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ABSTRACT “ . ’

In Januarty 1972, 3,320 faculty members and
administrators at 12 urban multicampus community college districts
were asked to indicate their perceptions of the distribution* of
decision-making authority and influence among six organizational
levels (the becird of trustees, the ‘district admi*@stratior, the uni+
administratioz, deans, department cha‘rmen, and faculty members) wicth
regacd to five broad organizational funct ions {professional personnel
~management, student personnel m%nagement, budgetary management
*program development, and community services mapagement). Rqspondents
wvare alsc asked +to indicate their perceptions of organizational
effectlveness. A.response rate of €0 percent was obtained.
concluSions indicate that: (1) these 12 institutions are not highly

- centralized and they differ primarily in the patterns of

centralizavion/decentralization within their units rather than
between units and the district offlce. (2) neither a highly
centrallzeq nor a highly decentralized distribution of authority is a
primary deter-mirant of effectiveness; and (3) there is a great
increase in effectiveness if partlc*patlon in decision-making is
simultaneously increased for staff members at all hierarchical
levels. Apperdices include characteristics of the 12 institutios
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W ATIONSHIPS o )
BETWEEN CENTRALTZATION/DECENTRAL{LZATION AND
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 1N URBAN MULTIUNIT

5 ' COMMUNITY COLLMGE SYSTEMS

‘ Decision-Making jn Multiunit Community Gollege Systemé
| \

Djscussions -among administrators of multiﬁlg site community golliée

systéms often concern the question of how best to organize these ﬁnsti utions.
Thé goal sought stresses maximum utiliza tion of size and resources of the
wﬁblq system while it simultaneously strives to provide each of the multiple
units enough autonomy so that they can realize the advantages of a smaller,
single-unit®college. Y . '
A great.deal ot divergent opinion has beeg}ﬁggused upon the merits of
"centralization'" versus ”deceﬁtralizatieﬂf"”gﬁese terms being used to con-
ceptualize differences in allocation of control and autﬁgrity over decisions
made within multiunit college systems. Most often, 2éntralization is éle-
sumed to be characterized by a greateE amount of deci%%on—makiné at the

district leve%; decentralization is presumed to entail more decision-making

‘within the sefarate units.. In addition, units themselves can vary in the

LRIC

extent to which decisione are generally made by their chief administrators
as contrasted with deané, deparimént chairmen, or faculty members. In this
sense, individual units of multiunit systems might themselves be more or less
centralized or decentralized. Centralized/decentralized decision-making be-
tween the district office and component units is considered as "system-wide'';
centralized/decentralized decision-making between unit chief administrators

and other administrative and faculty levels within individual units is called

"intra-unit." ¢

Advocates of centralized multiunit administration generally stress greater
economy, uniformity of decisions, and responsive service supposedly attainahble
g " . .
through centralized management.  The additional economy is to be®obtajncd be-

cause centralization is expected to require fewer administrators, aveid dupii-

cation of facilities and equipment, and improve coordination of program planring.

Uniformity of decisions is sousht with regard to adwissions standards, progrem

requirements, academic standards, and maintenance.  Responsivéness is believed

g

to result because a8 strong district, administration can more readily
~ - -

’
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"lines based upon a careful, though admittedly preliminary, examinatdon of a

. ) o , o
perceive overall needs and 1mmediately authorizé action without having to

convince other oryﬁn17atlonal levels, _ 7 ~
o+

+

Decentralization.is said to enhance flex1b1‘1ty, curtall bureaucracy,
provide a more creative work environment, and 1m2rove the responsiveness of
units to local needs. Flexibil;ty and responsiveness are both supposed to

be attalned by authorizing admlnlstrators in each unit to respohd to the
particular needs of their 1mmed1ate staff and surrounding communlty Thus
decentralization is expected to facilitate dec151on-mak1ng by persong who
becanse of their prox1mity to the situation, are more sensitive to chang*ng
local conditions. Proponents of decentralization also believe that in a
democratic society more w1despread part1c1pat10n 1n dec1s10n-mak1ng will
provide a more efficient and’creative work environment Jfor the total staff

-

Focus of the Studz . .

" In January, 1972, a study was conducted through the Cehter for the Study
of Higher Education, Un1versity of, Mlchlgan, which examlned several aspects
of these complex questlons concernlng multlunlt community colleges. - The study

was an effort to clarify some.of the issues involved and to suggest guide-

)

sample of multiple site institutions. \

’

3

Patterns of centralization/deégntralization were measured, identified,

e
and analyzed. The aim was to exanfine relationships among these patterns- and

to ‘draw from them information about what actually was taking place dnd sugges-
2

tions about how 1mprovements might \be attained. The strategy was to provide

'1nformat10n to guide selective adgustment of patterns of influyence and authot-=

ity among various organizational levels so that effectrveness of the multlunlt
communlty college system might be increased. This study did not presume’ td
recommend. adoptlon of either a highly centralized or a. hxghly dacentralized

admxnlstratxwe pOsture either bv an individual community college svstéh or

—s
by multiunit community colleges in general. Specifics about the study are
described in Appendbx\A. o

Heasurement of centraltezirnn/decentralxzat &u\
lhe relat:ive cenrralizatton ot multiu&lt systems was measured in terms

of the distribution of influence and authority among six organizational levels:

4 E .
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l) the bodard of f%usteex, 2) Lhe district administration, 3) the ungt
admlnlstrdtlon, 4) dedns, S) departmgnt ch41rmvn, and 6) faculty mvmbgrs.
The distribution of influence and “auth rrfy wxs measured with renard to

of 51xteen activities. common to most

s

be'generally representative of five

.

