peter Drucker illustrates the dynamic qualities of the 

important phenomenon of idea generation. 



Idea generation, as we use the term, is based on the 
systematic, organized leap to the unknown. Its aim 
to give us new power for action through a new capacity 
to see, new vision. Its tools are scientific, but 
its process is of imagination... it views change as 
controlled, directed, and purposeful human activity 
(15, p. 18). 

Becker and Whisler have surveyed the literature and found 

a persistent interchanging of terms and concepts among those 

who write on idea generation (4, p. 463). 

The ultimate selection of an idea for adoption by the 

organization is generally the result of a systematic and 

synergistic process, which even the top executive may find 

difficult to define with precision. This process commences 

with a search for something new and carries through such 

tasks as examination, initial or tentative selection, test, 

and finally, either acceptance or rejection—an endlessly 

repeating cycle. Once the idea is accepted, the implemen-

tation process begins (15, 16, 40). 

Walter Williams, in his discussion about implementation, 

says, 

In its most general form any inquiry about implementa-
tion brings together men and material in a cohesive 
organizational unit and motivates them in such a way 
as to carry out the organization's stated objective 
(42, p. 144). 

In one of the most insightful analyses of organizational 

change, Kaufman explores a variety of implementational 

methods to innovation in organizational structure and 

action (23s p. 39). 



Implementation is believed to occur in the most rapid 

manner when the idea can be readily absorbed within an 

ongoing system previously established in the organization. 

If this approach is not feasible, it would then appear 

necessary to adapt an ongoing system by appropriate 

modification to accomodate the new idea. Finally, if 

neither of these two methods are available, the new idea is 

considered for incorporation by developing a new strategy 

and/or system (15, 23, 42). 

In recent years the role of top executives in higher 

education institutions has been given special attention due 

to growing difficulties in governing higher educational 

institutions. If a definable activity pattern can be 

established, our knowledge about administration in higher 

education will be enhanced materially. 

Up-to-date knowledge concerning the bases for perfor-

mance in this vital area of executive activity and the 

possibility of improved performance and more efficient 

utilization of our human resources in higher educational 

institutions based on this knowledge are important reasons 

for conducting this study. 

Statement of Problem 

The problem of this study concerns the beliefs of 

the top executives in decision-making as they relate to idea 
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generation and strategy implementation in the administration 

of higher education institutions. 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to gather and analyze data 

from different sizes and types of higher education institu-

tions in order to identify differences and similarities that 

may exist between the perceptions of top executives relative 

to idea generation and strategy implementation activities in 

the administration of institutions of higher education in 

Texas. 

Hypotheses 

To carry out the purpose of this study, the following 

hypotheses concerning the perceptions of top executives 

(presidents and vice presidents) relative to idea generation 

and strategy implementation activities in institutions of 

higher education were tested. 

1. There will be no significant differences between 

the activities of top executives in different sizes of 

institut ions. 

2. There will be no significant differences between 

the activities of top executives in different types of 

institutions. 



Background and Significance of Study 

The diversity of American colleges and universities is 

a prevalent theme in scholarly and professional publications 

as well as in the mass media. These institutions have been 

shown to be diverse in philosophy, objectives, structure, 

size, complexity, form of control, and financial aspects. 

Each institution, whether public or private, large or small, 

however, faces the difficult task of staffing its top admin-

istrative positions with individuals who are capable of 

providing effective educational leadership within the 

contemporary college climate. Controversial issues in 

governmental and community relations, institutional autonomy, 

and faculty-student demands of increased roles in signifi-

cant areas of decision making, such as curriculum, experi-

mental programs, policy formulation, and general governance 

of the institution are only a few of the more pressing 

problems that have become associated with academia. 

Although much has already been written and said about 

the administrative, educational, and financial problems 

facing the nation's colleges and universities, only 

recently has attention from multifarious sources focused so 

decisively on those persons charged with the fundamental 

responsibility of resolving these problems, that is, the 

college and university presidents (17, p. 1). These are the 
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executives who not only generate new ideas, but also initiate 

translation into reality by identifying, marshalling and 

galvanizing the resources needed for ultimate successful 

implementation. It is these special activities that appear 

to merit increased attention (16, p. 6). 

Supplementing this position are these remarks by Henry 

Mintzberg on the subject of managerial work, "The manage-

ment scientist can learn to help the manager to the extent 

he can develop an understanding of the manager's work and 

the manager's information" (16, p. 6). Thus far, strategic 

planners, operations researchers and information system 

designers have provided little help for the senior manager. 

They simply have had no framework available by which to 

understand the work of men who employ them, and they have 

had poor access to the information which has never been 

documented. It is folly to btelieve that a person with poor 

access to the organization's true nerve center can design a 

formal management information system. Similarly, how can 

the long-range planner, a person usually uninformed about 

many of the current events that take place in an around the 

organization, design meaningful strategic plans? Our lack 

of understanding of managerial work appears to have been 

the greatest block to the progress of management science. 

The ultimate solution of the problem for the over-burdened 

manager seeking meaningful help must come from research. 

We must observe, describe, and understand the real work of 



managing; then and only then can we significantly improve 

it (30, p, 109). 

In their book, Executive Action, Learned, Ulrich and 

Booz contend that the capacity of executives to make deci-

sions involves so many complex factors that the decision 

making process is a mystery (26, p. 55). Harold Leavitt 

and Thomas Whisler express a similar viewpoint in their 

Harvard Business Review article, "Management in the 1980"s," 

"Characteristically," the jobs of today's hourly workers 

tend to be highly programmed. Conversely, the jobs shown 

at the tops of organization charts are often largely unpro-

grammed. They are 'think' jobs—hard to define and describe 

operationally (27, pp. 41-48). But in the early 1970's, 

Johnson, Kast, and Rosenzweig observed in The Theory and 

Management of Systems that if the system within which mana-

gers make decisions can be provided a more explicit frame-

work, then such decision making would be easier to handle 

(22, pp. 13-14). 

More recently, the demand for better management has 

created a proliferation of consulting organizations. The 

need for better management of university resources is 

becoming urgent. Gerald McManis discusses the management 

problem in his book on management information systems. He 

also points out that not only is the president highly in-

volved in fund raising, but he is increasingly involved in 

a technically demanding management program (28, p. iv). 
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Frederick Balderston sums up the dilemma of the dual 

presidential role, stating that the administration must look 

in two directions—to the relations of the university with 

its external environments (for sources of students, external 

resource markets, clientele relationships and funds) and 

to its internal relations with its ongoing institutional 

process and constituencies (1, p. 13). Henderson and 

Henderson discuss this division in a different light 

The president's function is a dual capacity. He is the 
executive officer of the board of the institution. But 
he also serves as a member of the faculty and as head 
of the faculty. Thus, in one respect, the decisions of 
the board of control, but in another respect he is one 
among professional peers serving as leader of the 
group (19, p. 189). 

Balderston sums up the demands from five separate areas on 

presidential interest (governing boards, external constitu-

tions, the institution's own academic organization, the 

academic hierarchy, and floating constituencies) by stating, 

"The president... needs an internal division of labor to 

handle each of these areas....The president also must have 

some means of internal coordination..." (1, p. 88). Bogard 

looks at the result of lack of goals and objectives and the 

resulting poor information system 

The suspicion remains that many administrators are 
satisfied with the information received for the simple 
reason that they are not aware of the need for more, 
being content instead to deal with the day-to-day 
problems as they arise on the basis of personal 
judgement (5, p. 25). 
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While the various studies and analyses previously 

mentioned have proved to be most useful, and much has been 

accomplished in identifying and relating the many important 

variables that affect executive actions, there is a gap in 

identifying the specifics of performance of top executives 

in terms of key actions that serve as propulsive forces for 

their institutions (2, 3, 4, 14, 32, 34, 40, 41, 42). 

The particular focus of this study then is the 

executive's activities relative to idea generation and the 

resultant implementation of decisions regarding such impor-

tant matters as the introduction of new services, the 

development of a new market, or a significant organizational 

realignment. These activities, which affect the organiza-

tion as a whole, involve appropriate goal identification 

and the successful achievement of such a goal or goals. In 

view of their roles in these areas, these executives exert 

a powerful influence and propulsive force affecting the 

entire institution; in some instances, these influences 

extend over many years and have impact in varying degrees on 

employees, students, communities and other institutions 

(4, 15, 23, 42). 

The activities that produce such influences appear to 

merit further research; therefore, a research plan was 

developed to investigate the actions of these executives to 

provide additional data for more detailed analysis. Partic-

ular attention has been focused on the nature of their 
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activities and their principal component elements. If a 

definable activity pattern can be established, our knowledge 

will be enhanced materially. Such knowledge should provide 

the basis for increased understanding in this vital area of 

executive activity, and from this the possibility of 

improved performance and more efficient utilization of 

human resources in the institutions of higher education 

will be possible. 

Definition of Terms 

I. Top Executives.—Represent the top leadership level in 

higher educational institutions, ranging from chief executive 

officer, (chancellors, presidents) to the vice presidents of 

chief executive officer for academic affairs, all of whom 

participate actively and importantly in decisions which have 

an impact on the entire institution. These positions listed 

below are those used by the Educational Directory of 

Colleges and Universities (31, pp. 545-548). 

II. Chief Executive Officer.—The principal administration 

official responsible for the direction of all the affairs 

and operations of a campus or an institution of higher edu-

cation who usually reports to a governing board or, if the 

institution is part of a university-wide system, reports to 

the president/chancellor of the system. 

III. Vice President.— The principal administrative official 

responsible for all or most major functions and operations 



13 

of an institution of higher education under the direction of 

the chief executive officer, and has limited supervisory 

control of the administrative activities of other senior 

administrators. 

IV. Small Institutions.—Refers to an institution with 

enrollment (head count) of less than 5000 students 

according to data from the Educational Directory of Colleges 

and Universities (31). 

V. Medium Institution.—Refers to an institution with 

enrollment (head count) of 5000-9999 students according to 

data from the Educational Directory of Colleges and Univer-

sities (31). 

VI. Large Institution.--Refers to an institution with 

enrollment (head count) of 10,000 or more students according 

to data from the Educational Directory of Colleges and 

Universities (31). 

VII. Strategy.—The pattern of objectives, purposes or goals 

and major policies and plans for achieving goals, stated 

so that the type and function of the institution are defined. 

VIII. Strategic Planning.—The forging of organizational 

goals, setting objectives in light of external and internal 

forces, and formulating action plans to achieve objectives 

and assure their proper implementation so that the basic 

purposes and objectives of the organization will be 

achieved (37, pp. 12-15). 
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Idea Generation.—Refers to the process of creating 

new idea(s) which is included in a series of fundamental 

activities which results in strategic planning. 

X. Strategy Implementation.—Refers to a "step-by-step 

procedure for taking advantage of existing characteristics 

of the planning culture in such a way as to enhance the 

likelihood of planning being accepted an meaningfully 

used" (9, p. 176). 

XI. Public Ihstitu tions of Higher EdUcation.—Institutions 

of higher education which are principally financed by city, 

county or state funds. 

Private Institutions' of Higher Education.—Institu-

tions of higher education which are principally financed by 

city, county or state funds. 

Delimitations 

This study is confined to all four-year and graduate 

institutions of higher education located in the state of 

Texas which are listed in the Texas Higher Education Di'rec-

tory (Association of Colleges and Universities), 1982-1983 

Basic Assumptions 

It is assumed that the survey instrument in its final 

form provides an adequate measure of occurrence of a variety 

of actions involving idea generation and idea implementation 
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by top executives in higher education institutions in the 

state of Texas. 

The Research Plan 

To provide a reasonable broad-based sample for this 

study, all sixty-four four-year and graduate institutions in 

the state of Texas as listed in the Texas Higher Education 

Directory (Association of Colleges and Universities), 1982-

1983 (6) were used. Top executives represent the top lead-

ership level in these institutions, ranging from chief 

executive officers (presidents/chancellors) to the vice 

presidents, or chief executive officers for academic affairs, 

all of whom participate actively and importantly in decisions 

which have impact on the entire institution. 

After a review of the related literature, a question-

naire was developed to accomplish the goal of this study. 

The questionnaire consists of two parts (see Appendix C). 

Part one consists of thirty-eight statements requiring 

specific responses to indicate the frequency of occurrence 

for a variety of actions involving idea generation and 

strategy implementation. Part two consists of five questions 

to gather demographic data. 

Every effort was made to keep the number of questions 

to a minimum and to make each question brief, for a higher 

return. In order to do this, the instument was read by 

statisticians, professors from the Department of Higher 
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Education and professors from the College of Business 

Administration at North Texas State University. A similar 

study was done in the field of business by Eddy (16) at 

the University of Texas at Austin. His research instrument 

was of great help in developing the structure of this 

questionnaire. 

Procedures' for Collection of Pat a 

A packet containing a cover letter explaining the 

purpose of the study, a return envelope with return postage, 

and the questionnaire was mailed to the population as 

defined for this study. Five weeks time was given to 

complete and return the questionnaires. After this time 

elapsed, follow-up letters were sent in order to ensure 

that at least 20 per cent of the questionnaires in each 

size and type category were returned. 

Procedures for Analyzing Data 

The data provided by the survey instrument was compiled, 

reported and tabulated. Tables were constructed to reflect 

the choices selected for each survey question. 

In order to test the hypotheses of this study, the 

Mann~Whitney & (MWU) test for large samples was utilized 

(35, p. 232; 36, p. 116). Findings, summaries and recom-

mendations were established from the data collected. 
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Summary 

Chapter I provides an introduction explaining the 

need for a study of the activities used by top executives in 

decision making, especially related to the area of idea 

generation and strategy implementation in the administra-

tion of higher education institutions. The statement of 

purpose and statements of hypotheses are specified. The 

brief background and significance of the study are presented, 

unique terms are defined, and the delimitations and basic 

assumptions are set forth. Finally, the research plan and 

procedures for collecting and analyzing data are given. 

Chapter II surveys the literature that is related to 

a need for a study of top executives' activities related to 

idea generation and strategy implementation in the adminis-

tration of higher educational institutions. Chapter III 

describes the research procedures that are utilized and the 

data treatment generated by this study. Chapter IV contains 

an analysis of the data. Chapter V summarizes the study, 

reports findings, draws conclusions from the study, proposes 

recommendations for future investigations and notes impli-

cations of the study. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The normative literature on executives, especially 

those in business and education, is abundant. Be the 

author a management consultant, a current president, or an 

ex-president, the most common theme is the "current grave 

problems" facing chief executives; and the author then 

draws on personal experiences to describe activities of 

top executives and what executives should do. 

The main concern is with the educational leader and 

higher education executives. While some normative and 

theoretical attention has been given to the importance of 

executives in institutions (4), not until 1951 was any 

significant attention given to the empirical question of 

what chief executives actually do. In that year, the 

Swedish economist, Sume Carlson, published his Executive 

Behavior. In his introduction, Carlson observed, "This 

literature is more concerned with general speculations 

regarding the functions of the executives than with actual 

descriptions of their work" (8, p. 23). 

In the same year, 1951, Ralph E. Flanders did a study, 

"How Are Top Executive Decisions Made?" which points out 

the personal factors underlying and influencing executive 
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decision making (17, pp. 93-97). Melvin T. Copeland, in 

his book, The Executive at Work. sets forth the duties, 

responsibilities, functions and personal characteristics of 

top level executives. His book is divided into fourteen 

sections, which cover topics ranging from the authority of 

the executive to freedom for achievement. Material is based 

upon numerous case histories (11). In the study of vari-

ables affecting administrative work patterns, many proce-

dures have been employed. Several investigators, e.„g. O'Neill 

and Kubany (43, pp. 85-96) and Cohen and March (10), have 

observed the actual behavior of the administrator and kept 

records of types of work performed by executives. Often 

administrators have been asked to answer survey forms to 

report the nature of their jobs—Horn and Lupton (26, pp. 

16-33), Stodgill and Shartle (55), Stryker (56), and 

Williams (59). With few exceptions, the investigations 

have resulted in little more than descriptive lists of job 

activities. Other investigators, e.g. Halpin (23) and 

Roach (47), by abstracting their descriptions of the admin-

istrators' behavior, have discovered personal styles of 

behavior rather than specific work patterns to be related 

to various administrative positions (23, 24, 47). 

