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ABSTRACT
All Top Administrators, Other Administrators, and Faculty were asked
to respond anonymously to a 13-item questionnaire to profile perceptions
of existing governance characteristics. High response percentages
facilinated valid interpretations, which showed extensive differences
between the Top Administrators consistently high responses and the
other groups. Perceptual profiles of Other Administrators resembled
Faculty rather than Top Administration infall but the Interaction and
Communications areas. Other Administrator profiles resembled Faculty
-profiles But were higher and more positive. Faculty profiles were
distinctly more negative in three of the six governance areas: Inter-~
action, Decision-Making, and Communication; and certain aspects of
Leadership and Motivation. Perceptions of all groups were closer in
the Goals area and somewhat in Leadership and Motivation. Comparing
the 6 faculty sub-groups, major differences appeared in Interaction,
Decision-Making, and Communication, with the counselor-librarian-
data processing group considerably more negative. Results supported
facuity dissatisfactions which led to an upcoming union election.
Recommendations included: reorganiaation to a more participative group
model; to enhance faculty committee and- decision-making involvement; |
" to intensify internal public relations; to regularly schedule meetings
between all administrators and between all personnel; to provide
Human Potential Seminarcs of personnel from each group; and to initiate
a continuing[evaluation process of perception, using a2 form similar

to this study's instrument.
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.INTRODUCTION

Administrators and problems are interdependent.

If you don't have one, you don't need the other....
Conflict is a normal part of life in any organiza-
tion (Richardson, 1976:52-3).

As you may have alréady heard, an election will

be held on March 23 to decide whether the CFCC

faculty will be  represented by a strong professional

organization, or will continue '"business as usual"

For the past several years, Central Florida‘Cobmunity
College (CFCC) has experienced ever-ihcfeasing enrollments and,
apparently, ever-increasing expressions of unresﬁ;and dissatis-

faction‘from diverse segments of its faculty. As in many

institutions of higher éducation, inhuendoes and négative

" comments have been directed toward college governance. Charges

‘of "bureaucracy,'" ''non-communication,' and ''lack of faculty

involvement''~--although undocumented--have been typical in

various corners of the campus. In the recent past, two
segments of the faculty have attempted to rouse the campus to

regorting to collec;ive bargain1ng.. One of theSevgroups~-the‘..‘"

Central Florida Faculty Association, FTP, an affiliate of the

National Education Association--has sucéessfully won its right

—

to an election.
Our organizéfion;.}has’beeﬁHSéekihg réCognition.as
. the bargaining representative of the CFCC faculty
~ since last spring (1976). Recently, the CFCC Board

1
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2
of Trustees, and Fresident Goodlett, decided to
confront the inevitable.. They indicated to us
that they would consent to an election to
determine if a majority of CFCC faculty members
wished to be represeénted by CFFA. Now, the de-
tails have been worked out, and the e1ection 1s
set....An official "Consent Election Agreement'
has been sigried by both sides, and submitted to
the Public Employees Relations Commission (PERC) .
PERC representatives will supervise the e1ection
(Bucha, 1977).

The question arises, "If faculty are basically satie-
fied with the governanee and erganizational mddel of the college,
would collective bargaining have progreééed‘this far?"' The
election, presumably, will help to answer this question.

This practicum soughc'tp examine the human dimensions.-
of faculty and administrator perceptions of college gewernance
at CFCC. Governed by a more traditioﬁal, bureaucratic organi;
zational model, faculty members could, indeed, perceive an
unfavorable profile of governance characﬁeristics that such a
mocdel has_been known to produce. Perhaps this feeling could
lead to a desire for collective bergaining--especially if these
faculty perceptions are considerably‘differeqt;from the eer-
ceptiens-expressed by administrators. Ctherseiy, faculty

perceptibhs could indicate the existence of a favorable profile

of governance characteristics despite the bureaucratic organi-

zational model employed. Thus, faculty and administrator

pereeptions conceivably could be complementary.

Richard C. Richardson, Jr., in "Tradition and Change

in Community Colleges: The Crucial Years'" (1976:24-5), states
o 9 - . ‘
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All of our assets and all of our dreams will turn
to ashes unless -we can improve the human dimensions
of our institutions. Currently, bany of our efforts
are directed toward a struggle that is being fought
grimly between trustees and administrators on the
one side and faculty on the other side. The struggle
involves issues of control, the distribution of
resources, and the question of role-in the decision-
making process. As the struggle progresses, ex-
tremists on both sides turn increasingly to unions
and state boards to support their point of view.
The inevitable consequence of the failure of in-

~ gtitutions to solve their problems internally will
be the imposition of exterpal controls. What then
can we do to solve th2 proﬁlems of human relation-
ships within our institutions?

Richardson continues by suggesting that commpnity colleges
re-organizé fro;j;he traditional, bureaucratic model to a
participative goﬁérnance‘model. The only othéf alternative,
according to Richardson, is collective bargaining (Richa:dson,
1976:25). These thoughts are explored later in this Eepdft.

| 1f éFCC's collective bargaining election fails, the‘
administration could review its present.organizational model
and make desirable chaﬁges. The fesults from this comparacive
study of faculty and administrator perceptions could be help-
ful in this re§iew since its questions surveyed six‘gov@fnance
areas: leadership, motivation, communication, interaction,

decigion-making, and goal setting.

i0



BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

College governance encompasses a wide range of inter-
personal variables such as leadership, motivation,'communication,
‘dccision-making, interaction, and goal setting. Community colleges
&re no different and the variables are perceived by such diverse
groups as™ students, trustees, adminis:rators mid-managers, and
faculty members. - .

"Perception is the process of organizing and interpreting

sensory stimuli into meaningful,patternd'(nalish 1970:49). It is.

a’‘process in which one interprets sensory. stimuli from his. environ- e

ment by his receptors and communicates them to his brain through
impulses in the nervous system. One '8 attention and perceptiOn are
influenced by both stimulus characteristics, i.e., size contrast,
and movement, as well ag gerceivor characteristics, i e., ‘needs,
experiences, set, and personal rigidity (Kalish, 1970). |

This practicum was concerned with perceivor characteristics
related to governance at Central Florida Community College.

In their fawmous work on perception, Combs and Snygg set the
’foundatiOn-
Human behavior may be observed from at least two very
broad frames of reference: from the point of view of an
outsider, or from the point of view of the behaver him-
self, ‘Looking at behavior in the first way we can ob-
serve the behavior of others and the situations in which

4
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5

such behavior occurs. It is then possible to attempt the
explanation of behavior in terums of the interaction of the
individual and the situations in which we have seen him
operating. This is the "objective" or "external" frame of
weference. The second approach seeks to understand be-
havior by making its obsexrvations from the point of view
of the behaver himself. It attempts to understand the
behaving of the individual in terms of how things ''seen"
to him. This frame of reference has been called the
"perceptual," "personal," or "phenomenological' frame of

. reference...

In the personal or perceptual frame of reference, we
attempt to observe behavior from the point of view of
the individual himself....We take it as a matter of
course that people's ideas, emotions, and opinions have
an effect upon their behavior, and we are consequently
alert and sensitive to them...

People do .not behave according to the facts- as gthers
see them. They behave according to the facts as they
see them. What governs behavior from the point of view
of the individual himself are his uniqué perceptions of -
himself and the world in which he lives, the meanings '
things have for him....These personal meanings which -,
govern behavior the psychologist calls perceptism.