1) professional personnel managemen®

» decision-making u%sorlatcd w1th each
community colleges ‘selected so as to
broad organlzatqonal functidn areas:
2)7student personnel management, 3) budgetary management,‘&) program develop—

ment, and 5) community service management. These activities were grouped

into four empirically derived 4ctivity clusters which are illustrated in ‘7

Table 1. A more extensive discussion of this clustering pracess. appears in’.
AppendixiB. - : b o A
. . § k) * » § '
w ) ! ‘ ' * —
' TABLE "1 -
EMPIRICALLY DERIVED ACTIVITY CLUSTERS C ’
Descriptive Cluster- - T T, - -

Identification - Activities Included

¢

’

Faculty-Oriented Activities " 1. Recruitment of, new faculty members’
o L T 2. ‘Assignment of facufty'to units
. i . ‘4. Evaluation of fac y for promo-
. \ a5 .
’ i . L tion, tenurep o erit increases
Department-Oriented Activities ‘7. Eormulation of teaching loads and .

- ) schedules

10. Determination of policies to govern
" admission to specifié certiéicate
. . . programs  °

o 13.. .Deletion’of courses/programs
: . ' .15. Initiation of new transfer- programs
Unit-Oriented Activities . ' 12. - Preparation of the academic request
°T . . budget
14. Initiation of new community service
o a programs
- ' 16. Initiation of new occupational
programs
System—-Oriented Activities 3. Transfer of funds from one academic

program to another

6. Development of criteria for dduxs-
sion of students *
8. Coordination of cfforts to promote
the college vith the community
Alteration of priorities dithin

. - 9.
' operating budget cdtepgories

(92§
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The pattern of centralization/decentralization within a multiunit
o S . .
system was characterized, then, by the dl@trxbutxon among six orgdnxyutlondl
levels of influence and authority over dLClSlon ~mak ing associated with six-
~

teen representative activities. Specifically, three facets of centralization/

decentralization were measured for edch activity: 1) control distribution--

the average amoupt of influence exercised by members at each,organizational

level, 2) control level--the extent of tnfluence exercised by all membexs

1
throughout the system, and 3) authority location--the organizatienal level

which generally holds authorlty to make binding decisions regardlng a partlcu-

lar kind of activity. For the most gart, these three facets of centralization/

decentralization were measured for the entire system. Some additional con-

- []
.

sideration was giyen to the same facets of centralization/decentralization

within units.

Measurement of effectiveness ‘ v

Measurement of organizational effectiveness necessarily involved appli-
cation of value judgments to the problem of defining what constitutes effec-
tiveness. . The traditional strategy has been to measure the effectiveness

>
of an organization by the degree to vhich it realizes its goals. In'an effort

- o move away from complete dependence upon goal-measurement, the present study

Ir

4

Beasured effectiveness in-terms of 1) responsiveness--the flexibijity with

ghich the community college .system responds to expressed needs and pressures
Jfrom itg students, facult§ members, and-from various agencies within its
surrounding community, and 2) efficienhx—-the extent to which the institution
»possesses attributes conducive to effective operation regardless of the pét-

ticular goals sought a high degree of soocial integration among members at -

different levels; a positive social climate characterized by prevalllng attitudes ’

i . .
l 7 A
Administrators in both industrial and educational enterprises have histori-
cally reparded retention of control by upper echelons as an essential *pre-
roqu191te to successtul management or multiunit institutiqons. Yet a large
hody of 1eseavch indicates that simultaneous incredases in control exercised
by more than one level are not only possible but desirable.  The basic premisc
1s that both the distribution ot control among varipus ‘orgamzatioml levels,

and the total amount ot control e,«:u,lsed by all members of an organisation.
are 1ndepeudcn[1\—varxahlr (onsequenrly the average gmouat of control
esercised by all members can be separately measured, and may hdve an indepen-
dent and porentially important effect upon ‘organizdtional errectiveness. In
the .present study this facet of ccnrrdLLzat1nn/decenrralLZdrxun patrecns was
ident 11 1ed as the "control level" of an onganizaCion, and was measured 1n
addition to control dintiibation and authority location. 3 .

-
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of trust, commitment to dlstrxct goals, teamwork, and inter action among,

membérs; and a high degree of capab111ty to agcomplish organ14atxnnul

ac}ﬂéities‘ & . . . '
. -

Patterns of Centralization/Decentralization

Contra?y fo. the prevailing cgnventional expfctations, thé evidenck shows ~

- that these multiunit coﬁ%unity college systems were not highly centralized in "h;“m
the sense of district‘versds Unit-éontrol; Those activities orien%@d prima-
rily to the entire system (see\Table 1) were controlled by unls\r3ther than
by district adminjistrators. Further, a great deal of influence and authorlty
was exercised over most activities by the varldﬁs administrative levels within
the component. units. For the most part, the greatest amount of‘influence upon
activities oriented prim&riLy to a given organizational level was exercised by
the next higher level. Consequently the faculty emerged as far less influential
upon decision-making thﬁn other professioﬁal members of these organizations. k

.The twelve institution§ differed primarily in the patterns of centralization/
decentralization within their urfits rather than between units and district
office. Differences among systems were greatest for control And authority over |
faculty-oriented activities. In general, the location of authorlty tended co
be somewhat higher for all activities than the locatlon of greatest influence.
These findings are analyzed in greater detail in Appendlx B.

