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ABSTRACT 

More than 300 years after the founding of the first American institution of higher 

education, developing students into future leaders remains a central objective of contemporary 

colleges and universities (Astin, 1993; Johnson, 2000; Komives, Lucas, & McMahon, 2007). In 

the modern university setting, a significant amount of leadership training and development is 

accomplished outside the classroom in the co-curricular arena; much of this work is now in the 

province of student affairs professionals responsible for leadership training and development. 

Many of these professionals prepared for this aspect of their roles while on the job via campus-

based professional education and development and at conferences hosted by professional 

organizations. Historically, these professional associations have played a key role in establishing 

leadership education as a priority in student affairs, informing professionals’ knowledge and 

understanding of leadership concepts and theories, and advancing the emerging profession of 

leadership education.  

Limited effort has been made to document the work of professional organizations in 

advancing leadership education, thus the purpose of this study is to document the role student 

affairs professional organizations and individuals played in the latter half of the 20th century to 

advance collegiate student leadership education programs. The historical narrative relies on 

sources from the National Student Affairs Archives located in Bowling Green, Ohio, and 

interviews with key individuals active during the timeframe investigated.  

Understanding the formalization of student affairs practitioners as leadership educators 

offers the opportunity to recognize individuals and organizations significant in the process, 

identify gaps in the scholarship, inform academic preparation programs, shape the efforts of 

professional organizations, and mold the programmatic efforts facilitated daily on college 
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campuses. This historical investigation brings attention to William A. Overholt’s monograph 

Towards a Modern Concept of Leadership (1970) and demonstrates how student affairs 

professional organizations and key individuals across the professional organizations such as 

Dennis C. “Denny” Roberts as well as the volunteers of the ACPA Commission IV Leadership 

Task Force and the InterAssociation Leadership Project shaped student leadership training, 

education, and development in higher education between the mid-1970s and the early 1990s. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Leadership Development in Higher Education 

Leadership development is at the root of American higher education, remaining a central 

and desired outcome of attending college. The call for institutions of higher education to 

cultivate leaders is clear and approaches to tackling this function, though not always obvious, are 

present across American campuses. Since the 1980s, the number and variety of formalized 

leadership programs in higher education has mushroomed. This growth is a demonstration of the 

perceived need and value of these programs (Guthrie & Jenkins, 2018; Komives, Dugan, Owen, 

Slack, Wagner, & Associates, 2011). The traditionally held stance among educators and scholars 

is that leadership is a learned process; it is also believed that institutions of higher education can 

and do influence the development of leadership efficacy and skills in students (Guthrie, Bertrand 

Jones, Osteen, & Hu, 2013; Astin et al., 2000; Brungardt, Moore, Gould, & Potts, 1998; Parks, 

2005). Also, recent research demonstrates and supports the capacity of higher education to 

produce leaders, noting the college environment is uniquely suited for developing future leaders 

(Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999) and that individuals are personally responsible for 

developing their leadership capacities (Komives & Carpenter, 2009). 

Much of what happens with leadership training, education, and development, referred to 

collectively as leadership learning in this document, is accomplished outside the classroom in the 

co-curricular components of the collegiate experience. Yet, with increasing frequency, 

institutions have established leadership studies programs in the classrooms to cultivate learning 

around leadership theory and practice (Riggio, Ciulla, & Sorenson, 2003; Rost, 1991). As a 
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result, student affairs professionals are often called to lead and partner with the disciplines to 

facilitate classroom-based leadership learning. 

In the summer of 2016 I happen to be visiting a colleague while the members of the Inter-

Association Leadership Education Collaborative (ILEC) were meeting in the Stamp Memorial 

Union on the University of Maryland College Park campus. Through this serendipitous event, I 

discovered individuals representing the American Association of University Women (AAUW), 

College Student Educators International (ACPA), Association of College Unions International 

(ACUI), Association of Leadership Educators (ALE), International Leadership Association 

(ILA), National Association of Campus Activities (NACA), National Association of Student 

Personnel Administrators (NASPA), and National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs 

(NCLP) met regularly to discuss how leadership education organizations and associations can 

and should contribute to the betterment of society and cultivate sustainable change (ILEC Final 

Report, 2016). Collectively, this group produced a document outlining the priorities and critical 

considerations for leadership educators and learning beyond 2016.  

This is not the first time higher education and student affairs professional associations 

have gathered to address the call to cultivate leadership and generate graduates with the potential 

to productively lead the United States forward. Across the history of the United States, 

institutions of higher learning have responded to the public cry to produce leaders. Following the 

student unrest of the 1960s, the federal government, local communities, and philanthropic 

organizations increasingly looked to colleges and institutions to be the producers of leadership 

for the next generation.  

As a student affairs professional myself, I facilitated leadership development with 

students on programing boards, in student governments, Greek Life, in the classroom, and in 
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numerous other settings. However, at no point in my formal post-baccalaureate education was I 

asked to pause and think about leadership and consider my personal style of leadership or the 

significance of leadership learning to my role as a student affairs practitioner. As I advanced 

professionally, I developed the perspective that leadership learning of students is relevant to roles 

across the field of student affairs. This sentiment was echoed to some degree when Dennis 

Roberts (2007) linked the origin of student leadership development to Esther Lloyd-Jones, a 

pioneer in the field of student affairs and member of the committee responsible for the Student 

Personnel Point of View (SPPV), published in 1937 (American Council on Education [ACE], 

1937, 1949). Per Roberts, “She (Lloyd-Jones) was talking about the critical point of community 

and empowering students… It just had never been thought of as an explicit program until we 

tackled it” (Personal communication, July 10, 2016).  

More recently, Haber (2011) notes leadership education is a boundary-spanning aspect of 

higher education housed both in academic and student-focused areas. Komives (2011) asserted 

that individuals play a role in shaping and developing the ability to engage in the leadership 

process of groups and communities to which they belong. Yet a majority of professional 

preparation programs in the field of higher education and student affairs do not ask graduate 

students to reflect on their own personal leadership development, philosophy, and learning. 

Embracing this notion, professional association and preparation programs should be asking our 

student affairs professionals to invest in personal leadership learning and to reflect on and 

determine what role leadership learning plays in their career and shapes them as a professional. 

This effort should start in graduate preparation programs and persist across the entirety of the 

career path’.  
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Knowing this, it is natural to wonder, how have professional associations and graduate 

preparation programs in higher education and student affairs supported student affairs 

professionals’ growth as leadership educators? Have they? Over the years, individuals and 

professional organizations identified the need to formalize the contributions student affairs 

professionals made and continue to contribute to student leadership learning in higher education. 

The work of ILEC is one recent example of this effort. In his review of Caple’s book To Mark 

the Beginning: A Social History of College Student Affairs (1998), Ted Miller (1999) asserted 

that an “understanding of history can provide future generations with an increased sense of both 

professional identity and direction and may even enhance practitioner wisdom in a new era” (p. 

473).  

I believe the student affairs professionals asked to cultivate leadership and those who 

identify as leadership educators would benefit from knowing the history of the efforts to 

formalize leadership learning as a component of student affairs work and connections to the 

emerging profession of leadership education. Who championed the efforts? How did student 

affairs professional organizations move the agenda forward? What happened when and who did 

what? 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study is to document the role student affairs professional 

organizations and key individuals played in the advancement of student leadership education 

programs in higher education, thus informing student affairs practice in the latter half of the 20th 

century. The historical narrative uses data gathered in the National Student Affairs Archives 

located in Bowling Green, Ohio; personal documents shared by persons who are active in the 

process of developing the leadership emphasis; and extended interviews with key individuals.  
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Purpose of the Research 

Understanding the changing role of the student affairs practitioner as it relates to the 

emerging field of leadership education is valuable and necessary as the field moves forward 

professionally. This study is an effort to potentially identify gaps in the scholarship, inform 

academic preparation programs, recognize the efforts or lack of effort among professional 

organizations, and acknowledge the recent programmatic efforts facilitated daily on college 

campuses in existing leadership programs. Documenting and understanding our history provides 

future generations with a sense of a professional identity and can potentially enhance the 

practitioners’ acumen as they move down their career path. This historical investigation and 

review of the efforts taken by key individuals and the influence of student affairs professional 

organizations on student leadership programs from the early 1970s to the end of the early 1990s 

is an attempt to understand who fostered the process and how the student affairs professional 

organizations shaped student leadership learning efforts across American institutions of higher 

education. Figure 1 demonstrates the framework for this research identifying the sources and 

inputs, the timeline covered in this process, and the entities and outputs identified in the process. 

The framework is also included in the appendices of this document.  

As Seemiller and Priest (2015) point out, defining the field of leadership education itself 

has been an evolving conversation among a growing community of practitioners and situated in 

the broader discipline of leadership studies and leadership development (Sowcik, 2012; Sowcik, 

Lindsey, & Rosch, 2013; Ritch, 2013). Haber-Curran and Owens (2013) linked the work of 

student affairs to the National Leadership Education Research Agenda (Andenoro, Allen, Haber-

Curran, Jenkins, Sowcik, Dugan, & Osteen, 2013). 
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Figure 1. Framework of the role of student affairs professional organizations in advancing 
leadership education. 

 
 

The Handbook for Student Leadership Development includes a section written by 

Komives (2011) drawing attention to the whole student development approach formalized within 

the field of student affairs, including intentional efforts to cultivate the leadership potential of 

college students as part of this effort. Additionally, Komives (2011) highlighted the active role 

the student affairs professional organizations played in advancing student leadership learning and 

the active role these groups had in formalizing the standards of practice for student leadership 

education through the creation and endorsement of the Council for the Advancement of 

Standards (CAS). The ideas and endorsements are in the Higher Education’s Standards for 

Student Leadership Programs (2009) and the Guiding Questions for Leadership Education 

(Ritch et al., 2009). Recognizing the multiple ways in which student affairs professionals 

advance leadership learning, it is useful and important to recognize this aspect of our work and to 
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cultivate an identity as leadership educators within the culture of student affairs (Haber-Curran & 

Owen, 2013).  

Research Questions 

The questions addressed in this study are: 

• What role did professional development organizations such as the College Student 

Educators International (ACPA) and National Association of Student Personnel 

Administrators: Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education (NASPA) play in 

advancing student leadership programs in higher education in the late 20th century? 

Ø How have student affairs organizations advanced student leadership programs in 

higher education? 

Ø Who were the key individuals who played a role in evolving student leadership 

programs in student affairs? 

Terms 

National Association of Deans of Women (NADW) became, in 1916, the National 

Association of Women Deans, Administrators, and Counselors (NAWDAC) and merged with 

NASPA in 2000. 

American Council of Education (ACE) was founded in 1918 in Chicago. The council has 

played and continues to play a role in defining the postsecondary landscape in America. Since 

early in the organization’s history the council has worked to advance women in higher education. 

http://www.acenet.edu/Pages/A-History-of-Leading-the-Way.aspx 

American College Personnel Association (ACPA), which now uses the tagline College 

Educators, originated with the International National Association of Appointment Secretaries 
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(NAAS) founded in 1924, became the National Association of Placement and Personnel Offices 

(NAPPO), and then in 1931 became ACPA.  

National Association of Student Personnel Administrators emerged in 1951 as an 

evolution of the National Association of Deans and Advisors of Men (NADAM) with the 

purpose “to discuss and study the most effective methods of aiding students in their intellectual, 

social, moral, and personal development” (The History of NASPA, 2018).  

National Association of Student Affairs Professionals (NASAP) was formed in 1954 at 

Howard University (NASAP History, 2018). 

A leadership educator is a person who sees teaching leadership as integral or of interest 

and who is committed to the development of leadership capacity at educational institutions and 

organizations (International Leadership Association, Leadership Education Member Interest 

Group, n.d.). 

Leadership development as defined by Allen and Roberts (2011) is “a continuous, 

systemic process designed to expand the capacities and awareness of individuals, groups, and 

organizations in an effort to meet shared goals and objectives” (p. 67).  

Leadership education is defined as the pedagogical practice of facilitating leadership 

learning in an effort to build human capacity and is informed by leadership theory and research. 

It values and is inclusive of both curricular and co-curricular educational contexts (Andenoro et 

al., 2013) and specifically focuses on the activities and environments to develop leadership 

ability (Brungardt, 1997). Leadership education can include both credit and non-credit-bearing 

leadership programs. 
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Leadership studies is defined as “an interdisciplinary, academic and applied field of study 

that focuses on the fluid process and components of the interaction between leaders and 

followers in a particular context” (Sowcik, 2012, p. 193).  

Leadership training is typically focused on the preparation of an individual for a specific 

role or task and involves activities directed at helping the trainee to translate some newly learned 

skill or piece of information to a real and immediate situation (Roberts, 1981). 

Collegiate leadership programs are programs that include curriculum delivery methods 

such as academic courses employing a variety of pedagogy with content focused on theory and 

practical application, group retreats, and co-curricular programs (Eich, 2007; Sowcik, 2012). 

The Inter-association Leadership Educators Collective (ILEC) represents eight 

professional organizations committed to the advancement of leadership education teaching, 

research, and professional practice within higher education institutions (ILEC, 2018). 

Assumptions and Limitations 

Assumptions. As often identified in mission statements, many believe leadership is a by-

product or implicit outcome of a collegiate education. Research demonstrates that although some 

students may expand their leadership skills during college, it often occurs through intentional 

leadership programming and a variety of other interactions and experiences (Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 2005). The authors Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhardt (1999) concluded student 

participation in collegiate leadership programs develops skills and knowledge in line with 

intended outcomes of the program. Naturally, not all students experience college in the same 

way, and it is important to note the magnitude of growth in leadership skills as a by-product of 

the collegiate years is shaped by the type, kind, and length of leadership intervention as well as 

the unique characteristics of the student and campus environment (Kezar & Moriarty, 2000; 
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Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-Oster, & Burkhardt, 2001; Arendt, 2004; Dugan, 2006; Komives, 

2011) The student development movement focuses on the whole student and leadership 

development, training, and education (collegiate leadership programs) have caught up with 

modern leadership theory. The overarching desired outcome of college is student development 

and this development is a process unique to the individual student in which leadership learning 

may be a component or outcome of the process. As noted earlier, all people have the potential to 

lead or be leaders (Kouzes & Posner, 2014; Rost, 1991). Leadership capacity can and should be 

taught, cultivated, and included in the student affairs efforts to develop the ‘whole student’ as a 

natural outgrowth of student development.  

Limitations. Completing document analysis, archival research, and oral histories has 

inherent limitations. The findings are reliant on what the records I was able to locate and access 

and the quality of information, documents, and archival system used in the archives accessed in 

this process. Although the National Student Affairs Archives at Bowling Green State University 

are organized, the items available are not comprehensive and, in some cases, they have sustained 

damage prior to being submitted to the Archives. Although many association documents were 

housed in the Archives prior to this study, a significant number of the items were collected and 

scanned by me and then delivered to the National Archives during a final visit in August 2016. 

Much like document analysis, oral histories can also be limiting. The retelling of personal 

experiences is clouded by the passing of time. Often people develop a narrative heavily 

influenced by their interactions with others, the literature, and professional folklore rather than 

primary sources or purposeful reflection. This is true for the interviewer as well as the individual 

being interviewed. I developed a set of questions for the interviews, but with each individual, the 

interaction quickly became conversational with the questions rarely being used in the exchange.  
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As noted by Rhatigan (2000), “perspective becomes more difficult when one is 

personally engaged in events” (p. 20). As a student affairs professional with a considerable focus 

and emphasis on leadership education including teaching leadership courses, I acknowledge I 

have potential biases. Most notable is my personal belief that although leadership education is an 

emerging professional field, historically student affairs practitioners have served and continue to 

serve in part or fully as leadership educators.  

Just as oral histories are shaped by the passage of time, histories are influenced by the 

individuals sharing the history and the researcher has little control on how these narratives may 

change over time. Finally, I recognize this study is not all-encompassing because it is informed 

by what was available in the current archives as well as the brief personal recollections of events 

and individuals over a span of 40 years.  

Delimitations 

To effectively manage this research effort, I made several decisions to limit scope of the 

study. After spending time in the archives and completing the four interviews, a relevant and 

significant time frame for the study emerged. Originally intended to be an investigation spanning 

the 30 years from the early 1970s to the end of the 20th century, it became clear the 20 years from 

the early 1970s to the early 1990s were really where I needed to focus my research. The 

discovery of Overholt in the process and the decision to dig into his life, wholly coincidental, 

brought to my attention the person and his writing, which significantly influenced the early 

efforts of student affairs professional associations, specifically ACPA, to clarify and delineate 

how leadership education is an aspect of the work of student affairs professionals. Overlooked in 

the literature, Overholt’s self-published monograph is notable and serves as a cornerstone of 

modern collegiate leadership learning programs. 
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As a part of this process, effort was made to identify the home institutions and specific 

role of the persons identified in my research. In most cases, this was accomplished with the 

majority of the individuals. I will continue to make the effort to identify any of the remaining 

individuals by institution and role.  

Although many documents identified and applied to this study were already located in the 

National Student Affairs Archives, many of Dennis “Denny” C. Roberts’ papers were in the 

possession of Susan R. Komives. In my visit with Komives, she gave me the documents, which I 

delivered to the Archives. Their availability in the archives and to the public are not within my 

control, but I do have scans and would be able to share them with others interested in using them 

for further research.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Higher Education in America 

This research seeks to shine a light on the efforts of student affairs professional 

associations to advance student leadership programs at the collegiate level. Specifically relying 

on historical documents and orals histories to re-storify association efforts, events, and the 

actions of individuals present from 1970 to the early 1990s. To accomplish this study, I spent 

two weeks in Bowling Green, Ohio, at the National Student Affairs Archives identifying primary 

documents to inform my research. Additionally, I interviewed four key individuals who were 

present for and or active participants in the events identified by the archival research.  

The following chapter contains a brief review of the evolution of American institutions of 

higher education, the emergence of the extracurriculum (now commonly referred to as the co-

curriculum), the formalization of the field of student affairs, significant institutional shifts 

relevant to the study, and the historical goal of higher education to graduate leaders. Finally, the 

chapter articulates aspects of the work student affairs professionals have adopted to support 

leadership learning in the co-curriculum. 

Evolution of American Higher Education 

Understanding the context of U.S. higher education prior to the time frame covered in 

this study is valuable for situating the research. Chapter 2 includes a general history of higher 

education as well as a focused history of student affairs. Events and evolutions of both higher 

education from the 1600’s to the present and the later development of student affairs set the stage 

for collegiate leadership programs as an emerging area of higher education, eventually laying the 
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foundation for the work of the student affairs practitioners and faculty that emerge as significant 

to this research.  

Colonial Colleges. Student Personnel Services is a uniquely American phenomenon and 

differentiates the colleges and universities located in the United States from institutions of higher 

education in other parts of the world (Leonard, 1956). In the colonial college setting, institutions 

assumed more responsibility for guidance of students for multiple reasons, including but not 

limited to the young age of attendees—average age at Harvard was 15 to 17—issues with travel 

both distance and safety of passage, and communication (Leonard, 1956). The religious, social, 

and political life of early American colonists necessitated college founders assume responsibility 

for the life of students inside and outside the classroom.  

Heavily focused on surviving and cultivating a decent quality of life in the new world and 

negotiating self-governance, the adult colonists easily allocated the education, care, and 

development of their sons attending these early campuses to the personnel officer, who focused 

mostly on welfare and discipline programs. Often the persons tapped with these responsibilities 

were “trustees, presidents, teaching fellows, tutor, ushers, master stewards, and student 

monitors.” (Leonard, 1956, pg. 27) As early as 1655, Harvard appointed student monitors to 

report to the president any misconduct and to collect fines—a very early example of positional 

leaders in college campuses. From Massachusetts to Virginia, the early college founders focused 

on religious education, social competence, vocational success, and preparing students for 

constructive citizenship.  

New American Colleges. During the Federal Period (1780–1812) colleges and 

universities evolved. Language around the purpose and outcomes of these institutions began to 

shift as the divide between church and education slowly emerged with a distinct move toward 
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training leaders in government (Leonard, 1956). Student personnel services remained a function 

of the faculty and encompassed housing, boarding, discipline, student activities, and other 

guidance services. As enrollments grew, by the late 1800s, more and more faculty began to feel 

the strain of the restrictive life of teaching and monitoring students, leading to the emergence of 

student personnel officers. The birth of the field opened the doors for the development of 

educational guidance to include academic advising, early efforts to provide monetary support for 

students, considerations for the health and wellness of students, and keeping personnel records 

ranging from admissions forms to parent communications. 

Colleges Expand Across the Country. As the population of the country expanded 

westward, over 300 colleges and universities were founded between 1812 and 1862 (Thelin, 

2011). Students attending remained young and came from far away, furthering the need for 

personnel services staff. Originally intended for developing religious leadership and later 

citizenship, college educations increasingly became a viable option for men and (later) women, 

leading to manual labor colleges, precursors to the technical and community colleges, and to the 

birth of women’s colleges. Horace Mann shared this perspective of college in a baccalaureate 

address, “A college is a place where character is developed with fearful rapidity, seeds which 

might never, or not for the years have germinated at home spring into sudden vitality and shoot 

up with amazing luxuriance when brought within the actinic influence of numbers and of 

institutional excitements” (Leonard, 1956, p. 83) It is during this time when the separation 

between church and state widens, changes occur in the tradition of in loco parentis (in absence of 

parents), the ways institution staff and faculty act in place of the parent. Students experience 

increased freedom of action as well as the emergence of student roles in the conduct process and 

student government.  
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Emergence of the Extracurriculum. Early in the development of the American college, 

the extracurriculum emerged from student discontent and protest. Dissatisfied with the 

curriculum, students first established literary societies, so they could engage around topics and 

conversations they felt were missing in the classroom—groups dedicated to intellectual 

development and camaraderie. As time passed, these morphed into fraternities, athletics, and 

campus activities. As the student focus shifted from literary societies, the institutions amassed 

book collections, expanded access to the library, and began to expand academic offerings. The 

societies acted as sub-communities on the campus, cultivating self-monitoring structures that 

helped maintained discipline and good order while also supporting students’ academic 

development.  