(Combs and Snygg, 1959:16-18). S

This practicum was undertaken with these thoughts -of Combs
. and Sﬁygg in mind.  The effectiveness'or,ineffec:iveﬁeés of a
college's org;nizational model must bé concerﬁed with the personal-
ized percéﬁtiohs of those who work within the model and must
recognize and attempt to understand the ‘interrelationships involved
_between these various persons. This is importanf because

Ménylbf.the complex events we hope to understand and
 predict can only be.dealt with through an understanding

of interrelationships. Even when the precise nature of

these interrelationships is not known, it may still be
"possible to use them effectively (Combs and Snygg, 1959:19).

12



6
5uch a study of perception,:thefefbre, involves the
~ perceptual or phenoumenal field of each perSon'iﬁvolvéd. By the
perceptual field is meant | |
_the entire universe, including himself, as it is ex~
perienced by the individual at the instant of action.
It is each individual's personal and unique field of

 awareness, the field of perception responsible for his
every behavior.... T '

All behavior,‘without exception, is completely determined
by, and pertinent to, the perceptual field of the behaving
organism (Combs and Snygg, 1959:20). S ‘

In iviterpreting the results df a comparative stﬁdy in
perception as applied to a topic such as the cha;actérisﬁics of
a college's governance as perceived by the professionals within
the institution, we must rememﬁer‘that

To each of us the perceptual field of anothér person
contains much error and illusion; it seems an interpreta-
tion of reality rather than reality itself; but to each
individual, his phenomenal field is reality; it is the
only reality he can know (Combs and Snygg, 1959:21).

Reviewing the results of such a comparative study, we learn
that more effective communicaction can be made possible by taking
steps such as re-oiganization to develop‘mbre commonality of

perceptions.

Communication is essentially the process of acquiring
greater understanding of another's perceptual field and
it can take place only when some common characters already

existeses

We feel more.comfortable with persons whose phenomenal
fields have much in common with our own. Because we see
alike we also behave similarly and we can thus predict
more easily what the other will do and how he will be
likely to react to our own behavior. It is through the

.

13
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area of overlap in our respective fields that communication
becomes feasible (Combs and Snygg, 1959:31-32).

. Also, when reviewing such results, 1f we realize that be-
havior is always determined by the individual's perceptual field,
we need only to learn to read behavior backwards in

order to understand the perceptions of another person.

That is, we can infer from another's behavior the nature

of the perceptions which probably produced it (Combs and

Snygg, 1959:35). ‘

Iﬁ college governancé--as in any other phase of life--the
behavior of the individual is always directed at the satisfaction
of need (Combs and Snygg, 1959).

Thus, if a comparative study of perceptions produces quite
digsimilar views, a college'g administration shoﬁld study the
possible unmet needs of a group guch as its faculty and restructure
accordingly for the benefit of all employed by the institution.

' To produce change 1in behavior it will be necessary to
produce some change in the individual's perceptual field.

To understand other people and to use ourselves effectively

as instruments for human welfare, our own welfare as well

as the welfare of others, we will need to understand, as
clearly as possible, the factors controlling and lipiting
the processes of perceiving and the function of "(cne's)
perceptual field (Couwbs and Snygg, 1959:36). -

A lack of common perceptions by the various groups at a
college can lead to collective bargaining and exterior professional
group memberships--a possibly unnecessary action 1f attempts were
made previously to see the other's viewpoint, to understand his needs,

and his behaviors.

In more than a few instances, the passage of collective
bargaining legislation has been accompanied by a movement

' 14
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to discard all existing procedures for college governance
and to substitute the adversary relationships of the
collective bargaining unit....

Because of the...conflict among faculty between loyalty

to institutions and loyalty to professional organizations,
it is easy for administrators to misread the direction and
intensity of current efforts toward role redefinition. It
is not uncommon for people to hear what. they wish to hear
and to ignore or rationalize input which does not confirm.
their biases. Despite differences of opinion as to the
desirability of faculty welfare organizations as a sub-
stitute for prevailing governance practices, the weight

of faculty opinion in most two-year institutions 1is
clearly in this direction. Perhaps this is true because
faculty have tried existing procadures and have not been
satisfied with the rate of change. Perhaps it represents
distrust of any procedure which has been unilaterally
established and which presumably could be unilaterally
changed by an external authority. Under any circumstances
the pressures are there; little time remains for the ex-
ploration of viable alternatives to the collective bargain-
ing unit. Many institutions have already passed over the
divide (Richardson, etal, 1972:70-71).

Nova University's Governance Module presents interesting
insight into organizational strategies available for community
college governance and dccision waking. Special reference is made
to two major organizational models as discusgsed by Richardson,

Blocker, and Bender (1972) in Governance for the Two-Year Collcg_.

The first model--the more traditional bureaucratic wmodel--is

classified as exploitive authoritative and tends to produce a less

than desirable profile of organizational characteristics. The
second model--a newer, more innovative and positive.model—-is

classified as participative group. This model er.courages shared

participation in the governance of the institution by administators,
faculty membcrs, and students and tends to produce a more desirable

profile of organizaticnal characteristics (Richardzon, etal, 1972).

i 15



9
The organizational chart of Central Florida Community

College, as pubiished in its Policies and Procedures Manual is

distinctly the traditional bureaucratic model (CFCC, 1972:13).

(A copy of this chart is found in the Appendix to this practicum.)
Background material for this practicum was based primarily

on ideas and concepts presented‘in the suggested‘reference text for

the Governance Module; Governance for the Two-Year College (Richard-

son, etél, 1972). These authors refer to characteristics of four
organizational models: the exploitive authoritarian, the benevolent
authoritative, the consultive, and the participative group. They
make major points between the two polar systems: the exploitive

authoritative and the participative group. These systems were the
basis fcr this practicum. )
The first system--the more traditional and bureaucratic--

is exploitive authoritativé:

The motivational forces used are related to economic
security with some attention to status. The individual
derives little satisfaction from the achievement of
institutional objectives and the sense of responsibility
for such objectives diminishes as one moves downward in

the organization, The direction of communication is
distorted. There is little understanding between superiors
and subordinates. The interaction-influence process is
designed to maximize the position of superiors, although
the objective may not be achieved to the degree desired

due to inherent limitations in the assumptions wade about
motivational forces. Subordinates perceive their position
as powerless to effect change. Tthe decision-making process
involves little influence from subordinates due both to

the inadequacy of upward communication and the downward
direction of the interaction-influence process. Decisions
way be made at higher levels than where the greatest ex-
pertise exists. Decision-making is not used to influence
values or to encourage motivation. Goals are established

. 16
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at the highest levels and impressed upon the remainder

of the organization....it is norma! for a highly developed
informal organization to exist, which frequently works in
opposition to the formal organization. Performance character-
istics include mediocre productivity, excessive absence and
turnover, and difficulty in enforcing quality standards
(Richardson, etal, 1972:102).

The second system used in the study--the participative
group-~-1is described by these authors as follows: A

Full use is made of economic, ego, and self-fulfillment
motives through group involvement in setting goals, im-
proving methods, and appraising success. Satisfaction is
relatively high throughout the organization based upon
identification with the progress of the group and the
growth of the individual. Communication moves upward,
downward, and laterally, with little distortion and few
errors. Superiors and subordinates have accurate per-
ceptions of the characteristics and needs of each other.
There is a substantial degree of interaction.and influence
exercised by all levels within the organization. Sub-
ordinates feel that they exercise considerable influence
over organizational direction and objectives. Decision-
making occurs throughout the organization and includes
the use of overlapping groups to ensure that decisions
are made with the involvement of all who have something
to contribute, as well as taking place at the point with-
in the organization where the greatest degree of expert
opinion may be brought to bear. Decision-making encourages
team work and cooperation. Goals are established through
group participation and are largely internalized by all
participants within the organization. The informal and
formal organization tend to be one and the same, since
the adaptive orientation of the organization tends to
change structure in the direction of the needs of both
individuals and the organization. = Produ¢tivity is high,
turnover and absenteeism is low. Group members provide
substantial control over the quality of their own efforts
through the interactive process (Richardsor, etal, 1972:

102-103).