The empirical problems are paralleled by theoretical 

ones. Theoreticians as diverse as Simon (52), Lindblom 

(33), Weick (58), Allison (2) and Pressman and Widavasky 

(44), all treat time as a scarce resource in complex 
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organizations. They all also assume, either explicitly or 

implicitly, that what decision makers do make some differ-

ence to their organizations. If what chief executives do can 

make a difference, and they cannot attend to everything, 

then what they attend to can make a critical difference to 

the organization (2, 33, 44, 52, 58). 

As we observed earlier, there is an abundant normative 

literature supply on chief executives; and from this supply, 

college and university presidents and vice presidents have 

probably received more than a fair share of advice on what 

they should be doing. See Cleveland (9), Kerr (29), 

Knox (31), Millett (40) and Read (45) for examples of such 

advice. The empirical research that has been done on col-

lege and university presidents is more modest. Demerath, 

Stephens and Taylor (13) used several surveys over a couple 

of years to primarily focus on "the power structure" in 

higher education. Mark Ingraham surveyed 723 presidents to 

find out about their compensation and working conditions (27). 

Michael Ferrari collected a profile of the general charac-

teristics of 760 presidents (16). About the question of 

what the president does, two substantial pieces of research 

exist—Hemphill and Walbferg (25), who collected data on 180 

college and university presidents in the state of New York, 

and Cohen and March (10), who used a variety of instruments 

to collect data on a nation-wide sample of 41 in 1970. 
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In most higher education institutions, the level 

directly below that of presidential operation is that of 

vice president(s) and deans of school or colleges. In some 

colleges and universities, one individual holds both the 

title of vice president and the title of dean (46, pp. 238-

240). If there is an academic vice president, he is the 

chief academic officer under the president; otherwise, the 

dean of the college is usually just under the presidential 

level (46, pp. 238-240). 

Depending on the size and the organization of the 

institution,,there can be more than one vice president; for 

example, vice president or vice chancellor for academic 

affairs, etc. As a result of a study by Mark Ingraham 

(27), the vice president's age, sex, educational level and 

areas of specialization have been summarized in the following 

manner: 

The median age of male vice presidents is 51, and of 
liberal arts deans, 49. Of the vice presidents, 71% 
had Ph.D's and 16% Ed.D's. The corresponding figures 
for liberal arts deans were 73% and 8%. Over 90% of 
the highest degrees of deans and vice presidnets were 
in the following fields: social science, 26%; education, 
20%; English and journalism, 14%; physical sciences, 
14%« philosophy, 6%; biological sciences, 5%; and 
psychology, foreign languages and religion, 4% each. 
Both education and commerce furnished a greater pro-
portion of vice presidents than of deans. Twenty-three 
(5%) of the vice presidents were women, all but one in 
colleges; and there were 97 women deans (16%), all in 
colleges (27, p. 178). 

Barnard points out that one of the prime functions of 

a top executive is to raise questions on his own initiative 
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and to make decisions that no one else can make, a charac-

teristic of leadership (4). One of the most important 

executive responsibilities is the formulation and the 

definition of the purpose, the objectives, and the ends of 

the organization. Sometimes it is forgotten that such 

definition and clarification of policy and procedures are 

imperative if all subordinate officers are to carry on their 

work with confidence (4). 

The president's most important responsibility is the 

same as that of any other top executive—selecting capable 

subordinates in whom confidence can be placed and to whom 

responsibilities and authority can be delegated (61, p. 9). 

In any complex institution, if authority is not delegated, 

the entire organization begins to crack, and decisions are 

made by those who are uninformed about some of the salient 

facts of problems (61, p. 10). 

Irrespective of how the educational executives "pro- j 

file" may have been changing, or how it may yet change 

perhaps more significantly and quickly in the future, and 

despite whether a university is governed by one chief exec-

utive or an executive group, the fact remains that we still 

need to know more about the activities of higher education 

leaders. 
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Idea Generation and Implementation 

There is no generally accepted definition of idea 

generation in the literature. The definition of idea 

generation by Peter Drucker serves to illustrate the dynamic 

qualities of this important phenomenon. 

Idea generation, as we now use the term, is 
based on the systematic, organized leap into the 
unknown. Its aim is to give us new power for 'action 
through a new capacity to see, a new vision. Its 
tools are scientific, but its process is of the 
imagination...and views change as controlled, directed, 
and purposeful human activity (14, p. IS). 

Becker and Whisler have surveyed the literature, and they 

find a persistent interchanging of terms and concepts among 

those who write on idea generation (6, p. 463). Victor 

Thompson defines idea generation in this way: "By idea 

generation I mean the generation, acceptance, and imple-

mentation of new ideas, processes, and products or services, 

so it implies the capacity of change and adapting" (57, p. 5). 

Another concept of idea generation comes from Gawthrop, 

who is from the discipline of political science. 

The ability of an organization to anticipate, 
and not just respond to, the external and internal needs 
for change. Innovation implies the conscious and delib-
erate effort to search for new problems and to devise 
new responses to meet these problems (20, p. 214). 

These definitions are concerned with change, that is, making 

the form or content of something different from what it was 

originally. The question concerning idea generation asks 

whether it is an individual activity, or an organizational 

process. Rogers and Shoemaker refer to an individual activity 
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(49, p. 19), whereas Becker and Whisler contend that idea 

generation is cooperative group action (6, p. 462). Studies 

like the ones by Morison and Maclaurin center attention on 

the individual as the most significant factor in innovation 

(42, pp. 106-115; 35, pp. 90-112). These authors contend 

that new ideas are the product of individual genius. In 

contrast, Shepard believes innovation takes place when "an 

organization learns to do something it did not know how to 

do before" (50, p. 470), thus clearly indicating, along with 

other authors previously cited, the predominance of a social 

process in idea generation. 

The activities involved in the process of the origina-

tion of ideas for new strategy and their successful implemen-

tation require unusual perceptive ability on the part of top 

executives. This, along with the ability to develop, use and 

capitalize on an input system for translating an idea into 

action is an important capability for the top executive. 

Rogers developed a five stage process: 1) awareness...an 

individual is exposed to incomplete information about an 

idea, 2) interest... the individual becomes interested in the 

new idea and seeks more innovation which he then 3) decides 

whether to accept or not, 4) trial stage...the innovation is 

used on a limited basis to determine if it is feasible to 

apply it generally, and 5) adoption...the individual decides 

to continue use of the innovation (48, pp. 81-86). 
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The ultimate selection of an idea for adoption by the 

organization is generally the result of a systematic and 

synergistic process, which even the top executive may find 

difficult to define with precision (48, pp. 81-86). Once 

the idea is accepted, the implementation process begins (37, 

p. 114). Miller proposed an implementation phase and a 

stabilization phase. Implementation includes the various 

activities that are necessary to carry out the new idea 

within the organization (37, pp. 114-117). 

With the recognition of implementation, a large number 

of books and articles on the topic emerged during the 1970's 

including the Pressman and Wildavasky (44) work entitled 

simply Implementation, Jay R. Galbraith and Daniel A. 

Nathanson's book called Strategy Imp!ementat ion: The Role of 

Structure and Process (19), and George A. Steiner and John 

B. Miner's book(s) concerning policy and strategy (53, 54). 

In the existing literature, some scholars deal with the 

problems of implementation while others suggest an inquiry 

into implementation. Walter Williams in his discussion 

about implementation stated 

In its most general form, any inquiry about implemen-
tation ... seeks to determine whether an organization can 
bring together men and material in a cohesive organiza-
tional unit and motivate them in such a way as to carry 
out the organization's stated objectives (60, p. 144). 

In one of the most insightful analyses of organizational 

change, Kaufman explores a variety of implementation methods 
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for producing innovation in organizational structure and 

action (28, p. 39). He examines a number of factors that 

tend to keep organizations doing the things they have been 

doing recently in just the same way they have been doing 

them (28). Implementation is naturally a crucial phase of 

the planning process. It is easy to say much about what is 

to be achieved, but difficulty arises in developing the 

means of obtaining the objective. Bardach states in his 

The Implementation Game, "It is easy to think of ways to 

subvert implementation but it is quite challenging to rec-

kon means of making implementation processes succeed" (3, 

p. 213). The implementation process will be influenced by 

the amount of organizational change that is required. 

Kaufman suggests that effective implementation is most 

likely when the implementing agency is not required to 

undergo drastic reorganization (28). 

For King and Cleland, the several phases involved in 

the planning system cannot be separated. In their words, 

"If they are made to separate, the system is quite likely 

to fail" (30, p. 325). 

Bunker views implementation as a set of socio-political 

processes following from, and anticipated by,, early phases 

of the policy process (7, p. 72). 

As a result of the above discussion, the most important 

single influence on institutional policy and strategy is the 

environment outside and inside the institution. The more 
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complex and changing Is the environment, the greater is its 

impact on human attitudes, institutional structures, and 

processes. 

John Kotter has shown that various perspectives can be 

pulled together into a coherent model of organizational 

structure and process relative to implementation strategies 

(32). One view of structure that integrates notions of 

formal authority structures, regulated flows of operating 

work, control information, informal communications flows, 

work constellations, and ad hoc decision processes has been 

proposed by Henry Mintzberg (41). In considering the issue 

of implementation strategy, Aldrich concludes 

Environmental selection processes set the limits 
within which rational selection among alternatives 
take place. Prior limits and constraints on available 
options leave little room for most institutions and 
strategic choice may be a luxury open to only the 
largest and most powerful organizations (1, p. 160). 

Because of key factors in making or creating policy 

(generating the ideas) and implementing strategy, people 

who hold superior positions in institutions are being dealt 

with. Leadership styles of executives in each organization 

and the manner in which they run their institution are very 

important. 

Leadership 

What is a successful leader? Can a leader be charac-

terized? Is there a different pattern for different insti-

tutions? What environment is necessary for a good leader? 
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According to Gibb, 

Empirical analyses of leader behavior leads us to 
recognize a limited number of characteristics, among 
which are initiating and directing action, showing 
consideration for followers, and social awareness. 
Such analyses have led us to a recognition that leader-
ship is differently evaluated from above and below. 
Leadership behavior is found to be subject to group 
determination. The expectations of followers, the 
nature of the task, and the institutionalization of the 
group are all factors in the situation within which the 
leader behaves and to which he adapts (22, p. 272). 

Years ago, Mary Parker Follett asserted that, 

The chief mistake in thinking of leadership as resting 
wholly on personality lies probably in the fact that 
the executive leader is not a man only, but of some-
thing we are learning to call the total situation. 
This includes facts, present and potential aims and 
purposes of men, and also the leader must see the 
relation between all the different factors in the 
situation (18, pp. 327-328). 

In his research study, Gheselli reports on several 

personality factors that are related to most, though not 

all, cases of effective leadership. He states that there 

&re five important leadership traits; namely, supervisory 

ability, intelligence, self-actualization, self-assurance, 

and decisiveness (21, p. 632). 

McGregor also believes it unlikely that there is a 

single basic pattern of abilities and personality traits 

characteristic of all leaders. He also mentions that 

There are at least four major variables to be involved 
in leadership: (1) the characteristics of the leader; 
(2) the attitudes, needs and other personal character-
istics of the followers; (3) characteristics of the 
organization, such as its purpose, its structure, the 
economic and political milieu. The personal character-
istics required for effective performance as a leader 
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vary, depending on the other factors. This is an im-
portant research finding. It means that leadership is 
not a property of the individual, but a complex rela-
tionship among these variables (36, p. 73). 

Sikula sees 

Leadership behavior as a system comprised of many inter-
related, dynamic, overlapping, and constantly changing 
variables that individually cannot explain leadership 
ability, but when pictured collectively can account for 
many factors comprising the leadership phenomenon. 
Because factors and circumstances change frequently, 
leadership must be approached by a systems methodology, 
incorporating the many variables existing in an envir-
onment (51, p. 122). 

There are a lot of methods of analyzing leadership. 

Writers have attempted to construct descriptive terminology 

for various types of leaders, to describe the leader's 

behavior in relationship to the organization, the group or 

the individual. In his book, Effect ive Man age rial Leader— 

shi£, Cribbin entitles a chapter, "Fifty-seven Varieties of 

Leaders," using such terms as "democratic," "impoverished," 

"task-oriented," "free-rein," "exploitive," "autocratic," 

etc. (12). 

The most traditional patterns of dealing with leader-

ship style have been to describe a demonstrative behavior as 

being authoritarian, democratic or laissez-faire. These 

terms were first used by Lippett and White (34) in deciding 

which of the three leadership styles to use. It should be 

remembered that no executive uses any one of them all the 

time (15, p. 63). In an additional concept, which involves 

non-extremist approaches, Miller adds, "middle-of-the 
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road" styles designated as organismic (the whole individual 

or organization), the gestaltist (the field theory approach), 

creative (innovative, new ideas) and scientific (ones who 

use a set of processes in decision making) (38, p. 120). 

The environment in which an organization operates will 

usually define the kind of leadership style which is 

appropriate (39, p. 25). 

Summary 

Chapter II provides a survey of the literature that is 

related to top executives' activities concerning idea gen-

eration and strategic implementation and some relative 

factors which are important to this subject of study. A 

great deal can be said about principles of management, 

theories of organization, administration, etc., and there 

is a large volume of writing on these topics. But despite 

such contributions on some of the important aspects of the 

top executive skills and special environment of institu-

tional leadership in which he performs, still there is a 

gap in identifying the specifics of performance of top 

executives in terms of key actions that serve as propulsive 

forces for their institution. The particular focus of this 

study then is the executive's activity relative to idea 

generation and the resultant implementation of decisions. 

If it is assumed that the top executive is the prime mover, 

the initiator in the institutions of higher education, we 
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have to remember what Mintzberg (41), and Bates and Sykes 

(5), state and we should find the answer to their question— 

"What does the executive do?" (41, 5). 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURE FOR COLLECTION 

AND TREATMENT OF DATA 

This chapter is concerned with the procedures for the 

collection of data for this study. The chapter's six divi-

sions deal with the subjects of the study's population, the 

procedures for collection of the data, the survey instrument, 

the research design, treatment of the data, and analysis of 

the data and the techniques utilized. 

Population of the Study 

To provide a reasonable broad-based sample for this 

study, all sixty-four four-year and graduate institutions in 

the state of Texas as listed in Texas Higher Education 

Directory (Association of Colleges and Universities), 1932-

1983 were used (1). Top executives represent the top 

leadership level in these institutions, ranging from chief 

executive officers (presidents/chancellors) to the vice 

presidents or chief executive officers for academic affairs, 

all of whom participate actively and importantly in decisions 

which have impact on the entire institution. 

Survey Instrument Design 

After a review of the related literature, a question-

naire was developed to accomplish the goal of this 
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study. The questionnaire consists of two parts (Appendix 

C). Part one contains thirty-eight statements which deal 

with specific responses, based on the frequency of occurrence 

of a variety of actions involving idea generation and strat-

egy implementation. Part two consists of five questions to 

gather demographic data. 

Every effort was made to keep the number of questions 

to a minimum and to make each question brief in order to 

assure a higher return. In order to do this, the instrument 

was read by statisticians, professors from the Department of 

Higher Education and professors from the College of Business 

Administration at North Texas State University (Appendix A). 

Of great help in doing this questionnaire was Eddy's (2) 

research instrument from his similar study at the University 

of Texas at Austin in 1974, in the field of business. 

Each executive was requested to answer each of the 

thirty-eight questions according to the extent of his activ-

ity. The instructions furnished each executive were as 

follows (from Appendix C) 

Please answer each question from the standpoint 
of how you or the institution normally performs, day-
in and day-out, in the great majority of cases. You 
are being asked to identify the level of activity that 
seems to be the most appropriate for each question. 

Each question is to be evaluated on the basis of 
the following scale, from 1 to 6. Please indicate your 
choice in whole numbers ONLY: do not place a mark be-
tween two numbers. The scale is as follows: 
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Almost Almost 
Never Never Sometimes Frequently Always Alltime 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Since frequency of activity may be considered, an indicator 

of the importance an executive placed on a specific task, 

the responses of those executives who selected the Almost 

Always and Alltime categories for frequency of activity were 

analyzed. 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

A packet containing a cover letter (Appendix B) explain-

ing the purpose of the study, a return self-addressed 

envelope with return postage, and the questionnaire was 

mailed to each executive as defined for this study. Fiveo 

weeks time was given to complete and return the question-

naires. 

A minimum of 20 per cent return of the questionnaires 

in each size and type category was required for the study. 

After five weeks time elapsed, a follow-up letter (Appendix 

D) with a stamped, self—addressed envelope and questionnaire 

was sent to each executive who had not responded to the 

first request. 