 As institutions flourished, so did the need for educators who focused on the student 

experience beyond the classroom. This evolution produced a unique aspect of the American 

system of higher education, student personnel services on campuses across the country (Leonard, 

1956). Historically, European institutions identified students as adults, thus the roles filled by 

student personnel professionals did not materialize in these countries to the extent seen in 

American institutions.  

Formalization of Student Affairs. At the turn of the 20th century, professional 

organizations developed with the creation of the National Association of Deans of Women 

(NADW) in 1916, the National Association of Deans of Men (NADM) in 1918, and the 

American Council of Education (ACE) in 1924. As American institutions of higher education 

evolved in response to the shifting social and cultural landscape, so too did the flourishing 

professional organizations. The National Association of Appointment Sectaries (NAAS) founded 

in 1924 became the National Association of Placement and Personnel Offices (NAPPO) and then 
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in 1931 became the American College Personnel Association (ACPA). In a parallel evolution, 

the National Association of the Deans of Men (NADM) became the National Association of 

Student Personnel Administrators, and the National Association of the Deans of Women 

(NADW) became the National Association of Women Deans, Administrators, and Counselors 

(NAWDAC) and was a primary organization for women in the field (Schwartz & Stewart, 2016). 

It should also be noted that the National Association of Student Affairs Professionals (NASAP) 

was formed in 1954 at Howard University, a historically black institution.  

The origins of the group can be traced back to two parent organizations: 

(DOWA)—the National Association of Deans of Women and Advisor of Girls in 

Colored schools founded in 1929, and the (DOMA)—the National Association of 

Personnel Dean of Men at Negro Educational Institutions, in 1935. In a joint 

business session, delegates of the two parent organizations founded NAPW—the 

National Association of Personnel Workers which is now named NASAP. 

(NASAP website, February 25, 2018).  

The women in the field of student personnel strongly believed that the profession, at the 

time predominantly represented by deans of women and deans of men, needed to be rooted in 

theory and a more studious application of the emerging fields of psychology, sociology, and 

social work. As a result, the deans of women began to outline the application of scientific and 

academic principles to the field of student personnel work as it was known at the time (Schwartz, 

2010). This shift in perspective and academic approach helped moved the role of the dean from 

that of a chaperone in the direction of vocational counselor (Roberts, 1997). The NADW sought 

to ground their work in graduate education, research, and scholarship, launching the 

professionalization of what is now the field of student affairs.  
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The American Council on Education (ACE) called for a larger study of student personnel 

and, in particular, the education of students outside the classroom. A committee of appointed by 

the ACE president, George Zook, produced a monograph titled The Student Personnel Point of 

View (SPPV) in 1937. The report identified the foundational functions of student personnel and 

formalized the purpose of student personnel as a responsibility of colleges and universities “to 

assist the student in developing to the limits of his potentialities and in making his contribution to 

the betterment of society” (ACE, 1937, p. I). The SPPV identified institutions as responsible for 

advancing students’ intellectual ability and achievement as well as emotional and physical 

health, social, and vocational skills; moral and religious values; economic resources; and 

aesthetic appreciation—essentially the institution should be invested in the development of the 

person beyond their academic achievement. Although not explicitly stated, this focus on the 

development of the whole student included the capacity for leadership. 

Paralleling this articulation of the purpose of student personnel as an aspect of the work 

of institutions of higher education was a push to prepare individuals for democratic citizenship, 

emphasized in publications such as the General Education in a Free Society (1945)—also known 

as the Harvard Red Book—and in government reports such as Higher Education for Democracy 

(1947), produced by the President’s Commission on Higher Education. Often referred to as the 

Truman Commission, the document produced by the commission recommended “the 

development of a curriculum attuned to the needs of a democracy” and “the integration of 

vocational and liberal education.” Wrenn (1951) states, “Institutions of higher education are 

responsible for developing in their students, essential interpersonal skills and understanding as 

well as civic, vocational, and personal knowledge and skills” (p. 25). 
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Revised in 1949, the second version of the SPPV demonstrated a clear commitment to the 

development of the whole student—students with “firm and enlightened beliefs in democracy, a 

mature understanding of its problems and methods, and a deep responsibility for individual and 

collective actions to achieve its goals” (p. 65). This version also renewed the call of the 1937 

version while broadening the purpose of higher education to include the “fuller realization of 

democracy,” “expansion of programs for international understanding and cooperation,” and “the 

application of creative imagination and training intelligence to the solution of social problems 

and to the administration of public affairs” (Williamson, 1949, p. 2). The defined educational 

purposes of higher education were clarified and included students’ appreciation of different 

cultural values, ability to adapt to fluctuating social conditions, desire to cultivate needed social 

change, demonstrate emotional control, and a commitment to personal and community action 

contributing to a strong democracy.  

Again, though not implicit, the three new goals further demonstrate the need for 

leadership in the rapidly changing country and on the booming American college campuses. 

Following World War II, campuses anticipated 1.8 million returning veterans to enroll in college, 

each bringing a unique perspective of leadership, worldly experiences, and independence with 

them. As the masses gained access to college, institutions shifted from enclaves of mostly 

privileged individuals to bureaucratic overpopulated communities with greater need for 

leadership (Goulden, 1995). This combination of circumstances set the stage for the arrival of the 

so-called “Baby Boomer” generation in the early 1960s and magnified the role colleges and 

universities play in advancing society by producing individuals prepared to contribute to the 

American democracy.  
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Motivated by Unrest. Formalizing the role of the student affairs practitioner as a 

leadership educator did not materialize out of the blue; the increased attention on this aspect of 

the job came out of a combination of factors. As the student population expanded and 

diversified, so did the needs of the individual and groups of students present on campus. As 

Upcraft and Barr (1990) noted, “our profession is very much influenced by institutions and 

societal issues that we may or may not fully understand and over which we may have little 

control” (p. 3)—a sentiment true then, at the birth of higher education in America, and today. 

Thus, changes external to campuses on the national and world stage such as the Civil Rights 

Movement, the Vietnam War, and newly enacted federal laws were playing out on the campuses 

across the country, giving rise to protests, sit-ins, and increased activism and student advocacy. 

Paul Bloland (1991), in his paper A Brief History of Student Development, noted “there was a 

need to rethink, to re-conceptualize, if you will, the role of student affairs…simply coordinating 

and managing disparate collections of services without a redefined educational function that 

made sense to the university community would no longer suffice” (p. 5).  

Shift in Student Population and Expectations. Prior to World War II, the college 

population were mostly comprised of elite upper class, males, and “some” women. Only 10 

percent of high school students attended college (Thelin, 2011). Following the war, the 

Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, more often referred to as the GI Bill, opened access to 

returning veterans, who set the stage for challenges to in loco parentis. The increased diversity of 

the students served by student affairs personnel dramatically reshaped the future of higher 

education in America. As the student population shifted, the curriculum diversified and 

specializations with scientific research advancing at a rapid pace in the early 1950’s. 

Increasingly, the academy was called on to produce civil and professional leaders, yet those 
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entering typically had limited access to engage in leadership or with a variety of the concepts and 

privileges students entering college had historically. 

According to Bayer and Astin (1969), by the 1960’s, following the early example set by 

Mario Savio and other students at the University of California in 1964, more students called for 

greater student participation on committees and in campus governance. They pushed for distinct 

education programs for minority and disadvantaged populations, sought changes in the 

disciplinary practices and responses to student grievances, and urged their institutions to actively 

address national and local community issues such as civil rights, including race relations, 

woman’s liberation, and anti-war sentiment. The twin challenges of the civil rights movement 

and the war in Vietnam were further antagonisms for students of the 1960’s because both 

movements prompted a new sense of activism and challenge to the status quo. Many institutions 

struggled to address the dilemma of how to encourage the productive expression of protest and 

social criticism while ensuring the basic, guaranteed democratic processes and protecting the 

rights and privileges of all members of the campus community.  

Student protest moved American colleges to modernize and shaped the future of the 

collegiate experience (Cowley, 1966). Ellis and Thompson (1969) identify these six influences 

on student unrest in the 1960s: 1.) Communication, 2.) Governance, 3.) Curriculum, 4.) Student 

Life, 5.) Personal Factors, and 6.) Off-campus Influences. K. Patricia Cross (1969) pointed out 

“rapid periods of change almost always bring with them tension and conflict.” The 1960s were 

rife with change—technological, social, economic, and human. Sanford (1962) noted a 

combination of shifting campus cultures and a new approach to accomplishing daily business 

coupled with students’ interest in political and societal events—all of which sparked student 

activism and unrest.  
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In his keynote address in March 1966 to the 43rd Annual Conference of The Association 

of College Unions in New Orleans, Nevitt Sanford, professor of education and psychology at 

Stanford University, reminded the attendees of the history of student protest on college campuses 

that traced back to the colonial colleges. He attributed much of the protest to the developmental 

stages students experienced during the collegiate years, including the search for identity and 

confidence in self, an opinion echoed by Kennan (1968). Sanford asserted that it was this same 

aspect that made college students and youth the source of social change. Unburdened by the 

trappings of adult life, a student, somewhat safe in a college environment, could try new things 

and change opinions and focus as frequently as day to day.  

Sanford also argued the student of the time (the 1960’s) was different. They were raised 

by “permissive” parents; they reacted strongly to authority, attending college at a time when the 

emphasis on specialization and professionalization had increased rapidly, and replaced the 

passive, inwardly focused, security-seeking student of the 1950s, which Bayer and Astin (1969) 

referred to as the “silent generation.” By the 1960s, the students had transformed into newly 

aware, purpose-seeking, sophisticated undergraduates with increased awareness and new 

avenues for attaining knowledge. Sanford speculated that higher education and, in turn, society 

would see a return to the goal of developing the individuals to the fullest not just to master a skill 

or get a job but to cultivate all aspects of the person that can be developed—and leadership was 

one of many developmental aspects. As predicted, the student development movement emerged 

with increased focus on the individual student and recognized the significant learning 

opportunities present outside the classroom.  

Change in In Loco Parentis. As the 1960s opened, the Supreme Court responded to 

college students’ demands for their constitutional rights, handing down the student rights 
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decision in 1961 thus beginning the slow decline of in loco parentis. The Joint Statement on 

Rights and Freedoms of Students (1967) originally was the output of a collective effort of the 

Association of American Professors (AAUP), United States National Student Association 

(USNSA), Association of American Colleges (AAC), National Association Student Personnel 

Administrators (NASPA), and National Association of Women Deans and Administrators 

Counselors (NAWDAC) and detailed fundamental necessities for student freedom to learn. 

Simultaneously the age of the majority was lowered to 18, making the preponderance of college 

students legally responsible adults. Then the Family Educational Rights and Protection Act 

(FERPA, 1974; aka the Buckley Amendment) bolstered the individual rights of students related 

to privacy and derailed traditional administrative practices on campus across the United States. 

Although this legislation was sponsored to protect the rights of parents of schoolchildren, its 

expansion to all students, including those in college, literally “rewrote” the “book” on student 

records and, concurrently, student behavior.  

As noted by Gaston-Gayles and associates (2005), the move toward independence and 

empowerment of college students following the student unrest gave rise to an era defined by 

students’ rights and responsibilities, including participation in governance, access to personal 

records, and due process. These rapid changes altered the status of the student on campus while 

shifting the daily work of student affairs practitioners and elevating the senior student affairs 

officer to the president’s cabinet, all of which increased the purview over students’ experience 

and the expectation to represent the concerns of students at that level and advocate for students. 

Gaston-Gayles et al. concluded this civil rights era and campus protest “promoted the maturation 

of the student affairs profession” (p. 277). It was during this time that the varied roles and 

functions of the student affairs professional expanded to include disciplinarian, advocate, 
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advisor, educator, mediator, initiator, and change agent and the aspect of “educator” formally 

encompassed teaching students how to be leaders and how to bring about change and initiate 

structured programs for leadership learning. An early example of a student affairs practitioner 

adopting the identity of leadership educator and formalizing this task as a component of student 

affairs work is John Blackburn’s creation of Mallet Hall as a leadership program to support 

integration while serving as the Dean of Students at the University of Alabama.  

The 1960s saw higher education as a field of study emerge having extensive implications 

for the campus community and culture and the work of student affairs. Mueller’s (1961) Theory 

of Developmental Tasks—”1.) Integrate and stabilizing the ‘“self”,’ 2.) identifying all the 

different roles one may play, and 3.) practicing and evaluating the activities and attitudes 

necessary for future roles” (p. 108–116)—and Sanford’s (1962) “challenge and support” theory 

launched the application of theory in student affairs work, followed by the student development 

movement with the introduction of student development theories from Erikson (1968), 

Chickering (1969), Perry (1970), and Kohlberg (1971).  

In the 1980s, the field of student affairs became more specialized and drew on 

psychology, sociology, anthropology, human development, business administration, and 

computer science along with the helping professions such as medicine and nursing and 

information management systems to accomplish the work of the profession. Bloland (1991) 

clarified that the student development movement was not the same “old wine in a new bottles,” it 

was different because first, “university staff were called to intentionally introduce proactive 

programs, called interventions, to promote development; and, second, that the nature and content 

of these interventions and the outcomes could be specified by designing them in conformance 

with appropriate theory of human development” (pg. 3). Paul Bloland (1991) noted, the growth 
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of this movement is documented in the Commission on Professional Development of the Council 

of Student Personnel Associations’ Student Development Services in Higher Education (1972), 

Student Development in Tomorrow’s Higher Education—A Return to the Academy (Brown 

1972), and A Student Development Model for Student Affairs in Tomorrow’s Higher Education 

(1975). 

Historical Goal of Higher Education to Develop Leaders 

Before delving explicitly into college student leadership programs, this effort requires an 

exploration of the roots of American higher education including leadership development, which 

remains a central outcome of attending college. Historically, cultivating literate clergy and civic 

leaders to move the burgeoning nation forward played a significant role in establishing the 

curriculum of colonial colleges (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997). Leonard (1956) identified numerous 

examples where colonial law and documents referenced training for participation in the 

government and training in citizenship. Wittke (1943) wrote, “colleges exist to train potential 

leaders” (p. 50). Further, Wittke noted “the need for intelligence, deep faith in mankind, 

courageous leadership, and an unprecedented amount of good will” (p. 50)—all of which it is 

incumbent on colleges to help cultivate so each individual could and would carry these qualities 

with them as they become community members beyond college. In 1965, amid the campus 

turmoil, the one-time president of the Carnegie Corporation John W. Gardner (also the Secretary 

of Health, Education, and Welfare under Johnson) said, “We are not doing enough to encourage 

the development of young leaders” (p. 33). The echo of Gardner’s sentiments resonates today as 

colleges continue to heed the call to educate leaders in a time of student activism, dissatisfaction 

with the cost of college, and the push to graduate career-ready individuals.  
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To meet the ever-present demand to graduate individuals with developed leadership 

capacity and respond to the assertions over the 20th century by numerous scholars that our nation 

was in a “leadership crisis” (Gardner, 1990; Burns, 1978; Greenleaf, 1977; Wrenn, 1995), 

campus staff—specifically, student affairs professionals—support and stimulate student 

leadership learning and assume responsibility for the bulk of leadership learning occurring in the 

collegiate setting. Learning is traditionally situated in the co-curriculum but, as mentioned 

previously, programs often emerge as partnerships between divisions of academic and student 

affair. We’ve seen a shift in the focus of student affairs professionals from leadership learning 

designed to prepare student leaders to take on specific roles and work within organizations to 

cultivating a learning environment focused on theory and practice of leadership. Often, the 

student affairs practitioner is tasked with leadership learning, which encompasses training, 

development, education, and, in some cases, academic leadership studies. Although not products 

of academic leadership studies programs themselves, many of these professionals may have 

served as student leaders in their own collegiate experience, which potentially offered some 

opportunity to consider or develop their personal leadership identity, but here again, their 

experiences are varied and may be situated in an antiquated leadership paradigm. 

Recognizing the limited emphasis on leadership learning in graduate preparation 

programs, it has been my experience that student affairs professionals prepare for the leadership 

education aspect of their role while on the job as graduate assistants or full-time staff, learning as 

they invest in the development of the students they advise, supervise, and consult. Consequently, 

student affairs professionals have relied on institutes and conferences hosted by professional 

organizations, campus-based professional education and development, and personal inquiry into 

the field of leadership to inform their knowledge and understanding of leadership studies, theory, 
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and practice, a role embraced by professional organizations. The ACPA Executive Council 

(1975) meeting minutes identified the annual convention as an opportunity for self-renewal, 

informal interactions, fresh perspectives, developing professional relationships, and promoting 

unity. Furthermore, these associations provide a forum for sharing research and a vehicle to 

transmit relevant materials leading to innovative practices and programs.  

Heeding the Call 

 In the mid-1970s, at a time when over 50 percent of the population of 18- to 22-year-olds 

enrolled in college (Thelin & Gasman, 2011), student affairs professional associations urged 

their members to embrace the central role student personnel administrators could and should play 

in the process of leadership education. On campus, the student affairs staff were most often 

responsible for the popular leadership opportunities occurring in the co-curriculum such as 

campus activities, student organizations, Greek-letter fraternities and sororities, student 

employment, undergraduate student government, and the many other entities across campuses 

that fostered students’ leadership learning (Berg, 2003).  

In A Perspective on Student Affairs (1987), NASPA called attention to the profession’s’ 

unique position to design leadership learning opportunities on college campuses. Later, a special 

addition of the NASPA Journal focused on leadership development in education. McIntire (1989) 

agreed that student affairs professionals are the place to tap for developing future leaders and 

offered this directive: 

Student affairs must assume their appropriate role as equal partners in the 

educational enterprise. As educators, we must embrace our responsibility and 

commitment to leadership development throughout student bodies. Student 
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leadership development is a mandate whose time has come for student affairs 

professionals. (p. 79) 

Renik, Terrell, and Jones (1989) acknowledged that functional areas included in the 

student affairs arena provide structured and practical experiences that can support leadership 

learning and effectiveness. Following that publication, colleges and universities renewed efforts 

to initiate unique programs as well as launched collaborative efforts between academic units and 

divisions of student affairs to target leadership education. Community college president Larry W. 

Tyree wrote in About Campus (1996), “We don’t just need better leaders, but we need to develop 

more leaders.” A sentiment echoed even today.  

In an interview with Susan R. Komives (Personal communication, 2016), she offered the 

following perspective on the historical evolution of leadership learning at the collegiate level:  

Leadership in the co-curriculum in the ‘60s and ‘70s was largely a leadership 

model for positional leaders. So, it was for people already in leadership roles, and 

they would be presidents of fraternities or sororities invited to retreats to meet 

with the college president or something. There were not open sessions. They 

weren’t workshops, they were not emerging leader programs, there wasn’t a 

philosophy that any student could come. Even the open ones that did exist, 

emerging leader workshops, were largely nominated ones, like you’d be 

nominated to attend by your organisation or by your faculty advisor who felt that 

you had leadership potential. And some of that’s an honor for the person and a 

way to motivate them to come. But it wasn’t like if the average person walked in 

and they said, “What can I come to?” there would be a place for them. Private 

colleges at that time also had the approach of, “We don’t need leadership 
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programs. All of our students are leaders.” A perspective they maintained through 

the 80s and early 90s. So, there was that attitude to try to overcome or the 

perspective you couldn’t really teach it (leadership) or that “we pick people 

because of their leadership capacity and therefore they are leaders.  

Komives (2016) noted,  

No one was taking the approach that leadership can be developed, and they need 

to be challenged on how to change their perspective. Going on to say, “Also, 

going into the ‘60s leadership studies was fairly limited as a field and mostly 

focused on management leadership type models. (Personal communication, 2016) 

This chapter provided a brief history of higher education from the early pre-colonial era, 

to the period before and after the Civil War in America, a time when colleges were small and 

often church-affiliated. Following the end of the war, institutions in the Northeast, the Midwest, 

and even in the western states experienced significant growth. Only in the southern states, where 

war had devastated the landscape, depleted resources, and wiped out a generation of young men, 

was higher education stymied for a time. 

As industrialization and urbanization expanded in the late 19th century, so did the 

demands for a more educated workforce. Young men, in particular, recognized opportunities in 

cities that did not exist in rural farming communities and the emerging professions of business, 

engineering, and the like were more appealing to entering students than the study of agriculture 

and a life “on the farm” (DiMartini, 1974). At the turn of the 20th century, more state institutions 

offered access to higher education, with many of the new public institutions allowing the 

admission of women, something Harvard and other more traditional institutions would not 

achieve until the late 1970’s (Solomon, 1985). Soon, co-education was a normative experience 
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for many and college attendance grew quickly. Although the Great Depression and World War II 

decreased enrollments, the end of World War II and the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944 

propelled surging enrollment in colleges and universities. In some cases, institutions increased by 

two or three times their pre-war enrollments, creating huge demands for faculty, new buildings, 

and much more money. This surge and demand for resources continued unabated into the 1960’s 

when the Baby Boomers, those born between 1946 and 1964 arrived on campuses with new 

hopes, dreams, aspirations, and expectations. This generation was the early beneficiary of the 

new leadership training programs created in the 1970’s and beyond.  

Today, as in the past, professional organizations play a central role in establishing the 

expectations of the profession for individual practitioners as well as campus-based programs. 

These organizations lead the charge to address deficiencies, set standards, and direct efforts that 

inform the future of the profession. This historical review was meant to offer a brief 

understanding of the development of the American higher education system, the role student 

affairs professional organizations played in the evolution of college student leadership learning 

as the country repeatedly renewed the call for institutions of higher education to produce leaders, 

and how student affairs professional organizations heeded the call to cultivate leadership 

learning.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Historical Research 

Kaestle (1992, 1997) asserts that there is no universally identified historical research 

method and most often the process relies on a cycle of identifying historical information, 

reading, and digesting discovered information followed by writing an historical narrative of the 

past events. Ogawa and Malen (1991) identify documents such as newspaper articles, meeting 

minutes, and memos that should be included in historical review. In this historical case study 

(Merriam, 2009), I applied historical research methods to identify and incorporate varied sources 

of data that offer multiple perspectives and afford the researcher the opportunity to compile a 

multifaceted and comprehensive narrative account of the past (Johnson & Christensen, 2008) as 

it relates to the role of professional organizations in shaping student leadership programs in 

student affairs and to William Overholt, whom I discovered while conducting my literature 

review. 