Craphic representation of each of these models appear on

the following page; as Figures A and B.
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From the foregoing we see *hzc¢ the participative group

model is considered superior, weve productive, and more effective

than the traditional exploitive authoritative model. It should Le

noted,'howaver,_that the ttaditianallmodel has certain advantages
~ and the participative group model has certain disadvantages.

The highly-organized bureaucratic model is efficient, even
if inflexibie. It can provide highly-developed, clear policies and
regulations. It assures delegation of authority through a clearly;
defined chain-of-command. - For tertain kinds of activities, this
model provides the best way to get things‘dqne (Swenson, 1977).

Although it encourages innovation, creativity, and a‘valuable
sharing of ideas, the participative group wmodel has certain dis-
advantages. It can be a slow and ponderous method of organization
which ia hard to administer on a day-to-day basis. Due to the
‘shared participation approach, it can bé difficult to get decisions
aade in this model. Not all collega decisions can wait out the
process (Swanson, 1977).

" Richaxdson, Blocker, and Render (1972) also caution that
it would be wrong to imply that a consensus exists among faculty
members themselves concerning the direction their involvement in
the.governance process should take. Two faculty “campa" seem
' prevelant: the bureaucratic employee and;the professional‘émplbyee,
each of whow has different characteristics. .

Among other characteristics, the former tend to stress
loyalty to the institution and to superiors, task orientation,
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uniformity of client problems, and rules stated as
universals and specifics. The latter, by comparison,
are concerned more with loyalty to professional associ-
ations and clients, client orientation, uniqueness of
clients' problems and rules stated .as alternatives and

. diffuse,....we may assume most two-year collegez will
include faculty members representing both these points’
of view. Perhaps one of the most difficult situations
with respect to inducing change involves the established
institution with its core of bureaucratically oriented
older faculty members confronted by a growing number of
professionally oriented younger faculty. (Richardson,
etal, 1972:70-1). ,

In reviewing the results of this comparative study of

perceptions of college governance, the above should certainly be

kept in mind.

- A further review of the literature was nécessary ag the
practicum was be;ng developed. Angwers to a number of questions
were sought: Is there a great deal of emotional involvement
in faculty perceptions of their role in governance procedurés? -
How 1s college ieadership perceived elgewhere? -- What is the

current thinking pertaining to fhe importance of re-organization

vs. maintaining the status_quo? -- Can effective understanding of

others' perceptions aid in soiving group conflict? -- Where does
CFCC stand in light of these questions?
Insofar as a limited CFCC professional library permitted,
these answers -- and others ~- were puréued. '
 Laughlin and Lestrud in a paper entitled, 'Faculty Load
and Faculty Acfivity Analysis: Who Considers the Individual Faculty
Membér?“ concluded thaﬁ the faculty member's consideration should be

a variable in the institution's decision-making process. They found
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that increased predsures continue on faculty members in higher
education as expressed by faculty workload and faculty analyses.,
Laughlin and Lestrud claim that often those who collect and utilize
such data do not consider the outcomes of decisions from the faculty .
members' viewpoint. They examined how the uses of certain faculty
load data and faculty activity analysis'data place'pressures and
conflicts upon faculty members. Thus, their conclusion that the
faculty member's consideration should be an important variable in
the decision-making process.(Laughlin and Lestrud, 1976).

In such situations of pressure and conflict

Adult symbolic aggressions are...often effective. Veiled

techniques, such as gossiping, whispering campaigns,

excessive blame, or even "constructive" criticism may

fool the average observer but should not' deceieve the

psychologist. If people canaot satisfy their needs by

one technique; they must turn t® more successful

techniques (Combs and Snygg, 1959: 116)

One such popular technique, collective bargaining, has been

sought as the answer at many colleges. As noted in the Introduction

to this report, steps have already been taken to provide such an:

election at Central Florida Community College in March, l977.

Events acquire their meaning from the relations we O
perceive between them and our phenomenal selves. The
perceptions we hold about self’ determine the meaning )
of our experiences. Generally speaking, the more
closely related an experience is perceived to the
phenomenal self, the greater will be its effect on
behavior (Combs and Snygg, 1959:149).

Richardson, Blocker, and Bender (1972) quote a 1968 study

by Archie R. Dykes, Faculty Participation in Academic Decision

Making, done for the American Council on Education. -Dykes' study
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indicated that there was a marked discrepancy between the faculty's
ideal role and its concept of its actual role.

Comments from the respondents suggested that the dis-
crepancy is primarily attributable to two related
convictions: that the faculty's actual involvement in
decision-making is for the most part focused on rather
insignificant matters; and that the faculty should have

. a larger, more active, and more influential role in the

. decision-making processes. According to respondents,
the truth of their first conviction renders impossible
the attainment of the second. Many expressed frustration
and exasperation with extensive involvement in what seem-
ed to them relatively unimportant matters.(Richardson,
etal, 1972:70). ' ’ o ’

. ,
Richardson, in an article, "Future Shape of Governance in

the Community College" (1976) states

Faculty members in most community colleges have clearly
occupied a less prestigious role than administrators.
They have been evaluated by administrators; they have
been recommended by administrators for promotion; they
have been selected by administrators; and their salary
increases and tenure have been dependent upon their
good relationships with their supervisors.. The lack of
faculty involvement in personnel decisions has paralleled
their limited influence on the curriculum and upon other
academic matters. Many institutions have created numerous
committees, all of which have been advisory to the presi-
dent; interpreted to mean that if these committees pro-
duced recommendations with which the president agreed,
they would be accepted, otherwise, ignored (Richardson,
1976:52) . ' : . ‘

Combs and Snygg (1959:308) relate to tﬁe above, stating:
"it is a natural thing»to‘aqtempt to app19 thg'methods with which
we hgve béen shccessful-in the past to problems we meet in the
present... (but) we fail to undérétand that different problems re-

quire quite different approaches."”
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Richardson (19765 points out that there is increasing
eviqgncc.that faculty members in most community collegec no longer
‘view these institutions as "'stepping stqnes" to‘a job at a four-
year college or university. This Has produced a career faculty
for community colleges for the.first time.

A career faculty will not be responsive to administratively
dominated innovation, nor will a career faculty be content
to permit the personnel decisions that effect their lives
to be made solely by administrators.

Thus there will be increasing faculty influence in de-
cisions - -involving the selection of their colleagues,
faculty retention, faculty evaluation, and promotion. °
This can be regarded as a most constructive stepP....

The changes affecting faculty and administration should
result in a profesgional faculty, assuming greater re-
sponsibility for the educational program and for its
implementation, and a professional adwinistration con-
cerned more with defining their own contributions to
the educational process and less with supervision and
evaluation of their professional colleagues....A secure
faculty, freed from paranoia about administrators is
likely to be more responsive to students than they have
been in the past (Richardson, 1976:53, 55).