From an administrative point of wiew, a sufficient amount of contEol and
authority seemed to be lodged within the units to ensure their ability to reSpond
to internal needs and prgfsureé perceived by those involved in the local situa-
tion. Closer examination, however, indicated that those most directly charged
with the actual instructional process--faculty members, and in some cases de-

3

partment chairmen--did not exercise a very great amount of influence/upon

decision-making associated with any of the sets of activities, including those
¢ .

concerned primarily with instruction of students. ’ H
. ‘ ‘

Patterns of Effectiveness

Staff members in the twelve institutions gencrally rgported that their
]
1nst%tut10n9 were quite responsive to the expressed necds of students and faculty -

e
members. On the other hand, many reported less than adequate mechanisms for

receiving and processing Limély infarmation about changing needs.. Over half

¥ *
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of the participants in the study reported that methods and pmliq4vs for

-

assessing the quality. of instruction were unsuti;fnctory. . -4

, i surpﬁising dﬂphor.oi staff members gl all levels reported a very law

letel of trust withim their community college. Most respondents*rvpotted

' that éaculty members and administrators within Lhe units were generally rL—

’ sponsive to changing needs, and receptive to new informatien. On the ocheP

. ;‘ hand, more than one-fourth of the participants regarded their district adminis-

trators and trustees’ as unresponsive,’ and generally irnaccessible to members at

“'1ower hierarchical 'levels. -Differences were found among individual institutions;

< ' . these are described in greater detail (without identification of individuial

systems) in Appendix C. e ' '

‘ ) Relationships Between Patterns of Centralization/ .

Decentralization and Patterns of Effectiveness
2

The most conclusive findings

Organizational effectiveness is enhanced by achieving a carefully formu-
lated balance among various patterns of centralization/decentralization rather
than by adhering to either extreme. Instltutlons which rank hlgh on all,

-  measures of effectiveness tend to have certaln patterns of centrallzation/

.

.

decenLraxlzatlon in common. ) o,

None of‘the."most effective"'institutions ranked as either the most highly

<f' centralized or most highly decentralized.2 This relationship entdiled whether
centralization/decentralization was weasured system-wide or within the component

4 units. Findings showed that the most advantageous pattern of centralizatioﬁ/
decentyalizaéion varies for sets of activities which generally affected éiffer-

— . ent dimensions of the organization--the faculty, departments, units, or the
. )

[3

entire system. s
The most effcctive institutions had relatively large .amounts of coﬂtrol
conceptfated at the level mo%f affected, or at the next hlgher level, ~or
. faculty—orienfed and department-oriented activities. On thq other nand, she
. greatest concentration of influence upon unit-oriented-and system-orientod
getivitics was af the unit administration level. Authority inlthéhc institu-
tions was génerally located at least on¢ level higher than the lotation of.

greatest influence. Although a moderate depree of decentralization of authority

c e .- .
)
Appendix , Figure 22.shaws institutional meaus of dn u1panl,atlnnal effective-
neas iudex, the average ot the four respousiveness indices aud the three ef- T
. .- - I3 hd *
ticiency indices. s 5 ' '

. o I
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’ s over m0sL detivitios was iound to be ddV\ntnycous to the unit admintstration,

it appears cqually important that’ duthority over nct1v1tlos whlch have broad
; * - impact throuyhout thie system bc(zc tained at the dlstrxct ddmxnlstrltlon level.
It is gcncrally agreed that persons who are experiencing a situation tend

to dlf&er in their pcrccptlons of it and that these perceptions may differ

S — ..
, > from reality. Nonetheless, people s views of events within a multlunlt com-
. munity colleg£ system are likely to influence other events, 1nglud1ng some
: which arq.reflpcteqiln the effectivehess of the organization. An 1mporUant ’

determinant of organizational effectiveness is %he extent to which faculty
members and administrators at various levelg‘perceive a well-defined control
and authority structure. When members at various levels agree more fully on Q°“
the amount of control each organ}zaﬁional level exercises, and on the lotation

of authority,\the institution operates more effectively.. In other words, the

- .more effective institutions tended to be those in which u?rious members as well .
as each administrative unit had a clear understanding of the authority and
. responsibilities of the others. A well-defined and generally accepted cohproi d
and authority Structure is conducivé to gréater‘organizationgl effectiveness
even 1if members ‘do not generally agreé thag the structure is ideal.

The nost conclusive finding was ,that organizational effectiveness-is en-

hancea when all staff members in e1ther an entire system or a 51ngle unit

\exarciée, on the average, a greater amdunt of control over Jec131on{pak1ng. The

K 1mp11cat10n is that thefe is a great deal of advantage im* simultaneously

1ncreas1ng the part1c1pat10n in decision-making by staff members at aki\hler-
arCnical levels. This flndlng helps explain why neither a highly cenoxallzed

nor a highly decentralized distribution of influence or authority is a primary

L]

determinant of effectiveness.
<

. . &
is not who has power in relation to whom, but rather how much influence every-
-

one in the organization feels he has,

»

The most important determiner of effectiveness.