Relying on this information to provide answers to the identified research questions 

(Johnson & Christensen, 2008), I completed a systematic investigation by conducting a primary 

and secondary document analysis of the National Student Affairs Archives holdings including 

conference proceedings, commission reports, officer reports, task force reports, memos, letters, 

and personal communications. The process included oral histories from select individuals 

identified in the literature review and the initial document analysis as potentially being 

significant to the study. Additionally, on discovery of William A. Overholt and his monograph 

Towards a Modern Concept of Leadership (1970), I used Internet sources 

newspaperarchive.com, http://www.wvonline.com/ehs/alumni/history.html, and 
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www.classsmates.com to locate pertinent information on Overholt. Finally, I conducted a review 

of leadership-related scholarship for implications to the study. The whole of this effort informs 

what Thelin (2010) has defined as a “horizontal history” of the role of professional student 

affairs organizations, including the influence of William A. Overholt, had on the evolution of 

collegiate student leadership programs situated within student affairs from the early 1970s to the 

first half of the 1990s. 

Historical Documents  

Located in Bowling Green, Ohio, at Bowling Green State University, the National 

Student Affairs Archives created in 1982 serve as a central repository for historical documents 

from multiple individuals and organizations that inform the field of student affairs. Organizations 

include the Student Affairs Professionals in Higher Education (NASPA), College Student 

Educators International (ACPA), and the National Association for Campus Activities (NACA) 

and the personal papers of Susan R. Komives, among others. Following as initial review of the 

archive holdings via the Bowling Green State University Web site 

(http://www.bgsu.edu/library/cac/collections/nsaa.html), I developed a list of records to access 

using the finding aid (Appendix B). I scheduled my first visit to work with an archivist to access 

documents relevant to this research project in June 2016. The focus of the archival material 

includes administrative documents, national meeting and workshop proceedings, and other 

papers for ACPA, Association of College Unions International (ACUI), NASPA, and NACA for 

the years included in the study as well as memos and reports related to the ACPA Commission 

for Student Involvement (also referred to as Commission IV), the Leadership Development Task 

Force, and other task forces and councils, and the presidential files of Dr. Susan R. Komives and 

Dr. Dennis C. Roberts as well as select items from inter-association collaborative efforts.  
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As the process unfolded, I anticipated the initial findings would lead to additional sources 

of information, expanding the number of documents and individuals included in this research 

process. Following two visits to the archives in Summer 2016, the primary and secondary 

sources were identified and were used as data in this effort to develop an understanding of the 

role of student affairs professional organizations, individuals working in the field, and scholars 

focused on leadership in the evolution of the student leadership programs in the latter half of the 

20th century. 

Oral Histories 

Several members of the student affairs community have dedicated their professional and 

academic pursuits to shape both curricular and co-curricular collegiate student leadership 

programs. During the time frame identified for this study, these individuals have been prolific 

writers, speakers, and advocates who in their work called on the field to address the need for 

institutions to produce leaders. Following a three-day visit to the archives, I drove to Evanston, 

Illinois, to interview Dennis “Denny” C. Roberts in his home. Dr. Dennis C. Roberts is a past 

president for ACPA, editor of Student Leadership Programs in Higher Education (1981), and 

author of the 2007 publication Deeper Learning in Leadership: Helping College Students Find 

the Potential Within. Our conversation offered a historical perspective across the 20 years 

covered in this study. Guided by the interview questions I developed while conducting the 

literature review and expanded on by the little I had gleaned from scanning items in the archives, 

I completed a two-hour conversation with Denny Roberts.  

When I arrived at Denny’s home, he was flipping through a copy of the 1981 book and 

almost immediately we began discussing the opening section that included a reference to 

William A. Overholdt. I was already intrigued by the lack of citation for the opening section and 
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had made an effort to identify Overholdt. In that process, I discovered his name was misspelled 

in the book—it should have been “Overholt.” I shared this with Denny and he was eager to know 

what I had discovered about William A. Overholt. Via interlibrary loan, I was able to collect the 

table of contents for Overholt’s first publication (1970) of his monograph from Boston 

University and a full copy of a second edition (1971) of his monograph from Illinois State 

library. I also used Newspaperarchive.com to locate multiple articles and images relevant to 

Overholt.  

The following month, in July 2016, conducted an a two-plus hour interview with Susan 

R. Komives in her home. Komives was a contributor to Student Leadership Programs in Higher 

Education (1981), a past ACPA president, and co-author of Leadership for a Better World 

(2017). Susan R. Komives expanded the historical narrative, adding significant insight to the 

events of the 1980s and early 1990s. Additionally, she shared several publications and a 

significant number of Denny Roberts’s personal papers he had given her to use in her personal 

research on leadership. As a result, I was able to scan these additional Roberts’s documents and 

submit the originals to the National Student Affairs Archives during my next visit to Bowling 

Green, Ohio, in August 2016. Having realized I underestimated the time needed to make scans 

while in the archives, I scheduled the second trip for a full week, which allowed me to scan the 

remaining documents I needed from the archives as well as additional items with possible 

relevant or tangential research implications. 

In my conversation with Susan R. Komives, she encouraged me to talk with Dr. Nance 

Lucas, one-time chair of the Commission IV Leadership Taskforce, the ACPA representative to 

the National Inter-Association Leadership Project and Chair of the project in the late 1980s. 

Lucas also chaired the National Leadership Symposium Planning Team from1990 to 1992 and 
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co-authored Exploring Leadership: For College Students Who Make a Difference (2013) with 

Komives and Tim McMahon. Lucas was more than willing to talk with me and we conducted a 

phone interview in August 2016 where she provided a narrative for the work accomplished from 

the mid-1980s to the mid-1990s.  

Initially, I had intended to cover the years between 1976 and 2000, and I reached out to 

Dr. Alexander (Sandy) Astin, noted higher education scholar, Professor Emeritus at the 

University of California Los Angeles Graduate School of Education & Information Studies, and 

co-convener of the group that developed the Guidebook for a Social Change Model of Student 

Leadership Development (1996). Although the decision was made to limit the years covered in 

this study, the information shared in my phone conversation with Sandy Astin informed the later 

years of this study and provided additional data for the effort I made to continue documenting 

this history.  

To capitalize on the knowledge and understanding, each of these completed interviews 

were recorded and transcribed using GOtranscripts.com. To ensure the reliability of the 

information gathered during the interviews, the transcripts were shared with subjects and the 

participants were asked to confirm the accurate representation of their experiences relevant to the 

study (Maxwell, 2009).  

Process of Analysis 

On completion of the oral history interviews and review of the scanned documents from 

the archives, I developed a spreadsheet titled “Entanglements” to consolidate data and aid me in 

the process of reducing and interpreting the data as well as provide direction as I worked through 

the data, highlighted key intersections, and developed a comprehensive narrative. Arranged by 

decade beginning with 1930, incorporating information from the literature review and ending 
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with 2010, I placed data in the following columns: Social and Historical Movements, 

Movements in Higher Education, Higher Education Publications, Leadership Theories, 

Leadership Studies, Student Personnel Shift to Student Affairs, External Funding, ACPA, 

Commission IV, Leadership Task Force, Key Individuals, Denny (Roberts) Interview, Susan 

(Komives) Interview, Nance (Lucas) Interview, William A. Overholt, National Inter-Association 

Leadership Project, Inter Association Leadership Education Collective, International Leadership 

Association, National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs, Council for Advancement of 

Standards, National Leadership Symposium, Social Change Model, and Other Organizations. I 

employed a tactic Creswell (2013) refers to as “re-storying,” a process of analyzing significant 

aspects of the stories and reorganizing the stories into chronological sequence. This practice of 

situating the individuals’ stories and the data collected in the archives afforded me the 

opportunity to fully develop a timeline of events and identify the narrative and themes that 

emerged in the process (Huber & Whelan, 1999).  

Summary of Methods 

To reiterate the process, this study was an attempt to answer the following questions: (1) 

What role did professional development organizations such as the ACPA and NASPA play in 

advancing student leadership programs in higher education in the late 20th century?; (2) How 

have student affairs organizations advanced student leadership programs in higher education?; 

(3) Who were the key individuals who played a role in evolving student leadership programs in 

student affairs? To accomplish this goal, I chose to employ a historical research process using 

archival documents, and oral histories to inform a horizontal history (Thelin, 2010). 
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CHAPTER 4 

PIONEER LOST TO HISTORY 

Toward a Modern Concept of Leadership 

This chapter introduces one of the earliest documents that augured for and demonstrated 

the need to infuse leadership learning into the curriculum of colleges and universities in the 20th 

century, a monograph published by William “Bill” Alvin Overholt., PhD, in 1970. Overholt’s 

writing on leadership learning at the collegiate level pre-dates and informs the efforts of others 

who took up a similar line of work, primarily through the American College Personnel 

Association (ACPA), the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA), 

and other the professional associations. This initial section of this chapter includes details of 

Overholt’s early life and professional work including his participation in the American Youth 

Foundation (AYF) summer conferences, his time directing 4-H camps, and his work through the 

Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA), Student Y, and on campuses working in student 

affairs and in religious studies as both an administrator and as faculty.  

At this juncture, it is prudent to note the significant work of the YMCA on college 

campuses beginning in the late 19th century. As young men relocated to large cities, often from 

rural backgrounds initially in the Northeast, the local YMCA in many places offered housing and 

educational opportunities for these young men, many of whom were literally “fresh off the farm” 

as to basic social skills, the nature of the city, and increasing their awareness of the “hucksters” 

and “confidence” (or con) men who thrived on the innocent and naïve (Alleman & Finnegan, 

2009).   

Over time, the YMCA secured locations on or close to colleges and universities with six 

Y chapters securing their own campus buildings by 1915 (Geiger, 2014). It has also been argued 



38 

(in particular, see Finnegan & Cullaty, 2001) that much of the early career development, 

orientation, and part-time employment opportunities for young men came through the networks 

established by the YMCA. Given these early connections between young men, the YMCA, and 

eventually colleges, it is not surprising to find the work of Overholt categorized under the 

auspices of both colleges and the “Y.”   

William “Bill” Alvin Overholt 

It is ’the ACPA Commission IV’s Task Force’s initial call across the country for 

resources from collegiate leadership programs that resulted in their introduction to William 

Overholt’s (1970) monograph Towards a Modern Concept of Leadership. Written when he was 

Associate Dean of Student Affairs at Boston University, the self-published document made a 

lasting impression and Overholt is quoted in the introduction to Student Leadership Programs in 

Higher Education (Roberts, 1981). In conversations with Denny Roberts (personal 

communication, 2016), he situates Overholt’s “obscure treatise” as offering a theme that “most 

saliently describes the challenges faced by professionals in higher education as they seek to 

develop the leadership potential of students:  

 

The cult of the central figure in the modern social setting is dysfunctional in a 

democratic society for at least the following reasons: 

1) A star system atomizes social relationships whether one is dealing with a 

charismatic political figure or an “expert” in a complex interdisciplinary 

problem. 
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2) When authority id atomized in a society of experts, accompanied by down 

grading the nonexpert, there then results a slackness in general community life 

which might properly be described as vulgarization.  

3) Closely related to vulgarization of culture is the trivialization or superficiality 

as the social gap widens between and elitist concept of leadership and the 

general public. Triviality has one of its aspects the indulgence of escapism 

from hard issues, from big concerns. 

4) Finally, the cult of the central figure in the leadership theory produces a kind 

of negativism in the group or in the public which is sheer refusal to take 

responsibility.  

The times cry out for a shared concept of social responsibility and a concept of 

shared leadership which supports and gives validity to it. A responsible, shared 

leadership can unify instead of atomize; it can creat3e excellence instead of 

slipping into vulgarity; it can face important questions rather than divert to 

triviality; it can confront reality instead of ducking into escapism; it can grow in 

maturity and power rather than shrink into cowardice and negativism. (p. 3)  

 

In my conversation with Denny Roberts (personal communication, June 10, 2016), he 

framed the monograph as the earliest evidence of which he was aware that was a “frontal 

challenge to positional leadership.” When the Commission IV task force received this document, 

Roberts says it was the item that “broke us wide open… that’s what caused us to think of it 

(leadership) in very different ways.” For the task force, as stated by Roberts, “leadership became 

something that we need to do something about, in courses, in programs, and that kind of thing.” 
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If Overholt’s ideas were the foundation, then the work of student affairs must move beyond 

cultivating positional leaders to include other students as potential leaders. In the book, Denny 

Roberts framed it in the following manner, “The issue addressed by Overholdt [as noted in 

Chapter 3, the publication contained a misspelling of Overholt] is the necessity of broadening 

leadership participation, thereby brining about the most fully participative kind of democratic 

system possible.”  

Across his career, Overholt published several articles but none prior to this monograph 

focused on leadership learning. In our conversation, Roberts pondered why Overholt wrote the 

monograph and contemplated why or if the task force had actually corresponded with Overholt 

(Roberts, personal correspondence, June 10, 2016). In my own research, I hoped the Student 

Affairs Archives at Bowling Green State might offer insight on Overholt, but despite hours in the 

archives, there were no further references to Overholt or his monograph. Fortunately, I was able 

to find a version of the original document as well as several other data sources related to 

Overholt. To bring light to his contributions, I have compiled a brief biography of his life and 

work. This chapter provides limited insight into Overholt’s foundational leadership experiences 

as a youth, his early career experiences, his role as a student affairs professional, and his personal 

research efforts to develop a manifesto calling for a modern approach to leadership. Finally, the 

chapter includes a summary of the monograph. 

Family Life, Education, and Career 

The son of Gilbert Henry and Ethel Beall Overholt, William Overholt was born May 23, 

1917, and raised in Elkins, West Virginia. He earned his A.B. degree in History and English and 

a high school teaching certificate from Davis and Elkins College in 1937, where he served as 

class president all four years. He was the college paper editor, president of the Student Christian 
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Association, and participated in the debate club and was a member of Chi Omicron Delta, a 

social fraternity (Overholt Dissertation, 1951). These involvements demonstrate he was clearly 

entrenched in positional leadership in his youth. Overholt participated in the Rhodes Scholarship 

process in 1963 as one of six potential state school representatives eligible to advance and be 

considered for the Middle Atlantic district appointments (Charleston Daily Mail, December 16, 

1963). As a college student he spent summers attending the American Youth Foundation 

conferences and directing 4-H Club county camps in West Virginia.  

Following college graduation, Overholt moved to Ohio and worked with the YMCA 

young boy’s and men’s work programs until he departed in 1940 to attend Boston University 

(BU) on a YMCA Counseling Fellowship. He earned an M.A. in Educational Psychology in 

1941. While pursuing his master’s degree, Overholt was inducted into Phi Delta Kappa and 

served as the Director of Religious Activities at BU, his first position working on campus with 

college students. He departed BU in 1942 to serve as State Secretary of the YMCA in West 

Virginia. Early in 1943, Overholt joined the Army and attended the Army Air Forces Officer 

Candidate School, where he was commissioned as a 2nd Lieutenant in 1944. He married his wife 

Dorthea in the same year and was promoted to 1st Lieutenant in 1945. Later that year, the couple 

welcomed a son, William.  

Released from the Army at the rank of Captain in 1946, Overholt and his family migrated 

back to Boston University for a year. They then returned to West Virginia in 1947 where 

Overholt served as YMCA Extension Secretary working with 125 high school YMCA groups. In 

this role, Overholt directed the state Y camps, oversaw office management, did fundraising, 

engaged in public relations, and participated in the Area Council staff planning. In the same year, 
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Overholt was admitted to the West Virginia Conference of the Methodist Church. The family 

added a daughter, Carolyn, in 1948.  

The four Overholts’ and the family dog, Taffy, moved to Minneapolis in 1949, where Bill 

served as Secretary of the National Student North Central Area Council of the YMCA. The 

family dog was detained on the day they moved due to a rabies quarantine, as reported in The 

Charleston Daily Mail on November 18, 1949. In his new role, Overholt worked with College 

YMCA Programs in Iowa, Minnesota, North and South Dakota, and Wisconsin with specific 

responsibilities that included advising regional student councils and the advisory committee 

faculty conferences, supervising regional leadership training projects, participating in national 

staff planning, and local office administration. Overholt served as the Director of the Leadership 

Seminar of Student YMCA-YWCA, College Camp in 1951 and 1952. Overholt, seen in Figure 

2, completed his PhD in Philosophy from Boston University in 1951.  

 

Figure 2. A photo of William A. Overholt from dissertation biography published 1951. 
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Boston University and International Study 

The family eventually relocated back to Boston in 1954, where Overholt served as 

Protestant Chaplain and Assistant Professor of Religion in Higher Education at his alma mater, 

Boston University. He continued to be involved with the Student YMCA movement serving as 

Co-Chair of the 1956 National Student YMCA-YWCA Staff Seminar and Vice-Chairman and 

Editor of the Bulletin, a publication of the Association of Student YMCA Secretaries. He also 

served as director of the 1959 National Student YMCA-YWCA Leadership School held in 

Berkeley, CA. Overholt was Member-at-Large for the Board of Directors of North American 

Association of YMCA Secretaries from 1959 to 1961 and was staff liaison to the Greater Boston 

YMCA from 1970 to 1973. 

 

Figure 3. International study announcement in The Charleston Gazette, September 27, 1963. 
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During his tenure at Boston University, Overholt completed extensive international 

traveled beginning with leading US–USSR student exchange groups in Russia, Hungary, and 

Poland in 1961. Between 1963 and 1964, he took a leave of absence, noted in the newspaper 

clipping in Figure 3, from BU to complete a study of the role universities around the world play 

in developing leadership in present-day society. He and his family traveled to London, Paris, 

Heidelberg, Geneva, Rome, Athens, Jerusalem, Beirut, Tehran, Delhi, Calcutta, Rangoon, 

Bangkok, Manila, Hong Kong, Taipei, Kyoto, and Tokyo and he taught one semester in the 

Philippines (The Link, 1964). He, again, lead a US–USSR student exchange group to Russia, 

Czechoslovakia, and Poland in 1966, then in 1972 he completed a study tour of universities in 

Asia.  

Overholt was promoted in 1970 to Associate Dean of Student Affairs at Boston 

University, where he served as Director of Studies and Research on Students and had 

supervisory responsibility for the Director of the University Union, Student Health, International 

Student Center, University Chaplain, and Student Volunteer Services. It was in this role that he 

wrote his treatise Towards a Modern Concept of Leadership. The edition (1970) was published 

and distributed by the Office of the Dean of Student Affairs at Boston University.  

In 1973, as noted in Figure 4, Overholt was named Dean of Student Affairs at the 

University of Illinois Medical Center Campus, a move that necessitated another move for the 

family, this time to the Chicago area. 

One could argue these varied experiences are foundational to Overholt’s perspective on 

modern leadership. The treatise was one outcome of his travels, research, and an introspective 

effort to better understand the experiences of ’his youth, early career, and personal affiliations to 

ascertain how each informed his personal philosophy. 
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Figure 4. Newspaper announcement of Overholt appointment to be Dean of Student Affairs at 
University of Illinois Medical Center Campus in 1973. 

 

By delving into the teaching and philosophies of the American Youth Foundation, the 4-

H, and the development of the YMCA at the time of Overholt’s employment, the following 

sections offers some insight into how Overholt informed his thinking on leadership, thus shaping 

the perspective he offered in the monograph.  

American Youth Foundation  

As a young man, Overholt attended the American Youth Foundation (AYF) summer 

conferences, participating in the curricular approach to developing leadership. This section 

briefly introduces details related to the founding of the organization and the guiding philosophy 

espoused by AYF.  

As the 20th century began, so did the relationships and connections that eventually 

became the AYF. The actualization of the vision and efforts of four men—John L. Alexander, 

William H. Danforth, Preston G. Orwig, and Richard A. Waite (American Youth Foundation, 
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2013)— camp-conferences began in 1914 and were formalized in 1924 as AYF. The founders 

were linked by their personal investments in the YMCA, the Boy Scouts, the Men and Religion 

Forward movement as well as a mutual commitment to youth leadership development. 

Incorporated as a nonprofit organization in 1925, AYF gave youth the opportunity to become 

entrenched in an experience centered on the AYF vision to develop Christian leaders for all of 

life’s vocations—to inspire young people to discover and develop their own best self-tools to live 

a balanced life. The camps focused on mental, social, physical, and spiritual growth, known as 

the Four-Fold Life. Campers were charged with the goal of returning home to make a difference 

in their lives and the lives of others. Captured in the Articles of Incorporation, the following 

statement defines the effort:  

The purpose of this Foundation shall be the discovery and training of young 

people for Christian leadership, scientific research and experimentation in the 

field of adolescence, the creation of special literature in the field of Christian 

training, the assistance of youth through personal contacts and student aids, 

educational and religious service to individuals and organizations to promote the 

well-being of youth throughout the world. (AYF Points of Service, 1931, pg.6) 

The American Youth Foundation sought to train youth as well as the leaders of youth and 

held the perspective that “leadership is the result of instruction and practice in a given way 

towards a definitive objective” (pg.11). AYF participants completed 220 hours of instruction 

over three summers, following an established curriculum covering Christian ideals, personal 

foundations, personal enrichment, leadership principles, and leadership practice. Camp 

conferences were offered in single-sex sessions for individuals in groups by age, 11–15 and 16–

21. The Foundation Leaders’ Institute was for young adults and brought together 50 participants 
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engaged for three summers in the “study and practice in the field of youth.” The faculty of these 

sessions came from all walks of life including college professors, business men, religious 

educators, school teachers, principals, and others invested in youth development.  

Overholt lists ongoing involvement with the AYF on his resume. His service included 

serving as a lecturer at both the youth camps as well as the Foundation Leaders Institute. He was 

also an advisory board member to the New Hampshire youth camp and a sitting member on the 

Education Committee and the Director’s Curriculum committee of the American Youth 

Foundation.  