Richardson, therefore, foresees the neceséity for re-organi-
zation based on realistic appraisal of faculty perceptions and needs.'
As stated‘before,-collcgc administrators can no longer adhere to
strictly what ""has worked before'...a new, professional community
college faculty is emerging. Administrators can no longer rely.
solely on their own perccptions of the college brganizaticn.
éombs and Snygg‘state that it is difficult. to apgroach human
.relationshiés from a perceptual view because

Our own perceptioﬁs always have so strong a feeling of
reality that it is easy to jump to the conclusion that
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they must be real to others as well. 1If others do not

see as we do, we may even regard them as stupid, stubborn,
or perverse. It is hard to set one's owsn experience aside,
yet it ig difficult to see how effective human relationships
can be built without a clear recogniticn of the personal
character of perceptions. The first step toward the ‘
solution of our human problems seems to require a
willingness to grant that "How it seems to me may be
different. I, too, could be wrong!" Humility, it would
seem, 1s more than a nice idea. It is an essential to
effective communication! (Combs and Snygg, 1959:308)

In fairness to CFCC's top administration, it should be noted:
here thaﬁ this year--at long last--vita; reconmendations of the‘
Faculty‘Senate héve been reviewed and implemented, i.e., a logical
point system for reviewing sabbitical leﬁve appiications has been
abproved and implemented; and the use of the computer system, PLATO,
was approved on a trial basis.. Also, the collective bargaining

election has been approved.and facilitated. An outside consulting

'3..

firm currently is on campus to.ssudy the organization, interview

féculty, and survey their Qiews of their positions. ‘All of this

was initiated and underway prior to the dcvelopmént éf this practicum.
Nevertheleés, as Richardson, Blocker, and Bender point

out:

It is a well-known fact that administrative values do
not always coincide with faculty values. Furthermore,

" while dominance of adwinistrators in the decision-~
waking process during the past few years may be more
implied than real, faculty members tend to feel most
administrators have and utilize far wore power than
they actually do (Richardson, etal, 1972:70).

Wayson (1976) has identified six cowmon misconceptions that
leaders continue to feel about leadership: (1) that leadership comes

-with poéicions; (2) that leadership should be exeréised exclusively
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by persons in titled positions; (3) that no one can perform a
leadership act unless it 18 expressly permitted by higher authority;

(4) that leaders never get opposition and never have to answer any

questions about what they are doing; (5) that leadership muét always

m:be”hemocratiq; and (6) that a democratic leaﬁer never “leads.
Wayson very firmly tackles ‘each of these misconceptions.

'He point§ out that a result.of the misconception that leadership
comes with positions is that no one at any level isvprepared to take
the lead. Tooloften, he feels, those who practice or preach educa-
tional administration asSumé’that'they bhave, or should have, become
leaders the day they were promoted, and the system.suffers. Conse-‘
quently no one at any level is really prepared to take the lead.
Regarding the misconception éhat leadership should be exercised only
by persons in tigled positions, Wayson states

It is lmpossible for one person to do all the things that
must be done to make a group effective. It is even more
difficult for a titled person to do sowe of them because
the title and the authority set people apart from one
another and inhibit the easy flow of ideas that are
essential for the group's operation. When the word
leadership is applied to official positions, it means
that the official is responsible for creating conditions
under which any other members can and will exercise leader-
ship when circumstances call for them to do so. That re-
.sponsibility usually requires the official to structure
communications and decision-making to make it easier for
leadership to emerge, be recognized, and be accepted,
regardless of what person it comes from.(Wayson, 1976:4).

Wayson tackles the misconception that no one can perform a
leadership actbunless it 1is expréssly permitted by higher authority

by stating:

The best rule for effective, leadership ié that a person
is free to take any action not specifically prohibited

2D
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by policy or law. Four steps for making the system work
«essCan help assure greater effectiveness when that rule

" 4g followed: (1) Never ask permission. (2) Write three
‘reasons why you think the action will be effective. (3)
When things go wrong, take responsibility for cleaning
up. (4) Be honest throughout the process (Wayson, 1976:4).

On the misconception that leaders never get cppoéition and
never have to answer any questions about what they are doing,

‘Wayson states:

" Some...are deterred from important actions because they
always need assurance that their actions will have no
unfortunate consequences. Oine question can dissuade
them from a chosen course; one dissident group can send
them intc retreat....

Opposition itself is frequently an indication that
leadership is occuring. Also, opposition often in-
dicates that people are involved in the situation and
are motivated to invest some energy in it--two vital
signs that leadership is possible. (Wayson, 1976:5).

Finally, Wayson, in reflecting upon the.miséonception that
a democratic leader never leads, states:

The official leader who operates under .this miscon-
ception takes no action, creates no structure, makes
no suggestions for fear he is not behaving as a good
group member. Of course, that is not democracy; it is
" laissez-faire., If everyone holds back, no decision can
- get made (Wayson, 1976:5). '

- Thoughts on perception can be added toithe above. Evans

and Smith {1970) point out

Conditions of need or deprivation within the .individual
from time to time will alter his perceptions. The need
state may be physiological...or may be social {(companion-
ship, prestige, or status). Needs may be related to
self-esteem (security, attention, or achievement) or
any combination of these. We perceive what we need and
our perceptions of a needed object is often distorted

by the intensity of our ,need (Evans and Smith, 1970:33).
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Insofar as the neceésity for a college to re-organize,
W“”Shéll“éﬁd”ﬁis‘bolleagues“(1976)*state“in“cheir~monograph,W"Renewal"u
in Post-Secondary Institutions: An Analysis of SCraCegieé," that

post-secondary institutions are people-centered systems,
made up of internal subsystems, and inextricably a part
of the suprasystem. Institutions are affected by factors
from both within and without. To remain effective and
healthy, institutions must develop mechanisms and pro-
cesses whereby.they cope with these influences (Small,
etal, 1976:8). ” o

‘Richardson (1976) in looking at the future shape of college
governance states that it involves sigﬁificancly changed roles for
administration and for faculty; and that it is

. becoming increasingly clear in those institutions that
have chosen to move toward participative governance as .
an alternative to collective bargaining. It should be
noted that changing the structure and establishing a
faculty senate, while key administrators continue to
behave precisely as they did before is not moving toward
participative governance. It's simply wasted motion to
conceal administrative indecision.... ‘ :

Collective bargaining is not inevitable in the future of
all of our institutions but it is highly probable. 1Its
results will be more beneficial than harmful. This con-
clusion is drawn from observations over a period of years
of the impact on faculties and students of extremely
autocratic administration....It is difficult to under-
stand how anyone can believe that diminishing the
importance or the self-image of any faculty member or any
student in any institution can enhance the effectiveness
of that institution or -its image as an institution-of
higher education....anything that diminishes any one of
our professional colleagues diminishes us. We cannot
increase our status at the expense of reducing theirs.
Community colleges have suffered from image nroblems.
That image problem has been due in no small measure to
the deliberate attempt of administrators to repress
faculty activity as practicing professionals . (Richardson,

1976:59).
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Realistic reorganization appears to be the ''prescription"

sppplied by many authorities in the literature. As stated earlier, -

Richardson, Blocker, and Bender advocate a reorganlization from the

bureaucratic to the participative group model despite its several

flaws.

Small and his colleagues present an holistic approach‘as
a variation to that presented by Richardson, Blocker, and Bender.
Their variation, however, centers on a participative governance
process. A copy of their linear pérticipativa model for a post-
lsecondary instituﬁion appears on the following page as Figure C.
Their holistic apprcich to reorganization is.develﬁped as a
massive "stock taking'" of current conditiéns on the basis of which

the institution is able to compare current conditiong with its

desired future state. They state:

What changes, 1f any, should be made? Which parts of
the institution are in need of changes or improvements?
Only when these problems have been clearly defined can
the institution wove toward the generation and selection
of alternative strategies which will enable the insti-~
tution to renew itself and become a more effective
.delivery center for needed educational services {(Small,

etal, 1976:12).
Hiraok, in "Reorganization--Prescription for Higher

E@ucation” (1975) concurs. He states:

Reorganization does not recommend a dictatorial approach
to university governance with frequent politically-moti-
vated shifts. On the contrary, the recent business litera-
ture on managerial techniques and strategles strongly
advocates a sharing of power as opposed to unilateral
action. Team goal setting and group decision making

have been known to produce the most beneficial results,
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In citing the need for institutional rgorganization,
Hir#ok-points»out several- important consideratio;s in the 1970s..
Higher educﬁtion has moved into a highly competitive énvironment
due to the fall-off in fhe birth rate and the increased nuwber of
institutions. He says that an outmoded organizational structure,
based on departments, further impedes_necesséry change to achieve
short-term neede as wg&} as long-range‘bbjeétives. He feels that
in order to face squarely the new environment, the educational
structure must be reorganized to give the administration a stream-
lined and flexible mode of operation in which it can set objectives
and optimally allocate resources accordingly. (Hiraok, 1975).