Research Design of Study 

This study is designed to identify differences that 

may exist between the activities of top executives relative 

to idea generation and strategy implementation in the 
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administration of institutions of higher education. Top 

executives from all sixty-four four-year and graduate insti-

tutions in Texas as listed in the Texas Higher Education 

Directory, 1982-1983 were used (1). These top executives 

represent the leadership level in these institutions, rang-

ing from chief executive officers (presidents/chancellors) 

to the vice presidents, or chief executive officers for 

academic affairs, all of whom participate actively and im-

portantly in decisions which have impact on the entire 

institution. 

Treatment of Data 

After all possible questionnaires were collected and 

scored, the results for each questionnaire were transferred 

to key punch cards for automatic data analysis and treatment. 

The cards were then separated by sodes for specifying the 

sizes and types of the institutions. 

The mean, mode, N, median and standard deviaiton for 

each tabulated item were computed for the total population 

and for each of the above groups by the statistical package 

for social sciences (SPSS) which is available in the North 

Texas State University Computer Center (4). 

The data provided by the computer is shown in a summary 

table giving the responses of the executives to each of the 

thirty-eight questions. For each question, the pertinent 

table shows the frequency of selection for each activity. 
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In order to plot a profile graph of the means of the 

responses to each question on the questionnaire, the Cal-

comp plotter in the North Texas State University (NTSU) 

computer facilities was used. This plotter is attached to 

a microprocessor and an ADM-3A terminal. Following each 

summary response tabulation, the mean of each response was 

plotted Onto a graph of the activity profile of executives. 

In each instance, these executives included the top manage-

ment group of all institutions previously established for 

the purpose of this research as small, medium, large, 

public or private institutions. Generally, the data was 

treated by a method convenient to the graphic portrayal of 

the questionnaire response results and the highlighting of 

the nature of executives'activities. The objective is to 

present the data in a manner most conducive to examination, 

and to focus attention on potential indicators of differences 

in activities of various executive groupings, and differences 

between the activities of institutions—small, medium, large, 

public and private. The following data was tabulated and 

plotted 

- All executives of small institutions 

- All executives of medium institutions 

- All executives of large institutions 

- All executives of public institutions 

- All executives of private institutions 

- Overall results 
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Also comparisons of the activities of the executives of the 

various institutions were made as follows: 

- Executives of small and medium institutions 

- Executives of small and large institutions 

- Executives of medium and large institutions 

- Executives of small, medium and large institutions 

- Executives of public and private institutions 

Analysis of Data and Techniques 

To highlight the responses of these executives to the 

idea generation and implementation questionnaire, the ques-

tions (tasks) have been grouped into four broad categories 

as shown in Appendix E. This classification uses the same 

format that Eddy employed in his 1974 study (2, pp. 90-92). 

The focus of this research is directed towards identifying 

the specific actions top executives use in the idea genera-

tion and implementation process. Four categories were used. 

I - General Operating Methods 

II - Idea Generation and Analysis 

III - Idea Implementation 

IV - Basic Convictions 

This classification of questions by selected categories is 

presented in Appendix E. 

To test the hypotheses of this study, the Mann—Whitney 

U (MWU) Test was utilized. As Siegel has noted, 
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"When at least ordinal measurement has been achieved, the 

Mann —Whitney U Test may be used to test whether two inde-

pendent groups have been drawn from the same population. 

This is one of the most powerful of the nonparametrie tests, 

and it is a most useful alternative to the parametric t 

test when the researcher wishes to avoid the t test assump-

tions, or when the measurement in the research is weaker 

than interval scaling" (5, p. 116). The MWU test for large 

samples was used for this study (4, p. 231). If the MWU 

test is applied to data which might properly be analyzed 

by the more powerful (parametric) t test, its power-effi-

ciency approaches 95.5 per cent as N increases, and is close 

to 95 per cent even for moderate-sized samples (5, p. 126). 

Data Reporting 

All statistically significant relationships are 

reported and discussed, using both graphic and tabular 

representation of results. Results significant at the 

0.05 level of significance and beyond were interpreted as 

being statistically significant. 

A summary table for question responses is used to show 

the frequency of each question based on the choices of that 

question and the sums of different choices for each question. 

Means of the total responses for each table based on the 

category or group to which the question belonged were also 

calculated. The graphic presentation of these results is 
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included as frequency distributions based on the means of 

the questions, which represent the horizontal axis, and the 

choices of frequency (1 — 6), which represent the vertical 

axis. All data for plotting the graphic representation 

come from the summary table. Therefore, each summary table 

for question responses comes with a graph which both relates 

to the summary table and complements it. In order to show 

this information in a more organized manner, so as to facil-

itate understanding and not obscure the discussion. 

Summary 

The research design consisted of mailed instruments 

to the top executives of four-year and graduate institutions. 

The instrument was designed to accomplish the goal of the 

study. Tabulation and graphs were used to present the data 

which was collected, and the Mann-Whitney U Test, which is 

a nonparametric test, was used to test the proposed hypothe-

ses for this study. Chapter IV presents the research find-

ings and interpretations for this study. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Broyes, S. G., and Davis, Geneva C., Texas Higher 
Education Directory (Association of Colleges and 
Universities), 1982-1983, Arlington, University 
of Texas at Arlington. 

2. Eddy, George Gage, Jr., "Strategy Planning and Strategy 
Implementation," unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
The University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas, 
1974. 

3. Hull, Hadlaic, and Nie, Norman H. (SPSS) Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences, New York, McGraw-
Hill, 1981. 

4. Roscoe, John T., Fundamental Research Statistics for 
the Behavioral Sciences, New York, Hold, Reinhart 
and Winston, Inc., 1975. 

5. Siegal, S., Nonparametric Statistics, New York, McGraw-
Hill, 1956. 

49 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the analysis of data obtained 

from the returned questionnaire responses by presidents 

and vice presidents of four-year and graduate institutions 

in the state of Texas. Questionnaire responses were re-

ceived from 62.5 per cent of the total population (128) 

for the study. The purpose of the current study is to 

gather and analyze data from different sizes and types of 

higher education institutions in order to identify differ-

ences and similarities that may exist between the percep-

tions of top executives relative to idea generation and 

strategy implementation activities in the administration 

of higher education institutions in Texas. 

Questionnaire Response 

Questionnaires for this study were mailed to presi-

dents and vice presidents (the top executives) of all 

sixty-four four-year and graduate institutions in the state 

of Texas. Each executive was asked to complete a question-

naire which is shown in Appendix C. The questionnaire 

pertains to idea generation and strategy implementation. 
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Eighty executives, OP 62.5 per cent of the total sample, 

completed this instrument. Of this number, twenty-seven 

(or 33.8 per cent) were presidents, and fifty-three (66.3 

per cent) were vice presidents. The number of responses 

by executive position is shown in Table I. Sixteen presi-

dents (20.0 per cent) were from private institutions, eleven 

TABLE I 

NUMBER OF RESPONSES BY EXECUTIVE POSITION 
BY SIZE AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION 

Institution 
Institution Size 

Institution 
Type Position Small Medium Large Total 

President 4 3 4 11 
Public 

Vice 
President 6 4 12 22 

Subtotal 10 7 16 33 10 7 16 33 

President 14 2 0 16 
Pr ivat e 

Vice 
President 23 4 4 31 

Subtotal 37 6 4 47 

All 
Responses Total 47 13 20 80 

(13.8 per cent) were presidents from public institutions, 

thirty—one (08.8 per cent) were vice presidents from private 

institutions, and twenty—two (27.5 per cent) were vice pres-

idents from public institutions. Overall, thirty-three (or 
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41.3 per cent) of the executives were from public institu-

tions and forty-seven (or 58.8 per cent) were from private 

institutions. 

Forty-seven of the executives, or 58.8 per cent of the 

total sample were from small institutions; thirteen (16.3 

per cent), from medium-sized institutions; and twenty(25.0 

per cent), from large institutions. Of the thirty-three 

public-institution executives, ten were from small; seven, 

medium; and sixteen, large public institutions. Private 

institutions comprised 58.8 per cent (forty-seven) of the 

total sample, of which thirty-seven were small; six, medium; 

and four, large private institutions. 

The average age for the overall executive sample is 

forty-nine, with the age range extending from thirty to over 

sixty years of age. The majority of executives (80.01 per 

cent) ranged in age from forty to sixty, and the youngest 

executives were found in the small and medium institutions, 

two of whom were presidents and four of whom were vice 

presidents. The oldest executives were found in seven of 

the small institutions and three of the large institutions. 

Tables II and III depict the age and sex distribution for 

the entire sample return. 

Analysis of Data 

To highlight the responses of the executives' percep-

tions on the idea generation and strategy implementation 
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activities as was done in the Eddy study (1, p. 91), the 

questions (tasks) were grouped into four broad categories. 

This research focuses on identifying the specifics of those 

top executive actions included in the idea generation and 

implementation process. The principal components of iden-

tifying "the something new," determining its match with the 

institutions' objectives and resources, and the ultimate 

application of these resources to achieve the adoption of 

the idea, may logically be grouped under the following 

principal processes (see Appendix E for detail) 

I - General Operating Methods 

II — Idea Generation and Analysis 

III - Idea Implementation 

IV - Basic Convictions 

In general and broad context, General Operating Methods 

-^©fers those activities that are common in any organiza-

tion and could possibly be a prerequisite for idea generation 

activities. Some of the more important activities of this 

type are discussed here. Emphasizing joint effort, espe-

cially for goal setting and review and analysis purposes, 

regular meetings and conferences are stressed as fundamental 

to the process of getting or keeping informed of important 

actions, as a key source of stimulation, and for helping to 

insure coordinated efforts throughout the organization. 
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As to Idea Generation and Analysis, contacts, both 

formal and informal, with others, both within and without 

the organization, appear to represent important sources and 

stimuli for the generation of ideas. Travel, meetings, 

briefings, conferences, and an emphasis on reading are 

activities seen as fundamental to this broad area of top 

executive concern. Testing new ideas and screening ideas 

systematically prior to adoption are some of the important 

activities which are grouped in this category, which is 

essentially a series of activities ending in the generation 

of new ideas. 

Idea Implementation includes activities, procedures, 

policies, regulations, and systems designed to implement 

and execute the new idea once generated. Also, follow-up 

systems are included in this category. 

In the Basic Conviction category are those activities 

which do not completely fit in any of the other three 

categories. Gaining an exhilarating experience from direct-

ing others toward the successful achievement of an idea or 

learning from failures are some activities included in this 

category. 

The objective is to present the data in a manner most 

conducive to examination, as well as to focus attention on 

potential indicators of differences in the activities of 

various executive groupings and differences between the 
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activities of institutions—small, medium, large, public and 

private. This data was computed to provide a convenient 

method of graphically portraying the questionnaire response 

results as well as to highlight the nature of executive 

activities. 

A summary table of the executives' responses to each 

of the questions is presented. For each question, the 

pertinent table indicates the number of times each activity 

was chosen. Tables IV, V and VI illustrate the specific 

responses of the participating executives (by means) accord-

ing to size of institution—small, medium and large, respec-

tively; while Tables VII and VIII indicate their responses 

according to type of institution—public or private, respec-

tively. They also reflect the response distribution mean 

of the six activity choices. 

Following each table, a plotted graph shows the com-

puted means of these same executives' responses on an 

activity profile. In each instance, these executives 

included the top executive group of all institutions pre-

viously established for the purpose of this research as 

small, medium and large or public or private. The top 

executive profiles are shown in Figures I, II, III, iv and 

V. 



TABLE IV 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR QUESTION RESPONSES 
EXECUTIVES - ALL SMALL INSTITUTIONS 
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Question 
I 

Choices Sums Means 
I 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 9 17 8 7 4 47 3.45 
2 7 10 9 7 8 5 46 3.30 
3 3 

0 
7 21 7 7 1 46 3.24 

4 
3 
0 5 6 12 16 8 47 4.34 

5 0 2 12 14 16 3 47 4.13 
6 0 0 2 3 20 22 47 5.32 
7 0 1 2 10 15 19 47 5.04 
8 0 4 6 12 21 3 46 4.28 
9 0 1 3 6 17 20 47 5.11 

10 0 2 5 4 19 17 47 4.94 
11 3 21 19 3 1 0 47 2.53 
12 0 0 6 9 21 11 47 4.79 
13 1 0 10 16 19 1 47 4.17 
14 0 0 0 9 22 16 47 5.15 
15 0 3 7 6 19 12 47 4.64 
16 3 15 17 7 4 1 47 2.94 
17 0 1 0 4 29 13 47 5.13 
18 0 1 0 7 24 14 46 5.09 
19 0 0 8 9 18 12 47 4.72 
20 0 1 20 15 11 0 47 3.77 
21 0 2 10 19 14 2 47 4. 09 
22 4 20 16 7 0 0 47 2. 55 
23 0 0 8 17 18 4 47 4. 38 
24 1 0 1 12 17 14 45 4. 91 
25 0 2 6 10 20 7 45 4.53 
26 1 10 24 7 4 1 47 3.13 
27 1 9 19 7 10 1 47 3.40 
28 1 9 9 21 5 2 47 3. 55 
29 1 1 9 13 22 1 47 4.21 
30 0 0 3 13 23 8 47 4. 77 
31 0 0 3 8 26 10 47 4.91 
32 0 8 23 9 6 1 47 3.34 
33 0 6 22 13 5 1 47 3.43 
34 0 5 16 16 9 1 47 3. 68 
35 ; 0 0 8 17 19 3 47 4. 36 
36 2 6 19 13 6 1 47 3 . 38 
37 0 2 8 20 16 1 47 4.13 38 0 1 5 11 25 5 47 4.60 
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TABLE V 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR QUESTION RESPONSES: EXECUTIVES 
ALL MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 

Question 
1 2 

Choices 
3 4 5 6 

Sums Means 

1 0 0 4 5 4 0 13 4 .00 
2 0 2 2 4 4 1 13 4 .00 
3 1 0 4 7 1 0 13 3 .54 
4 0 0 1 4 5 3 13 4 .77 
5 0 1 2 2 6 2 13 4 .46 
6 0 0 2 2 7 2 13 4.69 
7 0 0 3 2 3 5 13 4 .77 
8 0 0 4 2 7 0 13 4 .23 
9 0 0 1 p; V 2 5 13 4 .85 
10 0 0 1 4 3 5 13 4 .92 
11 0 8 4 0 0 1 13 2 .62 
12 1 0 4 2 5 1 13 4 .00 
13 0 0 3 8 1 1 13 4 .00 
14 0 0 0 2 8 2 12 5 . 00 
15 0 1 0 2 8 2 13 4 .77 
16 2 4 7 0 0 0 13 2 .38 
17 0 0 0 2 5 6 13 5 .31 
18 0 0 1 2 5 5 13 5 .08 
19 0 0 0 5 5 3 13 4 .85 
20 0 0 7 4 2 0 13 3 .62 
21 0 1 4 6 2 0 13 3 ,69 
22 0 5 6 2 0 0 13 2 .77 
23 0 0 1 3 8 1 13 4 .69 
24 0 0 1 1 4 7 13 5 .31 
25 0 1 3 n 

£J 2 5 13 4 .54 
26 0 7 4 l 1 0 13 2 .69 
27 0 3 6 2 2 0 13 3 .23 
28 0 1 7 2 2 1 13 3.62 
29 0 0 2 6 5 0 13 4 .23 
30 0 0 0 5 7 1 13 4 .69 
31 0 0 0 2 6 5 13 5.23 
32 0 1 6 4 2 0 13 3 .54 
33 0 0 6 7 0 0 13 3.54 
34 0 0 5 6 2 0 13 3 .77 
35 0 0 5 5 3 0 13 3 .85 
36 0 1 5 5 2 0 13 3 .62 
37 0 0 4 6 3 0 13 3 .92 
38 0 1 1 5 4 2 13 4.38 
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TABLE VI 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR QUESTION RESPONSES: 
EXECUTIVES - ALL LARGE INSTITUTIONS : 

61 

Question 
1 2 

Choices 
3 4 5 6 

Suras Means 

1 1 0 12 4 2 1 20 3 ,45 
2 2 0 8 7 i 2 20 3 .55 
3 0 5 7 4 3 1 20 3 .40 
4 0 0 5 6 7 2 20 4 .30 
5 0 0 3 9 6 2 20 4 .35 
6 0 0 1 1 14 4 20 5 .05 
7 0 0 3 8 5 4 20 4 .50 
8 1 0 2 9 6 0 18 4 .06 
9 0 0 1 2 14 3 20 4 .95 

10 0 0 5 5 7 3 20 4 .40 
11 1 11 4 3 1 0 20 2 . 60 
12 0 0 2 7 8 3 20 4 .60 
13 0 0 5 10 3 2 20 4 .10 
14 0 0 1 4 10 5 20 4 .95 
15 0 0 2 4 7 7 20 4 .95 
16 1 3 12 1 2 0 19 3, .00 
17 0 0 0 1 15 4 20 5, .15 
18 0 0 0 4 13 3 20 4, .95 
19 0 0 4 5 9 2 20 4, .45 
20 0 1 5 6 7 1 20 4, .10 
21 0 0 11 6 2 1 20 o O i .65 
22 0 6 13 0 1 0 20 2. ,80 23 0 1 1 11 7 0 20 4. .20 
24 0 0 0 7 10 3 20 4. ,80 25 0 3 4 6 7 0 20 3. .85 26 0 7 10 2 1 0 20 2. 85 27 0 5 9 2 3 1 20 3. 30 28 0 3 8 7 1 1 20 3. 45 29 
30 

0 
0 

0 
0 

3 
3 

9 
5 

7 
12 

1 
0 

20 
20 

4. 
4. 