AN
\~

-

. ’ (v‘
The legvel of (control in an organization can vary ‘independently from the - =
F ol
way in WhLLh it is distributed Bmong various organizational levels.

Further, Y
- > ‘1 . »

: * influence exercised bv lower and upper echelon members

gince the total-amount of control in an organization can ho Jncrensed

t hes

can be increased simul-

More sﬁkcifically, administrators can increase organizational
‘NI

raneous!y.

o * -~ .
effett 1venasa by hayimizing the amount, of control each organizational level i
~ ]

erercises over a set of activities thiough application of participative mdnape- .

\ ment technigues. Administrators of these i“bfj}ULiQHh would be well-advised to
A , . - t R ~

+
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111Vtw;ti;u1tcv medns, wln-r(4>y‘ they can effect an increase in the control level
whith members at all Urydnlzatlondl levels perceive.

. ' A gyveat deal of orrln1/1t10nal rescarch amd- writing has beén directed
N toward Eﬁb apgarent assoClabion between the extent of participative manage-

ment (as inditated Wy the average level of Control within the organlzatlon)
t and organlzatlona%/performance. One prominent advocate of these management
techniques ig Rensis leert.3 L.ikert recognizes the difficulty of bringing
about rapid changes within a complex organization, but nonethejess suggests
" several proceduresﬂwhereby incredsed participation can be ‘attained: 1) in-
¢ creased use of groop decision—making and group methods of superGision and
evaluation at all levels; 2) group'participation in goal settlng, both for
) ‘the entire organlzatlon and for its component units; and 3) 1ncreased stress

upon the use of supportive,persodal and professional relationships oftween

by members of higher and lower organizational levels, particularly those which

are more widely separated Most members of the organizations studied in this

ment inTjoint administrative/faculty decision- making, with the quallty and

amount of upward and downward communication, and with tﬁe degree of openness

3

they experienced when seeking to present new ideas to members at higher ad-

mlnlstratlve levels. From all 1nd1catlons, these institutions can profit from \

careful examination of opportunities for increased patticipation in decision

makingti

research ﬁroject were less than sat1sr1ed with the extent of their involve-- :
The initial effort to increase effectiveness should be directed toward
providing shared leadership,with regard to those activities which have their

greatest lmpact upon the’ system as a whole. Although it was found essential

that the greatest amount of influence be exercised by unit admxnlstrators, ' ‘ "
it is equally dppernL that effectiveness will be increased if other levels

are given increased influence.as well. Even faculty members are more

concerned that -all levels share a greater amourt of influence upon systonrN\

oriented activities than that the facylty be given a greater amount relative

8 to the other levels. Awmong the four sets of activities, faculty-, department-,

unit=, and system-oriented, members at. all Tevels were generally most concerned

»
. N i

. N ,
that the averawe level of control vver system-oriented activities be fncreased,
S . -

I Y

3 ' ¢ .
See Kenss | ikert, The Hnwan-ﬁtgan|zalunn Irs Mandgement and Value (ew
York: MoGraw-Hill Book Company, 196,), pp. }/-l??

o . . R 37T
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By far the strongest relotionship was fouind between control level over systoem-
‘ Y . N
oriented activities and the etfectiveness of organizational performance.

‘

Specific findings about efficiency

Of the three aspects of centralization/degentralization measured (control
N ’
. distribution, eontrol level, and location of aut ity), the most important
determinants of organizational efficiency were the average level of control . —

-h

throughout the organization over system-oriented and faculty-oriented activi-
ties. In each éaée, a higher level of control wasiéssociated,with greater

° . organizational efficiency. A particularly strong relationship was found between
the average level ;f control over system-oriented act1v1t1es and the extent Lo
which mgmbegs report that their c0mmun1ty college d19tr1ct is a good place in
whlcn to hold their own position. On the other hand, the social climate within
the individual units was most affected by the level of control within units for

gepartment—oriented and unit-oriepted activities.

-~ ’ Efficiency is maximized when!the distribution of, influence over all four

B

? .

sets of activities is moderétély decentralized, with the greatest concentration
somewhere within the units. However, the opfimum‘location of authority is at
least one level above.that which is most affected by each set of act1v1tleq
Location of authority dt a lower level was shown to be strongly dysfunctional.
The location of authority and the distribution of influence need to be clearly
differentiated. The ideal pattern appears to entail greater decentralization

, of inmfluence than quthority; together with a generally higher average level of

control throughout thé entire system.

‘Specific findings about reséonsiveness ‘ - ‘

“ "¢

~

1

Among the facets of centrallyat1on/decentrallzat1on measured, those mosh
likely to affect the rObponslvonoss of an institution to presqure from external

constitucncies are the distribution of influence upon faculty and department-

A2 N
oriented activities, and the svstem-wide level of%contro] over unit-oricnted

' activities. ‘imildrly,:thc distribution of infludnce upon department-oriented

activities is mo;t likely to st;gL rexponsxvenc;» to Lnt ernal pressure rxom

stypdeats and fauultv nembefs . kesPOnSLVCHOb\ also was gredt er iu 1nsL1Lutlons

with 1) a hivher level of Lnn{ro within units, 2) a highly dELBH(ld]lzed

: diqiribu!iun ot control butwvvn unit administration and other levels within the
unitss 3) J higher éysrem—wnde ievel ot control over gll activities, and,’)
locatione of guThot Ty over taculty-oriented activitiea at a relatively lover