4-H Club Camp 

The club system of 4-H, formalized in 1914 as a result of President Woodrow Wilson 

signing the Smith-Lever Act, created a distinctly American volunteer system of practical 

education (Reck, 1951). Prior to the passage, numerous efforts to support youth development 

through agricultural competition and experiment clubs existed across the middle of the country. 

Boys’ Corn Clubs and Girls’ Home Life Clubs emerged in the southern United States, first in 

Mississippi, in 1907 with federal government support via the Farmers’ Cooperative 

Demonstration Work, a branch of the U.S. Department of Agriculture and in partnership with 

Mississippi State College. The fast expansion of these clubs, both in number and specialization, 

made evident the need for centralized management at the federal and state levels, which lead to 

cooperative agreements with several southern states and colleges followed by an expansion 

across the country. The 4-H was based on the 3-Hs (head, heart, and hand), the philosophy of 

Ferdinand Buisson, a French primary school educator. William Beardshear, president of Iowa 

State College, a land grant institution that focused on agricultural education, embraced the 

philosophy and at a speech in Minneapolis in 1902. He added the fourth H, health (Hoover, 
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Scholl, Dunigan, & Mamontova, 2007; Beardshear, 1904; National Education Association, 

1858–1952). In a circular distributed in February 1912, the parts of the four Hs were defined as: 

the head to be trained to think, plan, and reason; the heart to be kind, true, and sympathetic; the 

hands to be useful, helpful, and skillful; and health to resist disease, enjoy life, and make for 

efficiency.  

With the purpose of giving young people a space to learn about agriculture and home 

economics by employing experiential learning methods (Hoover, Scholl, Dunigan, & 

Mamontova, 2007; National 4-H, 82004; Vines & Anderson, 1976), the mission and vision of the 

4-H was (and is) the attainment of agricultural knowledge. Leadership and citizenship skills have 

always been a function of 4-H and historically participation with the organization was billed as a 

means of access to higher education.  

In practice, the 4-H used a series of record books to document the leadership concepts 

learned by participants and offered leader manuals covering topics such as meeting management, 

officer development, and communication to guide adult and youth volunteer leaders. In the 

1920s, wartime necessitated that the young club members take more active roles in the planning 

of annual programs and budget allocation, a circumstance that one state’s leaders felt was 

ultimately of great benefit, encouraging “the development of club and community spirit and the 

suppression of individual selfishness” (Reck, 1951, p.195) and cultivating a sense of honor in 

working for the club or group rather than to win a prize or for personal recognition. We see both 

of these concepts show up in Overholt’s writing.  

Beyond the after-school and academic year offerings, the 4-H developed and offered 

camping programs. Interestingly, in 1915 one of the first county agents to execute a three-day 

camp was J.V. Shipman of Randolph County, West Virginia, where Overholt spent his childhood 
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and youth (Reck, 1951). Inspired by the success of the county camps and following the donation 

of the land, the West Virginia state legislature appropriated money for the 4-H Camp at 

Jackson’s Mill in 1921. The facility accommodated up to 350 people and was used to host camp 

sessions and leadership training conferences. In addition, it served as a year-round meeting place 

for agricultural, civic, and religious groups. As a college student, Overholt spent his summers 

directing 4-H camps in his home state of West Virginia. This opportunity entrenched Overholt in 

the camping experience, where he had the opportunity to help the campers develop leadership 

skills beyond the club environment by tackling issues such as motivation, team building, and 

interpersonal relationships while working with other youths from different communities (Van 

Horn, Flanagan, & Thomson, 1998).  

The Young Men’s Christian Association 

Born nine years after the Elkins County YMCA, one of the first in West Virginia, opened 

its doors, it is likely the local YMCA was a significant part of Overholt’s childhood. Although 

Elkins High School did have a Hi-Y club during the years Overholt attended, he is not listed as a 

member in the yearbooks I was able to access in my research. As a college student, he was the 

president of the Davis and Elkins College Student Christian Association. By the time Overholt 

was employed by the National YMCA programs and listed as doing Boys Work in Ohio, the 

organization had shifted from primarily religious activities to incorporate social and service 

activities similar to those offered previously by the urban YMCAs. The Y figured notably in the 

lives of young men like Bill Overholt. 

The Young Men’s Christian Association expanded to American college and university 

campuses across the country were bastions of young men distanced from family and hometown 

influences, which often made students susceptible to the temptations of the world and bad 
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influences. There are ample chronicles of young men moving to the city only to be duped by 

various forms of “confidence men, later abbreviated to “con men.” These incidents were so 

rampant that they gave rise to pamphlets and books that warned young men about these 

incidents, most notably Horatio Alger’s “rags to riches” novels, among many others (Ragged 

Dick, 1868).  

These circumstances made colleges ideal locations for cultivating new chapters of the 

YMCA. The International YMCA passed a resolution at the 1870 Convention formalizing the 

YMCA efforts to work with colleges and developed the Student Department in 1877 by 

appointing a full-time secretary for student work at the national level and formalizing 40 

religious student organizations into chapters of a college division (Geiger 2014). Much like the 

larger organization, student YMCAs focused on religious activities coupled with providing 

community work and service. In 1881, the college member associations numbered 345 and by 

1900 recognized 628 groups. Following World War I, the work of student Ys shifted to engaging 

with social problems such as issues related to race, labor, and the war agenda wrapped around 

the same religious precepts. At peak popularity in the 1920s, the student Y movement surged to 

730 associations and approximately 94,000 members in 1921 (Guide to the Archives of the 

YMCA–Student Division, 2018). 

Much like the larger parent organization, the student Ys were the result of grass-roots, 

ground-up efforts of students. In the 1920s, students pushed for greater autonomy and control of 

policy-making and membership guidelines, a move that upset the staff and leaders from the 

national YMCA and were coined as “radical” steps. When students threatened to withdraw from 

the larger movement, the YMCA Student Department was given divisional status with the 

YMCA National Council in 1927. In partnership, the Student Department and the National 
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Student Council of YMCAs became the governing body of the Student YMCAs (Hopkins, 

1951). 

In the late 19th century, campus-based YMCA student associations had crafted 

socialization programs for incoming freshmen that included faculty introductions, academic 

information, housing and employment opportunities, and student leadership programs much of 

which was translated via student handbooks produced by the local Ys. As formalized student 

personnel offices popped up on campuses across the country, including modern orientation 

programs, career services, academic advising, and financial aid programs, many YMCA chapters 

had offered similar services in what could be seen as an antecedent to the student affairs 

profession (Finnegan & Alleman, 2013). Following a steady decline in membership, in the mid-

20th century, the Student YMCA was still present and active on college campuses, but to 

compensate for the dwindling number of members and as the field of student affairs 

professionalized many of the roles and services previously offered by the campus Ys were 

usurped by institutions, further diminishing the necessity for the college YMCA. Alleman and 

Finnegan (2009) noted some recipients of the YMCA handbooks as well as those who produced 

the guides in the 1920s and 1930s were likely individuals who later emerged as student 

personnel workers and eventual student affairs professionals. Clearly, it would seem that Bill 

Overholt’s life followed a similar pattern. 

Overholt committed much of his professional and volunteer work to the YMCA, 

including co-chairing the National Student YMCA-YWCA Staff Seminar in 1956; serving as 

vice-chair and editor of the Bulletin, a publication of the Association of Student YMCA 

Secretaries, between 1956 and 1959; and in 1959 directing the National Student YMCA-YWCA 

Leadership School. Ultimately, he served as Member-at-Large for the Board of Directors of 
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North American Association of YMCA Secretaries from 1959 to 1961. In 1970, the YMCA 

closed the Student Department. Much of this transpired during the time Overholt was a student 

himself, a YMCA employee, and a volunteer as well as a student affairs professional (Guide to 

the Archives of the YMCA–Student Division, 2018).  

The Monograph 

As mentioned in the opening of this chapter, in 1970, Overholt self-published his 

monograph Towards a Modern Concept of Leadership. I have previously shared the section 

included by Roberts in Student Leadership Programs in Higher Education (1981). The following 

section expands on the concepts shared and includes details I find relevant to the current thinking 

on leadership learning at the collegiate level.  

Across his career, Overholt published several articles, many of which informed his 

monograph, but a significant amount of his data came from the interviews of prominent 

educators from around the world completed between 1963 and 1964 while on leave from Boston 

University. He readily acknowledged that his monograph presupposed a good life and good 

society that embodied the following points:  

1.) the dignity of and respect for individuals, 2.) a social order that supports the 

humanity and growth process for all persons, and 3.) a social order that includes 

support for achieving new knowledge, new technology and new schemes of social 

order which more adequately provide for universal dignity, etc. (pg. 47) 

Overholt also conceded that for many, leadership is a “value-charged word with a diffuse 

connotation and a variety of denotations” (p. 1). Having participated in youth organizations such 

as the AYF as a youth and YMCA for over 40 years, Overholt acknowledged the “peculiar 

gimmicks and devices” organizations offer in the name of leadership training and asserted the 
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potpourri of efforts is “ad hoc, pragmatic, and fragmented” (p. 1). Each of these factors, 

including his concern for the fragmentation of leadership training, influenced Overholt’s study 

and subsequent writing of the monograph.  

Overholt noted the social disruption of World War I and the Great Depression shifted the 

examination of leadership from attention to individual characteristics in two directions—first, by 

increasing research into the context, shaped by social, economic, intellectual, religious, and 

political processes, in which we act out our lives, and second, stemming from the emerging 

insights from dynamic psychology, increasing investigations into the feelings, attitudes, and 

behaviors in groups. Overholt believed that the time was ripe for a renewed look at the field of 

leadership. In his writing, he identified three major concepts needing attention in his fresh 

assessment of leadership: first, clarifying the concept of leadership in relation to the dynamics of 

modern society; second, exploring the possibility of a personal and democratic ethic with 

potential to validate; and finally, giving stability and direction to leadership as defined, 

considering the ramifications for leadership training and development based on the outcomes of 

the first two concepts (Overholt, 1970). 

Overholt (1970) argued that the fragmentation of the university, specialization, and 

technical expertise over time further diminished the concerns for leadership, social utility, or 

social responsibility, noting that “by the beginning of the Twentieth Century, the basic social 

institutions (state, church, and university) were no longer performing classical functions of 

conserving and propagating a universal, rational, and morale-satisfying conception of the world” 

(p. 10). Overholt asserted the specialist or technical expert was in the most demand for 

leadership but in the changing curriculum was offered little or no training or development in 

social responsibility at present, specifically at the collegiate level. He also noted that this same 
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reliance on expertise created dependence on group work and decision making and the dispersion 

of leadership roles.  

Considering this perspective, Overholt defined leadership “as the power to influence the 

decision-making process of the social situation and thus leadership is widely shared in the 

modern decision-making process” (p. 13). He also postulated, “[i]f leadership, then, is defined as 

the ability to influence the social order for good or ill, then nearly every professionally trained 

and employed person exercises at least potentially a considerable degree of leadership in modern 

society whether he acknowledges it or not” (p. 16). Thus, if the responsibility of cultivating an 

effective social order is a part of the role of leadership, it is also true that it is the responsibility 

of those basic social organizations to nurture and develop a similar responsibility in its 

constituency. After years of work on college campuses, Overholt pointed out that universities 

and colleges rewarded individual achievement and encouraged learning for personal financial 

gain, and he noted similar phenomena occurring in the church and community—in short, 

basically placing the individual before others.  

The monograph offers a brief literature review of the leadership thinking of the time and 

first focused on public or political leadership (Bell, Hill, & Wright, 1961) including the functions 

and situations of a group in relation to leadership (Browne & Cohn, 1958), the factors associated 

with leadership (Stodgill, 1948), the role of culture in defining leadership (Peyre, 1961; 

Hoffman, 1967), and leadership as the relationship between leader and follower (Barnes, 1967). 

Overholt also looked at sociological or psychological conceptions of leadership such as the 

Freudian set of leadership types (Redl, 1942); sociologically derived types of leadership (Stotts, 

1962), the classification of types of leadership (Cattell & Stice, 1954); the small group 

movement and interpersonal factors of leadership (Verba, 1961); the relevance of personality and 
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culture (Chinoy,1950); and finally, the concentration on the central figure to the detriment of 

others, the common goal, group maintenance in relation to leadership, and leadership roles (as 

cited in Ross & Hendry, 1951; Halpin & Winer, 1952; Lippett, 1964).  

The third area of leadership thinking Overholt (1970) covered he defined as industrial 

and military groups. This section was a deep dive into Fiedler’s (1967) A Theory of Leadership 

Effectiveness covering task-oriented and interpersonal styles of leadership and his contingency 

model of leadership. In summary, Overholt disparages the tendency to concentrate on the central 

figure within a prescribed social unit, a circumstance that ignores any implications of social 

influence or change and diminishes the concern for the whole community. Overholt advocated a 

theory of shared leadership and declared the focus on a central figure is dysfunctional in a 

modern, democratic society, offering the following points to support his assertion: 

1. A “star” system takes a psychological toll producing jealousy, irresponsibility, 

feelings of inferiority, and alienation;  

2. When authority is in the hands of a society of experts the results is a general 

slackness in community life or, as Overholt put it, a “vulgarization” of American 

life; 

3. As the social gap grows the result is the trivialization or superficiality between 

the elite class and the general public’s concept of leadership, which is already 

challenging in a mass society where the average man feels he has little influence; 

4. The focus on the central figure produces a negativity that gives rise to a 

pervasive refusal of the individual to take responsibility. (Overholt, 1970) 

 Overholt (1970) argued the leadership ideology of the time was outdated and the country 

was in a “crisis with regard to responsibility for quality of a community, for the character of a 
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nation, for the integrity of a culture.” (p. 44)? Ultimately, he concluded, “The times cry out for a 

shared concept of social responsibility and a concept of shared leadership which supports and 

gives validity to it” (p. 45). Advocating a shared leadership and social responsibility unifies, 

sparks excellence rather than slackness, supports addressing the challenging questions rather than 

slipping into escapism, and grows maturity rather than cowardice and negativism.  

The next section introduced Overholt’s proposed role of the university to recognize and 

cultivate social responsibility and shared leadership, his proposed leadership typology, a 

normative concept of leadership, and his views on educating leaders in the collegiate setting. The 

change in access to higher education in the first half of the 20th century shifted the manner of 

participation and involvement on campus by including a larger swath of the non-elite students 

and creating the opportunity for all members to engage in participative leadership. Yet, at the 

time, this concept of leadership as a function of social responsibility was not acknowledged in 

university circles still rooted in the central figure, status, and authority concept of leadership. 

Overholt (1970) called for a “fresh analysis” of leadership considering the shifting dynamics of a 

modern, democratic society. He felt the onus was on universities for translating knowledge and 

skill while also embracing their vital role in training for responsible citizenship including the 

consequences of the application of gained knowledge and skills in ethical or irresponsible ways. 

Overholt acknowledged the society in which the university exists, such as America versus China, 

and the institutional type, public versus religiously affiliated, plays a role in how this might 

unfold differently across campuses. Knowing this he argued, “The university as a microcosm of 

society has a significant opportunity to demonstrate the fruits of respect for diversity and 

responsibility for community… its most important contributions to training of leadership for a 

modern society” (p. 51).  
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Overholt (1970) stated programs related to training for responsible leadership were small 

and limited in number and variety, with American universities doing far more than foreign 

universities. The monograph did highlight efforts related to training for responsible leadership, 

programs to encourage the open and pluralistic freedom of the university to combat the increased 

academic specialization, and provisions for the study of values. Overholt surmises the 

universities of the world do little to challenge students to embrace their responsibilities for a 

cultural and civilized social order, neglecting to provide training for socially responsible 

leadership.  

Disappointed with these findings, Overholt stepped away from the monograph and did 

not report his research until he was compelled by the uprising on the campuses in the United 

States related to the Civil Rights Movement, the anti-war/peace movement and anti-Vietnam 

movements, and women’s liberation. When he returned to the monograph, it was to document a 

new typology of leadership that included the ways social influence is wielded to effect social 

change within or external to groups and to share a value theory of leadership providing potential 

means of evaluation and modeling-building with respect to leadership choices.  

Overholt’s proposed typology of types of leadership included (see Appendix E for more 

information on the typology) first, Leadership by “Control,” as Overholt coined it, being similar 

to the leader as the central figure is the most common and historically accepted type of 

leadership. Second is Leadership by “Technical Excellence,” where an individual has influence 

as a result of their expertise or mastery of a skill. Third is Leadership by “Attraction,” which 

seems to stem primarily from the strength of one’s personality or charisma. Fourth is Leadership 

by “Imagination,” for person(s) known for being an innovator and idea generator as well as the 

artist. Overholt referenced McClelland (1961), who encouraged colleges to create space for 
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students with high levels of curiosity, creativity, and imagination. Fifth is Leadership by 

“Representation,” such as the elected officer, the hero, who represents the values and aspirations 

of a group. Sixth is Leadership by “Management,” or the skill of organization and supervision 

such that the person(s) with technical excellence can function productively in the leadership 

process.  

Next is Leadership by “Release,” or when the person who relates authentically to others 

helping them develop a better understanding of themselves and others such that they are 

“released” to be successful. Related is Leadership by “Instruction,” which situates the skills and 

tasks of communication as central to leadership in modern groups. Closely related is Leadership 

by “Group Nurture.” the individual who builds viscidity, a connectedness, and a hedonic tone or 

pleasant and possibly unpleasant group experience. Leadership by “Moral or Spiritual Insight” 

follows, in which a person appeals to the moral conscience of the community. Overholt 

identified Rosa Parks as an example of this leadership type. Last but not least is Leadership by 

“Prescriptive Goal Setting,” where the effective leader articulates a goal and mobilizes a group to 

achieve said goal. Overholt concluded by noting, “seldom, if ever, does any of the types appear 

pure, and in isolation,” (p. 64) and if the typology is adequate and useful then Overholt 

encouraged research to determine the interrelationships between each leadership type in different 

situations is required.  

Noting his proposed typology is descriptive, Overholt set out to also articulate a 

normative concept of leadership. He readily acknowledged his proposal presupposed a good life 

and good society embody the following points “1.) the dignity of and respect for individuals, 2.) 

a social order that supports the humanity and growth process for all persons, and 3.) a social 

order that includes support for achieving new knowledge, new technology and new schemes of 
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social order which more adequately provide for universal dignity, etc.” (pg. 47). Having 

established this assumption, he then identified three dimensions or guidelines along which 

instances of leadership might be measured: 1) depth of social influence from fad, to custom, to 

tradition; 2) breadth from parochialism to provincialism, to nationalism, to universalism; and 3) 

direction of influence, meaning the leadership is “pioneering or exploring” or functions to reduce 

the radius or limit the context. Overholt identified constructive leadership action as one that 

tends to result in the release and exercise of higher powers such as freedom, dignity, rationality, 

and maturity for the group members and wider groups of persons. This is a stance informed by 

Jack R. Gibbs (1967), who spoke about participative and emergent leadership at the American 

Association for Higher Education’s National Conference on Higher Education in Chicago. Gibbs 

declared, “In abstract, this model of leadership specifies a theory of ethics. That behavior is more 

ethical when it is most trusting, most open, most self-determining, and most interdependent” 

(Overholt, 1970). 

Overholt urged a shift in thinking on leadership stating:  

If “leadership” is to embrace such a broadly inclusive set of means by which 

modern society is significantly influenced, it has to shake loose from the 

individualistic, central figure interpretations of history and be redefined as a 

competent, sensitive, and constructive responsibility to the fullest realization of 

persons in the community. (p. 67) 

In a call to educate leaders in universities, Overholt argues one role of institutions is to 

support practical application of information, insights, skills, and strategies learned in the 

academic setting beyond the classroom making it essential for students “to study leadership 

theory, the social implication so the facts, theories and procedures that are studied as 
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abstractions, and the ethical principles by which methods and consequences can be evaluated” 

(p. 79). Additionally, Overholt felt it important for students to have opportunities for 

involvement in on- or off-campus entities affording the individual an opportunity to achieve self-

awareness, a commitment to community service, and a comprehension of community 

understanding.  

Overholt called colleges and universities to set and maintain high academic standards, 

maintain a concern for the quality of the whole-campus culture, and make the campus 

community one that supports the identity formation of young adults and a community of mutual 

care and support as well as encourages active faculty engagement. Furthermore, he called on 

institutions to educate through community service, asserting the opinion that “[b]y speeches or 

seminars, the University should be a laboratory for the life of the community and students should 

be led to expect to serve their fellow men somewhere, investing themselves voluntarily in the 

community” (p. 87).  

Overholt went on to speculate if universities cultivated the intention to serve rather than 

to achieve personal status and gain then potentially some societal problems would be “well on 

their way to solutions” (p. 87). He called for student participation in the decision-making 

process, giving students “experience of personal acquaintance with faculty and staff and other 

professional people as well as experience in highly complex administrative questions” (p. 88). 

As a result of his international travel, Overholt urged exploration of professional ethics, 

suggesting the surge in technical and scientific professions resulted in underdeveloped or 

minimal ethical standards and citing the physicists who researched the atom bomb as examples 

for a profession operating largely without “education or interest in the moral, philosophical, and 

spiritual implications of their work” (p. 90). Finally, Overholt maintained the appropriate scope 
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of universities is not just the nation but the world, recognizing “the modern university needs to 

motivate young people for world citizenship” (p. 92). 

William “Bill” A. Overholt’s monograph shifted the thinking of the members of the 

American College Personnel Association (ACPA) Commission IV Leadership Task force. His 

perspective, proposed typology of leadership, and expectations of institutions of higher education 

were informed by his socialization in organizations and activities sponsored by the American 

Youth Foundation, 4-H Camps, the Young Men’s Christian Association, and Student Y 

programs as well as later in life by his affiliation with the Methodist church. My research calls 

attention to Overholt’s writing on leadership and demonstrates how his thinking set the trajectory 

for the efforts of the ACPA itself, the ACPA Commission IV Leadership Task Force, and 

collaboration among multiple student affairs organizations under the Inter-Association 

Leadership Project discussed in Chapter 5.  
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CHAPTER 5 

LEADERSHIP EDUCATION IN THE STUDENT AFFAIRS PROFESSION 

Efforts of Student Affairs Professional Organizations 

Overholt’s monograph offered a modern perspective on leadership and established 

expectations for institutions of higher education in advancing leadership development. Self-

published and seemingly unrecognized in scholarly work past or present, the monograph shaped 

the work of the Association for College Personnel Administrators (ACPA) Commission IV 

Leadership Development Task Force. Chaired by an enthusiastic new professional, Dennis C. 