30 
45 31 0 0 5 4 7 4 20 4. 50 32 0 5 9 4 2 0 20 3. 15 , 33 0 0 15 5 0 0 20 3. 25 34 0 2 10 7 0 0 19 3. 26 3 5 0 0 9 6 4 1 20 3. 85 36 0 4 6 8 2 0 20 3. 40 37 0 0 5 12 2 1 20 3. 95 38 0 0 5 10 4 1 20 4. 05 
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TABLE VII 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR QUESTION RESPONSES: 
EXECUTIVES - ALL PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS 

63 

Question 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

Choices 
3 4 

1 
5 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
3 
6 
0 
2 
0 
1 
0 
1 
2 

19 
0 
0 
0 
3 
7 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 

13 
1 
0 
5 

10 
7 
5 
1 
0 
0 
3 
2 
1 
0 
7 
1 
1 

21 
12 
12 
8 
8 
2 
5 
7 
3 
8 
8 
4 
11 
1 
5 

15 
0 
0 
5 

14 
15 
17 

4 
2 
6 

17 
17 

9 
4 
4 
5 

21 
21 
14 
10 
8 
7 
6 

6 
7 
7 
9 

10 
3 

12 
11 

7 
7 
4 
8 

13 
6 
6 
4 
3 
7 
9 

12 
15 

2 
16 
10 
10 

3 
1 

11 
16 

9 
6 
6 
9 

14 
12 
14 
17 
12 

4 
3 
7 

10 
8 

22 
10 
14 
13 

9 
0 

13 
7 

17 
10 
3 

15 
13 
10 
6 
2 
0 

11 
15 
8 
2 
6 
5 

10 
17 
14 

3 
1 
2 
9 
3 
7 

11 

6 

0 
3 
0 
6 
5 
6 
5 
0 
9 
7 
1 
7 
2 
9 
9 
0 

15 
13 
9 
0 
0 
0 
1 
6 
3 
1 
2 
3 
1 
3 
8 
0 
0 
1 
2 
0 
1 
3 

Sums 

33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
32 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
32 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
32 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
32 
33 
33 
33 
33 

Means 

3, 
3 
3, 
4, 
4, 
4, 
4, 

33 
27 
39 
42 
18 
97 
39 

4 . 2 2 
4 . 7 9 
4 . 3 3 
2 . 5 8 
4 . 6 1 
4 . 0 0 
5 . 0 3 
4 . 5 2 
2 . 9 1 
5 . 3 6 
5 . 1 8 
4 . 7 0 
3 . 7 0 
3 . 5 5 
2 . 6 1 
4 . 2 1 
4 . 7 6 
3 . 9 4 
3 . 0 0 
3 . 3 6 
3 . 7 6 
4 . 0 9 
4 . 5 8 
4 . 7 6 
3 . 2 7 
3 . 2 7 
3 . 6 3 
4 . 0 9 
3 . 3 3 
4 . 0 0 
4 . 2 7 
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TABLE VIII 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR QUESTION RESPONSES: 
EXECUTIVES - ALL PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS 

65 

Question Choices Sums Means 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 8 12 11 9 5 47 3.68 
2 4 9 7 11 10 5 46 3.63 
3 3 6 20 11 4 2 46 3.28 
4 0 5 4 13 18 7 47 4.38 
5 0 1 9 15 20 2 47 4.28 
6 0 0 3 3 19 22 47 5.28 
7 0 0 3 8 13 23 47 5.19 
8 1 4 5 12 20 3 47 4.22 
9 0 0 2 6 20 19 47 5.19 

10 0 0 3 6 20 18 47 5.13 
11 3 21 19 2 2 0 47 2.55 
12 0 0 8 10 21 8 47 4.62 
13 1 0 7 21 16 2 47 4.21 
14 0 0 0 9 23 14 46 5.11 
15 0 1 4 6 24 12 47 4.89 
16 3 15 21 4 3 1 47 2.83 
17 0 1 0 4 34 8 47 5.02 
18 0 1 1 6 29 9 46 4.96 
19 0 0 7 10 22 8 47 4.66 
20 0 1 18 13 14 1 47 3.91 
21 0 2 10 16 16 3 47 4.17 
22 3 18 18 7 1 0 47 : 2.68 
23 0 0 6 15 22 4 47 4.51 
24 1 0 0 10 16 18 45 5.09 
25 0 1 7 8 21 9 46 4.65 
26 1 14 21 7 4 0 47 2.98 
27 1 10 17 10 9 0 47 3.34 
28 1 8 15 19 3 1 47 3.38 
29 0 0 10 12 24 1 47 4.34 
30 0 0 2 14 25 6 47 4.74 
31 0 0 3 8 25 11 47 : 4.94 
32 0 11 17 11 7 1 47 3.36 
33 0 4 22 16 4 1 47 4.49 
34 0 6 17 15 9 0 47 3.57 
35 0 0 12 16 17 2 47 4.19 
36 1 4 22 12 7 1 47 3.49 
37 0 1 10 21 14 1 47 4.09 
38 0 1 5 14 22 5 47 4.53 
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Comparative Re suit s Relative to Hypothesis One 

Hypothesis one states there will be no significant 

differences between the perceptions of top executives 

relative to idea-generation and strategy-implementation 

activities in different sizes of higher education institu-

tions. 

In this segment, the hypothesis results in terms of 

overall results, categorical results and comparative re-

sults are presented. Table IX presents the statistical 

TABLE IX 

CATEGORICAL AND OVERALL STATISTICAL RESULTS 
FOR HYPOTHESES ONE AND TWO 

Category 

Small 
vs 

Medium 

Small 
vs 

Large 

Medium 
vs 

Large 

Public 
vs 

Private 

I. 0.6760 0.0068* 0.2529 0.0017* 

II 0.4923 0.0799 0.5547 0.7199 

III 0.5112 0.1425 0.6277 0.5641 0.6277 0.5641 

. IV 0.7153 0.0380* 0.0427* 0.224.6 

Overall 
Results . 0.9006 0.0295* 0 3185 0.0560 0.0560 

•statistically significant 

results in terms of different comparisons between the 

various sizes and types of higher education institutions. 
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Overall results.—The evidence from Table IX indicates 

that there are no significant differences between the acti-

vities of top executives in small vs. medium or medium vs. 

large institutions. However, the executives of small vs. 

large institutions differ significantly, with a £ value of 

0.0295. 

Categorical results.—At the categorical level (see 

Appendix E) of analysis, none of the four categories differ 

significantly at the 0.05 level for executives of small vs. 

medium institutions. In fact, the overall results of this 

comparative analysis indicate a £ value of 0.9006. 

The comparison between executives of small vs. large 

institutions shows a significant difference for Category I, 

with a £ value of 0.0068, and for Category IV, with a £ 

value of 0.0380. Approaching significance is Category II, 

with a £ value of 0.0799. 

The comparison between executives of medium vs. large 

institutions shows Category IV to be the only category 

reaching statistical significance with a £ value of 0.0427. 

Statistical Results for Each Activity 

Relative to Hypothesis One 

In this segment, the comparative results and hypothesis 

results concerning the sizes of institutions are presented. 

Three comparative analyses were made of the responses of the 

executives from small, medium and large higher education 
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institutions. As stated in Chapter 3, the computer package 

of SPSS was used to provide potential areas of significant 

differences between each group being compared. The quali-

fications and the application of the MWU tests for the 

purpose of identifying significant differences were noted 

in Chapter 3, earlier. 

Top executives Compared: the small institution vs. the 

medium institution.—The comparison between executives of 

small institutions and the executives of medium institutions 

is shown in Table X and Figure VI. Table X presents data in 

tabular form and shows the MWU test results for significant 

differences, while Figure VI reflects the data graphically 

in order to better show the differences between the execu-

tives of small and medium institutions. From this data, the 

significant statistical differences appear to exist in two 

activities—encouragement of innovation (Question 6), and 

being a prime mover in the institution (Question 12). Exec-

utives in small institutions were more active in both of 

the activities than executives in medium institutions. 

Top executives compared: the small institution vs. the 

large institution.—The comparison between executives of 

all small institutions and the executives of all large 

institutions is shown in a similar format to the prior 

comparative analyses of small and medium institutions. 



TABLE X 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR QUESTION RESPONSES: 
EXECUTIVES OF SMALL VS. EXECUTIVES 

OF MEDIUM INSTITUTIONS 
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Question 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

Choices 
3 4 

2 
7 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
1 
1 
0 
0 
5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
1 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 

9 
12 

7 
5 
3 
0 
1 
4 
1 
2 

29 
0 
0 
0 
4 

19 
1 
1 
0 
1 
3 

25 
0 
0 
3 

17 
12 
10 

1 
0 
0 
9 
6 
5 
0 
7 
2 
2 

21 
11 
25 

7 
14 

4 
5 

10 
4 
6 

23 
8 

13 
0 
7 

24 
0 
1 
8 

27 
14 
22 

9 
2 
9 

28 
25 
16 
11 

3 
3 

29 
28 
21 
13 
24 
12 
7 

13 
11 
14 
16 
16 

5 
12 
14 
11 
8 
3 

11 
24 
11 
8 
7 
6 
9 

14 
19 
25 

9 
20 
13 
12 
8 
9 

23 
19 
18 
10 
13 
20 
22 
22 
18 
26 
16 

11 
12 
8 

21 
22 
27 
18 
28 
19 
22 

1 
26 
20 
30 
27 

4 
34 
29 
23 
13 
16 

0 
26 
21 
22 

5 
12 
7 

27 
30 
32 

8 
5 

11 
22 
8 

19 
29 

4 
6 
1 

11 
5 

24 
24 

3 
20 
22 
1 

12 
2 

18 
14 
1 

19 
19 
15 
0 
2 
0 
5 

21 
12 
1 
1 
3 
1 
9 

15 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
7 

Sums 

60 
59 
59 
60 
60 
60 
60 
59 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 
59 
60 
60 
60 
59 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 
58 
58 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 
60 

P 
Value 

0 . 0 9 3 5 
0 . 1 4 9 7 
0 . 1 9 4 8 
0 . 3 1 0 6 
0 . 2 5 7 4 
0 . 0 1 9 6 
0 . 5 1 4 2 
0 . 8 2 2 1 
0 . 3 8 1 5 
0 . 8 3 5 0 
0 . 7 4 5 3 
0 . 0 5 0 3 
0 . 3 1 7 7 
0 . 4 7 0 4 
0 . 8 7 9 2 
0 . 1 5 6 5 
0 . 4 0 6 5 
0 . 9 0 5 0 
0 . 8 5 1 1 
0 . 5 4 3 9 
0 . 1 7 5 3 
0 . 4 0 4 0 
0 . 2 1 3 2 
0 . 1 5 0 0 
0 . 8 0 0 9 
0 . 0 8 7 4 
0 . 6 3 7 9 
0 . 8 7 3 6 
0 . 8 1 0 1 
0 . 6 6 0 5 
0 . 2 1 7 8 
0 . 4 0 3 1 
0 . 4 6 2 2 
0 . 7 5 5 2 
0 . 0 5 8 6 
0 . 4 4 5 0 
0 . 3 6 3 3 
0 . 4 7 5 5 
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These small vs. large comparisons are found in Table XI 

(tabular and MWU results) and Figure VII (graphic). 

Table XI shows significant statistical differences in 

six activities. First, it appears that small institutions, 

more often than large ones, carefully determine the insti-

tutional goals (Question 7), utilizing a formal process to 

produce them (Question 10). Similarly, executives in the 

small institutions seemed to consider themselves more as 

risk-takers than did the large-institution executives 

(Question 21), and they used committees/groups more often 

to carry out decisions than did the large-institution exec-

utives (Question 25). The progress of an adopted idea, once 

action has been instituted, appears to be more closely 

followed (Question 35) by the small-institution executive 

than by his counterpart in the large institution. Finally, 

the small-institution executive found the direction of 

others' activities towards the successful achievement of an 

idea to be an exhilarating experience more often than did 

the large-institution executive (Question 38). 

Top executives compared: the medium Institution vs. 

the large institution. —The comparison between the percep-

tions of executives of all medium and large institutions is 

shown, using the previously established table and figure 

formats, in Table XII (tabular and MWU results) and Figure 

VIII (graphic). The statistical results in Table XII 



TABLE XI 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR QUESTION RESPONSES; 
EXECUTIVES OF SMALL VS. EXECUTIVES 

OF LARGE INSTITUTIONS 
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Question 
1 2 

Choices 
3 4 5 6 

Sums P 
Value 

1 3 9 29 12 9 5 67 0.8069 
2 9 10 17 14 9 7 66 0.4817 
3 3 12 28 11 10 2 66 0.7255 
4 0 5 11 18 23 10 67 0.7228 
5 0 2 15 23 22 5 67 0.4733 
6 0 0 3 4 34 26 67 0.0898 
7 0 1 5 18 20 23 67 0.0345 
8 1 4 8 21 27 3 64 0.3336 
9 0 1 4 8 31 23 67 0.2170 

10 0 2 10 9 26 20 67 0.0392 
11 4 32 23 6 2 0 67 0.9289 
12 0 0 8 16 29 14 67 0.3691 
13 1 0 15 26 22 3 67 0.4915 
14 0 0 1 13 32 21 67 0.3978 
15 0 3 9 10 26 19 67 0.3857 
16 4 18 29 8 6 1 66 0.6421 
17 0 1 0 5 44 17 67 0.8378 
18 0 1 0 11 37 17 66 0.3113 
19 0 0 12 14 27 14 67 0.2784 
20 0 2 25 21 18 1 67 0.1741 
21 0 2 21 25 16 3 67 0.0407 
22 4 26 29 7 1 0 67 0.2551 
23 0 1 9 28 25 4 67 0.4952 
24 1 0 1 19 27 17 65 0.4062 
25 0 5 10 16 27 7 65 0.0225 
26 1 17 34 9 5 1 67 0.2526 
27 1 14 28 9 13 2 67 0.6403 
28 1 12 17 28 6 3 67 0.5403 
29 1 1 12 32 29 2 67 0.9825 
30 0 0 6 18 35 8 67 0.1872 
31 0 0 8 12 33 14 67 0.1462 
32 0 13 32 13 8 1 67 0.4958 
33 0 6 37 18 5 1 67 0.5179 
34 0 7 26 23 9 1 66 0.1039 
35 0 0 17 23 23 4 67 0.0289 
36 2 10 25 21 8 1 67 0.8973 
37 0 2 13 32 28 2 67 0.2534 
38 0 1 10 21 29 6 67 0.0108 
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TABLE XII 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR QUESTION RESPONSES: 
EXECUTIVES OF MEDIUM VS. EXECUTIVES 

OF LARGE INSTITUTIONS 

7 5 

Question Choices Sums P 
1 2 3 4 5 6 Value 

1 1 0 16 9 6 1 33 0.0739 
2 2 2 10 11 5 3 33 0.2682 
3 1 5 11 11 4 1 33 0.4542 
4 0 0 6 10 12 5 33 0.1904 
5 0 1 5 11 12 4 33 0.5367 
6 0 0 3 3 21 6 33 0.2461 
7 0 0 6 10 8 9 33 0.4685 
8 1 0 6 11 13 0 31 0.6379 
9 0 0 2 7 16 8 33 0.7813 
10 0 0 6 9 10 8 33 0.1756 
11 1 19 8 3 1 1 33 0.9341 
12 1 0 6 9 13 4 33 0.2242 
13 0 0 8 18 4 3 33 0.7760 
14 0 0 1 6 18 7 32 0.9654 
15 0 1 2 6 15 9 33 0.6097 
16 3 7 19 1 2 0 32 0.0648 
17 0 0 0 3 20 10 33 0.3602 
18 0 0 1 6 18 8 33 0.4390 
19 0 0 4 10 14 5 33 0.2920 
20 0 1 12 10 9 1 33 0.1358 
21 0 1 15 12 4 1 33 0.6329 
22 0 11 19 2 1 0 33 0.9332 
23 0 1 2 14 15 1 33 0.0629 
24 0 0 1 8 14 10 33 0.0455 
25 0 4 7 8 9 5 33 0.1357 
26 0 14 14 3 2 0 33 0.4233 
27 0 8 15 4 5 1 33 0.9844 
28 0 4 15 9 3 2 33 0.8141 
29 0 0 5 15 12 1 33 0.8577 
30 0 0 3 10 19 1 33 0.5182 
31 0 0 5 6 13 9 33 0.0584 
32 0 6 15 8 4 0 33 0.2173 
33 0 0 21 12 0 0 33 0.0974 
34 0 2 15 13 2 0 32 0.0735 
35 0 0 14 11 7 1 33 0.8905 
36 0 5 11 13 4 0 33 0.5596 
37 0 0 9 18 5 1 33 1.000 
38 0 1 6 15 8 3 33 0.2482 
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indicate a significant statistical difference in the use of 

committees/groups to set institutional goals (Question 24). 