«

organizationgl Ievelv
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%)mﬁ:mrc upon the instjtution was found in organizations whi/‘h had a higher

.exists among-organicational levels within units. . N

‘ - . . . ';
_perfectly logical, control over faculty-oriented activities.should be more de-

-
padTterns of control, aurherity, ang errectivenrs, 1n urban mudtiunit commanity
collepes. Findinge underscore the tallacv-ol seeking to ewtadlinh patCerns which

1 - . * ——
- * ,
represent one extreme or. The other.
’ R -
7/
t . -~ 7{ ' Voo
‘.1,‘( - o ? ) -
- - ' ]

’i f P N e .
4 < -
hY

AN N >
Greater responsivepess to external needys, aside from those expressed in

level of system=wide control for department,, ‘unit, and syst¢gm-oricnted activina o
ties, together with a somcewhat decentralized location of authority over system |
detivities. Greater responsiveness to intcrnal needs was related to a highly
decentrallfed system-wide control distribution for unit and system act1v1t1es,

a higher system-wide level of control for all activities, and a higher level

of control within units for faculty—orlented activitles.

b

Conclusion

Patté&ns of centralization/decentralization in the twelve mdltiunit systems %

-

studied showed that none of these instftutions are highly gentralized with

regard to comparison betwgen district office and” compernt units. In gencral, ) ri
the greatest concentration of influence for most actlvztleq was at’one or more
organizational levels within the units. The district ?fflce appeareq to be *
more concerned with cdordinating than controlling ghe 3arious units in these
systems. In this respect, all twelve multiunit sysfems are comprised of a
loosely federated cluster of semi-autonomous units. The real issue concérning

centralized/decentralized patteras Jf decisicn—maklng may<efocus less on the

. <
relationship between the district office and the .units and more on that which

Tnere is strong evidence that patterns of control and authority overKSOme-

[ i . . .
activities are best more centralized, and over others/are best more decentralied. .

Faculty members and administrétors generally aggged, for example, that while a

more centralized decisionsmaking structure for system-oriented activities yas .

¢entralized. The traditional question of centralizat-qdon versus decentraliZJtiQp
is appurentlyﬂbost replaced bysmore careful consideration of the op@imul pattcrhs

of control and authoritv over different sets of activities. Effe tlveness is

.

most likely to be maximized b» ef forts to simultancously 1ncroasothc amount of

-~

control cxercised by more than oae oxganxsdtnondl level. 1o(hn1quc. ol partici=

pat ive management are wntroduced as one means of directing this kind af change

.

effort. . R
p

.

R s ) r . . .
This rdscarch has demdnstrated the complexity ol relat ionships amony
7 . A I 5
* .

\
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.Although the researchers are interested in the pr\le(dl administrative

prohlems encountered in these complex 1nvL1LuL10ns, they arc fully aware that
flndlugs to date are of greater Lheoretlcal than pradtical interest. This
rcport is 1ntcnded to scrve primarily us a status report of apparent relation-
ships, rather than as an attempt to provide prescrlptlve solutions.” Perhaps
the greatest success of Ehe“study thus far has been in clarifying some of the
questions which must be asked in order to achieve greater understanding of

administrative structure in multiunit community college systems.

-
3]

the meantime  the most conclusive finding from this research is that
efforts to imp;OVQ the organizatdonal effectiveness of multiunit community
co}lege systems can product1vef§ be concentrated upon development and imple-
mentatlon of strategles for increasing the extent to which staff members at

all levels participate in shaping the organization and directing its activities.
Results to daté” indicate that this kind ‘of management p?sture will optimize the
efficiency of multiunit community college systems.

v

JApril 29, 1974 . i , John A. Jenkins
. Joseph G. Rossmeier
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APPENDTX A

Characteristics About the Sample of Multiunit
Community (ollgﬁe Systems and the Respondents

The‘populetion of thirty medium-sized

urban multiunit community colleges

The thirty medium-sized urban multiunit community colleges in the
United Stares enrolled in 1971-1972 nearly a half million students, or |
approximately twenty percent of ail students attending community colleges.
These thirty systems contained eighty units or campuses. Over sixteen
percent of all faculty members teaching in community colleges in 1971-1972

were associated 'with one of these thirty meltiunit systems These repre-

". sentative figures indicate the extent of "impact which these multiunit

community colleges have upon the overall community scollege movement in the ~
- » *

United States.

The twelve multiunit systems studied

The study dealt with a nationally representatlve sample of twelve urban

multiunit community. college systems (See Table 2). Within the twelve partici-
pating institutions, information was requested from 3.320 faculty members,
department chairmen, deans,‘unit administrators, aud district administrators.
The flndlngs presented were based upon perceptual data from questionnaires

returned by approximately sixty pe;iegz of the faculty members and admlnls—

penneg

trators and by data obtained from published documents. -

13

. TABLE 2 °

4

THE TWELVE MULTI%?IT COMMUNITY COL%EGE SYSTEMS

]

.