Roberts, the task force was the impetus for association efforts on leadership education that 

continue today. Chapter 5 documents the creation of the ACPA Commission System, 

Commission IV, the Leadership Development task force, and early efforts to collaborate with 

other professional associations on leadership training, education, and development. 

ACPA Commission Structure 

As a subset of American Personnel and Guidance Association (APGA) from 1952 to 

1991, the ACPA established the commission structure in 1961 under the guidance of then–ACPA 

president, Dr. Melvene Hardee (Florida State University), working with ACPA members Gordon 

Klopf (Teachers College) and Dennis Trueblood (Southern Illinois University). The commission 

system was designed to establish an organizational framework that would engage the 

Association’s membership more directly in policy formation and professional development, to 

distribute responsibility among a greater number of individuals with specific areas of expertise, 

and to provide for a broader based participation in the planning and management of the 

Association (ACPA MS-319 Comm. IV Student Involvement, Box 1, ACPA Commission 
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Structure Report, 1974). Additionally, the commissions offered the enabled members to identify 

and gather around their common specialty area within student personnel service (Johnson, 1985). 

Beginning with 11 commissions, the ACPA working groups slowly gained more 

autonomy to expand their scope and responsibility for the productivity of the commission as well 

as shifted to open membership in 1973 as an effort to increase the percentage of Association’s 

members engaged with the commissions. The ACPA expanded the structure to 14 commissions 

in 1974.  

The commissions had eight objectives and functions: 1) to stay informed on trends, 

concerns, and creative approaches in their area of expertise; 2) contribute to the Convention 

through program planning and implementation; 3) cultivation of additional professional 

development opportunities; 4) collaborate with other professional and student organizations; 5) 

identify and promote needed research; 6) disseminate information via publications and other 

media; 7) assume responsibly for special tasks from the ACPA Executive Council; and 8) to 

maintain the effective administration of the Commission (ACPA MS-319 Comm. IV Student 

Involvement, Box 1, ACPA Commission Structure Report, 1974). Although initially established 

to develop and support ACPA convention programming, the commissions quickly broadened the 

efforts to include surveys, studies, and publications.  

Commission IV: The Student, Their Activities and Their Community. Commission 

IV was established in 1961 as The Student, Their Activities and Their Community to develop 

deeper understanding of students and place emphasis on “extra class” activities of students on 

campus. The community was charged with accomplishing this purpose through research and on-

going programs. Following eight years of commission work, incoming ACPA President Paul A. 

Boland’s (University of Southern California) push to develop professional positions (stances) to 
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issues and problems facing student personnel work, the members of Commission IV urged 

creating annual programs, regional workshops, and action research to inform practice. 

Simultaneously, in 1969 ACPA’s Commission IV acknowledged the time had come to “seriously 

reappraise the academic scene, to seek a contemporary understanding of students as individuals, 

and to create new opportunities for truly growthful experiences” (ACPA MS-319 Comm. IV 

Student Involvement, Box 1, Workshop information, March 1969). Dr. Roger Augustine and 

members of Commission IV offered a full-day preconference workshop during the annual 

conference in an effort to proactively redefine and shape the campus experience, an obvious 

reaction to the tumultuous decade of the 1960’s, the call from students for change, and Boland’s 

push to establish positions in key topics related to the work of student personnel.  

This same year, 1969, Roger Augustine proposed establishing task forces to facilitate the 

work of the commission and Augustine’s proposal was adopted by Commission IV at the 1970 

St. Louis Conference. The following task forces were created: College and University 

Governance, The Culturally Different, The Emerging Role of the Activities Adviser, and Student 

Personnel Services for the Off-Campus Student. These efforts paved the way for the task force 

on Leadership. 

Encouraging Inter-Association Work. At a joint meeting in 1970, the ACPA, the 

National Association Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA), and the National Associations 

of Women Deans and Administrators (NAWDAC) launched a conversation on merging the 

organizations into a single, national association for student personnel workers. A feasibility task 

force explored the merger options and eventually reported their findings in March 1971 (ACPA 

MS-319 Comm. IV Student Involvement, Box 1, Feasibility Task Force Report, March 1971). 

Although the merger was not endorsed, the report included recommendations for collaboration 
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among the three associations and encouraged further joint efforts as testing grounds for a 

possible merger in the future. The feasibility task force did set the stage for more inter-

association work to advance student personnel work with the Tomorrow’s Higher Education 

Project, a collaborative effort to make recommendations for the future of higher education and 

student programs, and the initial inter-associational task force on women, which was formalized 

in 1972. 

According to the 1972 Annual Report at the Atlantic City Convention (April 1971) the 

Commission IV decided to experiment with regional workshops with the first one held in 

Tallahassee, Florida, in May 1972 and chaired by Reuben R. McDaniel (University of Texas-

Austin). The report included the following statement made by Richard McKaig (Indiana 

University):  

But let us take a look at Commission IV from a longer perspective. Viewed within 

the context of all that remains to be done, our efforts might be appraised as quite 

meager. The challenges posed to our profession, and thus our professional 

association, call for imaginative responses of greater depth and breadth both at the 

local and national levels. Do commissions have the capacity to help shape and 

direct adequate responses on behalf of the profession? The Commission IV effort 

to launch a regional workshop program is an attempt to find a partial answer to 

that question. Other commissions have done more, others less. The energy and 

commitment needed to accomplish only the planning for our May workshop gives 

one pause. It is easy to be enthusiastic when we’re together at convention. But 

plans must be implemented… Can we find more effective ways to mobilize the 

energies of more of our members and affiliates? What are our special strengths 
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that can contribute to a stronger profession? What really is the capacity of this 

small band of volunteers? In our desire to serve, let us seek answers to these 

questions … with open eyes!” (ACPA MS-319 Comm. IV Student Involvement, 

Box 1, Commission IV Annual Report, 1972, pg. 7)  

Clearly, this statement attempted to lay the foundation for the work of the task force and called 

the commission members to invest for the betterment of the profession.  

At the mid-year meeting held October 24, 1975, in St. Louis, David A. DeCoster, then–

vice president for commissions, submitted the 1975–76 Annual Report, which included a 

reference to a conversation that occurred at the 13th Annual Midwest Student Activities 

Directors Meeting held in January 1975. Notes from this conversation included a reference by 

Lou Carrera to Carroll College teaching a course on leadership and offered arguments against 

hiring outside “experts” for leadership training and encouraged consideration for leadership 

development of students outside of leadership positions.  

In a memorandum to the Commission IV members, the Elections Coordinator Richard 

McKaig (Indiana University) announced Sharon Pope’s departure and offered Thomas Kraack 

and Peter Wirtz (University of Iowa) as the nominees for Chairperson for the 1976–1978 cycle. 

That same year, the ACPA national convention program included two sessions focused on 

leadership. The first was titled Student Organizational Leadership Development: Two 

Approaches, which offers two views of student leadership development courses offered by 

community colleges, and the other titled Women Students as Leaders: Do you know they need 

you? Do you know you need them?, which focused on Title IX, the women’s movement, and 

championing opportunities for women students to assume leadership responsibilities.  
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Creating a Leadership Task Force. The Commission IV members met on Sunday, 

April 11, 1976, in the Pick Congress Hotel in Chicago, where newly appointed Chairman Pete 

Wirtz, asked, “What is leadership development and are there models for use?” Before the 

meeting adjourned, Commission IV had set five specific goals for upcoming year, 1976–1977. 

The fifth goal established was to develop a task force on leadership development charged with 

studying approaches to leadership development on campuses; research efforts in progress, related 

needs, and developments; and to report findings to the ACPA membership, which appears to be a 

reaction to the question Chairman Wirtz had posed early in the meeting. 

Four years prior to this meeting, the commissions moved to use a task force system to 

identify and explore key professional issues. It was in this spirit that at the 1976 Commission IV 

general meeting they formed the Task Force on Leadership Development. A young new 

professional, Dennis Roberts from the University of Maryland–College Park raised his hand 

when the call for a chairperson was issued and Roberts held this position through 1979. Once 

established, the task force on leadership development endeavored to achieve the fifth goal of the 

commission and to address the Commissions’ purpose of supporting “Students, their Activities, 

and their Community” by studying approaches to leadership development on campuses; 

exploring the nature of leadership programs in higher education including progress, needs, and 

development; and finally, disseminating the findings to the ACPA membership (ACPA MS-319 

Comm. IV Student Involvement, Box 1, ACPA Commission IV, Annual Report 1975-1976).  

In a budget request memo submitted by Peter Wirtz to the ACPA Executive Budget 

Committee October 19, 1976, the original Task Force was identified as a partnership 

(cooperation) with Commission I: Organization, Administration, and Development of Student 

Personnel Services chaired by newly elected David Borland (North Texas State University). The 
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intent was to focus on leadership training. In this same document, Wirtz requested $145 to 

support the work of the Leadership Development Task Force.  

While ACPA’s Commission IV was moving on the above goal, the Association for 

College Unions International (ACUI), the National Entertainment and Campus Activities 

Association (now the National Association for Campus Activities—NACA), NAWDAC, and the 

Association of College and University Housing Officers (ACUHO) were all having similar 

conversations and focusing in some way on leadership training and development, but none had 

so purposefully identified this as a goal of their efforts nor had they actively disseminated their 

work beyond the specific professional organization. 

Under the guidance of Dennis Roberts, the task force established specific goals including  

the creation of a resource repository, formalizing a model of student leadership development 

programs to disseminate the model and identify research, assessment, and evaluation efforts of 

leadership programs and then finally to provide additional professional development and 

consultation. 

In its first effort, the task force put out a national call for the sharing of resources related 

to student leadership programming. Denny Roberts recalls:  

We had this huge file drawer full of the resources that we had pulled in. An initial 

effort of the task force was to see what’s going on out there. We did the best that 

we could to basically pull in the information, set up all these files, and then we 

started to see some patterns in the files. The group of us that was on the taskforce, 

we would like—again, no e-mail, telephones were expensive, we meet. We would 

set up meetings periodically to have up to two or three days to just really dig in, 
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analyze the folders, and try to figure out what to do with it. (Personal 

communication, June 10, 2016)  

Roberts recalls,  

We weren’t thinking about creating a major emphasis within student affairs and 

within higher education. That wasn’t what we set out to do. We set out to address 

a challenge which was students are trying to lead and it’s not going so well, and 

we need to do something about it, we need help. I think our motivation in the 

beginning was really very practical. (Personal Communication, June 10, 2016) 

In 1977, the group completed a survey of leadership development activities at colleges 

and universities and task force members facilitated regional workshop at the Mid-West Student 

Activities Conference in Chicago and East Coast Activities Conferences in Minnesota, Iowa, and 

Wisconsin. Approximately 85 inquiries were made seeking to access to the files of the task force. 

The group conducted additional surveys, continued to gather resources, and conducted research 

over a three-year time span that eventually informed an ACPA monograph, Student Leadership 

Programs in Higher Education, but beyond that, as Komives put it in our conversation, “What 

happened was, the task force let us start to connect as a community of people interested in 

leadership, in doing leadership work” (S. Komives, personal communication, July 15, 2016). 

Writing the Book. Following the 1978 mid-year ACPA commission chairs meeting 

where a broad conversation about publication of monographs occurred, Commission IV 

Chairperson Richard “Dick” McKaig asked Roberts and the task force at the convention in 

Detroit for input on content and audience of a possible monograph. McKaig proposed the idea of 

the task force sponsoring workshops as an outgrowth of its resource file. In July of the same 
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year, Margaret “Peg” Anthony informed McKaig that the ACPA Editorial Board, led by Janet 

Greenwood, was considering a monograph that would:  

include a statement of rationale for leadership development in higher education; 

several models for leadership training; a discussion of techniques; and the 

development of leadership training activities; some exemplary designs from 

leadership classes and workshops and a discussion of evaluation and assessment 

of such programs. (ACPA MS-319 Comm. IV Student Involvement, Box 1, 

Commission IV Mid-Year Report, 1978)  

To prepare for the publication, the task force shifted from collecting and analyzing to 

creating a resource and referral file for Association members and developing a monograph on 

student leadership development in higher education. At the 1979 convention in Los Angeles, 

Roberts provided a statement of purpose for the monograph and McKaig included Roberts’ 

statement on Commission IV’s Leadership Development Task Force in his Fall Interchange 

newsletter. Commission IV sponsored the following educational sessions at the annual meeting: 

Racial Awareness Programs for Student Leaders and a Commission IV Leadership Development 

Task Force Program Report. The task force received approval from the Media Board to proceed 

with writing a monograph, Student Leadership Development in Higher Education in 1979. All 

the while, the task force continued to solicit resources including direct requests to 17 presenters 

from the 1979 ACPA and NASPA conferences to submit materials for inclusion in the Task 

Force resource files, bringing the total number of contributing schools to 78, and the group 

addressed 46 written requests for information.  

In 1979, Roberts and Anthony published the first article on a comprehensive model of 

leadership development programming. As Roberts put it, “an  
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article about whether or not you should program with a comprehensive model kind of idea and 

the work of the task force, the collected resources, and network developed offered the 

opportunity to cull ideas and identify authors who eventually wrote for the book” (Personal 

communication, June 10, 2016). 

 Roberts ended his term as task force chair in 1979 and was elected Commission IV chair. 

Work on the book continued with the ACPA Media Review Board. The January 1981 

Commission IV Directorate Update from Roberts noted, “the book is redrafted, retyped, and with 

the editorial board for review.” In his update, Roberts also added that Betty Asher had indicated 

the book should be ready by the 1981 ACPA convention in Cincinnati and all that remained was 

for ACPA to authorize funding for production. The book was set to be titled Student Leadership 

Programs in Higher Education. A combination of ACPA Media Board changes and slow 

editorial board review progress made the goal of convention 1981 unattainable. Thus, following 

several rounds of edits and resubmissions, the layout was displayed at the Mid-Year ACPA 

meeting in November 1981. Roberts returned the final proof in January 1982 and copies of the 

book were available for sale at the 1982 ACPA annual convention in Detroit and ACUI 

conference in Dallas. 

Shortly after submitting the final draft, Roberts informed William Larkin the contributors 

would not be receiving complementary copies of the publication. Larkin and Peg Anthony 

strongly objected, arguing contributors deserved a copy for the time and effort they contributed 

to developing the book. Roberts shared their feedback with Emil R. Spees (Southern Illinois 

University), Editor and Chairperson of ACPA Media and Editorial Boards, and advocated that 

the contributors receive a copy of the book. Spees invited Roberts to address the boards with his 

concerns at the upcoming convention. In a letter to Nadine Lomakin (University of Maryland–
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Baltimore), Kenneth Kelly invited her to participate in the effort to translate the book and in the 

post script he shared the good news that contributors would get a copy of the book.  

Roberts moved to Southern Methodist University (SMU) to serve as the Director of 

Residence Life and Leadership Programs in 1980. The Task Force Leadership resource files 

were moved to SMU with Roberts, where he continued to manage requests and inquiries which, 

he acknowledges, were beginning to decline, but the files were still a service offered by the task 

force.  

Keeping the Conversation Alive. While Roberts was chair of Commission IV, the 

responsibility for the leadership task force bounced from individuals to groups of individuals. 

The Commission IV 1981 Annual Business meeting agenda identified Denise Breen (institution 

unknown) as responsible for submitting the task force report and Justin Carroll (Washington 

University–St. Louis), Don D. Albrecht (Texas A & M), and Tom Ramey (institution unknown) 

are noted in Roberts’ April Directorate Update as newly affiliated with the task force. Whit 

Hollis (University of South Carolina–Columbia), identified as the ACPA Coordinator for 

Leadership Resources from 1982–1983, was investigating the future of the Leadership Resource 

Center and suggested the possibility of dissolving the files or the solicitation of updates and 

revisions to the files, a sentiment Roberts had also expressed in his correspondence. As Roberts 

left the role of chair for Commission IV, he offered this perspective in his 1, “It feels as if 

Commission IV is at somewhat of a chapter closing. Several issues are reaching closure and in 

order to maintain a vibrant, active organization new projects or concerns of members must be 

identified” (Personal Correspondence to Task Force, 1982). 

Roberts’ departure from the leadership of Commission IV was not the end for the 

Leadership Task Force, but it was the start of a regular transition within the ACPA. As William 
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“Bill” Larkin, Dean of Student Life at St. Joseph’s University (PA) assumed the role of 

Commission IV chair in 1983, the Commission had less direction regarding the task force and 

the resource file. In his annual report, Larkin listed Patrick Brown, Director of Student Activities 

at the University of Vermont, as the new Coordinator for the Leadership Development Task 

Force and identified two commission goals relevant to the task force: 1.) To maintain a 

leadership development resource file as a service to ACPA members and to encourage the further 

expansion of leadership training, education, and development on a regional level; and 2.) to 

conduct a series of regional workshops based on the book published by the ACPA Media Board 

titled Student Leadership in Higher Education in collaboration with other organizations.  

Never far removed from the effort to promote the book, Roberts initiated a conversation 

with Kenneth L. Enders (Virginia Commonwealth University), chair of the ACPA Professional 

Development and Consultation Committee, about hosting a regional workshop at Southern 

Methodist University. Enders endorsed the proposal and the committee earmarked $300 as seed 

money for the workshop.  

Under Larkin, the Commission IV’s Coordinator for Professional Development and 

Consultations Kenneth Kelly (George Mason University) was charged with leading a volunteer 

task force of Tricia Barbar (Texas A&M), Tom Gardner (Temple University), Jack Fehey 

(Youngstown State), Whit Hollis (University of South Carolina–Columbia),  

Ron Speier (LaRoche College), Diana Jackson (University of Maryland–College Park), Bill 

Larkin (St. Joseph’s University), and Dennis Roberts to translate the book via regional 

workshops. In May 1982, Enders reminded Kelly about the seed money. After discussing 

potential locations, the commission decided on Washington, DC, and Kelly worked with a local 

arrangements committee to plan a one-day pre-conference workshop called “Student Leadership 
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Programs—Training the Trainer.” The local arrangements were handled by Carl Deaver 

(NOVA–Annadale), Jim Osteen (University of Maryland–College Park), Beverly Gurley 

(University of District of Columbia), Rosemary Ferrigno (Mt. Vernon College), Cynthia Lee 

Dolakmauris (Catholic University), and Nadine Lomakin (University of Maryland–Baltimore). 

Presenters were Peg Anthony, Ken Kelly, Bill Larkin, Nadine Lomakin, Chela Patterson 

(University of Maryland – College Park), and Denny Roberts. Set for October 8, the workshop 

occurred the day before the ACUI Region IV Fall Conference and although ACUI was not an 

official co-sponsor, the organization did advertise the workshop. Hosted at the Marvin Center at 

George Washington University, the event attracted 67 participants and offered an opportunity to 

apply feedback on the workshop to the Indiana University Summer Student Personnel Institute 

workshop based on Student Leadership Programs in Higher Education planned for the summer 

of 1983 and presented by Roberts, Larkin, and Barr.  

Prior to Fall 1984, the leadership development task force resources (the files) were 

moved to the University of Vermont, where Patrick Brown was responsible for their maintenance 

and fielding any requests for access to the content. The Interchange, a newsletter published 

quarterly by Commission IV and distributed to persons affiliated with the commission, for Fall 

1984 was devoted to student leadership development and in Spring 1984 the National 

Leadership Programs Resource Guide was released by Commission IV. The guide was informed 

by a 1983 survey included in the Fall 1983 Interchange newsletter and distributed at the national 

convention in Houston or by mail if requested by ACPA members.  

Ron Speier, Associate Dean of Students and Director of Student Services at La Roche 

College, followed Larkin as Commission IV chair in 1984. While serving as chair Speier moved 

to East Carolina University and his annual report listed the leadership development task force as 
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an on-going activity of Commission IV. In that same year Nance Lucas started working at Ohio 

University where she launched a student leadership development program housed in the office of 

Student Activities and began her connection to Commission IV and Dennis Roberts served as 

president-elect of ACPA.  

According to an annual report submitted by Patricia A. Kearney (UC Davis), the vice-

president of commissions in February 1985, emphasis across commission was the dissemination 

and evaluation of the CAS standards and collaboration among commissions and with outside 

associations. Commission IV met this expectation by including an article written by the 

Association of Fraternity Advisors (AFA) president in the 1985 winter edition of the 

Interchange. Additionally, commissions were dealing with fiscal restraints and spending cuts, 

creating a lag in work, loss of volunteers, and lower morale. In July 1985, as a result of his 

participation with the Inter-Association Student Affairs Group meeting covered later in this 

chapter, Roberts shared with Speier NASPA’s plans to develop a publication or directory on 

student leadership and encouraged Speier to contact Dennis Madson (University of 

Massachusetts), chair of the NASPA Research and Program Development Commission about 

this effort.  

Discussed later in the chapter, the emergence of an inter-association group focused on 

student leadership programs did not mean Commission IV was moving on and leaving leadership 

programs behind. In 1986, Pat Brown, the Commission IV Leadership Task Force Coordinator, 

sponsored a five-session “Leadership Cadre” program at NACA New England Regional 

Conference and facilitated an ACPA National Convention pre-conference session titled “Student 

Leadership Development Programs: Establishing Dimensions for the Future” Brown also 

communicated with ACUI, NASPA, and NACA about collaborative efforts and a plan 
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materialized to sponsor collaborative leadership development programs at the 1987 Chicago 

convention. The second edition of the National Leadership Program Guide was published in 

Spring 1986 and the Interchange editor, Kevin Krueger, Assistant Director of Campus Activities 

at University of Maryland–College Park, noted, “One college administrator remarked recently 

that everyone wants to be involved in a leadership program—It’s ‘the ticket’ for the future.” 