Moellenberg in "The Hazards of Academic Admin?stration"
(1976), points fo reorganization to counter an inhibiting factor
faced by institutions of higher education: the extreme complexity
of the role that ‘a modern administrator must play, together with
"2 rampant mistrust of authority" (Moeilenberg, 1976:19). He
continues, by statingf | |

A difficult aspect of the job is that one must be so

many things to so many people. The administrator must

perform all types of functions, with the expectation

that his efforts will be misrepresented or blown out

of prqportion (Moellenberg, 1976:19). .

. Moellenberg points out that there are few who‘will accept

the principles of administration without complaint when the appli-
cation works to their disadvantaée. Each person, he says, holds

the expectation that his circumstances justify an exception that

" will leave the principle inviolate;' (Moellenberg, 1976).
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and it is questionable whether an administratior can
successfully effect reorganization without the support
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of 1ts faculty (Hiraok 1975 372)
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Moellenberg follows this thought with the warning that

1f the administrator fails to see the matter in that .~ 7

light he is likely to be denournced as a rigid follower"
of rules without sensitivity to special needs. If he
.accedes to the request for an.excepticn, he will be
charged with discrimination or favoritism (Moellenberg,

1976:19).

Leaning in the direction of reorganization on a more

participative group model, Moellenberg states:

Faculty committees may need to gather evidence, hold
hearings, and report out recommendations for faculty
action on appropriate issues. Summaries of their
sideration, followed by further débate in full
assembly. This process might help to reduce con-
fusion, discourage demagoguery, and encourage broader
and more representative faculty participation in place
of the gamesmanship of small groups. Hopefully, it
could permit administrators to operate more effectively
with regard for faculty coucerns, at the same time
making deep intrusions less likely from outside the
university community. Moreover; matters handled in
executive fashion would be less likely to threaten
academic due process 1f there were provision for a
separate advisory function....

A common approach is to maintain the old structure and
simply enlarge the number of participants. The futility
of that approach rapidly becomes apparent...

The only solution which would seem to permit such wide
participation without the difficulties of decision-

maizing in a large group, or the political rather than
academic emphasis, would be a situation in which a small
and carefully-trained group could collect information to
be fed into the system. The ombudsman-like nature of

the task, plus the need to relate to previously neglected
portions of the university's public, would seem to dictate
both rigorous training and intimate fawmiliarity with the
life styles of those to be represented {Moellenberg, 1976:

20-21). ‘ )

In the foregoing, therefore, Moellenberg has added to the
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previous:findings of this report centering on both the need for a
reprg&nization.to a partigipativg group model as Hell as the
importance of such a model reflecting more reali stically to the
‘perceptidns and needs of faculty members.

Richardsonl(1976) tells us that if we don't have an
administrator who has "innovation" written into his job descriptionm,
thé "clods on the faculty are going to continue existing practices,
ad infinitum" (Richardson, 1976: 52) He reminds us that

We are no longer building 50 new community colleges
each year, nor are existing colleges faced with the
prospect of increasing staff by 30 to 40 percent.
With stability has come the opportunity for faculty
and administrators to work together to strengthen

. programs. It should be apparent to even the most
chauvinistic of coamunity college advocates that it
is one thing to describe a community college as an
institution that values excellence in teaching, and
quite another to achieve such excellence under the
circumstances that were imposed on us by the rapid
expansion of the 60s (Richardson, 1976:53).

For a college administration to fail to see the handwriting
on the wall is to exercise ''tunnel vision", which is described by
Combs and Snygg in relationship to perception as:

The narrowing of the phenomenal fiéld when need is
strongly affected has been called "tunnel vision,'
because the effect upon perception is very much like
looking at an event through a tunnel or tube. The
events at the end of the tunnel are clearly seen while
surrounding events are blocked out of the field of
vision. Because of this effect some perceptions are
very clearly experienced. Other perceptions one might
make in the periphery of vision if attention were not

so closely oriented, however, become unavailable. While
it is often a desirable and necessary thing to be able
to concentrate upon a particular perception or series of
perceptions, the narrowing of the field can also make it
more difficult.to perceive events from a breoader perspective
(Combs and S5nygg, 1959:167).
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In conclusion, if the comparative study of faculty and
administ:ator perceptions proves to profile Qery dissimilar views,
Central Florida Community College may be in serious trouble which
might very well lead its faculty to puréug collective bargaining
through membefship‘in an external orgéniZation, or union., It is
felt that it is not too late to remedy such a situation. Current
thought as expressed in the literature points the way. Our
administrators could profit from sﬁch thinking by understaﬁding
the sources of perceptual disqréphncies (1f they arevfound) and -
taking positive steps to reorganize the institution into a more

participative group model.
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PROCEDURES
The following procedures were followed in developing
this practicum: |
(1) A thirteen-question Likert Scale questionnaire was
developed, patterned after questions found in-a “Proflle‘of
Organizational Characteristics" (Richardson, eta1 1972:104-5).
A copy of this questionnaire and the "Profile of Organizational
, Characteristics appear as Appendix A to this report.
The questionnaire, designed to measure administrator and
faculty attitudes and beliefs ~perceptions--was va1idated by a
"Jury" of three CFCC personne1. the Dean of- Student Affairs and '
two counselors.‘ This jury va1idation was taught to. 0r1ando I1 .
' Cluster members by Dr. George Barton, of Nova University (Barton,
1975). The original questionnaire, a two-response instrument
'("Generally_YES" - ”Generally NO"), was ‘changed to the five-point
"Likert Scale as a result of the jury's review. A Likert.Scaie
ia very effective and very easy to quantify" (Barton, 1975) .
The revised questionnaire oroved acceptable to the Jury.
(2) A11 faculty (N= 84) and all administrators (N=17) were
sent the questionnaire and asked to participate in the study on an
f anonymous basis. These groups were defined. as follows:

(2) Top Administxators: to include the President, the Dean
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of Academic Affairs, the Dean of Student Affairs, the Dean of
Administrative Services, and the Assistant Dean for Academic

Affairs (N= 5); Other"Administrators:“tO“include'the four 'academic

division directors, and the-directors of cdunéeling, library services,
fesearch and development, data processing, admissions and records,
community services, and cooperative education and placement (N= 12).

Total Administrator category: N=17.

(b) Non-administrative Faculty: to include teaching faculty

members of the Applied Sciences Division, the Basic Education
Deéartment, éhe Business and Sdcial Sciences Division, the Fine
Arts Division, the Natural Sciences Division and otheiiéertificéted
non-administ;ative faculty, i.e., counselors, librarians, dafé

processing (N= 84).

- Questionnaires were sent to a total of 101 CFCC personnel

‘as distinguished in (a) and (b) above.

' (3) As an assurance that each anonymous response was
correctly des;gnated, a color code was used by the reseércher in
.addressing return envelopes for the responses, i.e., red capitél
leffers represehted Top Administrators; red capital and léwer.case
letters represented Other Administrators; blue capital letters
represented Natural Sciences Division faculty,.etc. |

(4) Percentage data was developed from all responses to
the total instrument an&»also t~ »ach of thg thirteen queétions of
the questionnaire. The data was used as follows:

(a) To compare responses of the faculty members with those



29

f e

of top administrators and other administrators - for the total
instrum=nt and fof each of the thirteen questions. '

" (b) To compare responses of each faculty sub-sample with
those of the top‘administrators'and other administraﬁors.