S Iy
<
Coast Community College District )

Costa Mesa, California

Cuyahoga Community College District
Cleveland, Ohio

Macomb Counly Carmunity Collepe Disth et
Warren, Michigan

Maricopa Countv Commupily College Distuict
. Phoenix, Arizona

“

e
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TABLE 2, continued... "¢ , ' o

- - —— - —_— - -

IR . .
+ “ectropolitan Community College District
) &gnsas City, Missouti

v

-

Mogtgomery College )
. Rogkville, Maryland .
\ . f .
Peralta Community College District
’ Oakland, California
San ‘Diego Community College RNistrict
< San Diego, California

Seattle Community College District
Seattle, Washington

State Center Community College District
Fresno, California

' L . .
Tarrédnt County Junior College District
Fort Worth, Texas ,

Washington State Community College District Five
Everett, Washington . .

The twelve multiunit community colleges igcluded in this study operated
thirty-five sebaféte campus or college units in 1971-1972. Between 1969'an&
1972 the average system had increased by 2.9 units. During this same period
headcount enrollment had increased by an average of 33.6 percent. ‘Increases

in enrollment within single institutions ranged from 2.3 to 59.6 percent.

“ _in October, 1971, these twelve institutions enrolled_sligﬁtly more than 40

percent of all fall—'and part-time students af&ending medium-sized multi- -
unit community colleges. These systems.employcd 44.1 percent of all part-
time nd full-timo-fﬁculty members and 40.6 pereent of all full=-tind admini--
tritors asSocigted with the population of thirty multiunit communitv colleges.

/F Over 90 percent of the administrator and faculty respondents indicated

that thetr efhunic backeround was uhitw;!ydiueb ranged rrom $3.2 percent to 96.°1
percent amonyg the institutious. In only one nstitution wds tﬁg;nﬁmher of
black respondents over 10 percent; +he averdge was 3.8 percent. The male-

female ratio of respoudepnts wds almost perfectly constant tor all Twelve

.

»
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iusL1tutions--approximntg1y three times as many males as temales.
- : < L . . .
Over SO percent’of tile respondents had been affiliated with thear
justitution for less thap six years. Nearly 60 percent had deen in their

present position for lesk than five years. The largest percentage of faculty

‘members (31.3) had come jto thegir present positions {rom elementary or secondary

school posit‘cns The ext largest percentages had been previously emploved -

in business or 1ndustry (19.6) or enrolled as full time students (16.5).

AlmOst noune had previoubly Laught in two- o1 {our-year colléges or universities.
An overwhelming majoritly (17.3 petcent) of faculty members reported having the
master's degree; 11 pefcee: reported having a doctorate or professional degree.

Almost three times as many respondents reported living .within the district
of their commuhity college es opposed to living elsewhere. In three of the

, : . s .o : . . . .
twelve institutions over 85 percent of the respondents lived within the district.

-
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; \ APPENDIX B

rd
- ‘?atternc of Centralizatipn/Decentralizatioq
/. Among the Twelve Multiunit Systems

.
é

Distribution of control

The evidence indicates that unit administrators in all twelve systems
L4

exercise a great deal more influence upon ongoing decision-making and hold
a greater amourmt of authority than do the district &administrators. While
there were differences from one community college 'system to anéther, the
more pronounced differences were found within the component units (campuses)
rather than between central district and unit adcinistrations. In compari-
son with the various administrative levels, facul:y members were found 0
have little influence in &ny of the systems. .

Within each community college system the influence exercised by various
brganizational levels was’éompared separately for different activities. It
was discovered that in all the institutions éimilar groupings of activities
could be identified for which the distribution of influence was similar.
Activities with similar patterns of influence did not necessarily originate
fromthe same function area (e.g., budgetary managezenc, professional personnel
management). Instead, the sets of activities tendec to he those which
generally were of greatest conceran te one particular dimension of the comzunity
college-wthe faculty, the departwzents, the units, or the entire svstem. For
convenience in‘feferrlng to these sets of activities which have similar
patterns of influence, each is.characterized by & descriptive title which
indicates its principal orientation: 1) facultyv-oriented activities, j) gepart-
ment-oriented activities, 3) unit-oriented activities, and 4) 5§scem—cr1ented
activities. These sets are summarized in Table 1. Graphic displavs of © o~e
sets of influence patterns are presented below 1 Firoures -4,

Figures 5-12 1%lustrate for each 1astitution the conﬁf@i d)stézhutlon tor
each activity set. The nean control distribution across all gwelve dnstrtation.
for each d4ctivity set 1s aiso g\xén. ) N

Mot unexpectedly, the Tru-Tees wers found to esvercise » relat uz2l; s ell
amount of i1afluence upen engoing decision-making .n \vmaaflsnn w.tn ar ~.stzz-

tors and faculty memhers. More surprisunt wds the ract that Jistrict 4aninis-
&

R
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Amount of Control

Amounf of Control

3.0

v D
Y// N
~ 2.2 ‘ ) A
3
o Ef
5 -
B K F
‘1.4 1 i 1 ] | o
FAC Crt OEA . uniT DIS ST
, Fig. . 5. Patterns of centraTization/decentralization of the
faculty-oriented activities for institutions A tnrough F,
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Fig. 6. Patterns of centralization/decentralization of the

faculty-criented activities for institutions G throush L.