In Fall 1987, the Leadership Task Force distributed the first issue of The Leadership 

Exchange to Commission IV members. Anticipated to be a bi-annual publication, the inaugural 

newsletter was edited by Kathleen Rice, coordinator of leadership programs at the University of 

Vermont. The newsletter was funded by the Student Activities Office at the University of 

Vermont and Ohio University with the expectation the ACPA would budget for future mailings. 

The publication included the purpose of the task force, “to serve as a resource for the collection 

and distribution of leadership information in the area of leadership so that a better understanding 

of the subject can be realized.” Also included in the newsletter was a message from the task force 

chair Nance Lucas, as well as blurbs on the 5th Leadership Education Conference sponsored by 

the Center of Creative Leadership, the AAC Institute on the Study and Practice of Leadership, 

the College Women Student Leadership and Women of Achievement Institute sponsored by 

NAWDAC, AAUW, ACE, and Women’s Institute as well as a review of the Center for Creative 

Leadership Sourcebook.  

Other Professional Organization Efforts 

Although it appears the ACPA and Commission IV were the driving force behind 

advancing collegiate student leadership programs, several other organizations were also doing 

this work with varying degrees of effort and productivity. This section includes examples of the 
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efforts undertaken by other associations identified in the research process. In my conversation 

with Komives, she offered the following insight: 

There were parallel leadership education movements within student affairs that 

aren’t just from these general associations. You certainly want to acknowledge 

that fraternities and sororities have intentionally done leadership for a long time. 

Student government groups have places they can go. The National Collegiate 

Women’s Leadership Camp offered by NAWE—the National Association of 

Women in Education, even when they went defunct it was picked up and 

sponsored by NASPA’s Women’s Council group and other co-sponsors. In the 

beginning of the HBCU sector, there had been a group called NASAP that started 

a leadership- student leadership movement largely for positional leaders, student 

government presidents. (Personal communication, July 15, 2016) 

NASPA opened its doors to women and minorities administrators in the mid-20th century 

while ACPA had always been an open organization (Rhatigan, 1989). At the time the 

Commission IV Leadership Task Force was launched, NASPA’s annual business meeting 

minutes demonstrate efforts to better understand the experiences of non-whites in the 

organization and formed a Task Force on Ethnic Minorities. Based on the documents found in 

the archives, prior to participation with the Inter-Association Leadership Project, NASPA was 

not as invested as ACPA nor as actively engaged with student leadership development. In a 

review of annual conference programs between the early 1970s and early 1980s, sessions on 

collegiate leadership programs or student leadership development occurred sporadically with 

some years having no relevant programs. The engagement with the Inter-Association Leadership 

Project did serve as a catalyst for more and varied conference presentations, the special edition 



78 

publication, and eventual collaboration on professional development conferences specifically for 

leadership educators.  

In the 1968 annual program proceedings, the ACUI identified a study completed by Jane 

Shipton, Assistant Director of the Gould Student Center at New York University. Shipton posed 

two questions to 300 randomly sampled unions from the organization directory: 1.) Describe one 

outstanding new program you have presented in the past year which seems to warrant further 

development; 2) As you see it, what are the indications of further program growth or 

development stemming from the program described in point one. With slightly over 100 

responses, the symposium—which examines one question in depth, over time, with engaged 

participants—was the “programming phenomenon” (p. 130) of the time, followed by coffee 

houses, arts programming, and community involvement and leadership training programs tied for 

4th place. Shipton noted:  

Tied for fourth place was the development of Leadership Training Programs. 

Although local situations provided variations, there was an astonishing similarity 

in that they involved students, faculty and staff; they were most often held away 

from the campus in a retreat atmosphere, and all embodied some or many 

techniques that have grown out of the work of the National Training Laboratories 

in Bethel. Another interesting note on the popularity of Leadership Training is 

that almost half of the regional conferences reported including sessions on 

sensitivity training and the dynamics of group organizations on their agendas. 

(ACUI MS-526 , Box 1, ACUI Publications, 1968) 

The NAWDAC sponsored programs such as the 1974 session titled Leadership Training 

for What? Focused on Evaluation of Programs and Analysis of Methods, Concepts and 
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Practices. The group also sponsored a summer leadership conference for women and 

collaborated with the American Association of University Women (AAUW), the American 

Council on Education (ACE), and the American Association of Colleges (AAC) to sponsor 

leadership programs for collegiate women. 

The NACA established the goal of creating programs and services to promote student 

development through co-curricular education and included leadership training and development 

as well as offering programs, resources, and services such as a student leadership newsletter. In 

Summer 1985 in a review of its national committees, the NACA Leadership Development 

Committee is identified as one of eight sub-committees under the Educational Services 

Committee with the duties of developing and disseminating materials relating to advising, 

consultation, and instruction for student leadership programs including training and facilitation 

materials and educational presentations for conferences and workshops. This group was 

responsible for the “Student Development Series” in Programming magazine, a NACA 

publication, and for establishing procedures for development of and minimum standards for 

operations concerning leadership training. This group provided direction for translating co-

curricular learning through student leadership involvement. 

The Association of Chief University of Housing Officers–International (ACUHO-I) 

Education Programs Committee Report for 1987–1988 noted a subcommittee on Student 

Leadership with the purpose of developing a resource booklet containing items on student 

leadership for distribution to the membership to present programs on student leadership at the 

annual conference and to educate the membership about excellent leadership programs. Unable 

to accomplish this goal because of academic and work-related conflicts and losing committee 

members, the report included the recommendation to keep this goal for 1988–1989. 
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This is not the result of an exhaustive effort to identify the work of the different 

professional associations. The information in this part of the chapter merely demonstrates that a 

number of other groups were engaged in the work of leadership development for college 

students.  

Collaboration is Key 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, numerous times across the 20th century the 

professional organizations pushed for collaboration and partnerships to advance the field of 

student affairs. What was once the Association of Student Services in Higher Education was 

renamed the Council of Student Personnel Association (COSPA) early in the 1960s. The ACPA 

demonstrated a commitment to joint ventures and cooperative efforts with other associations by 

engaging with COSPA, which formed to encourage inter-organization collaboration with other 

student personnel associations (Johnson, 1985). In 1972, ACPA, NAWDAC, and NASPA held 

their first joint conference in Chicago. Over the next three decades the possibility of merging the 

three organizations was discussed. Eventually, NASPA, originally the National Association of 

Deans of Men, would merge with NAWDAC, originally the National Association of Deans of 

Women. Although the ACPA, now titled College Student Educators International, chose not to 

merge with either organization, the efforts to efficiently and effectively serve the profession via 

partnerships with other organizations was central to the leadership of ACPA. 

In the early part of the 1980s, the student affairs professional associations continued a 

conversation around collaboration among the groups to accomplish mutual goals. According to 

the 1980–1981 annual report submitted by ACPA Vice President of Commissions Margaret J. 

Barr, the Commission IV Leadership Development task force engaged with the Minnesota 

Center for Student Activities to conduct research and had ties to the National Orientation 
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Directors Association (NODA) and NECAA, now NACA. Barr also listed Commission IV as an 

example of improving cross-organizational communication with other professional 

organizations. Roberts wrote in his 1982 Commission IV Mid-Year Progress Statement,  

If an assertive voice is to be heard from those of us working in the co-curricular 

area of higher education, it is likely to come through a unified, cohesive voice 

rather than the disparate voices of associations who have little contact with each 

other.  

Roberts set out to improve the relations between activities-related associations to build 

stronger relationship and collaborative purpose. Roberts had initiated a plan with NECAA, 

ACUI, and ACPA via Commission IV to develop a program for the 1982 ACPA convention in 

Detroit that would delineate the unique roles of each organization and the potential need for 

increased collaboration among the associations. Although ACUI declined to participate, 

Commission IV and NECAA partnered on the program chaired by Roberts and titled Student 

Activities Related Professional Associations. His efforts were in line with the goals of sitting 

ACPA President Susan R. Komives, who shared in a March 1982 Executive Council meeting 

one of those goals was, “ACPA would take the initiative in establishing links and networks with 

other student personnel associations. Specifically, conversations suggested joint programs and 

service with NASPA focused on professional development, media and publications, and 

government relations.” In a February 1983 President’s Report from Komives, sent as she exited 

the role of president, she acknowledges being “[p]roud of our consistent stand to collaborate with 

other professional associations” noting that, “We (ACPA) stand high in giving leadership to 

working with other groups. Urging that the organization continues that thrust.” Komives 

recalled, “I certainly brought that leadership agenda with me to the presidency and while I was 
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vice president for the commission’s, groups were doing leadership things, Commission IV, 

Denny, and others were but in my presidency role I wrote about leadership things.” Komives 

also shared the perspective that of the two major student affairs professional organizations,  

“ACPA was where every professional could be a voting member. ACPA had a lot 

of new professionals and a lot of people with energy wanting to create something, 

a lot of diverse people. NASPA in that ‘70s era was still largely a vice president–

oriented power structure. ACPA had a composition of student centered people 

wanting to do and putting their energy behind inclusive practices. NASPA had 

opened up to some degree and some VPs and people joining wanted also to do 

student leadership. So, they became part of this movement, but the impetus wasn’t 

there in NASPA like it was in ACPA.”  

Student Affairs Inter-Association Group. As Roberts progressed to his term as 

president-elect of the ACPA in 1984, he continued to stress collaboration between the national 

organizations. In that spirit, Roberts attended the initial meeting of the newly formed Student 

Affairs Inter-Association Group meeting in Washington, DC, on December 8–9, 1984. Initiated 

by Cynthia “Cindy” Woolbright (Bentley College), the incoming president of ACUI, this group 

was an effort to generate “inter-association collaboration on program development with sister 

organizations.” The organizations invited to participate included the ACPA, Association of Chief 

Housing Officers (ACUHO), NASPA, NAWDAC, ACUI, National Association of College and 

University Business Officers (NACUBO), National Association of College and University 

Residence Hall (NACURH), NACA, National Orientation Directors Association (NODA), 

North-American Interfraternity Conference (NIC), United States Student Association (USSA), 

Association of Fraternity Advisors (AFA), Future Educators Association (FEA), Boosting 
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Alcohol Consciousness Concerning the Health of University Students (BACCHUS), and the 

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (AACJC). Of those, the following 

groups were present at first meeting at Hampshire Hotel: Dennis C. “Denny” Roberts (SMU) 

representing ACPA, John Schuh (Indiana University ) and William Biendbaum (Washington 

State University) representing ACHO, Pat Reuckel representing NAWDAC, LeNorman Strong 

(ACUI president) and Richard Blackburn (executive director) representing ACUI, Max Vest and 

Steve Slagle (executive director) representing NACA, Mike Noetzel representing NACUBO, 

Dian Austin representing NODA, and Richard “Dick” Stevens representing NASPA. The 

meeting was called with the goal “to cultivate more intentional, planned collaboration” (Dec 13, 

1984, Letter between D. Roberts and LeNorman Strong). 

Chaired by Cynthia “Cindy” Woolbright, president-elect of ACUI, she formalized the 

meeting agenda following conversations with other association leaders. To start the meeting, the 

attendees shared their organization’s purpose and general structure with the larger group. 

Followed by a discussion of conferences and seminars offered by each organization, the group 

engaged in a conversation on potential joint efforts, sharing of resources, and laying the 

foundation for cross-association involvement. This meeting led to intentional sharing of national 

and regional conference dates, sites, and planning information as well as invitations for 

leadership from each organization to host their peers at each association’s national meetings. 

While at the meeting, Dennis Roberts and LeNorman Strong, ACUI president, joined to lead a 

discussion on student development and leadership. The Commission IV Leadership 

Development Task Force was among the topics discussed. 

The group planned to meet annually and hoped the attendees would be the president-elect 

or chief executive officer of each organization. In a letter to the group introducing the new 
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President-Elect Charles Schroder, Roberts shared this perspective with the Inter-Association 

Group in March 1985, “This (building links with sister associations) first started under the 

leadership of ACPA’s 40th President, Phyllis Mable (Longwood College) who, by sheer personal 

influence, started many of the ‘bridge-building’ activities we now pursue.” He went on to share, 

“We now have a committee within ACPA called External Relations which will be chaired by 

Susan Komives this next year; the purpose of this committee is to reach out to various 

organizations to build supportive relations.” In April 1985, the incoming presidents-elect were 

added to the roster and areas of suggested collaboration including women’s concerns, evaluating 

and rolling out the Council of Advancement Standards, and long-range planning.  

The Inter-Association Leadership Project. Following the initial Student Affairs Inter-

Association Group meeting in Washington, DC, in 1984, Roberts connected Strong with Patrick 

Brown, the current Commission IV Leadership Task Force coordinator. In June 1984, Roberts 

responded to a letter from Woolbright, welcoming collaboration with ACUI and suggesting 

numerous ways the organizations might build bridges and partner. One of Roberts’ final 

suggestions was to collaborate on student leadership development via the Commission IV Task 

Force, noting they are a group that “continues to explore ways which can maximize the potential 

for stimulating strong undergraduate leadership” (Personal Correspondence to Woolbright, 

1984). Bobby Leach, NASPA president, was copied on this letter and Roberts asserted NASPA 

was also interested in increasing the inter-association collaborations. According to Nance Lucas, 

the ACPA representative to the Inter-Association Leadership Project, “[W]e decided to create an 

inter-association task force because as commission four was increasing its focus on and 

commitment to student leadership development so was ACUHO and NACA. I don’t know that 



85 

NASPA was (pursuing this focus) so it was mainly ACPA. They were really the big leaders in 

this area through commission four.” Lucas went on to share,  

[W]e decided we made it (the task force) to provide special education, special 

development to those in student affairs who were really interested in coordinating 

leader development programs or they already were, but they really weren’t 

steeped in the field of leadership studies. For example, they weren’t really 

familiar with the journals around leadership studies some of us were and some of 

the other publications from that we created the national leadership symposium 

which had really two goals and a vision which was to be a think tank for 

leadership education in colleges, universities and also to be a professional 

development initiative around leader development for student affairs and faculty 

who are interested in this (leadership). (N. Lucas, personal communication, 

August 18, 2016) 

While serving as ACPA president, Roberts’ reliance on the relationships established in 

the Student Affairs Inter-Association Group meetings led to a more targeted effort on college 

student leadership. In an exchange with Judith Chambers (University of the Pacific), sitting 

president of NASPA, about an “emerging idea” of an inter-association task force on leadership, 

Chambers agreed to take the idea of an inter-association effort to the NASPA Board, but warned 

Roberts, “the Board has questioned some of the value of inter-association task forces with 

respect to their goals and objectives and what actually gets accomplished” (Personal 

Correspondence to Roberts, 1984). Simultaneously, Chambers did encourage George Bettas, 

who was unofficially representing NASPA, to continue his involvement with the group.  
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In Fall 1986, group members George A. Bettas, Director of Residence Living at 

Washington State University; Patrick Brown; Anthony Chambers from the University of Florida; 

Nance Lucas; Ron Slepitza, Assistant Vice President for Student Services at Creighton 

University; Irving J. Spitzberg, Jr., of Association of American College (AAC); Craig Ullom of 

the University of Miami; and Cynthia “Cindy” Woolbright (ACUI), Director of Student 

Activities at Bentley College, received personal letters from Roberts regarding the agenda for the 

Inter-Association Leadership Project initial conference call, an effort that Roberts identified as a 

means to lower costs accrued by the group. Roberts shared his reasoning for calling the meeting, 

“because it’s a hot topic, the effort to achieve a unified approach is important or we may end up 

with a proliferative and uncoordinated response to the challenge of developing leaders in Higher 

Education” (Personal Correspondence to the Inter-Association Leadership Project Group, 1986).  

Roberts also asserted the group needed to provide, “direction for the student personnel 

professionals and higher education in general regarding how to create and deliver leadership 

programs” (Personal Correspondence to the Inter-Association Leadership Project Group, 1986).  

Specifically, the group sought to inform the work of leadership specialists in a more 

scholarly way by improving the quality of the resources that provide guidance to leadership 

programming, developing a broader acceptance of a shared model of leadership programming, 

increasing collaboration among campus-based professionals, and demonstrating the value of 

these programs for the entire higher education community. During the first conference call they 

established the following tasks: 1) determine how to create a unified inter-association 

network/clearinghouse of persons and materials for leadership programs, 2) define a model for 

leadership program design and delivery, 3) establish links with faculty and their associations to 

achieve better collaboration between faculty and student development-initiated programs, and 4) 
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determine what needs to be done in research and evaluation of leadership programs and 

outcomes.  

At the conclusion of the call, three first-stage tasks were identified, and individuals were 

tapped to lead the efforts related to each task—1. develop a clearing house (Nance Lucas and 

George Bettas), 2. evolve the model from 1981 (Brown, Ullom, and Roberts), and 3. formalize 

research and evaluation approaches (Tony Chambers and Slepitza). A fourth task, identified as 

“second phase,” was cultivating linkages with faculty and their associations. No one specific 

person was identified for this task, but Roberts was actively attempting to capitalize on his 

connection to the American Association of Colleges (AAC), now known as the American 

Association of Colleges and Universities (AACU), as a result of his participation in the AAC 

Institute on the Study and Practice of Leadership in summer 1986.  

Following the initial call, Roberts received a letter in October 1986 from Melvin C. 

Terrell, Director of Minority Affairs at the University of Toledo, who was developing a proposal 

for a special edition of the NASPA journal and hoped Roberts would be willing to contribute. 

Roberts’ response encouraged Terrell to consider incorporating the work of the Inter-Association 

Leadership Project, suggesting they coordinate on the effort.  

By December 1986, each working group was actively engaged in conversations and 

developing reports to share with the larger group. Focused on evolving the model, in multiple 

letters, Brown, Ullom, and Roberts posed questions, exchanged ideas, and eventually produced 

guidelines including Principles, Program Curriculum, and Strategies for Implementation. In one 

letter, Ullom offered this insight, “Higher Education institutions enjoy a special opportunity and 

should assume an important responsibility for developing individuals who will assume future 

leadership roles in our society” (Personal Correspondence to Roberts and Brown, 1986). Brown 
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noted in one of his letters, “The task of defining a program model is a difficult one, especially 

when you consider the omnipresent qualities that must be included to provide applicability in 

different settings. “Are we creating a model that is ideal and comprehensive to an entire 

campus?” (Personal Correspondence to Roberts and Brown, 1986).  

Brown clarified that he was an advocate for “a collaborative academic and student affairs 

comprehensive approach to produce leadership studies programs.” He felt inter-disciplinary 

programs would offer the opportunity for application courses to address contemporary societal 

issues such as poverty, racism, sexism, and international dimensions of leadership as well as 

leadership in a public and private sector and “satisfy the societal need for experienced, well-

trained, and thoughtful leaders.” Brown also shared this opinion, “As optimistic as I might 

possibly be, a major would probably never happen on most of our campuses.” 

The winter 1986 Interchange edition included an article written by Nance Lucas and 

Terry Hogan (Ohio University) on leadership development and an announcement about the 

“New Inter-Association Leadership Group” listing Roberts as the contact for the new group. In 

my conversation with Lucas she shared the following perspective,  

Our other goal was to make sure that student leadership development and 

leadership education in higher ed, wasn’t a flash in the pan. In other words it 

wasn’t going to be this trend that people got all excited about and then 5 years 

later it was abandoned. So we actually strategically worked very hard to envision 

the national leadership symposium to be on-going, to be annual, and then to really 

draw from NASPA, ACPA, NACA, ACUHO and other organizations. It was 

quite successful and it’s still going I think 25 years later. (N. Lucas, personal 

communication, August 18, 2016) 
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Meanwhile, Anthony “Tony” Chambers, Assistant Dean of Student Services at the 

University of Florida, whose dissertation was a Delphi probe to develop criteria for evaluation of 

leadership programs, worked with Ron Slepitza, the Assistant Vice President of Student Affairs 

at Creighton, to develop the outcomes assessment and program evaluation report for the group. 

Nance Lucas shared a draft of a leadership clearinghouse proposal with the larger group, noting 

the Center for Creative Leadership had recently published Leadership Education: A Source Book 

in July 1986 and NACA was in the process of developing a leadership resource book. Lucas 

asserted a clearinghouse would help avoid duplication of efforts and meet the needs of student 

affairs and faculty in both the classroom and co-curriculum. How to collect and distribute the 

materials was undecided and the conversation involved the suggestion to use Kinko’s Copy 

Services and produce resources via the company’s course packet process. According to Komives,  

…in this late ‘80 era, as this inter-associational task force was helping people find 

each other and know that there were folks out there and that some were teaching 

classes, they wanted to try to set up a syllabus clearinghouse and Kinko’s had 

been around enough that they had a business product that you could have a home 

based site for your project and people would contact that site and they would 

photocopy the documents that you would have catalogued and send them out for a 

fee to people who wanted a document from that site. So, they were going to trying 

to go into this new kind of a business product development line. (Komives, 

personal communication, July 15, 2016)  

As the output increased, so did the number of people involved and in January 1987, Tom 

Shandy (University of Minnesota then Rhodes) and Don Luce (Indiana University), representing 

the ACUI Commission on Educational Programs and Services, joined the group, as did 
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Woolbright, who agreed to participate only as the group formed. She later stepped away from the 

group. The Inter-Association Leadership Project roster expanded in July 1987 to include Cliff 

Briggs (Azusa Pacific University), Tim McMahon (Washington State University), Ann F. 

Morgan (Boston College), Cynthia Cherrey (University of Denver), Tom Cosgrove (University 

of San Diego), Bill Grace (Seattle University), Susan Bowling Komives (University of 

Maryland–College Park), John Leppo (University of North Dakota).  

In a February 1987 letter from Dennis Roberts to David Crandall (University of Southern 

California), Roberts shared, “We haven’t been working too long but it appears that this will be a 

very active and efficient group. I have attempted to pull reps from ACPA, NASPA, ACUHO-I, 

ACU-I, and AAC together to explore how we could stimulate a more cohesive and 

comprehensive approach to leadership programs.” Roberts stated he was not sure of the long-

range role or impact of the group but noted they were actively working on a clearinghouse for 

leadership programs, a comprehensive model for academic and student affairs staff, and 

strategies to evaluate program effectiveness and outcomes. Roberts also mentioned the intention 

to network with other academic associations to gain their support.  