Executives of medium institutions appeared to employ this 

technique more often than did the executives of large insti-

tutions. 

Ranking of Activities Based on Size of Institution 

As was mentioned previously, in order to better analyze 

the data and to highlight the executives' responses to the 

idea generation and implementation questionnaire (Appendix 

C), the items were grouped into four broad categories (Ap-

pendix E). This categorical grouping comprises the first 

part of the data analysis. 

Statistical results concerning the first hypothesis 

are found in the second part of the data analysis. These 

results are presented in pertinent tables throughout. Im-

portant points were then discussed in detail based on 

information derived from the statistical figures. 

Table XIII indicates those tasks or actions that were 

ranked as "almost always" to "alltime" in frequency by 50 

per cent or more of the respondent executives from small, 

medium and large institutions. Of the thirty-eight tasks 

listed, twenty, or 52.6 per cent, listed in the question-

naire were so identified. The eighteen tasks or actions 

which did not warrant as high a degree of activity or use 

as the other twenty were 
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i . 

TAW.E XIII 
50% oh iiumi:it activity sections by KxrruTivns 

IN A I.MOST ALWAYS TO AI.LTIMK CAmiOfUI.S 

Ihinked By ZW Or More gxne^t Ives 

. H-Il-filL2!'!:1.!"!i!!!: _ ? s> <m> <'-) ikut>i h 

r». I encourage Itmova t tun . 

7 . I n t l i i u t tun ii I una Ir a r e c a r e f u l l y d e t e r -
in 1 n ed, J { JJ 

8. I n s t i t u t i o n a l (jonln a r e p r i m a r i l y 
"under sI n o d . " ^ ^ 

9. I n s t J tuI imui ! k<hi!h a r e the r e s u l t of 
J o l n t - e f fr>rt . x X 

Id . 

I I . 

I n k I 1 ( u I I una 1 ijoiiIk ;i ro p r o d u c t s of ft 
lornutl p r o c e s s . % x 

Becoming over I y - i den t 11 led with an Idea 
o r itonl Ik • problem of mi hp. 

12. 1 f e e l I am a prime mover tn t i l l s o ruun-
i z a t lor». 

21. 1 c o n s i d e r myself a r i s k - t a k e r . 

22. E s s e n t i a l l y 1 ivork a l o n e , 

2:i. 1 tj«e comii! I t e e s / g r o u p s In idea g e n e r -
n t I o n . 

21. I ii si? coitmil t tney /^ rnup j j In s o t t i n g fn~ 
K t l t u t l o n a t |*oii1k, 

25, f use coraail t lecs/t{r<iupn in g e t t i n g 
d e c i s i o n s ca r r led n u t . 

:to. I f i nd d I f f Itiil L task*-* s t i m u l a t i n g . 

*17. 1 view the adopt ion of one of my i d e a s 
a s ii« o p p o r t u n i t y t o propel t he i n s t i -
t u t i o n in a now d i r e c t i o n . 

I i . Idea Genera t ion and A n a l y s i s : 

1. I have a formal plan to s ea r ch f o r 
i n fo rma t ion to got i d e a s . 

2. I Jmve Mde«lKnedM an i n f o r m a t i o n c o l l e c -
t i o n network f o r my own u s e . 

3 . I u«e a s p e c i a l system to examine new 
Ideas . 

4 . I serpen Ideas s y s t e m a t i c a l l y , , 

5. I s y s l u m u t l e u ! I y t o s t new Ideas p r i o r 
t o a d o p t i o n , 

14. I eiicouratfe i n d i v i d u a l dl f l e re i i ces of 
op in ion refjurdlnK my Ideas . 

15. I encourage nroup d 11 forenoon of op in ion 
rnRiir<ltrig my Ideas . 

H». I p r e f e r to tissl my Idoas out p r i v a t e l y . 

17. When ctowvouv utuu. Hiigj;t>«ts »n i d e a , I 
t r y lo examine* t.ho p ros and eons . 

Ifl. I oncournjjt! o t h e r s lo t r e a t my i d e a s 
the same way. 

lf». I i eo l t h a t thorough aud s y s t e m a t i c 
a n a l y s i s i s e s s e n t i a l p r i o r to adop t ion 
of a n«»w idea . 

20. 1 ft»ci t h a t p r i o r to f i n a l accep tance 
a n i dea , p i l o t t e s t i n g i a n e c e s s a r y . 

r 1 v a t e 

X X X X x 

X X X 

X X X 
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TAHLP xtU—Continued 

*o«!_»«!* ?!» - continued: (S) (M) (i.) |>U|>1 j,- i>riv»to 

16. I prefer to test my ideas out privately. 

17. When someone eli;e sugceRts nn Idea, 1 
try to exitm Jtif* f it** pros ntxl conn, X X X 

18. 1 encourage others to trent my Ideas 
the same way. X X X 

19. 1 feel that thorough mid systematic 
analysis Is essential prior to adop-
tion of a new Idea. X x v 

20. I feel that prior to final acceptance 
of an idea, p i lot test ing Is necessary. 

H I . Idea implement fit Ion: 

13. I carefully develop feedback for check-
ing oh the progrens of a newly adopted 
Idea, 

26. I find it difficult to drop an Idea 
once action has been started. 

27. Once an Idea of wine has been accepted, 
1 am responsible for assembling and 
applying all the resources needed for 
ultimate sucrojjs, • 

2B. My greatest pleasure Is to stay with an 
idea (from its inception) and carry It 
to success. 

Once an idea has been accepted, I dele-
gate to others the tasks of developing, 
creating, aud assembling whatever pro-
cedures (systems) and resources—human, 
material, f triune ial - -to insure success. 

I find it necessary to have new proce-
dures (systems) and/or strategies to 
carry out a newly adopted Idea. 

I seek the responsibility for devising 
new systems and strategies to carry out 
my ideas. 

1 follow progress closely once an idea 
hus been adopted and aork begins to 
carry it out. 

36. I like to devise special means to mon-
itor the progress of an Idea once set 
in motion. 

29. 

33. 

34, 

35. 

IV. Basic Convictions: 

31. 1 learn from fsi 1 lures. 

32. I find devisiuir new procedures (systems) 
and strategies to carry out an Idea is 
more challenging tlmn originating the 
Idea. 

38. 1 fiud directing the activities of 
others toward the successful achieve-
ment of an idea an exhilarating exper-
ience,, 
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Category I - General Operating Methods 

- Becoming overly-identified with an idea or goal 

is a problem of mine (Question 11). 

- I consider myself a risk-taker (Question 21). 

- Essentially I work alone (Question 22). 

- I view the adoption of one of my ideas as an 

opportunity to propel the institution in a new 

direction. (Question 37). 

Category II - Idea Generation and Analysis 

- I have a formal plan to search for information 

to get ideas (Question 1). 

- I have "designed" an information collection 

network for my own use (Question 2). 

- I use a special system to examine new ideas 

(Question 3). 

- I prefer to test my ideas out privately (Ques-

tion 16). 

- I feel that prior to final acceptance of an 

idea, pilot testing is necessary (Question 20). 

Category III - Idea Imp1ementation 

- I carefully develop feedback for checking on 

the progress of a newly adopted idea (Question 

13). 

- I find it difficult to drop an idea once action 

has been started (Question 26). 
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- Once an idea of mine has been accepted, I am 

responsible for assembling and applying all the 

resources needed for ultimate success (Ques-

tion 27). 

- My greatest pleasure is to stay with an idea 

(from its inception) and carry it to success 

(Question 28). 

- Once an idea has been accepted, I delegate to 

others the tasks of developing, creating, and 

assembling whatever procedures (systems) and 

resources—human, material, financial—to insure 

success (Question 29). 

- I find it necessary to have new procedures 

(systems) and/or strategies to carry out a 

newly adopted idea (Question 33). 

- I follow progress closely once an idea has been 

adopted and work begins to carry it out (Ques-

tion 35). 

- I like to devise special means to monitor the 

progress of an idea once set in motion (Question 

38). 

Category IV - Basic Conviet ions 

- I find devising new procedures (systems) and 

strategies to carry out an idea is more chal-

lenging than originating the idea (Question 32). 



82 

Fifty-five per cent of the executives indicated that 

becoming overly identified with an idea or goal was not a 

problem by indicating an activity frequency of "Never" to 

"Almost Never." However, more than 41 per cent of the 

executives indicated an activity frequency in this task of 

"Sometimes" to "Frequently." In small institutions, more 

than 85 per cent of the executives made an activity selec-

tion of "Almost Never" to "Sometimes." 

More than 25 per cent of the executives considered 

themselves risk-takers, showing an activity frequency of 

"Almost Always" to "Alltime." In addition, more than 70 per 

cent of the executives indicated a frequency of "Sometimes" 

to "Frequently" for this category. More than 61 per cent of 

the executives from small and 76 per cent from medium insti-

tutions made similar selections of activity frequencies. 

Working alone appears to be a relatively uncommon 

activity for the executives participating in this study. 

The study's results reveal the importance of working or 

associating with others in that more than 76 per cent of 

the executives in both small and medium institutions in-

dicated that the frequency of their working alone fell in 

the "Almost Never" to "Sometimes" range. In large institu-

tions, 95 per cent of the executives made these selections. 

Viewing the adoption of an idea as an opportunity to 

propel the institution in a new direction was considered 
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by 28.7 per cent of the executives as an activity performed 

in the "Almost Always" to "Alltime" range. Eighty-five per 

cent of the executives from large institutions made these 

responses. 

Having a formal plan to search for information in order 

to get new ideas seems to be an activity sometimes exper-

ienced in all the institutions. It should be noted that 

22.6 per cent of the executives in all institutions indi-

cated that their frequency of this activity ranged from 

"Almost Always" to "Alltime." In both medium and large in-

stitutions, more than 70 per cent of their executives 

recorded a frequency ranging from "Sometimes to "Frequently." 

By responding in the "Almost Always" to "Alltime" 

range, 26.6 per cent of the executives showed that they have 

designed an information collection network for their own 

use. Thirty-seven per cent of the executives in medium 

institutions responded in these categories. 

Concerning the use of a special system to examine new 

ideas, it must be noted that 25 per cent of the executives 

of large institutions made an "Almost Never" response. 

Fifty-five per cent of this same executive group recorded 

an activity level of "Sometimes" to "Frequently." Eighty-

three executives from medium institutions and 60 per cent 

of the executives from small institutions made similar 

selections. 
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Testing ideas out privately seems to be an activity 

experienced to a small extent by all the institutions. 

More than 55 per cent of the respondents recorded an activ-

ity frequency of "Sometimes" to "Frequently." 

Pilot testing of an idea prior to final acceptance 

seems to be a fairly common activity. It is important to 

recognize that 56 per cent of all the executives indicated 

a "Frequently" to "Almost Always" level of this activity. 

Forty per cent of the executives from large institutions 

recorded an activity frequency of "Almost Always" to 

"Alltime." 

The executives of small institutions may seem more 

inclined to carefully develop feedback for checking on the 

progress of a newly adopted idea in that 42.5 per cent of 

these executives indicated they perform this task "Almost 

Always" to "Alltime." However, only 25 per cent of the 

executives of the large institutions made similar responses, 

and just 33 per cent of the total executive sample responded 

in the "Almost Always" to "Alltime" range of activity 

frequency. 

Whether or not it is a problem to drop an idea once 

action to implement it has commenced is closely related to 

the problem of becoming overly identified with a self-

determined idea or goal. It is interesting to observe 

that the executives from the large institutions responded 

to both questions almost identically. 
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The responses of executives to the task "once an idea 

of mine has been accepted, I am responsible for assembling 

and applying all the resources needed for ultimate success," 

revealed that 24 per cent of all the executives recorded an 

activity frequency in the "Almost Always" to "Alltime" 

range. More than 50 per cent of these executives indicated 

that their activities ranged from "Sometimes" to "Fre-

quently. " 

Very few executives seem to find their greatest 

pleasure in staying with an idea and carrying it to siiccess. 

More than 70 per cent of the executives indicated a fre-

quency of from "Almost Never" to "Sometimes" in this 

activity. 

More than 85 per cent of all the executives indicated 

that they "Sometimes" to "Frequently" need new procedures 

or strategies to carry out a newly adopted idea. 

A majority of the executives followed the progress 

of an adopted idea closely once work on it was begun. More 

than 75 per cent of the executives recorded a frequency of 

from "Sometimes" to "Frequently" on this task. Twenty-one 

per cent of the executives of small institutions indicated 

that they perform this task "Almost Always" to "Alltime," 

while more than 15 per cent of the medium institutions' 

executives made similar responses. 
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The results reveal that, overall, the executives con-

sidered the origination of ideas more challenging that 

devising the means to execute them. Fifty-two, or 65 per 

cent of all the executive responses to this item, showed 

the least degree of activity, i.e., "Almost Never" to 

"Sometimes." Only slightly more than 13 per cent of the 

executives recorded a frequency range of "Almost Always" 

to "Alltime." It would appear that idea generation is 

more stimulating than the implementation of an accepted 

idea to many executives, irrespective of the size of the 

institution. 

Tasks Involving Highest Degree 

Of Act ivity 

On the idea generation and implementation questionnaire, 

choice six indicates the highest degree of executive activ-

ity for each task. Table XIV indicates those tasks that 

occurred "Almost Always" to "Alltime." Of the total tasks, 

52.6 per cent fall within this range of executive effort. 

Since this study is concerned with the identification of 

executives' activities, those tasks that reflect an unus-

ually high degree of activity are particularly germane to 

this endeavor. Accordingly, Table XIV provides a summary 

of those activities that have been identified by the exec-

utives of small, medium and large institutions of higher 

education. As in Table XIII, these executives represent 
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TABLE XIV 

25% OR HIGHER ACTIVITY SELECTIONS BY EXECUTIVES 
IN ALLTIME CATEGORIES 

I. General Operating Methods: 

6. I encourage innovation. 

Ranked By 25% Or More Executives 

(S) (M) (L) Public Private 

8. 

10. 

11. 

12 . 

21. 

22, 

23. 

24. 

25. 

30. 

37. 

Institutional goals are carefully deter-
mined. 

Institutional goals are primarily 
"understood." 

Institutional goals are the result of 
joint-effort. 

Institutional goals are products of a 
formal process. 

Becoming overly-identified with an idea 
or goal is a problem of mine. 

I feel I am a prime mover in this organ-
ization. 

I consider myself a risk-taker. 

Essentially I work alone. 

I use committees/groups In idea gener-
ation. 

I use committees/groups in setting in-
stitutional goals. 

I use committees/groups in getting 
decisions carried out. 

I find difficult tasks stimulating, 

I view the adoption of one of ray ideas 
as an opportunity to propel the insti-
tution in a new direction. 