(c) To compare the responseé of fhe va:iou3’ofher adhini-
strators with those of the top administrators. - |

(5) As 1n earlier accepted Nova practicum comﬁarative-
studies, no statistical analysis procedures were employed other‘than
the various peréentage comparisons o@tlinéd above.

" Inasmuch as the administration and faculty at’ CFCC had
cadperaéed on other comparative studies doﬁe‘fof;Nova research
.‘practicums,'it was'feit thafvthé procédures'were‘feasible’and
practical for the investigation. . | -

‘(6) th the few instgn:es where réSpondeh;s did not circle
‘one of the fivé cboicésg it was felt thét‘theSé'ﬁefe_"yes énd nb";
'Wéﬁsﬁérs; which Would coinéidé with . the questibhhairé'g'#S response.
‘Conéeqﬁentiy, any such‘ambivalence was handled-as a #3 resppn#é in
tabulating thé data. |

>(7) A proQision for "An&yani;iona;.éomments &ou might
like to make" was included in the qﬁestidnﬁairé‘fdlléwing the thirteen
questions. ' If #mbiguity of coééern'ﬁas felt by respondents while

énswering‘the questionnaire, the&>cou1d” therefore, make note of such

feelings.
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(8) For inferpretation purposes, data derived from the responses

to the questionnaire was handled several ways:

" (a) Percentage figures of YES and NO responses were
developed, in which all #4 and #5 responses wereicombined as "Yes"
respohsgs and all #2 and #1 responses combined as '‘No" fespdnses.
The percentéges of these responses for eaéh of the three samples
(Top Administrators, Other Administrators,. and faeqlty) were then
presented in both fable and gréphié form.

(b) Percentage figures were gfaphed showing the percentages
of each eof the three samﬁles responding 5, 4, 3, 2, or 1 to each of
the thirteén questions.

(c) Percentage figures were graphed showing the percentages
of each of th? six faculty sub-samples respondiﬁg 5, 4; 3, 2, or 1
~ to each of the thirteen questions. .

‘ Lim;tatibﬁs

The following limitations were considered as this study was
undertaken: ‘
| (1) The major limitation of the study wés that it was to be
based on a "mailed out" questionnaire's responses. A response of 80-90
percent is neceséafy in order to make valid interpreﬁations'of this
type data (Kerlinger, 1966). WiﬁhAless than 80-90 percent response,
ﬁhe‘researcher is expected to attempt to leérn sométhing about the
characteristics of the non-respondents (Kerlinger, 1966), Since all

' responses were to be anonymous, this follow-up woﬁld not be possible.
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It should be noted, however, that although Kerlinger stresses

a rigid 80-90 percent response as necessary, Nova University's Dr.

GeorgeABarton iﬁ’the‘Research Module (1975) emphasized that a
questionnaire response of 40 percent or less would be insufficient.
This 60 pzrcent or more respbnse obviously is not as rigid nor as
demanding as that proposed by Kerlinger. |

2, Eespite a jury's validation of the.questionnaire to be
used in the seudy, a possible limitation eﬁisted that gquestions may
be viewed as ambiguous and hard to define and answer.

3. Group "Top Administrators" and "Other Adminisfrators"
in the questionnaire's directions might'caﬁse so@e frustration 1if
respondents perceived one group bf admiﬁistrators differentiy than
they perceived the otBer .

(Note:\?fovisioh for,vAny:additionai comments‘you might like
to make" was included as part of the questionnaire, in céhsideratibn

of #2 and #3 above.)

Bagic Assumptions

In initiating the stgdy, a number of assumptione were ﬁaae..
These assumptions--together with the rationale‘ for them--are as
follows: ' L _

1. .Itnwas assumed that inasmuch as CFCC is organized in the
traditional, bureaucratic ﬁanner, there may be discrepancies expressed
by faculty members and administrators regarding manyvof'the.queetions.

As Combs and Snygg (1959:18) state, "Peeple do not behave

accofding to the facts as others see them. They behave according to
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the facts as they see them." Closely-aligned is the statement made

by Richardson, Bender, and Blocker (1972:70): "It is a well-known

“”‘“fact”that*administrative“valués%dOJnot"alwayswcoincidemﬁithmfaculty
values....faculty‘ﬁembers ﬁend to feel most administrators have and
utilize far more power than they actually do."

I1f CFCC's existing organizaciohalbmodél -~ the tradition&l, ‘
bureaucratic -- operates considerabiy as.desdribed by Richérdéoﬁ;
Bloéker, and Bender (1972), this study may give evidence that a

TTiess-than-desirable érofile of organizatioﬁal characteristics is
perceived by faculty members. There may well be a distortion in
communication, little understanding between superio:s and subordi-
nates, a faculty'féeliﬁg'Of\havihg'littlé power to effect*change,‘etc;'

The faculty's perc;ptions way ‘indicate Similar feelings as
those disccvered 5y Dykes and reported by Richardson, Blockef,’and
Bender (1972): (1) that there is a marked discrepancy between the

:'éaéﬁlty'é ideal role and its perception of its actual role; ;ﬁd‘(Z)r
that the faculty's actual involvement in decision-making i; basically
focused on rather insignificanﬁ matters. Also, despite.faculty in-
volvement in committee work and others' awareness of it, facﬁlty
members may perceive as Richardson (1976) points put; since such.

comnittees are advisory to the president, recommendations are accepted

by tdp administration only if they coincide with that group'é feelings--

otherwise, they are ignored.
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(2) 1t was assumed that there may be discrepancies in the ..

perceptions expressed by lower-level ("Other") administrators with

mmthose of top administrators _regarding the questions.

Richardson, Blocker, and Bender (1972) tell us that among
many disadvantages, a traditional, bureaucratic organizational model
usually results in little understanding existing between superiors
and subordinates. Since CFCC's "Other Adninistrators" are sub-

ordinate to the five ''Top Administrators", this situation very

possibly exists between these two-groups. Some of these directors

teach as much as 3/5 of their time and may well relate more to faculty

perceptions than to administrator perceptions.

(3) 1t was assumed that there may be discrepancies in ‘the
perceptions expressed with the six faculty sub-samples in the study.

Each faculty sub-sample is subordinate to its own divisional
administrator; Lines of communication and perceptions of being under-
stood may well vary from area to area. The many references to per-
ception by Combs and Snygg (1959) cited in the Background and Signi-
ficance section of this report indicate such a possibility.

. : v
(4) It was assumed that should considerable perceptual

» discrepancies be found in the study, that it would be important for

the administration to reali;e these discrepancies and attempt to
re~-develop the organizational structure accordingly in order to
strengthen the objectives and goals of the college.

As Combs and Snygg (1959:19) state, "Many of the complex

events we hope to understand‘and predict can only be dealt with

-

490
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through an unde;standing of interrelationships." A comparative stddy
of perceptions such as this coﬁld be aﬁ aid in this ﬁnderétanding.

Eﬁen though the administration may  feel that the perceptions:
expressed by faculty members contain errors‘and/or illusions and not
based in "reality", it is hoped that the administration would remember
that to each individual "his phenomenal fiéld is reality; it‘is the
only reality he can know' (Couwbs and Snygg, 1959:21). |

‘Better communication is possible as an institution detects
‘differences in perceptions. Studying perceptual discrepancieé, "we
need only to iearn tn read behavior backwards in order té understand
the ﬁerceptibn" of others (Combs and Snygg; 1959:35).