In a whole group conference call on February 6, 1987, Roberts reviewed the sub-

committees’ progress on the three tasks, encouraged the group to connect with their campus 

leadership and faculty to gather feedback on the draft statements, and shared a plan to publish the 

Inter-Association Leadership Group reports in what would become the 1989 NASPA Journal 

special edition related to leadership development. Roberts identified Melvin Terrell as the 

contact for the publication. 

  Roberts submitted a request for space for the Inter-Association Leadership Group to 

gather at the 1987 joint ACPA/NASPA annual meeting in Chicago. The dedicated group met at 
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7:00am on March 16 in the Hyatt Skyway suite 273 to complete final drafts of the three 

statements and develop strategies for endorsement and dissemination. The expectation was that 

the group would meet again in June 1987 for the AAC Second Annual Institute on the Study and 

Practice of Leadership, where Roberts was to serve as a seminar leader for the institute. 

 Communication among the group slowed in late 1988 and early 1989. Patrick Brown, 

identified by Roberts as the ad hoc chair of the group, was completing doctoral coursework, 

dealing with town-gown issues, and managing staff and vice-presidential transition at the 

University of Vermont. In early August 1989, Brown and Roberts both corresponded with the 

larger group. Brown explained his delayed communication, stepped down as chair, and made the 

group aware of Nance Lucas’ willingness to serve in that capacity if no one else was interested. 

Brown also provided an overview of the current work of the group and noted the model was 

complete and served as a framework for institutions to shape their own leadership programs, 

providing direction and flexibility for campuses. Lucas accepted the role as chair of the Inter-

Association Leadership Project and, as always, Roberts engaged with the larger group to keep 

the momentum. In a letter to the group in August 1989, Roberts wrote, “We all know that 

leadership programming is an area whose time has come; the only thing is to jump on before the 

time has passed.” 

Bringing the Tasks to Life 

As the decade closed, the original tasks identified in the first Inter-Association 

Leadership Project conference call and other desired outcomes were coming to life beyond the 

Inter-Association Leadership Project.  
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The NASPA Journal Special Leadership Edition 

As mentioned previously, Roberts submitted a proposal for the NASPA Journal special 

leadership edition and the final publication was influenced by the work of the Inter-Association 

Leadership Project efforts, including articles by Roberts, Ullom, and Shandley. The proposal 

included Roberts’ assertion that the 1981 version focused solely on programs initiated and 

created by student development educators and the newer model included faculty and the broader 

university community both on campus and off campus. This expansion of the model and 

publication of the special edition sparked renewed efforts by colleges and universities to initiate 

unique programs as well as launch collaborative efforts between academic units and divisions of 

student affairs to target leadership education. Following the publication of the special edition, 

inter-association task force member Tim McMahan submitted a NASPA pre-conference proposal 

titled “Student Leadership Development: Discover the State of the Art” for the 1990 annual 

conference, which unfortunately was not accepted for the conference.  

National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs 

The clearinghouse moved forward at the University of Maryland in College Park, where 

they were creating a campus-wide student leadership project. In a September 1988 memo from 

Komives to William “Bud” L. Thomas, the same person who asked Dennis Roberts to start a 

leadership program at the University of Maryland–College Park and the vice president for 

student affairs, she included ideas from Inter-Association Leadership Group on what they would 

like to see in a clearinghouse and identified the clearinghouse as the first priority for potential 

funding. In 1990, Thomas authorized Komives and Michael Cujyet’s proposal for the creation of 

the clearinghouse as a part of their institutional effort to infuse leadership across the curriculum. 

In my conversation with Komives she shared this perspective,  
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We launched the national clearinghouse. There was an assistant director of 

student activities and the leadership program, his name was Paul Montinieri and 

he was only there one year. Michael Cuyjet was the director of student activities 

at the point, he was supportive of it. He and I had been friends for a long time, but 

Paul and I barely got some things developed and did some strategic planning and 

after we got the approval from the concept piece, and then he left, and Nance 

Lucas decided she wanted to get her PhD and she applied to our grad program and 

I would be her advisor and she would be the first director of the clearinghouse. 

We do talk about us being cofounders and Paul’s kind of left out of that, but it 

didn’t really get launched at that point. (Komives, personal communication, July 

15, 2016) 

Komives continued,  

It (the clearinghouse) ended up being a collaboration with NACA and this new 

clearinghouse supported by the inter-associational task force, all saying, “Let’s do 

it together. Let’s model what we preach. It doesn’t have to be competitive or 

separative.” The Center for Creative Leadership who had been publishing 

resource directories, and guides offered syllabi submissions they used to develop 

their guide and to shipped them to Maryland for the clearinghouse (Komives, 

2016).  

Komives recalled, “They (the Center for Creative Leadership) sent us, literally, a box, 

one of those file boxes, full of syllabi as we were getting the clearing house going” (Komives, 

2016). This marked the beginning of the National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs 

(NCLP).  
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The National Leadership Symposium 

The Inter-Association Leadership Project proposed developing summer institutes to 

“address the multi-level needs of those interested in leadership education and to fill the void 

created by the absence of the Association of American Colleges (AAC) and Center for Creative 

Leadership summer programs.” (Komives, Personal Communication, 2016). Lucas, whom 

Komives referred to as an innovator (Personal communication, 2016) , served as a bridge 

between the Inter-Association Leadership Project and the effort spearheaded at the University of 

Maryland–College Park. Nance Lucas served on the planning team for the National Leadership 

Symposium and, according to her, “we created the national leadership symposium which had 

really two goals and a vision which was to be a think tank for leadership education in colleges, 

universities and to be a professional development initiative around leader development for 

student affairs and faculty who are interested in this.” Susan R. Komives recalls these details 

about the creation of the symposium:  

“We knew one of the first proper projects we wanted to do. At the time leadership 

educators were still diffused all over the place. Some didn’t go to ACPA or 

NASPA to get these programs or resources and some were people being told by a 

boss, ‘You’re going to have leadership now in your portfolio’, and they’ve been 

doing orientation and activities, and they go, ‘What? I can spell it. But what is it?’ 

You know, there was a need for training there was a real need for it at that point.”  

Komives acknowledged, “Campuses were getting on the bandwagon, but they 

didn’t have the trained people in student affairs to do it (leadership programs). So, we 

decided we needed to re-examine what leadership education was in the United States. We 

needed to look at, for instance, the co-curricular area. We needed to look at what modes 
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would work for today’s student at that time. We needed to find ways to coalesce.” Much 

like the leadership project group, Komives said, “I wanted to sponsor a summer 

symposium to meet the needs and demand.” Komives envisioned “an invitational meeting 

where you pay your own way, you might pay some modest amount for food, but it’s not a 

conference, you’re not going to pay for a speaker. It’s a working meeting and you want to 

be a part of reimagining leadership for a higher education in the United States.”  

The first symposium occurred in 1990. Susan recalled,  

Bud (William L. Thomas) was all behind supporting it (the symposium). Michael 

Cuyjet in the office would support it. And so, I contacted Nance about the inter-

associational task force identifying and sending people or supporting it, and she 

said, “You know, we were talking about the same thing, but that’ll be great. Let’s 

do it together and we’ll decide who’s on the invitation list.” And at the same time, 

I got a call, two days later, from Ray Wells from NACA, and Ray said, “We were 

going to be sponsoring a leadership summer curriculum kind of a thing because 

we need to do it, but I hear you are all going to do one. Can we join up?” So, we 

said, “Let’s do this together.” The prime movers behind that were NACA and the 

clearinghouse, and the inter-associational task force. The program, what we were 

going to do was largely planned by me, Nance, Ray and Karen Silien from 

NACA. And we decided who to invite had to fit the housing spaces in the sorority 

where we housed the participants we divided into four or five working groups. 

Meanwhile, Lucas moved to the University of Maryland in 1991 to pursue a doctoral 

degree and to direct the NCLP. As the Clearinghouse launched and the National Leadership 

Symposiums started, the connection to the Inter-Association Leadership Project became less of a 
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priority. As Komives put it, “So, Nance was real pivotal at that point and what they were going 

to do next and the task force changed shaped under Nance’s leadership and went away. So, this 

is kind of like the formal ending of it. As the field evolved, there didn’t seem to be a need any 

more with things that were then happening.” (Komives, Personal Communication, 2016) 

Getting the Band Together  

In 1993, funded by the U.S. Department of Education via an Eisenhower Leadership 

Development program grant, Alexander “Sandy” and Helen “Lena” Astin of the Higher 

Education Research Institute (HERI) formed a working group of leadership educators from 

across the country to “reconceptualize the way leadership was taught and understood” (Cilente, 

2009, p. 48). Guided by two goals—the promotion of social change and enhancing the learning 

and development of leadership within college students—the effort produced a guidebook titled 

The Social Change Model of Leadership Development (HERI, 1996), containing the model, its 

foundations, and suggestions on how to begin teaching college students a leadership philosophy 

centered on positive social change.  

Roberts shared,  

That was pretty immediately after I was going out as the president of ACPA and 

actually it was Charles C. Schroeder who followed me. My relationship with 

Charlie those days was really funny, because literally every morning he would 

call me, every morning. He said that Sandy had called was trying to convene a 

group of people to help basically generate a new model. Charlie asked if I would 

be willing to be appointed and I said of course, and then got back involved with 

the social change model.   
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Simultaneously, Schroeder suggested Astin contact Komives and past ACPA president 

Cynthia S. Johnson. In our conversation, Roberts revealed,  

“Then, sure enough the social change model and the credibility that Sandy and 

Lena brought cocurricular experiences back to the front and center. People don’t 

recognize that Sandy wanted to convene mostly cocurricular professionals in the social 

change group because he had tried with faculty himself. He turned to student affairs 

because he saw us trying to do something. You’re never going to find that in any 

documents because I think Sandy was far too wise and politically aware to call out his 

own faculty; he would never do that, but he said it to me and perhaps others.”  

 I also asked Komives her thoughts on the Astins approaching student affairs rather than 

academics and she offered the following: “[T]hey (the Astins) decided to do it through student 

affairs because student affairs so readily adopts new innovations that are– can grow with the 

values and are willing early adopters of change, and they knew academics would more pick 

things apart and take longer to get at anything and they wanted to influence change. So, they 

went through the student affairs route, but I don’t know what about their experience as 

academics drove that approach, we were just thrilled they did.” 

In my conversation with Astin, he echoed Roberts and offered this insight to his 

perspective, “We actually called former heads of the professional organizations, ACPA and 

NASPA and asked that they suggest or nominate practitioners and thought leaders to be a part of 

the group. That is how we got Dennis and Susan.” 

When asked if he agreed with Roberts perspective on why the Astins reached out to 

student affairs thought leaders to develop the new model, Astin himself offered this perspective,  
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There is a long-standing issue of faculty versus student affairs and student affairs 

being subordinate. It was more of an issue 30 years ago. The assumption was that 

faculty aren’t buying into work about what is important to student learning and 

development.  

The truth is… research findings show undergraduate institutions where the faculty 

and SA collaborate are more effective at producing desired undergraduate 

outcomes.  

Look at what colleges say is most important—Leadership is the number one thing 

listed in mission statements and Service is number 2. This ties in with social 

change model—student affairs is doing this more than academics. Academia is 

not putting the money where its mouth is in large, public institutions—we are 

finding that course loads, unionization more of a focus than collaboration and 

teamwork. Student affairs is doing so much more for the mission. The Social 

Change Model ended up in student affairs, not because faculty didn’t want it, but 

more because the model was so intuitive for student affairs professionals—they 

gravitated to it. It links back to the core values of the field. (Personal 

communication, October 14, 2016). 

Both Komives and Robert shared a level of disappointment that prior work had not 

included diverse perspectives, so they extended invitations to participate to Tony Chambers and 

Raechele L. Pope (Teachers College, Columbia University), who could bring knowledge of 

diversity as well as perspectives on leadership.  Other individuals connected to the task force and 

inter-association collaboration such as Cynthia S. Johnson (California State University, Long 

Beach), Nance Lucas, Kathy Shellogg (St. Norbert, College) the sitting chair of the commission 
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of the ACPA also became part of the ensemble that eventually developed the Social Change 

Model of Leadership Development and produced guidebook for application of the model.  

Key Individuals 

Dennis (Denny) C. Roberts 

Roberts started his professional career in 1973 when he moved to the University of 

Maryland to coordinate the orientation program. Roberts recollected, “When I came to 

Maryland, I came with this idea that students had power and students could make a real 

difference.” He worked with orientation for three years and then, as Roberts puts it, “all of a 

sudden, the vice-president (William “Bud” Thomas) and (Andrew) Dru Bagwell, Director of 

Activities, decided we needed to do something on leadership.” Roberts asserts much of this effort 

came as a reaction to the student activism of the 1960s. Like many institutions across the 

country, the University of Maryland was asking how could institutions shape the emerging 

student activism? Roberts recalled, “I know Bud and Dru were both forward-thinking. Bud was 

very much a product of believing in students and the efficacy of students in the ‘60s.”  

When Roberts was asked to develop a leadership program at Maryland in 1976, by his 

own admission, “All I had in my background was having been a student leader myself and 

having been a paraprofessional at Colorado State.” Roberts created a successful paraprofessional 

orientation staff at Maryland and credits the success of that effort as the reason Bagwell 

suggested the move to create a leadership program. Roberts recalled, “When they asked me to do 

that, the first thing I did was ask, ‘Where do I go to figure out how to do this?’ I went to ACPA 

and found the activities commission and I showed up at a general meeting.”  

Denny recalled the initial experience with Commission IV. “I remember very, very 

clearly, I believe it was in Detroit (Chicago). I remember the dark room with no windows and 
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tons of people in the room, tons. It was packed, people standing all around the sides and so forth, 

a lot of energy.” Denny also recalls the questions arising: “What we need to do about leadership? 

Who’s willing to do the work?” and Roberts recalls thinking, “‘Well, I don’t know anything 

about it, but I might as well dig in.’ I volunteered to convene the taskforce at that meeting. In the 

typical commission meeting fashion, the next question was, ‘who else wants to be involved?’ 

Hands shot up, I took volunteer names, and that was the beginning of the task force.”  

When asked about why the group was formed and worked well, Roberts replied, “I think 

that as an early professional, I didn’t really recognize the pervasive influence of leadership, even 

though I was advocating it, even though I was creating models, I didn’t actually really get the 

weight of what we were talking about. I think as time has passed, I’ve began to realize that it was 

really important. I think that’s what brought me back.” 

When asked if he thought the work of Overholt resonated with the first leadership group 

because they lived this experience in their daily work life, Roberts responded,  

Well, we each interacted with so many students on our own campuses and I’m 

sure this deeply influenced us. We were paraprofessionals, we were grass root 

leaders, and so forth. I think we knew it from our own experience. Then as we 

worked with students, we could also see it [the phenomenon]. It’s been fairly 

obvious all along that lots of people who have titles don’t exhibit much leadership 

at all. They draw a lot of attention and that kind of thing. I knew that, as an 

undergraduate, I looked around at my peers, and you could see who was really 

making a difference or not. It was more staff and the people who didn’t even 

worry about titles that were doing the really, really interesting things.  
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I think that our analysis was very much informed by our philosophy as a field, 

student affairs, which has an inclusive philosophy and one that values the whole 

person and values the potential in all. The philosophy is right there. I think it was 

really very, very natural that we would go, “Oh, we missed the point on this one,” 

and Overholt gave us the language. 

 An early primary effort of the task force was to determine what was going on out there 

(in the field related to leadership development) and put a call out for resources—anything related 

to leadership development and students—collected items, and cultivated the original set of files 

for the submitted item. Roberts recalled, “There was just a lot of momentum and a lot of people 

contributed to the files, and of course, we didn’t have e-mail. We did it by corresponding and 

doing file folders.” According to him, “the group would meet periodically to have up to two or 

three days just to really dig in, analyze the folders, and try to figure out what to do with it.”  

He expressed, “I’m bothered by the fact that we didn’t do the multiple thing rather than 

just focusing on training, education and development. I think it was because people tended to 

connect with the TED thing so well that they took that and ran with it. I think we had already 

began to escape the positional approach.”  

In our conversation Roberts acknowledged a lot of positional stuff is still present today 

and expressed the following thought: “I think we could have pushed harder on the multiple 

purposes, multiple populations, specifically, we talked about women, we have talked about call 

for minorities, we talked about commuter students, adult students, my goodness, in 1981 that was 

pretty radical.” 

Roberts added,  
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Where I would fault our 1981 book, Student Leadership Programs in Higher 

Education, was that we didn’t understand the critical importance of the academic 

contribution. Nobody was talking about it for one thing. We didn’t know they 

were out there. There probably were some people that were out there such as the 

early Ohio State Studies group. You had a variety of leadership scholars who 

were studying leadership. I don’t know when the first academic minors or majors 

emerged. We didn’t survey them, we were really working just within student 

affairs on the 1981 book. 

Guided by the notion that graduating students with what William Overholt (1970) 

identified in his article Towards a Modern Concept of Leadership as “a shared concept of social 

responsibility and a concept of shared leadership which supports and gives validity to it,” (p. 4) 

this group toiled over the next four years and cultivated a network of educators from across the 

United States to inform the efforts of the group, culminating in the publication of Student 

Leadership Programs in Higher Education. When discussing Overholt in our conversation, 

Roberts noted,  

It was a very powerful statement, and this preceded Burns’ Leadership (1978) and 

everybody else. Then the other person was John Gardner, with Common Cause. 

He was very, very influential in many of the early academic meetings. People 

don’t give John Gardner credit frankly for having really pushed the envelope. 

James McGregor Burns made awesome contributions to the field, but he built his 

work on top of John Gardner and some other people that were there. I think 

Overholt’s statement is one of the most interesting statements about leadership I 

have ever seen, and it was so early, in 1970. I wish I had met him here in Chicago.  
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Roberts agreed that taking the research timeline back to Overholt was important. In our 

conversation he asserted, “I think it’s important to take it back to that, because this is the earliest 

evidence of which I’m aware where there was really a frontal challenge to positional leadership. 

It (leadership) then became something that you needed to do something about it, in courses, in 

programs, and that kind of thing.” 

When questioned about which student affairs organization should be credited with 

advancing the student affairs professionals as leadership educators, Roberts offered the following 

insight,  

It was very interesting in those days in terms of the associations and how they 

functioned. We were trying to be inclusive and involved, everybody and they felt 

like they had a stake in that kind of thing. There was a little bit of tug and pull in 

terms of who thought they were expert and stuff like that. Back in those days, the 

organization that now has become NACA, thought that they were at the forefront. 

ACUI thought they were at the forefront. In some ways, the ACUHO-I people 

thought they had a pretty big stake, because they were doing paraprofessional 

work and so forth. These [activities] were all happening, and what happened was 

that, it was just this opportunity to bring those things together. (Roberts, Personal 

communication, July 10, 2016)  

In the conversation with Roberts, he acknowledged he didn’t believe anybody can make 

the claim that they were the single organization that made this happen. He asserted, “I think that 

ACPA could claim that it was the place that pulled it together,” and went on to say, “I don’t 

know if anybody could claim that there’s an association origin to this, except for the fact that I 

really believe that it’s been implicitly a part of student affairs from the very, very beginning.”  
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Roberts shared his perspective, “Esther Lloyd- Jones and the things that she was talking 

about, the critical points of community, and empowering students, and all that kind of thing, was 

totally there. It just had never been thought of as an explicit program until we tackled it.”  

 In the conversation with Roberts, he continued,  

Once I got involved with the [leadership] task force, there was just so much 

energy about that. I’d report back to the commission and send all that kind of 

stuff, and then that resulted in my getting elected as the chairperson (1980–82), 

and then going on to the VP for commissions (1982–84). It just went, bam, bam, 

bam. It really, really accelerated very, very quickly there. I carried my leadership 

interest all the way through that period, and that pretty much resulted in my 

carrying leadership throughout my career in one way or another.  

Roberts eventually served as ACPA President (1985–1986).  

When asked if Roberts was close to another “famous” leadership educator, Susan R. 

Komives, he responded, “I didn’t know Susan well then. I didn’t know her because my path 

accelerated very rapidly from ‘76. Literally, nine years later, I was president of ACPA in 1985, 

which was mindboggling. I was just getting acquainted with these people.”  

As he progressed through his leadership positions with ACPA, Roberts stepped away 

from the work of student leadership development and shifted his focus to the Boosting Alcohol 

Consciousness Concerning the Health of University Students (BACCHUS) Network launched in 

1975 at the University of Florida (NASPA, https://www.naspa.org/constituent-

groups/groups/bacchus-initiatives/history) but returned to leadership development when the 

Council for the Advancement of Standards (CAS) got interested in pulling from the 1981 

leadership book to draft standards for student leadership programs. Roberts shared,  
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Somehow, I got caught up with that (BACCHUS) and it was really related to personal 

things, which are; my two daughters had been born and I could see college campuses 

with a lot of substance abuse, I had a real problem. I had this fantasy that if I get to work 

now, this [substance abuse] won’t be a problem for my daughters when they get to 

college. This is literally what I was thinking. How naive could I have been?  

He continued,  

If you look at the things that I’ve published overtime, I keep coming back to 

leadership. That’s one of the reasons why I think it’s been so attractive in the 

student affairs field in general, is that it’s something that affects so many areas. It 

doesn’t really matter whether you’re working in activities, in residence halls, in 

volunteer service; it goes into so many, many areas. It (leadership) is this omnibus 

dynamic that everybody needs to pay attention to. I think that’s why it’s been so 

attractive in student affairs and as my career has evolved. I’ve implemented things 

at multiple campuses and for multiple reasons and so forth throughout my career. 

It’s always been in my bag of tools. Even as I’ve moved more into 

internationalization, leadership still absolutely is at the core of that. 