II. Idea Generation and Analysis: 

1. I have a formal plan to search for 
information to get ideas* 

2. I have "designed" an information collec-
tion network for my own use. 

3. I use a special system to examine new 
ideas. 

4. I screen ideas systematically. 

5. I systematically test new ideas prior 
to adoption. 

14. 1 encourage individual differences of 
opinion regarding my ideas. 

15. I encourage group differences of 
opinion regarding my ideas. 
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TABLE XIV—Continued 

II. Idea Generation and Analysis - Continued: 

16. I prefer to test my ideas out privately. «. 

/ ruoiic private 

17. When someone else suggests an idea, I 
try to examine the pros and cons. X X X 

18. I encourage others to treat my ideas 
the same way. X X X 

19. I feel that thorough and systematic 
analysis is essential prior to adop-
tion of a new idea. X X X 

20. I feel that prior to final acceptance 
of an idea, pilot testing is necessary. - - - - _ 

III. Idea Irnplementation: 

13. I carefully develop feedback for check-
ing on the progress of a newly adopted 
idea. 

26. I find it difficult to drop an idea 
once action has been started. 

27. Once an idea of mine has been accepted, 
I am responsible for assembling and 
applying all the resources needed for 
ultimate success. 

28. My greatest pleasure is to stay with an 
idea (from its inception) and carry it 
to success. 

29. Once an idea has been accepted, I dele-
gate to others the tasks of developing, 
creating, and assembling whatever pro-
cedures (systems) and resources—human, 
material, financial-—to Insure success. 

33. I find it necessary to have new proce-
dures (systems) and/or strategies to 
carry out a newly adopted idea. 

34. I seek the responsibility for devising 
new systems and strategies to carry out 
my ideas. 

35, I follow progress closely once an idea 
has been adopted and work begins to 
carry it out. 

36. I like to devise special means to mon-
itor the progress of an Idea once set 
in motion. 

IV. Basic Convictions: 

31. I learn from failures. 
X X X 

32. I find devising new procedures (systems) 
and strategies to carry out an idea is 
more challenging than originating the 
Idea. 

38. I find directing the activities of 
others toward the successful achieve-
ment of an idea an exhilarating exper-
ience. 
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the entire top administrative group of participating insti-

tutional executives. Table XIV tabulates those tasks that 

25 per cent or more of those executives have recorded as 

"Alltime." Of the thirty-eight questions or tasks, these 

executives checked fourteen, or 36.8 per cent, of the total. 

There are twenty-four questions which did not elicit as high 

a degree of activity as the other fourteen. Eighteen of 

these were previously excluded and discussed relative to 

Table XIII. The six additional ones involved with Table 

XIV are 

Category" I - General Operating Methods 

- Institutional goals are primarily ' understood' 

(Question 8). 

- I use committees/groups in idea generation 

(Question 23). 

- I find difficult tasks stimulating (Question 

30). 

Category II - Idea Generation and Analysis 

- I systematically test new ideas prior to 

adoption (Question 5). 

Category III - Idea Implementation 

- I seek the responsibility for devising new 

systems and strategies to carry out my ideas 

(Question 34). 
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Category IV - Basic Convictions 

- I find directing the activities of others 

toward the successful achievement of an idea 

an exhilarating experience (Question 38). 

The small institution is more likely to have institu-

tional goals that are primarily understood than either the 

medium or large institution. In small institutions, three 

executives, or 6.5 per cent, indicated an "Alltime" fre-

quency of this activity. More than 44 per cent of all the 

executives reported an "Almost Always" frequency, and 30 

per cent responded "Frequently." 

Relatively few executives of medium and small insti-

tutions exhibited an "Alltime" degree of activity in the 

use of committees/groups for idea generation. The re-

sponses ranged from 7.7 per cent for the medium institutions 

to 8.5 per cent for the small institutions. However, 61.5 

per cent of the executives of medium institutions and 35 

per cent of the executives of large institutions recorded 

a frequency of activity of "Almost Always." 

Just one of the executives, representing a small 

institution, found difficult tasks stimulating all the time. 

More than 85 per cent of all the participating executives 

recorded an activity frequency in the "Sometimes" to 

"Frequently" range. 
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As for the activity of systematically testing new 

ideas prior to adoption, relatively few executives 

exhibited an "Alltime" degree of activity. Yet, in all 

the sample institutions, the responses ranged from 6.4 

per cent in the "Alltime" frequency category for the small 

institution, to 15.4 per cent for the medium institution. 

In the large institutions, 10 per cent of the executives 

also indicated an "Alltime" activity frequency for this 

category. 

The results reveal that seeking responsibility for 

devising new systems and strategies to carry out ideas 

only occurs with small-institution executives. The exec-

utives from neither the medium nor the large institutions 

selected the "Alltime" frequency selection for this task. 

More than 75 per cent of the total executives indicated 

an activity frequency in the "Sometimes" to "Frequently" 

range. 

The evidence shows that the executives, overall, did 

not consider directing the activities of others toward 

the successful achievement of an idea an exhilarating 

experience. Only 15 per cent of the medium-sized insti-

tution execxitives responded "Alltime" to this activity. 

Generally, more than 73 per cent of all the executives 

recorded an activity frequency range of from "Sometimes" 

to "Frequently." 
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Comparative Results Relative to 

Hypothesis Two 

Hypothesis two states there will be no significant 

differences between the perceptions of top executives 

relative to idea generation and strategy implementation 

activities in different types of institutions. This seg-

ment presents the hypothesis results in terms of overall, 

categorical and comparative results. Table IX compares 

the two hypotheses' categorical results for both different 

types and sizes of higher educational institutions. 

Overall results.—The evidence from Table IX indi-

cates that, relative to hypothesis two, there, were no 

significant differences at the 0.05 probability level. 

However, the p value approaches significance with a value 

of 0.056. 

Categorical results.—In the categorical analysis 

(see Appendix E), the comparison between executives of 

public and private institutions reveals that Category I, 

with a 2 value of 0.0017, is statistically significant. 

Statistical Re suit s for Each Activity 

Relative to Hypothesis Two 

Two comparative analyses were made from the responses 

of the executives from public and private institutions of 

higher education. As previously stated in Chapter III, 
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SPSS was used to provide potential areas of significant 

differences between each group being compared. The quali-

fications and application of the MWTJ tests regarding the 

purpose of identifying significant differences were noted 

in Chapter 3 also. 

Top executives compared: the public institution vs. 

the private institution.—The comparison between the percep-

tions of executives of public and private institutions is 

shown in Table XV and Figure IX. Table XV presents the 

data in tabular form, including the MWU results for sig-

nificant differences. Figure IX presents the data in 

graphical form. Significant statistical differences appear 

to exist in six activities. 

Private-institution executives appeared to consider 

themselves risk-takers (Question 21) more than their 

public-institution counterparts. Similarly, the executives 

encouraged innovation (Question 6) more than executives in 

private institutions. 

Institutional goals appeared to be more carefully 

determined (Question 7) by the executives in private 

institutions than by those in the public institutions. 

Similarly, institutional goals appeared to be produced 

through a formal process (Question 10) more often in the 

private institutions than in the public institutions. 
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SUMMARY TABLE FOR QUESTION RESPONSES: 
EXECUTIVES OF PUBLIC VS. EXECUTIVES 

OF PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS 
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Question 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

Choices 
3 4 

3 
9 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
4 
1 
1 
0 
0 
6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
1 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 

9 
12 
12 

5 
3 
0 
1 
4 
1 
2 

40 
0 
0 
0 
4 

22 
1 
1 
0 
2 
3 

31 
1 
0 
6 

24 
17 
13 

1 
0 
0 

14 
6 
7 
0 

11 
2 
2 

33 
19 
32 
12 
17 

5 
8 

12 
5 

11 
27 
12 
18 
1 
9 

36 
0 
1 

12 
32 
25 
34 
10 
2 

13 
38 
34 
24 
14 

6 
8 

38 
43 
31 
22 
30 
17 
11 

17 
18 
18 
22 
25 
6 

20 
23 
13 
13 
6 

18 
34 
15 
12 
8 
7 

13 
19 
25 
31 

9 
31 
20 
18 
10 
11 
30 
28 
23 
14 
17 
25 
29 
28 
26 
38 
26 

13 
13 
11 
28 
28 
41 
23 
34 
33 
29 
2 

34 
23 
40 
34 
6 

49 
42 
32 
20 
18 
1 

33 
31 
29 

6 
15 

8 
34 
42 
39 
10 

5 
11 
26 
10 
21 
33 

5 
8 
2 

13 
7 

28 
28 

3 
28 
25 
1 

15 
4 

23 
21 
1 

23 
22 
17 
1 
3 
0 
5 

24 
12 
1 
2 
4 
2 
9 

19 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
2 
8 

Sums 

80 
79 
79 
80 
80 
80 
80 
77 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
79 
80 
79 
80 
79 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
78 
78 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
79 
80 
80 
80 
80 

P 
Value 

0 . 2 2 9 8 
0 . 2 7 2 0 
0 . 5 6 2 6 
0 . 9 2 7 3 
0 . 6 4 2 3 
0 . 0 2 9 4 
0 . 0 0 0 7 
0 . 6 3 2 4 
0 . 0 8 4 2 
0 . 0 0 3 7 
0 . 7 7 7 0 
0 . 8 6 9 2 
0 . 1 6 3 1 
0 . 7 2 4 3 
0 . 2 4 8 7 
0 . 5 8 7 6 
0 . 0 1 8 3 
0 . 2 3 6 9 
0 . 8 6 1 7 
0 . 3 2 5 0 
0 . 0 0 2 2 
0 . 8 0 8 1 
0 . 1 1 4 7 
0 . 0 5 4 5 
0 . 0 0 8 4 
0 . 9 4 5 5 
0 . 8 3 7 2 
0 . 1 8 9 2 
0 . 2 3 7 8 
0 . 4 2 7 2 
0 . 4 9 4 5 
0 . 8 2 6 4 
0 . 2 4 8 5 
0 . 8 9 0 4 
0 . 5 7 1 4 
0 . 7 0 8 2 
0 . 6 1 4 0 
0 . 2 0 1 3 
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With regard to examining the pros and cons of a 

suggested idea (Question 17), the executives of public 

institutions appeared to take this action more often than 

did the executives in private institutions. However, the 

executives of the private institutions appeared to utilize 

more committees/groups in getting decisions carried out 

(Question 25) than did those in public institutions. 

Hanking' of Activities Based on 

Type of 'Institution 

As was mentioned previously, in order to better anal-

yze the data and to highlight the executives' responses to 

the idea generation and implementation questionnaire 

(Appendix C), the items were grouped into four broad, 

previously listed categories (Appendix S). This categor-

ical grouping comprises the first part of the data analysis, 

Statistical results concerning the second hypothesis 

are found in the second part of the data analysis. These 

results are presented in pertinent tables throughout. 

Important points are then discussed in detail, based on 

information derived from the statistical figures. 

Table XIII indicates those tasks or actions that were 

ranked as "Almost Always" to "Alltime" in frequency of 

activity by 50 per cent or more of the respondent execu-

tives from public and private institutions. Nineteen, or 
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50 per cent, of the thirty-eight tasks listed in the ques-

tionnaire were so identified. The other nineteen tasks or 

actions which did not warrant as high a degree of activity 

are 

Category I_ - General Operating" Methods 

- Becoming overly-identified with an idea or 

goal is a problem of mine (Question 11). 

- I consider myself a risk-taker (Question 21). 

- Essentially I work alone (Question 22). 

- I view the adoption of one of my ideas as an 

opportunity to propel the institution in a new 

direction (Question 37). 

Category II - Idea Generat ion and Analysis 

- I have a formal plan to search for information 

to get ideas (Question 1). 

- I have designed an information collection 

network for my own use (Question 2). 

- I use a special system to examine new ideas 

(Question 3). 

- I systematically test new ideas prior to 

adoption (Question 5). 

- I prefer to test my ideas out privately 

(Question 16). 

- I feel that prior to final acceptance of an 

idea, pilot testing is necessary (Question 20). 
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Category III - Idea Imp lenient at ion 

- I carefully develop feedback for checking on 

the progress of a newly adopted idea (Question 

13). 

- I find it difficult to drop an idea once action 

has been started (Question 26). 

- Once an idea of mine has been accepted, I am 

responsible for assembling and applying all 

the resources needed for ultimate success 

(Question 27). 

- My greatest pleasure is to stay with an idea 

(from its inception) and carry it to success 

(Question 28). 

- I find it necessary to have new procedures 

(systems) and/or strategies to carry out a 

newly adopted idea (Question 33). 

- I seek the responsibility for devising new 

systems and strategies to carry out my ideas 

(Question 34). 

- I follow progress closely once an idea has 

been adopted and work begins to carry it out 

(Question 35). 

- I like to devise special means to monitor the 

progress of an idea once set in motion (Ques-

tion 38). 
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Category IV - Basic Convictions 

- I find devising new procedures (systems) and 

strategies to carry out an idea is more chal-

lenging than originating the idea (Question 

32). 

More than 83 per cent of the executives in both public 

and private institutions indicated that they "Almost Never" 

to "Sometimes" become overly identified with an idea or 

goal. As for considering themselves as risk-takers, 91 per 

cent of the public institution executives recorded feeling 

this way "Sometimes" to "Frequently." More than 55 per cent 

of the private institution executives made similar responses. 

Working alone appeared to be a relatively infrequent activ-

ity for the executives participating in this study, since 

more than 81 per cent of the executives (both public and 

private) indicated an activity frequency in the "Almost 

Never" to "Sometimes" range. 

With regard to viewing the adoption of an idea as an 

opportunity to propel the institution in a new direction, 

it appears that 72 per cent of the executives in public 

institutions indicated that their activity frequency ranged 

from "Sometimes" to "Frequently." More than 65 per cent 

of the private institution executives made similar re-

sponses. Also, more than 62 per cent of the executives, 

both public and private, indicated that they "Sometimes" 
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to "Frequently" use a formal plan in searching for infor-

mation for idea generation. 

Noteworthy is the thought that 32 per cent of the 

executives irom private institutions recorded a frequency 

of "Almost Always" to "Alltime" for the task of using a 

special system to examine new ideas. Thirty-eight per 

cent of these same executives recorded a frequency of 

"Sometimes" to "Frequently." Fifty-seven per cent of the 

executives from public institutions made similar responses. 

Testing ideas out privately seems to be an activity 

sometimes experienced in both public and private institu-

tions. More than 45 per cent of these executives recorded 

an activity frequency of "Sometimes." 

Similarly, the systematic testing of new ideas prior 

to adoption appears to be expressed rather frequently 

also. More than 66 per cent of the executives in both 

public and private type institutions indicated that their 

activity frequency ranged from "Frequently" to "Almost 

Always," 

In like regard, pilot testing, prior to final accep-

tance of an idea, probably occurs frequently in both 

public and private institutions. In the private institu-

tions, there were fourteen, or 29.8 per cent of the 47 

total, who indicated an activity frequency of "Almost 

Always." One executive in a private institution recorded 
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that he performed this activity "Alltime." Forty per cent 

of the executives in both public and private institutions 

selected an activity frequency of "Sometimes." 

Idea generation appears to be more stimulating than 

the implementation of an accepted idea to many executives, 

irrespective of the type of institution. The evidence 

seems positive that the executives, overall, considered 

the origination of ideas more challenging than devising 

the means to execute them. One indication of this view 

comes from the responses of the executives from both pub-

lic and private institutions. Forty-two, or 65 per cent, 

of the eighty executives selected "Almost Never" to "Some-

times" as their degree of activity frequency. Consequently, 

it appears that idea generation is more stimulating than 

the implementation of an accepted idea to many executives, 

regardless of type of institution. 

Tasks Involving Highest Degree 

Of Act ivfity 

On the idea generation and 

naire, response choice six indi 

executive activity for each tas 

indication of those tasks that 

"Almost Always" to "Alltime" le 

per cent of the total tasks lis 

implementation question-

cates the highest degree of 

!k. Table XIII provides an 

appeared to involve an 

vel of activity. Fifty 

fted were identified as 
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falling within this range of executive effort. Since this 

study is concerned with the identification of executives' 

activities, those tasks that appear to reflect an unusually 

high degree of activity are particularly relevant. Accord-

ingly, Tables XIII and XIV provide an insight into the 

activities of public and private higher education institu-

tion executives. Table XIII, like Table XIV, includes 

the top administrative group of participating institutional 

executives. Table XIV tabulates those tasks that 25 per 

cent or more of these executives have recorded as "Alltime.' 