"To produce change in behavior it will be necessary to produce
some change in the individual's perceptual field....we will need to
understand as clearly as possible, the factors controlling and‘limit-
ing the processes of perceiving...f‘(Combs and Snygg, 1559:36).

As Richardson (1976) and Richardson, Blocker, and Bender (1972)
gpinﬁ out: if dissatisfaction is felt by‘the faculty and not dealt
witb‘internally, collective bargaining through an external agency will
be the only alternati?e. >CFCC's faculty will voice its opinion on
collective bargaining at its May»23ve1ection (Bucha, 1977). ‘'Collective
bargaining is not inevitsble in the future of our institutions but it
is highly prqbable" (Richardson, 1976:59).

‘ Authors such as Richardson, Blocker, Bender, Small,qﬂiraok,
and Moellenberg, in récent jcurnal articles and texts‘insist that

reorganization from the traditional, bureaucratic model is vital for

41
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institutions ¢ " 'gher education--including community co11eges--
ag they have «val..d. |
| As Laughlin and Lestrud (1976) conclude, the administration

may become more aware that the faculty member's consideration should"
be an important variable in thebdecision-making process.,

Hopefully, if discrepancies are prevelant the administration
‘ wi11 take counsel from Combs and Snygg's statement (1959 308) that,
"It is...naturali.ito attempt to apply the methcds with which we have
been successful in the past to problems we meet in tne present,.. (but)
we fail ¢o understand that different problems‘require quite different
approaches;" |

It is hoped that administrators would heed Wayson's (1976)
:six wis conceptions about 1eadership if perceptual discrepancies are
proved. Perhaps his comments might reflect considerably to existing
leadership strategies at CFCC. '

5, It\was assumed‘that the questionnaire would‘not'be‘
: difficult to understand nor to complete and tnat‘anonymity would reduce

any posaibie feelings of threat.

As stated in the procedures. section, the instrument was valida-

ted by a three-member jury and changes were made prior to distributing

the questionnaire.

6. It was assumed that a satisfactory percentage of return
would be received to enable the researcher to validly interpret the

data derived from the study.
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RESULTS
Table 1 below presents distribution, resﬁonse, and
percentage information pertaining to the questionnaire used as

the source of data for this study.

TABLE 1

RESPONSE DATA OF‘QQESTIONNAIRE DiSTRIBUTION,
RESPONSES RECEIVED AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES

Group Distribution Responses Percent
Top Adwinistrators | 5 5 1007
Other Administrators 12 10 ‘ 83%
TOTAL ADMINISTRATORS 17 15 88%
Applied Science Faculty 28 B 21 75%
‘Basic Education Faculty 6 .5 83%
Business & Social Sciences Faculty 11 6* 55%
Fine Arts Faculty ' 14 9 647
Natural Sciences Faculty ‘ ; 14 9% 647
Other Facult, ‘ 11 10*% 917%
TOTAL FACULTY 84 - 60 687
SUMMARY OF TOTAL DISTRIBUTION
AND RESPONSE INFORMATION ' 101 ‘ 75 747,

*One response in each of these 3 categories was received after the
deadline and all data were processed, However, these responses
would modify the results only slightly. For example, in the total
faculty sample of all responses %o all questions, the originally
developed data was only slightly altered as shown below:

Response #5 % #o 7% #3 % #2 % #1 %

Original Data 91 127 171 23% 244 33% 174 23% 61 8%
Data iné¢iluding late 101 137 180 237 258 337 180 23% 61 8%
responses : .
36
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Table 2, pages 40 and 41, presents YES and NO responses

as detailed in Procedure (8)(a) on page 30 of this report:
Percentage figures of YES and NO responses were
developed in which ail #4 and #5 responses were

combined as "YES' responses and all #2 and #l
responses combined as ''NO'" responses.

(See Appendix B to this'report for supportive data for

Table 2.)

Figures 1 and 2, pages 42 and 43, present the above.
YES and NO respdnse information graphically, as indicated in
Procedure (8)(a). o

Table 2 and Figures 1 and 2 indicate with uhich of the six
areas of governance each of the instrument'svthirteén questiqns was

concerned, i.e., Leaderéhip, Motivation, Decision-Making, Communi-

‘cation, Interaction, or Goals.
As indicated in Procedure (6) on page 29 of this\report:;

In the few instances where respondents did not circle
any of the five choices, it was felt that these were
"yes-and-no'' answers, which would coincide with the
questionnaire's #3 response. Consequently, any such
ambivalence was handled as a #3 response in tabulating

the data. .

Figures 3-15, pages 44-50, report reéponSe data for each of
the thirteen quéstions,as detailed in Procedure (8)(b) on page"36

of this report:

Percentage figures were graphed showing the percentage
of each of the three samples (Top Administrators, Other
Administrators, and Faculty) responding 5,4,3,2, ox 1
to each of the thirteen questions.

Figuré 16, page 50, summarizes the responses for the total

instrument for each of the three samples. (See Appendix C to this

. 44
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~report for nupportive data.)

Figures 17-29, pages 51—57, graphically report percentage
figures of each of the six faculty sub-samples responding 5,4,3,2,
or i to each qf the thirteen questions, as was detailed in Procedure
(8)(c) on page 30.

As indicated in Procedure (7) on page 29, a precvision for
"Any additional comment you might like to make'" was included in the
questionnaire following the thirteen questions.“All of these comments
were recorded and are as follows:

ToQ,Administrators (No additional comments were made.)

Other Administrators: One academic Division Director stated,
"I really had a difficult time with this, i.e., placing me in a

category."

Faculty comments included:

--"Need to define ‘reward'" :

-~""There are variable answers to above (questions) depending
on area and administrative level."

--"I think we generally have a fine group of upper administra-
tors, but I sometimes think they are completely obliviocus
to happenings on the lower levels:"

~-="Too much time passes " between the identification of problems
and. the resolution of these problems (faculty-staff related
problems)."

~="I really have insufficient knowledge and experience at CFCC
to give my answers a nigh degree of validity." .

--'""My comments (high) relate directly to my Division Director,
rather than to those above him, as my dealings generally are
with him."

--"There is an element of isolation between President/Deans
and faculty. This is not to denote that this is disadvanta-
geous.," '

--"Administrators are merely people. Some are anxious to
administer, and are sympathetic to their resources. Others
are merely content to not make any ripples, or disturb the
status quo."

5
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--"0n #1, sometimes I would so absolutely. At other times,
I think not at all." (Referring to Question #1: "Do you
feel that the CFCC Administration shows considerable con-
fidence in its faculty?") - S o

~-There is a difference between the various levels of’ad~.
ministration. This wakes amswering these questioms.
objectively impossible." ’

One faculty member added notations to various questions
.as follows:

-~"Some do, Others do not." - to Questions #3, 7, 8, and 9.
(3. Does the administration actively seek faculty ideas
. and use them if they seem to be worthy ideas?
7. Does the administration actively seek and make use
. of faculty involvement in the administration of the
college? ‘ - S
8. Does the administration encourage an upward-downward-
and-lateral flow of communication .rather than ad-
hering strictly to a downward flow? j ‘
9. Does the administr.tion have sufficient knowledge
about the problems faced by its faculty?) -
--Regarding Question #2: Do faculty members feel free to
talk to the administration about their jobs?: ''With some,
yes; with others, no." o
--Regarding Question #6: Does the administration use rewards
in dealing with its faculty?: "Rubber stamps and yes guys
seem .to do o.k," . o
--Regarding Question #12: Does the interaction between the
administration and faculty have a high degree of confidence
and trust on both sides?: '"This is a moot question.”
--Regarding Question #13: Do most faculty members avoid covert
resistance to the goals of the college?: "I can speak only .

for myself."
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TABLE 2

Percentage of YES (#5 & 4) and NO (#2 & 1) Responses
to Questions Pertaining to Six Areas of College Governance’
at Central Florida Community College = -

TYES" RESPONSES * RO RESPONSES *

QUESTION Top  |Other Top Other |
Aduin. |Adwin, | Faculty {|Admin. | Adwin, |Faculty

1., Do you feel
CFCC's admini- .
stration shows . 100% 70% 67% 0% 10% 15%
considerable con- .
fidence in its
faculty?