-




— \
I -
3.84_
-~
'-g 3‘0 — .
bl .
e D , '
c .
o
[ &/
U
o
o 2.2 ) .
El 7
<
E
< . ‘
1.4 | L 1 1 L. ! |
_ FAC Chit DEA ULt DIS TST 1
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department-oriented activities for institutions A through F. }
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department-oriented activities tor institutions G tnrough L.
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Amount of Control

Amount of Control

1.4 1 | ! 1 ] ]
FAC CHH DEA - UNT DIS ST
. Fig. 9. Patterns of centralization/decentralization of the
unit-oriented activities for institutions A through F.
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Fig. 10. Patterrs of centralization/decentralization of the
Unit-oriented activities for institutions G through L. . -
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Amount of Control

Amount of Control

system-oriented activities for institutions A through F.

pras

3.8
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Fig. 11. Patterns of centralization/decentralization Of;__}l
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Fig. 12. Patterns of ccntral1zat1on/de"9ntrahzat1on of the

system-oriented acuwt\es for institutions G thrgugh L.
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found in the distribution of influence for faculty-oriented activities. Only

°

trators were found to exercise generally less control than either chief

ungt administrators or their deans. Viecwed from the perspective of {

e

disti4dct admipisfrators in each system, these twelve community college

systems might all be regarded as generally "décentralized," since the

greater amount of influence comes from within the component units. From

s

, .
the standpoint of faculty members, and in most instances that of the depart-

’

1

mént chairmen as well, control would be regarded as '"centralized." These

differendes confirm the falleocy of charactcri%}ng a multiunit system as ,

[y

"eentralized" or "decentralized" without taking into account the'relative

influence exercised by all administrative levels involved in the operation

of the college. - )
‘Further differences were found in the pattern of centralization/decen: .
tralization associated with fachty, department, unit, and system-oriented
activities. Consistently in all twelve systems, the greatest amount ,of
control was found at lower administrative levels for faculty-oriented activi-
ties, 4nd at progfessively higher levels fo; each of the other sets of
activities. The greatest amount of difference among the twelve systems wac
for systemoriented activities did any of the institutjons show a highly
centralized posture with regard to system-wide_centralization/decentralization;
in five systems the greatest amount of control over thes; dctivities was
1ocatéd at the district administration level. Conversely, a number of institu-
tions were characterized by highly centralized internal relationships within
their component units. As will be éxplained below, the relative centralization/
decentfalization within units was shown to have a more pervasive effect upon the

effectiveness of the entire system tha? the balance of control between central

"

administration and units.

tocation of Authqiig!

Thq location of authority for the four sets of activities in each institu-
tion indicates that all t&elve systems studied were generally decentralized in
this regard. Tﬁ 511 institutiong, the lovdtion’of authority over gfiach set of
activities was found well within the component units, rafher than at the district

administration level, as shown in-tfigure 13.

N
Rx
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It should be o?sorycdt,of éourse,'thut auLhoriLy.as defined in this study
indicated fupcrwtiqnai authority'" bvor onéoing activities. It is récognizcd
that formal, legal authority in a multiunit community college is a legal
right of the lrustees, vested in them by an external governmental agency.

on the other hand, "operational authQrity" is informal, though effective, and

¢ . .
can be dishursed by the trustees through the district chief administrator to

other organizational levels. f P

_Mean Authority Location

2.6 { : ! 1 _
A B C D £ F. G H I J K L

« o s i \

- Institution
Fig. 13. Mean location of authority for each activity cluster
‘ across all twelve institutions.
) .
g,
Foa. = Faculty-0rivnted Activities .
CbuAL = Department -Oriemted ACY!VIfjsh . ’,

U.A. = tnit-0Ori1ented Activrties .
S.A. = System-Oriented Activities )
C v
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_Members of these multiunit community-college systems tend to identify
¢ a single orpanizational level at which they view the location of authority
as appropriate for each of the four sets of activities. It seems from the
available evidence that effectiveness is enhanced -‘whén authority over each

.set of activities is ‘located at the level identified as "appropriate' by

’:?st members of a paréicular'community college system.

i

* AveraggrLeveL of Lontrol

" A great amount of variation was found among the various multiunit sysLems

with regard to the avdrage level' of control measured across the entire system--—

as displayed in Figure lé4--as well as that measured within the component units.
When institutions were placed in rank order with regard td the1r system—w1de v
control levels, it became clear that a high degree of system-wide "decentraliZJ—
tion" _was likely to be associated with a lower average level of control. On the
*  other hand, a higher- control level within units was generally found in systems

in which component units operate with a great deal of decentral1zat1on of control

j
L
i
!
|
\\ J
a;d authority between unit administration and - the deans, department chairmen, and ! i
1
\ faculty. . 1
. |
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Figurce 14. Average level of control for eachractivity cluster-across
the twelve 1nstitutions )
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APPENDLIX C

‘patterns of Effectiveness
1] - *

Indicators of Efficiency ~

. 4

Work capability. 'WGTk capabilitgtbas measpured by l)‘performance of

ar T

Members were asked to rate their multiunlt system®along a four-point scale
which ranged from "hlghly unsat\;factcr;" to- "highly satisfactory.” By

far the largest percentage of unsatisfactory comments for ,qopduct of an L
activity was for methods and policies for asse551ng the quality of ins uc-
tion. A total of 51.4 percent of tHe respondents reperted that conduct of l
this activity was either unsatisfactory or highly unsatisfactory. The greatést
“ _percentage of favorable responses (84.0 percent) was for attraction, selection,

and admission of students. Relations between each unit and the immediately

surrounding, community were assessed favorablyibx 82.0 percent of those
- ) \

responding. . \
- The most unfavorable assessment of an orgaSEQ?tional level (28.6 percent)
. ‘ :

. was for the district administration, followed clo§e1y,by the board of trustees
(21.1 percent). Only 14.0 percent deemed the.performance of the district
administ;ation "highly satisfactory." Figure 15 displays the institutional

< peans op'work capability as measured in this study. |
3.2
!
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Fiypure 15, Jnsrirurﬁpﬁdl Means of Work Capability Index
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Gocial climite. Social climate was the atmogphere of trust and positive

interaction amdhg members. Of the respondents, 22.9 percent reported a very

logw level of trust within their community coéllege. Institutional means of

. - : - : o 1} -
this social climate index are illustrated in Figure16.