Of the thirty-eight activities, eleven, or 28.9 per cent, 

fall into this category. There are twenty-seven questions 

which did not elicit this high a response frequency; nine-

teen of which were previously excluded and discussed rela-

tive to Table XIII. The eight additional ones associated 

with Table XIV are 

Category I_ - General Operating Methods 

- Institutional goals are primarily "understood" 

(Question 8). 

- I feel I am a prime mover in this institution 

(Question 12). 

- I use committees/groups in idea generation 

(Question 23). 

- I use committees/groups in getting decisions 

carried out (Question 25). 
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- I find difficult tasks stimulating (Question 

30). 

Category I_I - Idea Generation and Analysis 

— I screen ideas systematically (Question 4). 

Category III - Idea Implementation 

- Once an idea has been accepted, I delegate to 

others the tasks of developing, creating, and 

assembling whatever procedures (systems) and 

resources human, material, financial—to insure 

success (Question 29). 

Category IV - Basic Convictions 

— I find directing the activities of others to-

ward the successful achievement of an idea an 

exhilarating experience (Question 38). 

With regard to the issue of institutional goals being 

primarily 'understood,' it appears that more than 44 per 

cent of the executives in both public and private institu-

tions indicated an activity frequency of "Almost Always." 

Three executives in private institutions recorded an 

activity frequency of "Alltime." 

The evidence reveals that 18.8 per cent of the execu-

tives in both public and private institutions felt that 

they were the prime mover in their institutions. More than 

65 per cent indicated their frequency on the activity 

ranged from "Frequently" to "Almost Always." 
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Using committees/groups in getting decisions carried 

out appears to be frequently experienced in all the institu-

tions in the study. More than 81 per cent of all the 

executives recorded an activity frequency ranging from 

"Frequently" to "Almost Always." 

Eighty-one per cent of the executives, both public and 

private, appeared to find difficult tasks stimulating 

Frequently" to "Almost Always." Twelve per cent of the 

executives in private institutions recorded an activity 

frequency of "Alltime." Only nine per cent of the public 

institution executives made similar responses. The evi-

dence reveals that more than 62 per cent of the executives 

in both public and private instittions responded with an 

activity frequency range from "Frequently" to "Almost 

Always" on the task, "I screen ideas systematically." 

To delegate to others the tasks of developing, creating, 

and assembling the necessary procedures (systems) and re-

sources human, material, financial— for success, appears 

to be exhibited all the time by a relatively few executives 

of either public or private institutions. However, more 

than 67 per cent of these executives recorded an activity 

frequency ranging from "Sometimes" to "Frequently." 

General Discussion 

The overall responses of the top administrators, those 

responsible for the administration of the institutions in 
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this research, indicate that the study was effective and 

will add to our general fund of knowledge. 

A summary table and an activity profile; are presented 

in Tables XVI and Figure X. This table and figure are keyed 

to the responses the executives made to the thirty-eight 

questions on the idea generation and implementation ques-

tionnaire (Appendix C). Greater activity in a particular 

task, such an encouraging innovation, is revealed by mean 

scores above the 3.5 position; lesser activity, by those 

scores below the 3.5 position. Separate activity profiles 

for the executives of small, medium and large institutions 

are provided by Figures I, II, and III; and for public 

and private institutions by Figures IV and V. 

Most Actively Performed Tasks 

Those tasks that appear to have attracted the highest 

degree of executive activity regardless of the size of the 

institution are identified in Table XIII. A brief summary 

follows 

Category 1̂  - General Operating Methods 

- Institutional goals are carefully determined 

(Question 7). 

- Institutional goals are the result of joint-

effort (Question 9). 
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SUMMARY TABLE FOR QUESTION RESPONSES: 
COMPOSITE RESULTS 
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Q u e s t i o n C h o i c e s 
3 4 6 

Sums Means 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
1 8 • 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

3 
9 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
4 
1 
1 
0 
0 
6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
1 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 

9 
12 
12 

5 
3 
0 
1 
4 
1 
2 

40 
0 
0 
0 
4 

22 
1 
1 
0 
2 
3 

31 
1 
0 
6 

24 
17 
13 

1 
0 
0 

14 
6 
7 
0 

11 
2 
2 

33 
19 
32 
12 
17 

5 
8 

12 
5 

11 
27 
12 
18 

1 
9 

36 
0 
1 

12 
32 
25 
34 
10 
2 

13 
38 
34 
24 
14 
6 
8 

38 
43 
31 
22 
30 
17 
11 

17 
18 
18 
22 
25 
6 

20 
23 
13 
13 
6 

18 
34 
15 
12 
8 
7 

13 
19 
25 
31 

9 
31 
20 
18 
10 
11 
30 
28 
23 
14 
17 
25 
29 
28 
26 
38 
26 

13 
13 
11 
28 
28 
41 
23 
34 
33 
29 
2 

34 
23 
4 0 
34 

6 
49 
42 
32 
20 
18 

1 
33 
31 
29 

6 
15 

8 
34 
42 
39 
10 

5 
11 
26 
10 
21 
33 

5 
8 
2 

13 
7 

28 
28 

3 
28 
25 

1 
15 

4 
23 
21 

1 
23 
22 
17 

1 
3 
0 
5 

24 
12 

1 
2 
4 
2 
9 

19 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
2 
8 

80 
79 
79 
80 
80 
80 
80 
77 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
79 
80 
79 
80 
79 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
78 
78 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 
79 
80 
80 
80 
80 

3 . 5 4 
3 . 4 8 
3 . 3 3 
4 . 4 0 
4 . 2 4 
5 . 1 5 
4 . 8 6 
4 . 2 2 
5 . 0 3 
4 . 8 0 
2 . 5 6 
4 . 6 1 
4 . 1 2 
5 . 0 8 
4 . 7 4 
2 . 8 6 
5 . 1 6 
5 . 0 5 
4 . 6 8 
3 . 8 3 
3 . 9 1 
2 . 6 5 
4 . 3 9 
4 . 9 5 
4 . 3 6 
2 . 9 9 
3 . 3 5 
3 . 54 
4 . 2 4 
4 . 6 8 
4 . 8 6 
3 . 3 2 
3 . 4 0 
3 . 6 0 
4 . 1 5 
3 . 4 6 
4 . 0 5 
4 . 4 2 
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Institutional goals are products of a formal 

process (Question 10). 

- I use committees/groups in setting institution 

goals (Question 24). 

Category II - Idea Generation and Analysis 

- I encourage individual/group differences of 

opinion regarding my ideas (Questions 14 and 

15). 

- When someone else suggests an idea, I try to 

examine the pros and cons (Question 17). 

- I encourage others to treat my ideas in the 

same way (Question 18). 

- I feel that thorough and systematic analysis 

is essential prior to adoption of a new idea 

(Question 19). 

Those tasks appearing to attract the highest degree 

of executive activity in all institutions regardless of type 

are identified in Table XIV and summarized below 

Category I - General Operating Methods 

- Institutional goals are the result of joint-

effort (Question 9). 

Category II - Idea Generation and Analysis 

I encourage individual/group differences of 

opinion regarding my ideas (Questions 14 and 

15). 
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Category IV - Basic Convict'ion s 

- I learn from failures (Question 31). 

Less Actively Performed Tasks 

Those tasks that appear to have attracted the least 

degree of executive activity in all institutions regardless 

of type and size are shown below 

Category I_ - General Operating Methods 

- Becoming overly-identified with an idea or goal 

is a problem of mine (Question 11). 

- Essentially I work alone (Question 22). 

Category 11 — Idea Generat ion and Analysis 

- I prefer to test my ideas out privately (Ques-

t ion 16). 

Category III - Idea Imp!ement at ion 

- ^ fifld it difficult to drop an idea once action 

has been started (Question 26). 

Differences in Activities 

The differences that exist in the degree of activity 

for specific tasks of top executives in different sizes and 

types o.f institutions is illustrated in pertinent tablesiand 

graphs (profiles) throughout this chapter. In Table XVII 

overall, as well as categorical (Appendix E), results are 

presented. 
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TABLE XVII 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES FOR CATEGORIES OF 
ACTIVITIES AND OVERALL RESULTS BY 

SIZE AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION 

Hypothesis 2 Hypothesis 2 

Category 

Small 
vs 

Medium 

Small 
vs 

Large 

Medium 
vs 

Large 

Public 
vs 

Private 

.... I . . . - Sig. - Sig. 

II 
- . — - . — 

III 
- . — - . — 

IV CJ-j Q> — Dig. — 

Overall 

Sig. - — 
Sig. - — 

In Table XVIII, a composite of these differences is 

presented. The existence of significant differences was 

determined by the Mann-Whitney II Test, Several significant 

differences were found. The greatest number of significant 

differences is between executives of public and private 

institutions, followed by the differences between small and 

large institutions. The least number of significant dif-

ferences is between the executives of medium and large 

institutions. 
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TABLE XVIII 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN THE ACTIVITIES 
OF EXECUTIVES BY SIZE AND TYPE 

OF INSTITUTION 

Size of 
Institution 

S S M 
vs vs vs 
M L L Total 

Type of 
Institution 

Public 
vs 

Private 

Significant Differences 

I. General Operat ing 
Methods 

II . Idea Generation 
and Analysis 

III. Idea Implementation 

IV. Basic Convictions 

0 0 

0 1 

0 1 

0 

0 

0 

Total 6 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

6 

Of the executive groups compared by size, nine specific 

tasks were determined to involve significant differences. 

Of the nine differences, seven, or 77.8 per cent, were con-

cerned with general operating methods; one, or 11.1 per cent 

with basic convictions. 

Of the two groups of public and private institution 

executives compared, six specific tasks were determined to 

involve significant differences. Of the seven significant 

activity differences, five, or 84 per cent, were concerned 
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with general operating methods; and one, or 16 per cent, 

with idea generation and analysis. 

Just as individual executives differ, so do institu-

tions of higher education. This research focuses on 

specific activities of the top higher education executives 

of selected institutions. The purpose of the focus is to 

identify more precisely individual component tasks that 

appear to be most important to successful performance. The 

responses of the sample executives provide a means for 

identifying those specific activities considered to be 

particularly important in the day-in, day-out performance 

of the individual. Presented in graphical format, an 

overall activity profile of top administrators has emerged. 

The various examinations of separate profiles of the top 

executives of small, medium, large, public and private 

institutions have highlighted both recurring activity 

patterns as well as certain important differences. 

Summary 

Chapter IV has presented the questionnaire responses 

by both size and type of institution as well as by position 

(presidents and vice presidents). The age range of the 

executives is also presented according to institution type 

and size as well as by position. The data analyses demon-

strate comparative results relative to hypotheses one and 

two. These analyses (overall results, categorical results 
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and general analyses of activities by size and type of 

institution) reveal that some differences exist in the 

idea generation and implementation activities of top 

executives of differing types and sizes of higher education 

institutions. Finally, a statistical breakdown for each 

hypothesis disclosed both the most actively and least 

actively performed tasks. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study is to gather and to analyze 

data from different sizes and types of higher education 

institutions in order to identify differences and similar-

ities that may exist between the perceptions of top execu-

tives relative to idea generation and strategy implementation 

activities in the administration of institutions of higher 

education in Texas. In order to carry out the purpose of 

this study, two hypotheses were tested concerning the per-

ceptions of top executives (presidents and vice presidents) 

relative to idea generation and strategy implementation 

activities in institutions of higher education in Texas. 

Type and size of the institution are the primary factors 

involved with these two hypotheses. 

A minimum return of 20 per cent of the questionnaires 

for each size and type category was required for continuing 

the study. The final questionnaire return was more than 

62 per cent overall. 

Top executives in this study represent the top lead-

ership level consisting of chief executive officers 

115 
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(presidents and chancellors) and chief executive officers 

for academic affairs (vice presidents) from all sixty-four 

four-year and graduate institutions in the state of Texas 

as listed in Texas Higher Educat ion Directory, 1982-1983 (1), 

The instrument was judged by a panel of statisticians, 

professors from the Division of Higher Education and pro-

fessors from the College of Business Administration at 

North Texas State University. Included in the final in-

strument are those items approved by the panel and thus 

considered appropriate to the study (Appendix C). 

Institutions in the study population are classified 

according to type of institution (i.e., public four-year 

and graduate institutions and private four—year and graduate 

institutions) and according to size of institution (small, 

under 5000 students; medium, 5000-9999 students; and large, 

10000 students or more). The instrument was mailed with 

an appropriate cover letter to each top executive in the 

population sample. Follow—up letters were sent when nec-

essary. At the conclusion of the data—gathering phase, 

results were tabulated, graphed, highlighted and entered 

into computer programs that are designed to provide the mean, 

mode, median, sample size, deviation and, where appropriate, 

MWXJ tests. All statistically significant relationships are 

reported and discussed, using both graphical and tabxilar 

representations of the results. Results significant at the 
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0.05 level of significance and beyond are interpreted as 

being statistically significant. The following sections of 

this chapter present a summary of the major findings of 

this study. 

Findings 

The results of this study provide information that, 

until now, has not been available in the field of higher 

education administration. In particular, this study demon-

strates how the responding top executives view the differ-

ent activities employed in idea generation and strategy 

implementation in the administration of institutions of 

higher education in Texas. Possible differences and 

similarities of the top executives' perceptions are re-

vealed in the activities utilized by executives in executing 

their jobs in different sizes and types of institutions. 

The findings of this study are divided into three 

sections. The first section relates to the statistical 

analysis of the activities of top executives. The most 

and least actively performed tasks are presented in the 

second section, while the third section summarizes the 

findings. 

Analytical Data 

Relative to the study's two hypotheses, the following 

findings stem from a statistical analysis of the data 
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obtained from the executives' responses concerning their 

perceptions concerning the activities involved in idea 

generation and strategy implementaion. The overall results 

and categorical results are shown for significant differ-

ences. 

In reference to the possible existence of significant 

differences between different—sized institutions' top 

executives' perceptions (hypothesis one), the overall 

results reveal that there are no significant differences 

at the 0.05 probability (p) level between the activities 

of top executives in small vs. medium or medium vs. large 

institutions. However, the activities of executives of 

small vs. large institutions are statistically significantly 

different. Additionally, categorical results demonstrate 

no significant differences in any of the four categories 

(Appendix E) for executives of small vs. medium institutions, 

whereas a comparison between small- vs. large-institution 

executives shows a significant difference for Category I 

(general operating methods) and for Category IV (basic 

convictions). The comparison between executives of medium 

vs. large institutions shows Category IV (basic convictions) 

is the only category which is statistically significant. 

The least number of significant differences is found between 

the executives of the medium and large institutions. In 

a comparison of the three groups perceptions, nine specific 
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tasks have significant differences among the groups. These 

nine tasks are listed below 

1) Innovation is encouraged. 

2) Institutional goals are carefully determined. 

3) Institutional goals are products of a formal 

process. 

4) The executives feel they are prime movers in their 

institutions. 

5) They also consider themselves risk-takers. 

6) Committees/groups are used in setting institu-

tional goals. 

7) Committees/groups are used in getting decisions 

carried out. 

8) Progress of an adopted idea is closely followed 

once work has begun to carry it out. 

9) Directing the activities of others toward the 

successful achievement of an idea is an exhilar-

ating experience. 

Hypothesis two considers the possible existence of 

significant differences between the perceptions of top 

executives in different types of higher education institu-

tions—those from public institutions and those from 

private institutions. Overall results reveal that there 

are no significant differences. 
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Relative to categorical results (Appendix E), the 

comparison between the perceptions of executives of public 

and private institutions reveals that only Category I 

(general operating methods) is statistically significant. 

Of the two groups compared, the following six specific tasks 

involve significant differences. 

1) Innovation is encouraged. 

2) Institutional goals are carefully determined. 

3) Institutional goals are products of a formal 

process. 

4) When an idea is suggested, the pros and cons are 

examined. 

4) The executives consider themselves risk-takers. 

5) Committees/groups are used in getting decisions 

carried out. 

Again, in reference to hypothesis one, seven or 77.8 

per cent of the nine significant activity differences are 

concerned with general operating methods; one or 11.1 per 

cent, with idea implementation; and one or 11.1 per cent, 

with idea generation. In reference to hypothesis two, of 

the six significant differences, five or 84 per cent are 

concerned with general operating methods and one or 16 per 

cent, with idea generation and analysis. 
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Most Act ively Performed Tasks 

The following findings appear to reflect the activities 

that all the institution executives, regardless of size and 

type, perceive as requiring the highest degree of executive 

action. 

1) Institutional goals are carefully determined. 

2) Institutional goals are the result of joint-effort. 