Roberts acknowledges that he didn’t always have this understanding, , “I think that as an 

early professional, I didn’t really recognize the pervasive influence of leadership, even though I 

was advocating for it, even though I was creating models, I didn’t actually really get the weight 

of what we were talking about. I think as time has passed, I’ve begun to realize that it was really, 

really important. I think that’s what brought me back.” 

In 1986, Roberts wrote a guest editorial for the Commission IV newsletter Interchange 

titled, “Why Me?” This article marked his tenth year as an active member of ACPA. Roberts 
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used the publication as a way to demonstrate the value of being an engaged volunteer, to call 

others to engage with the commissions, and as a “thank you” to Commission IV for what his 

involvement provided him professionally and personally.  

Susan R. Komives (nee Bowling) 

Many consider Susan R. Komives the engine behind college leadership programs since 

the early 1990s. Of course, it was natural to include a conversation with her in my research. 

Although she is not listed in the documentation for the Inter-Association Leadership Project until 

the mid-1980s, she was active in the leadership of ACPA at the time the Commission IV Task 

Force was launched and as the inter-association group emerged. Komives chaired Commission 

III, served as the vice president for commission, acted as ACPA president prior to Roberts, and 

focused on external relationships with sister organizations during Phyllis Mable’s presidency. 

My conversations with Susan R. Komives provided insight into the sociohistorical context of the 

time and her perspective on the role the student affairs professional associations played in 

advancing collegiate leadership programs.  

Komives acknowledged the shifting nature of the college campus during the 1970s, 

noting, “Several exciting things happened in the ‘70s. Some of these were the empowerment of 

women and students of color, largely the Black students, and student activism.” Komives went 

on to share,  

So, we had a whole bunch of people who were feeling strongly about their world 

and what they could do to try and make an impact. We [student affairs 

professionals] were trying to shape them to be effective with that and models 

started coming out in the ‘70s and which was exciting because then we could talk 

to leaders about how they needed to vary their approaches. At the time, a 
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burgeoning effort to share leadership ideas included a little underground set of 

pamphlets with a staple in the middle and they were printed, and it was nice. The 

first one was on servant leadership. They started getting out in the field and really 

influencing the thinking of leaders as serving a purpose and serving the people 

trying to do the work. (S. Komives, Personal communication, July 15, 2016)  

Susan spoke of her understanding of how Roberts became involved with leadership 

programs,  

Denny had come to the University of Maryland for his degrees and his job was to 

be in the Student Activities Office working on their leadership programs. He got 

the first two leadership courses going in Maryland. They were the same two all 

the way through when I came in 1987. The ones Denny started in 1974 were still 

around and going strong… this was 14 years after he started them, they were eight 

or nine sections of each one, and they closed out with registrations. Volunteers 

taught them, I mean it was a very robust array of things Maryland was doing 

(related to leadership). So, Denny and I were among the only people that got some 

curricular approaches to leadership started in the 1970s. (Personal 

communication, July 15, 2016)  

Recollecting the energy of the late 1980s, Komives shared,  

It was exciting time in the professionalism of leader educator work because the 

clearinghouse became a lightning rod, the symposiums and leadership educator 

institute had started the new model—and the social change model was going to 

support all this social justice and social change. (Personal communication, July 

15, 2016) 
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As a key driver of this work in the 1990s and into the 21st century, Komives shared this 

sentiment, “[T]hen when I reconnected to make leadership my agenda in’87, coming in to my 

job (at the University of Maryland–College Park), we really got things going.” Komives’ 

investment into advancing leadership education is evident in her ability to speak to so much of 

this process and the people involved across the latter half of the 20th century and her active 

participation in current efforts to advance leadership education. Her guidance lead to my 

interview with Dr. Nance Lucas and Komives’ efforts to begin documenting this window in the 

history of leadership education informed this study. In our interview, Komives offered this 

perspective on leadership education in higher education,  

I often have said that I think leadership belongs everywhere on campus just like 

multicultural and diversity awareness and appreciation belongs everywhere. It’s 

not just in an office. But the office should have professional leadership educators 

who really know the literature, the field. (Personal communication, July 15, 2016) 

Chapter 5 opens with an introduction to William A. Overholt, a pioneer for self-

publishing his monograph on leadership for the 21st century. His typology and suggested 

institutional behaviours and actions set the trajectory of the dedicated volunteers of the ACPA 

Commission IV Leadership Task Force. The dedication of this group over time, the consistent 

prodding and investment of Denny Roberts, and the interest in collaboration among student 

affairs professional associations set a course in leadership education still unfolding today. 

Chapter 6 provides a brief conclusion and offers implication and suggestions for further research.  
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND FURTHER RESEARCH  

Following the tumultuous 1960s, federal and local governments renewed the call for 

colleges and universities to graduate individuals prepared to take on leadership roles across the 

public and private sector and within their communities. Heeding the call, institutions increased 

offerings of intentional, structured programs designed to cultivate effective leadership. Although 

leadership development has always been a desired outcome of American higher education, this 

research demonstrates how the targeted effort of one education-specific association and the 

diffused work of numerous other related organizations contributed to a significant emphasis on 

formalizing student leadership programs starting in the early 1970s. This effort laid the ground 

work for a mushrooming number of programs and interventions launched later in the 1980s 

(Komives et al., 2011; Mandicott & Bowling, 2002). This research also brought to light a 

forgotten but important pioneer in the education of rising leaders, William Overholt. 

 Recently in the Handbook for Student Leadership Program, Komives (2011) noted the 

existence of some 1000 curricular programs on leadership and Gigliotti (2015) called attention to 

the trend for future growth of the number of leadership programs. Clearly, student affairs 

professional associations played a key role in advancing collegiate leadership programs and 

moving the needle on the number and type of programs available on campuses across the system 

of American higher education.  

In attempting to complete a horizontal history over a 20-year span of time, this study 

included document analysis of organizational files from ACPA: College Student Educators 

International; NASPA: Student Affairs Professionals in Higher Education; NACA: The National 

Association for Campus Activities; ACUHO-I: Association of Chief University Housing Officers 
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International; ACUI: Association of College Unions International; ACPA Commission IV: The 

Student, Their Activities and Their Community files; the personal papers of Dennis C. Roberts; a 

review of conference programs for ACPA and NASPA from 1972 to 1990; and four oral 

histories conducted by the author.  

The efforts starting with the ACPA Commission IV Task Force on Leadership 

Development is an example of what Rost (1991) coined the “post-industrial paradigm” of 

leadership. The work started by this group lead to a shift in the arena of student leadership 

programs in higher education from one of fragmentation to a more connected, integrated network 

by exemplifying the post-industrial leadership model characterized by Rost (1991) as one 

“involving active people, engaging in influence relationships based on persuasion, intending real 

changes to happen, and insisting that those changes reflect their mutual purposes” (p. 123). 

Research Questions  

The questions addressed in this study were: What role did professional development 

organizations such as College Student Educators International (ACPA) and National Association 

of Student Personnel Administrators: Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education 

(NASPA) play in advancing student leadership programs in higher education in the late 20th 

century? How have student affairs organizations advanced student leadership programs in higher 

education? Who were the key individuals, who played a role in evolving student leadership 

programs in student affairs? 

It has been a challenge to pull together a concise summary of the multiple 

accomplishments, moves, issues, and people covered in the previous chapters. Several student 

affairs professional associations played a role in advancing student leadership programs within 

the time frame of the research, but the current coordinated work of the Inter-association 
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Leadership Education Collaborative and other professional associations specific to leadership 

learning would certainly not function as they do today or possibly even exist had the ACPA 

Commission IV not established the Leadership Development Task Force in 1976. Even more 

importantly and overlooked in subsequent work related to leadership education in both the co-

curricular and curricular realms was the re-discovery of a self-published monograph written by 

Dr. William “Bill” A. Overholt (1970), Towards a Modern Concept of Leadership. Overholt is 

quoted in Student Leadership Programs in Higher Education (1981) and in my conversation 

with Dennnis Roberts, who served as the chair of the ACP Commission IV Leadership Task 

Force, he acknowledged Overholt’s influence. However, it seems over time and beyond that sole 

reference from Roberts, Overholt has been left out of the conversation on leadership education at 

the collegiate level.  

In an effort to elevate Overholt’s work, Chapter 4 of this study briefly covers Overholt’s 

lived experiences as a youth and his eventual career path. That chapter introduces and 

summarizes the self-published monograph, which included the earliest articulation identified in 

this research effort of the need to shift away from positional and hierarchical leadership to a 

socially-responsible, shared concept of leadership. The typology of leadership Overholt 

developed and outlined in his monograph was very clearly informed by his personal experiences 

with the American Youth Foundation, the YMCA, and 4-H camps; with the U. S. Army Air 

Forces; his work on several campuses as an administrator, campus chaplain and Methodist elder; 

and his work as a faculty member. Overholt experienced a combination of circumstances that 

offered him the opportunity to observe and engage in a variety of leadership contexts and roles 

that he distilled into a modernized view of leadership.  
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This work predates the more commonly referenced work of Rost (1991), whose own 

definitions of leadership include ideas shared by Overholt, among them the assertion that modern 

society and organizations needed a different approach to leadership and, more specifically, that 

the positional, hierarchical approach to leadership is an antiquated concept. Both Overholt and 

Rost note the role of influence on the leadership process, the notion that leadership involves 

more than one individual or that it is a group endeavor, and that the group has a shared 

responsibility for accomplishing a mutually beneficial goal. Overholt’s typology actually goes 

further in that it makes an attempt to identify the multiple ways individuals can operate in the 

leadership process and attempts to articulate how the different actions shape one another and 

ultimately the broader leadership process.  

 Overholt specifically addressed the unique role of universities in developing leadership 

and identified institutions as a microcosm of society with the capacity to demonstrate the benefits 

of respect for diversity and responsibility to community. His monograph delineated his thoughts 

on the institutions’ responsibility to produce future leaders and the actions colleges and 

universities should take to meet the demands of a modern society. Additionally, his writing 

contained theories and concepts currently prized in collegiate leadership programs. Overholt 

(1970) declared, “The times cry out for a shared concept of social responsibility and a concept of 

shared leadership which supports and gives validity to it.” (pg. 45)  

Overholt advocated socially responsible and shared leadership. He urged a move away 

from the central, controlling figure and acknowledged the role of influence in the leadership 

relationship. Overholt demonstrated the role of values in his proposal of by presupposing a good 

life and society that embodied respect for the individual, a social system that supported humanity 

and the growth of all members, and one that valued learning. One only has to open the Social 
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Change Model of Leadership Development Guidebook (HERI, 1996) to see the influence of 

Overholt in the opening sentence: “One of the major dilemmas confronting any modern 

democratic society is how to reconcile the twin values of individualism and community,” (p. 4) a 

statement that mirrors Overholt’s push to situate leadership as a means to advance community 

rather than leadership for individual gain. Today, one might open Leadership for a Better World 

(Komives, Wagner, & Associates, 2017) to understand the way Overholt’s writing shows up in 

modern leadership thought. Specifically, the Komives et al. book calls attention to the key 

assumptions of the Social Change Model of Leadership (HERI, 1996), which include:  

leadership is concerned with effecting change on behalf of others and society, leadership 

is collaborative, leadership is a process rather than a position, leadership is value-based, 

all students are potential leaders, Service is a powerful vehicle for developing students’ 

leadership skills. (p. xiv)  

Similarly, Overholt advocated that universities commit to educating through community 

service. The unexpected and now primary implication of the present study is to bring attention to 

William A. Overholt and his writings. Regrettably, with the growth of leadership programs, the 

advances in theory and concepts related to leadership, and the pace of change in the past 40 

years, it seems Overholt’s thinking has become so entrenched in the current discussion that his 

monograph and foundational contributions have not been acknowledged along the way. This 

research is now an attempt to correct this omission and re-connect Overholt to contemporary 

leadership education theory and practice. 

Several student affairs related professional organizations individually and through 

collaborative ventures shaped leadership education in the later part of the 20th century, a time in 

our collective history greatly influenced by societal-cultural events and changing student 
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populations on campuses across the country. In an effort to identify programs and engage in 

research, these organizations worked to formalize the language and institutional efforts around 

leadership learning in the extra- and co-curriculum, which serves as the basis for much of what is 

happening in leadership education today. Significant effort and influence of this “movement” 

originated with the American College Personnel Association, now known as College Educators 

International, starting in the mid-1970s. The efforts of the highly engaged volunteers of the 

ACPA Commission IV Leadership Task Force have been discussed, as has the purposeful 

collaboration among professional organizations that emerged in the 1980s, thus clearing the way 

for the Inter-Association Leadership Project to broaden the scope and influence of the work 

being done in leadership education are discussed in Chapter 5.  

In this study, I specifically identified and interviewed at length four key individuals 

present during the timeframe of leadership development and still active in the volunteer effort to 

formalize and advance our understanding of leadership programs in higher education. The 

interviews with Dr. Dennis “Denny” C. Roberts, Dr. Nance Lucas, Dr. Susan R. Komives, and 

Dr. Alexander “Sandy” Astin provided the details and narrative needed to bring the documents 

and records located in the National Student Affairs Archives at Bowling Green State University 

to life. These individuals were critical to the role student affairs professional associations played 

in advancing leadership education and continue to be significant drivers of leadership education 

today. Of these individuals, this study demonstrates the invaluable role Roberts played from the 

time he stood up in a Commission IV business meeting in 1976 and accepted the opportunity to 

chair the leadership development task force through the early 1990s. His investment of time 

through the American College Personnel Association (ACPA) across his career and his strong 

commitment to advancing leadership education served as the engine for this dedicated group of 
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volunteers united by the common goal of advancing leadership education and cultivating student 

leadership development.  

Finally, across the many pages prior to this one, I have attempted to identify and 

acknowledge many of the individual volunteers who were equally valuable in this process 

dedicating their time, energy, and expertise to advancing collegiate leadership education 

programs. It seems that the work accomplished during this time frame (1970 to 1996) served as a 

lived example of the social change leadership model in that these volunteers engaged in a 

collaborative effort guided by shared values and commitment to leadership education. Although 

specific individuals were identified as chair or coordinator, the persistent efforts of the whole 

group truly kept the movement going as each person on every task force or committee assumed 

responsibility when the need arose, using their resources and influence to move the effort 

forward in a positive direction.  

Implications for Future Research 

As evidenced by the establishment of the National Leadership Education Research 

Agenda (2011) and the renewed investment in collaborative efforts to advance collegiate 

leadership programs via the Inter-Association Leadership Education Collaborative, future 

directions for further research in this area are clearly delineated for the broader field of 

leadership education. Specific to this historical study, I have already begun to contact other 

individuals involved in the Commission IV Leadership Task Force and the Inter-Association 

Leadership Project in an effort to further develop the narrative and capture the voices of other 

individuals present during the time frame of this study as a part of the work of student affairs 

professional organizations to advance leadership education.  
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Recognizing the purposeful collaboration that has occurred among the student affairs 

professional organizations, I would encourage an effort to research and develop a historical 

understanding of the multiple ways sister organizations have partnered to advance the broader 

field of student affairs. There is much that has occurred since the birth of the field of student 

affairs and higher education in the early 20th century and how it has spawned multiple, nascent 

professional fields that have emerged as a subset of the broader field of student affairs.  

The time frame of this study encompassed a time of significant growth and development 

of leadership education as a professional field, shifts in leadership theory and thinking, and the 

birth of several organizations now focused specifically on leadership education. All of this has 

led to changes in collegiate student leadership programs on campuses across the country. An 

effort to continue this history and to incorporate the evolution of these past 20 years alone would 

be a valuable effort and it would help document the emergence of this field of study and the 

burgeoning professional field of leadership education. 
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APPENDIX A 

 IRB STAFF REVIEW MESSAGE 
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APPENDIX B 

FINDING GUIDE FOR NATIONAL STUDENT AFFAIRS ARCHIVES 

 

MS 319 – American College Personnel Association 

1. Record Group: Conferences and Workshops  

Boxes: 6-14 

2. Record Group: Commission for Professional Preparation 

Boxes: 1-3, 6 

3. Record Group: Commission for Student Involvement 

Boxes: 1-48 

4. Record Group: Commission Task Forces, Core Councils 

Boxes: 13, 6, and 20 

5. Record Group: Inter-Association Activities 

Boxes: 3, CAS 1-3, and ILA 

6. Record Group: President’s Files 

Boxes 2 (Komives) & 3 (Roberts)* 

7. Record Groups: Publications, Monographs, and Pamphlets 

Box: 3 

8. Record Group: Audio-visuals 

Box: 8 (Roberts) 

 

MS 391 National Association of Student Personnel Administrators 

1. Record Group: Administrative Files 
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Boxes: 10 – 22 

2. Record Group: Committees/Task Forces/Networks/Knowledge Communities 

Boxes: 17, 20-21, 25 

3. Record Group: Conferences, Workshops, Seminars, and Institutes 

Boxes: 12- 17 

4. Record Group: Inter-association Activities 

Boxes: 2,7 

 

MS 526 Association of College Unions International 

1. Record Group: Publications 

Boxes: 1,4 

2. Record Group: Publications 

Boxes: 1-6 

 

MS 1141 National Association for Campus Activities 

1. Record Group: Administrative Files 

Boxes: 1-2 

2. Convention/Workshops/Instituted/Symposiums 

Boxes:1  

 

MS 702 Susan R. Komives 

1. Record Group: Professional Associations 

Boxes: 14-15 
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2. Record Group: Leadership 

Boxes: 16 

 

* Many of Dennis Roberts papers were shared with me via Susan R. Komives. Following 

scanning them for my purposes, they were delivered to the National Student Affairs Archives 

located at Bowling Green State University. 

 

  



121 

APPENDIX C 

FRAMEWORK OF STUDENT AFFAIRS ORGANIZATION INFLUENCES  

ON STUDENT LEADERSHIP PROGRAMS 
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APPENDIX D 

PUBLICATIONS AND KEY MOVEMENTS IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

Timeline of Publications and Key Movements in Higher Education Relevant to the Study 
*Adapted from the Chronology of Foundation Documents of the Student Affairs Profession  

Date Movements in Higher 
Education 

Higher Education 
Publications  

Leadership Education 
Publications  

1937 American Council on 
Education Call for the Study 

of Student Personnel 

Student Personnel Point 
of View  

1949 
 Student Personnel Point 

of View (2nd edition)  

1960s Student Development 
Education   

1970   Towards a Modern 
Concept of Leadership  

1981 
  

Student Leadership 
Programs in  

Higher Education 
1991 

  Leadership for the Twenty-
First Century  

1996 
  

Social Change Model of 
Leadership Development 

Guidebook  
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APPENDIX E 

OVERHOLT’S FUNCTIONAL TYPOLOGY OF LEADERSHIP  

Leadership by Defining Characteristics 

Control 

Officially installed leader may have or control resources by virtue of 
the office or position. As a part of the position the leadership 
commands power which can be used to implement his will. This is the 
most common and historically accepted type of leader.  

Technical Excellence 

The expert or consultant leader is admired and respected for the 
competence and skill represented in performing the task required by 
the situation. Overholt noted leadership in surgery is not directly 
related to the authority to run a hospital, but the admiration for his 
skill may garner leadership influence in other connected activities.  

Attraction 

The “popular” person is sometimes the leader who functions on the 
strength of the impact of personality. Magnetism may give them 
effectiveness in persuading followers to exert themselves towards goal 
fulfillment or to challenge and inspire their compatriots in more 
productive ways than the skilled expert such as the surgeon. Overholt 
noted the successes of charismatic leaders should not hide the fact 
they are often inadequately grounded in theory or practice; thus often 
the followers navigate obstacles resulting from the lack of 
competence. 

Imagination 

The innovator and the person with fertile ideas often exercise a 
significant leadership role. Overholt cited Morison (1961) when 
arguing the innovative aspect of leadership is more relevant in 
contemporary society and McClelland (1961) when advocating for 
colleges to enroll students with high levels of curiosity, creativity, and 
imagination.  

Representation 

Leadership derived from representation of the electorate and the 
degree to which they represent the values, convictions, and aspirations 
of the group which is separate from the formal powers of the office 
occupied.  

Management 

Rooted in the evolution of the social structure of organizations and the 
diffusion of responsibilities across those groups rather than highly 
centralized personal control has prompted the growth of managers as 
leaders with specialized skill in organization and supervision. 
Managers are also concerned with releasing leadership.  

Release 

Overholt noted “some leadership is the ability to relate persons to each 
other with understanding and sensitivity so that deep psychic needs 
are released and expressed in mutually satisfying ways.” (p.61) 
Overholt acknowledged interpersonal sensitivity is key, but so too is 
self-understanding.  

Instruction Leadership by scholarly insight or counseling. In a technical society, 
Overholt felt the task and skill of communications specialized and is 
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fundamental to any network of leadership skills in a modern group. 
Overholt also noted the capacity for teaching to give rise to self-
understanding for the pupil potentially producing leadership by 
release.  

Group Nurture Group developers are leaders who build up the syntality of the group; 
cohesiveness, goal achievement, and collegial nature of the group.  

Moral or Spiritual 
Insight 

Leaders contribute to social change by their insights into events and 
concepts by appealing to the moral conscience of the community. 
Overholt offered Rosa Parks as an example.  

Prescriptive Goal-
Setting  

Leaders articulates goals in a manner such that groups cohere and 
cooperate and is able to organize and mobilize the groups energy to 
accomplish tasks and goals.  
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APPENDIX F 

ORAL HISTORY QUESTIONS 

1. What led to your interest in Higher Education and Student Affairs? Leadership learning?  

2. Who would you identify as having shaped your interest in leadership development and 

education?  

3. What role do you think professional organizations played in shaping leadership education and 

programs on campuses?  

4. How has your definition of student leadership programs evolved in the past 40 years?  

5. How did you become involved with the Leadership Task Force? Social Change Model?  

6. How have you contributed to advancing student leadership programs at the national level?  

7. What events, incidents do you think were significant to evolving student leadership programs 

in the last 40 years?  

8. Where do you see student leadership programs going in the future?  

9. Who would you recommend I speak to about this study?  

10. What role should professional organizations play in moving leadership learning forward?  

11. Is there anything you would like to add? 
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