1

: |
Social integration. For the most part, members at all levels reported
=
that other organiz:

jonal levels were at least moderately access?ble to them.

Of those responding, 81.7 percent reported that levels other than the district .
administration were generally accessible; 54.6 percent accorded similar

rating to the district administration. Conversely, the fact that 45.4 percent

of the respondents in units regarded the district administration as moderately

or highly inaccessible may warrant attention by multiunit systems seeking to
improve Fhe integration of members at all levels. A comparison of institu-

tional means for the social integration index can-be made from the graphic . '

display in Figure 17.

Indicators of Responsiveness

Responsiveness in a multiunit community collége system is reflected in the
organization's ability to respond readily to changing demands of a dynamic ex-
ternal environment and a diversified.stﬁdent population. 'Responsivenesc is =
also reflected in the ability to éqspond,to ongoing chénging'community and
student needs which are not necessarily. brought to the attention of the community
gollsge through pressure. Institutional means of four responsiveness indices\\
(responsivéness to external pres&ures; responsiveness<&o internal pressures,
responsiveness to exteéﬁal needs' ard responsiveness to internal needs) are
displayed in Figures 18-21.
In general, members of the colleges studied_reported that their institu-

tions were quite responsive to tﬁe expressed needs of students and faculty

' members; 62.3 percent provided favorable reports of responsiveness toQ students,
and $6.2 percent report favorably the reéponsiveﬁess to faculty members. Yet
more than one-tourth regarded both Eheir dieriptNadminierators and trustcees
as somewhat or highly unresponsive to the needs of students. Nearly one-tifth
reported that their district administrators and trustees were equally unfe-
sponsive 1o needs of the surrnundiﬁg communitv. Aboul 85 perceat reported that

facully members' and administiators’withiy the units were generally responsive.
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Degree of Respousiveness

Degree of Responsiveness
to Internal,Pressures
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Pressures Teported by Members

Members of these community colleges gencrally reported little pressure
from other schools,” citner secondary or college level. On the other hand,

a large majority perceived "a great deal" of incoming pressure from citicens,
the state government, and the federal government.

Over half the respondents reported substan;ial amounts of pressure from
students to change "1mportant policies or practices" regifdlng reci1al balance
of the student body and admission of studeﬂts'lacklng traditional credent:als.
The impact of these pressures was apparently limited. Nearly two-thirfs of &he
members reported that they had not changed their own attitude toward these

-y
problems, and more than 60 percent reported that their work had been unaffected.

v

Response to Various Scurces of Pressure

R N N - “ .
Differerces were reportec delween rescQnsiveness oI trese col.eges (C lccal

pressures and to sources ati tne state or naticnal level. Nearly cne-fif:n of

o]

3 -
i1lul

o]

]

o

o]

(al
[

b

the mexbers :indicated nat their rarely" responds to pressure froz

that their institution "alzost

Q.

e

t

ta

[}
s
rty
[

¢ local secondary schools. Nearly A

8}
rt

e

e

always; responds to pressure frczahe state level, and over 40 percent or

-

similar degrees of responsiveness to the federzl zovernzen:. Apparencl

thesc

Vet

legally comstituted agencies are seen as a very real source of pressure, =cre
likely to elicit a response than local schools, businesses, or citizens.

v Mexmbers and A¢ministrators

rt

Differences bSetween Facul

-

Members at the same organizational level, su: loc%jed in different unics -
of the saze w.ultiunit system, were generally in agreement about the eff:cieacy
of the entire college. 0On the other hand, faculty members were found to 41
substantially from administrators in their reporc"of system~wide efficiency.
Facudiy ratings were consistently less rfavorable, and particularly negative

with regard to tne social ciimate, openness of comtunication among levels, and

r

feelings of trust among members. If these aspects of organizational efficien y

are indeed as lacking as faculty members repoit, it seems unlikels chat (o mwuna-
cation among the various organizational levels will be sufficient!s accvr to¢ or
extensive to convey the negative appraisal to members of the upper administra-

‘ ‘ 7

tive hierarchyv. g

Relationsnip hetuven Erficiency eud Responsiveness of the Systems

Withont exception, comunity coliore wvatem~ wrigh were found to havesh. g
* }

-

rankings on medsutes 0T organizational etficieniy were alse Tound te he nighle

responsive to needs ot stadents, fdaoully, and external ¢onstituendies.
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ffectiveness

E

Degree of Organizational

1
A

Ind Fig 22. lInstitutional means of Crganizational Effectiveness
ndex.

©

A positive social clizate and a high degree of imtegration amcng members at
various levels are highly conducive to responsiveness by.all organizational

levels:
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