3) Institutional goals are the product of a formal 

process. 

4) Individual differences or opinion regarding an 

idea are encouraged. 

5) Group differences of opinion regarding an idea are 

also encouraged. 

6) When someone else suggests an idea, the pros and 

cons are examined by the executives. 

7) They also encourage others to treat their own 

ideas in the same way. 

8) Thorough and systematic analysis is considered 

essential prior to adoption of a new idea. 

9) Committees/groups are used in setting institu-

tional goals. 

10) Failures are instructive. 

Least Actively Performed Tasks 

Those tasks appearing to attract the least degree of 

executive activity in all institutions, regardless of type 
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and size number four. For the sake of brevity, they are 

summarized below 

1) Becoming overly-identified with an idea or goal 

is not considered a problem. 

2) Testing ideas out privately is not usually pre-

ferred. 

3) Working alone is not a preferred activity. 

4) Dropping an idea once action has been started is 

not difficult. 

Summary of Findings 

The following statements summarize the findings about 

the top executives' perceptions concerning idea generation 

and strategy implementation activities as defined in this 

study. Those specific tasks that involve significant 

differences are as follows 

1) In small institutions vs. medium institutions, 

a) Innovation is encouraged; 

b) The executives feel that they are prime 

movers in their institutions. 

2) In small insitutions vs. large institutions, 

a) Institutional goals are carefully determined; 

b) Institutional goals are products of a formal 

process; 

c) The executives consider themselves risk-takers; 
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d) Committees/groups are used in getting de-

cisions carried out; 

e) Once an idea is adopted and work has begun 

to carry it out, its progress is followed 

closely; 

f) Directing the activities of others towards 

the successful achievement of an idea is 

considered an exhilarating experience. 

3) In medium institutions vs. large institutions, 

a) Committees/groups are used in setting insti-

tutional goals. 

4) In public institutions vs. private institutions, 

a) Innovation is encouraged; 

b) Institutional goals are carefully determined; 

c) Institutional goals are products of a formal 

process; 

d) The executives consider themselves risk-

takers; 

e) The executives try to examine the pros and 

cons of a suggested idea; 

f) Committees/groups are used in getting de-

cisions carried out. 

Discussion of Findings 

Executives of both small and private institutions 

value innovation to a significant extent. A significant 
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number of executives from small institutions feel that they 

are prime movers in their institutions, compared with those 

in medium institutions. 

Because of the nature of the size and type of the above 

institutions, innovation is done effectively in these 

schools. This means that the administration is often ex-

pected to take the initiative in improving the operations 

and results through implementing innovation and change. 

This procedure involves choosing among alternatives, and 

it encompasses innovation. One must do some planning in 

order to innovate effectively. All of these functions can 

be carried out in a relatively democratic manner. In con-

trast to large institutions, the executives in small in-

stitutions see themselves as prime movers because of the 

nature of operations. These institutions are character-

ized by fewer people working together, close communications, 

and a system of closer relationships between superiors and 

subordinates. 

The executives from a significant number of both 

small and private institutions believe that goals should 

be carefully determined. In addition, institutional goals 

are perceived to be established through formal processes, 

in contrast to the perceptions of those executives in large 

and public institutions. 
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This means that the organizing function involves the 

determination and enumeration of activities necessary to 

carry out plans. Sometimes all of these are referred to 

as authority relationships or institutional structure or 

design. This result does not match the expectation of the 

researcher and in the practical world rarely exists. 

The public institutions' executives, to a significant 

extent, reported that they attempted to examine the pros 

and cons when considering someone else's ideas. This 

finding seems to indicate the perceived importance of the 

decentralization of authority and the ability to delegate 

responsibilities in executing jobs and missions. 

The executives of both small and private institutions 

consider themselves risk-takers to a significant extent, 

in contrast to large and public institution executives. 

This leads to the belief that initiative may be highly 

prized by executives in the decision-making progress. It 

appears that those executives in large and public institu-

tions prefer to run their institutions in a formal and more 

democratic (participative) manner. 

A significant number of executives of medium 

sized institutions believe that the institutional goals 

should be set through the use of committees/groups, con-

trasting with the beliefs of executives in large institu-

tions. In addition, both small and private institutional 



126 

executives to a significant extent believe that committees/ 

groups should be used to carry out decisions in their 

institutions. This leads to the belief that executives in 

medium-sized institutions use a more decentralized approach 

to setting institutional goals, while the small and private 

institutions are more decentralized in carrying out their 

established goals. 

A significant number of executives from small insti-

tutions believe that they follow the progress of an adopted 

idea closely once action on it is initiated. They also con-

sider it an exhilarating experience to direct the activities 

of others toward the successful achievement of an idea. 

Accountability, which is one of the important functions of 

executives, seems to be accomplished. Control and follow-up 

on progress are complementary to the planning function. 

Administrators should be accountable for their actions. 

Also, these traits all imply that leadership qualitites may 

be practiced as well as valued by the executives in these 

types of institutions. In addition, the importance of 

thorough analysis, prior adoption of a new idea, learning 

from failures and respecting individual/groups' opinions 

regarding an idea are valued similarly by executives from 

small, medium and large institutions. 
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Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

general conclusions about the perceptions of top executives 

conerning idea generation and strategy implementation 

activities appear to be warranted 

1) Executives appear to govern institutions of higher 

education in a bold and aggressive manner. Activ-

ities involved are valuing, innovation, risk-

taking, prime moving and directing others to 

accomplish their jobs. 

2) Collegiate governing and democratic management 

seem to prevail even in bold leadership. Activ-

ities reported include delegating authority, 

respecting the sharing of power, and using 

specialized committees for setting and carrying 

out goals; all of which are generally associated 

with participative management. 

*->) Top executives seem to believe in the importance 

of monitoring for accountability. They appear 

to be highly concerned about accomplishing insti-

tutional goals and seem to feel the need to demon-

strate that the actual achievement of the proposed 

goals has been accomplished. 
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Implications 

This study gives a new understanding of how idea gen-

eration and strategy implementation occur at the top 

executive level. As the knowledge and understanding of this 

subject is advanced, the likelihood of strengthening and 

improving the process will be measurably increased. This, 

in turn, will lead to better performance in this vital 

area of executive action. 

It is well known that some higher education institu-

tions are more successful than others (in academic or 

financial terms) and that executives exhibit varying de-

grees of skill in fulfilling their roles. Personality 

trait studies on these executives have not proved useful in 

consistently predicting their potential success of failure. 

Today, more than ever before, leadership appears to be cast 

in a contingency model. This is most likely due to the 

growing number of complexities in society in such areas as 

economics, politics and technology. Increasingly, it 

appears that the top executives are affected by their 

followers and that the followers, in turn, are affected 

by the top executives. Conjunction-ally, all are affected 

by the institutional environment itself as well as envir-

onmental (outside) influences of all magnitudes and dur-

ation . 
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The review of the literature, found in Chapter II, 

highlights the fact that while much has been learned about 

executives and "their worlds" or work, there remains a 

deep concern over the "gaps" in this subject matter. 

Despite extensive research efforts, there still exist sub-

stantial deficits in the knowledge and understanding of 

what executives actually do. Such "gaps" interfere with an 

appreciation and understanding of the important functions 

of the execut ive. 

Recommendations For Further Study 

First of all, further studies should be conducted with 

large samples. These further studies could be further 

enhanced by including either a one-cluster study or a 

nationwide study to cover a variety of institutions in the 

sample. Secondly, studies should be conducted concerning 

the activities of top executives in order to reveal the 

differences between presidential and vice-presidential 

activities dealing with both strategic planning and strategy 

implementation. Finally, further studies could be done 

comparing the leadership factors affecting leaders in idea-

generation and strategy-implementation activities. 
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Dear 

I am a doctoral candidate at North Texas State Univer-
sity, pursuing : a degree in higher education administration. 
At the present time, I aril in the process of preparing a 
dissertation proposal titled, "Strategic Planning and 
Strategic Implementation: A Study of Top Administration 
in Selected Institutions of Higher Education in Texas." 

You have been selected as one of the judges to review 
the attached questionnaire and make necessary corrections 
and suggestions. Your comments and suggestions will be 
very helpful for validating this instrument. 

The purpose of this study will be an attempt to gather 
and contrast data from different sizes and types of higher 
educational institutions to identify differences that may 
exist between the activities of top executives (presidents 
and vice presidents) relative to idea generation and strat-
egy implementation in the administration of institutions 
of higher education. 

Please state your ideas as specifically as possible. 
Your cooperation is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Rasoul Afifi 

Approved: 
Dr. Dwane Kingery, Major Professor 
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Dear Top Executive (President/Vice President): 

Your institution has been selected as representative 
of colleges and universities in Texas. You, as a top 
executive, are invited to respond anonymously to the 
enclosed questionnaire which is part of a dissertation 
research project concerning activities of top executives 
in institutions of higher education. 

The study is concerned with strategic planning and 
strategy implementation in the administration of higher 
educational institutions. This study seeks to identify 
differences that may exist between the activities of top 
executives (presidents, vice presidents) relative to idea 
generation and strategic implementation. Strict confiden-
tiality willjbe adhered to in gathering and publishing the 
results. 

By sharing your experiences, you will help provide 
valuable information necessary for the completion of this 
study. Please complete the questionnaire which is enclosed, 
Thank you for your cooperation. Your early response will 
be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Rasoul Afifi 

RArram 
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A STUDY OF TOP ADMINISTRATION IN SELECTED INSTITUTIONS 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE STATE OF TEXAS 

CONCERNING STRATEGIC PLANNING AND 
STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION 

The following questions are related to the generation 
of new ideas—which may be in the form of new institution 
GOALS, or NEW PROGRAMS or SERVICES or new institution 
STRUCTURES or PROCEDURES (SYSTEMS) or new STRATEGIES—and 
how they are examined, accepted (or rejected) and carried 
out to successful completion. 

Please answer each question from the standpoint of how 
you or the institution NORMALLY performs, day-in and day-
out, in the great majority of cases. You are being asked 
to identify the level of activity that seems to be the 
most appropriate for each question. 

Each question is to be evaluated on the basis of the 
following scale, from 1 to 6. Please indicate your choice 
in whole numbers ONLY: do not place a mark between two 
numbers. The scale is as follows: 

Almost Almost 
Never Never Sometimes Frequently Always Alltime 

6 

1. I have a formal plan to search 
for information to get ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. I have "designed" an information 
collection network for my own use. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. I use a special system to exam-
ine new ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. I screen ideas systematically. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. I systematically test new ideas 
prior to adoption. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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6. I encourage innovation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. Institutional goals are care-
fully determined. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. Institutional goals are pri-
marily "understood." 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. Institutional goals are the 
result of joint effort. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Institutional goals are pro-
ducts of a formal process. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. Becoming overly-identified 
with an idea or goal is a 
problem of mine. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. I feel I am a prime mover in 
this institution. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13. I carefully develop feedback 
for checking on the progress of 
a newly adopted idea. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. I encourage individual differ-
ences of opinion regarding my 
ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. I encourage group differences 
of opinion regarding my ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. I prefer to test my ideas out 
privately. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. When someone else suggests an 
idea, I try to examine the 
pros and cons. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

18. I encourage others to treat 
my ideas in the same way. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. I feel that thorough and sys-
tematic analysis is essential 
prior to adoption of a new 
idea. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

20. I feel that prior to final 
acceptance of an idea, pilot 
testing is necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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21. I consider myself a risk-taker. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

22. Essentially I work alone. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

23. I use committees/groups in 
idea generation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

24. I use committees/groups in 
setting institution goals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

25. I use committees/groups in 
getting decisions carried 
out. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

26. I find it difficult to drop 
an idea once action has 
been started. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

27. Once an idea of mine has 
been accepted, I am respon-
sible for assembling and 
applying all the resources 
needed for ultimate success. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

28. My greatest pleasure is to 
stay with an idea (from its 
inception) and carry it to 
success. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

29. Once an idea has been accepted, 
I delegate to others the tasks 
of developing, creating, and 
assembling whatever procedures 
(systems) and resources—human 
material, financial—to insure 
success. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

30. I find difficult tasks stimu-
lating. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

31. I learn from failure. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

32. I find devising new procedures 
(systems) and strategies to 
carry out an idea is more chal-
lenging than originating the 
idea. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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33. I find it necessary to have 
new procedures (systems) and/or 
strategies to carry out a newly 
adopted idea. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

34. I seek the responsibility for 
devising new systems and strat-
egies to carry out my ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

35. I follow progress closely once 
an idea has been adopted and 
work begins to carry it out. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

36. I like to devise special means 
to monitor the progress of an 
idea once set in motion. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

37. I view the adoption of one of 
my ideas as an opportunity to 
propel the institution in a 
new direction. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

38. I find directing the activities 
of others toward the successful 
achievement of an idea an exhil-
arating experience. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Please answer the following additional questions: 

1. Sex: Male Female 

2. Age: Less than 30 30-40 41-50 

51-60 Over 60 

3. Type of Institution: Public Private 

4. Number of students enrolled in fall semester, 1982 

(head count, all categoreis of students): 

a. Less than 5,000 (small) 

b . 5,000 - 9,999 (medium) 

c . 10,000 or more (large) 
5. Present position: • 

Comments: 
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Dear 

The data collection phase of the dissertation research 
project concerning strategic planning and strategy imple-
mentation in the administration of higher educational 
institutions is nearing completion. Your completed 
questionnaire is not among the data in my files. 

Your views on the activities of top executives as 
concerns strategic planning and strategy implementation 
in the administration of institutions of higher education 
is very important to this study. Please complete the 
attached questionnaire and send it to me by return mail 
in the stamped envelope provided. 

Thank you for your kindness in completing and returning 
this form to me as promptly as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 

Rasoul Afifi 

Dwane Kingery, 
Major Professor 
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CLASSIFICATION OF QUESTIONS BY 

SELECTED CATEGORIES 

I. General Operating Methods 

6. I encourage innovation. 

7. Institutional goals are carefully determined. 

8. Institution goals are primarily "understood." 

9. Institution goals are the result of joint-effort. 

10. Institutional goals are products of a formal process. 

11. Becoming overly-identified with an idea or goal is 

a problem of mine. 

12. I feel I am a prime mover in this institution. 

21. I consider myself a risk-taker. 

22. Essentially I work alone. 

23. I use committees/groups in idea generation. 

24. I use committees/groups in setting institution goals, 

25. I use committees/groups in getting decisions carried 

out. 

30. I find difficult tasks stimulating. 

37. I view the adoption of one of my ideas as an oppor-

tunity to propel the institution in a new direction. 

II. Idea Geiier at ion and Analy sis 

1. I have a formal plan to search for information to 

get ideas. 



144 

2. I have "designed" an information collection net-

work for ray own use. 

3. I use a special system to examine new ideas. 

4. I screen ideas systematically. 

5. I systematically test new ideas prior to adoption. 

14. I encourage individual differences of opinion 

regarding my ideas. 

15. I encourage group differences of opinion regarding 

my ideas. 

16. I prefer to test my ideas out privately. 

17. When someone else suggests an idea, I try to examine 

the pros and cons. 

18. I encourage others to treat my ideas in the same 

way. 

19. I feel that thorough and systematic analysis is 

essential prior to adoption of a new idea. 

20. I feel that prior to final acceptance of an idea, 

pilot testing is necessary. 

III. Idea Implementation 

13. I carefully develop feedback for checking on the 

progress of a newly adopted idea. 

26. I find it difficult to drop an idea once action has 

been started. 

27. Once an idea of mine has been accepted, I am respon-

sible for assembling and applying all the resources 

needed for ultimate success. 
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28. My greatest pleasure is to stay with an idea 

(from its inception) and carry it to success. 

29. Once an idea has been accepted, I delegate to 

others the tasks of developing, creating, and 

assembling whatever procedures (systems) and 

resources—human material, financial—to insure 

success. 

33. I find it necessary to have new procedures 

(systems) and/or strategies to carry out a 

newly adopted idea. 

34. I seek the responsibility for devising new 

systems and strategies to carry out my ideas. 

35. I follow progress closely once an idea has been 

adopted and work begins to carry it out. 

36. I like to devise special means to monitor the 

progress of an idea once set in motion. 

IV. Basic Convictions: 

31. I learn from failures. 

32. I find devising new procedures (systems) and 

strategies to carry out an idea is more chal-

lenging than originating the idea. 

38. I find directing the activities of others to-

ward the successful achievement of an idea an 

exhilarating experience. 
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