2. Do faculty memb-
ers feel free to .
talk to the admini- 100% 40% 38% 0% 0% 25%
stration about
their jobs?

3. Does the admini-
stration actively
seek & use faculty | 100% 50% 23% 0% 20% 36%
ideas if they seem
to be worthy?

4, Does the admini-
stration avoid the

use of threats in 100% 100% 69% 0% 0%. 10%
dealing with its
faculty?

5. Does the admini- T
stration avoid pun--{ 100% 90% | 71% 0% 10% 10%
ishment in dealing .

with its faculty?
6. Does the admini-
stration use rewards 0% 10% 7% 40% 50% 63%
in dealing with its .
faculty?

7. Does the admini-
stration actively ]
seek & use faculty 80% 50% 227 0% 10% 46%
involvement in the ' ‘ . :

college's admini-
stration?

11, Does the adeini-
stration actively int ‘ A

volve faculty in 100% 40% 28% 0% 0% 40%
making decisions re- 1. ‘
lated to the work of ‘
the faculty? ’ ‘ CoL .

LEADERSHIP

MOTIVATION

~ DECISION-MAKING

(Continued on next page)
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TABLE 2 - continued

"YES" RESPONSES ''NO"' RESPONSES

QUESTION Top | Other Top. | Other ‘
Admin. | Admin. | Faculty. || Adwin.| Adwin. | Faculty

8. Does the ad~--
ministration en-

courage an upward- ‘ ! ‘

downward-and- lat- - 60% 50% 26% 0% 20% 437
eral flow of »
communication
rather than adher-
ing strictly to a
downwara flow?

9, Does the admini-
'stration have suffi- : .
cient knowledge 80% 30% 22% 0% 20% 40%
about the problems ‘ ‘

faced by faculty?

10, Does the ad-
ministration en~- ‘
courage interaction | 100% 40% 18% 0% 207% 39%

by its faculty rela- . )
tive to the govern-
ance of the college?
12. Does the inter-
action between the ‘ , o .
administration and. 100% 20% 23%. 0% 50% 347
.faculty have a high ,
degree of confidence . .
and trust on both. ’ ‘ :

gides?

13, Do most faculty
members avoid covert| 80% 50% 50% 0% 207% 14%.
resistance to the ‘

goals of the college

COMMUNICATION

INTERACTION

GOALS

* Data based on the following questionnaire response:

Group - . Respondents- Percentage
Top Administrators 5 . - 100%
Other Administrators 10 ‘ 837%
Teaching & Other Faculty 57 68%
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Table 3 below summarizes peréentage’differences between
the petcentage of Top Administrators making YES respanses (#4 and 5)
and the percentages of Other Administrators ‘and Faculty Wembers making

ZES responses. Figure 30, on the following page, graphically presents

 this information,

TABLE 3
PERCENTAGE DIPFERENCES BETWEEN TOP ADMINISTRATORS'
YES (#4 & 5) RESPOMSES AND YES. RESPONSES
OF OTHER ADMINISTRATORS AND FACULTY*.
—OTHER —
ADMINISTRATORS FACULTY
Re: Leadership ' o ‘
Question #1 -30% -33%
Question #2 .o -607% -627%
Question #3 -50% -77%
Re: Motivation
Question #4 0 ‘ -31%
Question #5 ) -10% -29%
Question %6 +10% 7%
Re: Decision-Haki_g . ‘
Question #7 - -50% -78%
Question #11 . -607% -72%
Re: Communication
Question #8 -107 -34%
Question #9 -50% -535%
Re: Interaction » . ‘
Question #10 - =60% -82%
Question #12 -80%. -77%
Re: Goals . .
Question #13 : -30% . =30%
' *Data from Table 2, pages 40-41
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Table 4 below.summarizes the percentage differences between
the percentage of Top Admiﬂistta;ors'making NO respbnses'(#z and 1)
and the percentages of Otﬁér Administrators and Facqiﬁy members making
NO rgéponseé. Figure 31, on the following page, gréphiéally presents

this information.

TABLE 4
PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TOP ADMINISTRATORS'
NO (#2 & 1) RESPONSES AND NO RESPONSES
OF OTHER ADMINISTRATORS AND FACULTY*
| OTHER
ADMINISTRATORS FACULIY

Re: Leadership - .

Question #1 ‘ +10% . +15%
‘Question #2 . 0 *+25%
 Question #3 ‘ . +20% : +36%

Re: Motivation

Question #4 ‘ 0 ' +107%

Question #5 +10% +107%

Question #6 . +10% +23%

Re: Decision-Making . ‘ |

Question #7 \ +10% +46%

Question #11 0 +407%

Re: Communication :

Question #8 ' +207% +43%

Question #9 +207% +40%

Re: Interaction y o

Question #10 " +207 +397

Question #12 . -+50% ‘ +347

Re: Goals B :

Question #13 +20% +147

*Data from Table 2, pages 40-41 ...
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Tzble 5 below presenis the means for each group sampled
for each of the thirtezn question: pursued by the study. Table 5
also shows the differences from the Top Adminfstrator's means for
both the Other Administration and Faculty groups.
TABLE 5
RESPONSE MEAKS OF THE THREE SAMPLED €ROUPS
#DR FACH OF THE 13 QUESTIONS; AND
THE DIFFIRENCE FROM THE TOP ADMINISTRATORS' MFEANS
.OF OTHER ADMINISTRATORS & FACULTY*. ‘

TOP  OTHER

ADMINISTRATORS ADMINZSTRATORS EACULTY
QUESTION X X  Diff. X . Diff.
g; . |1 4.6 3.8 - .8 3.8 - .8
g:l:" 2 4‘2 314 .8 3.3 - 09
185G |3 Lot 3.3 -1.1 2.9 -1.5
il (SN -
L A 4.8 Gh - 4 3.8 -1.0
48 |5 4.6 4,2 - .4 | 3.9 -.7
Rt 6 2.6 2. .2 1 2.3 - .3
o |7 b 3.6 1.6 | 2.7 -L.7
‘ g s‘g 11 4.6 3.‘:‘ -1.2 2-9 -107
é..éﬁ 8 3.8 3.3 - .% 2.8 -1.0
o« 9 318 3.1 - .7 3 2.7 -1.1
. ‘
{ 64 |10 4.8 2,2 -1.6 2.7 -2.1
2y h2 4.2 2.6 -1.6 2.9 -1.3
[Goals [13 4.0 3.4 - .6 3.4 - .6
. *Data frow Appendix B to this report

‘Figure 32 on the following rage graphically preseﬁts a coﬁyari-
son of the differences of the means of Other Administrators and Faculty

from tiic weang of the Top Administrators for each of the questions.
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Table 6 below sumnarizes response means for the total
ques tionnaire of thirteen questions pertaining to college govern-
ance. Appendix € to_this report was the source of the data. 4lso
included in this table is a breakdown of the means for erch cf the

six fazcity sub-groups which comprise the Total Faculty group.

TABLE 6

RESPONSE MEANS TO TOTAL QUESTIONNAIRE
OF TOP ADMINISTRATORS, OTHER ADMINISTRATORS,
TOTAL FACULTY, AND THE SIX FACULTY SUB-GROUPS

Difference
‘Group's from Top
Overall Administrator
Sroup b ’ X
Top Administrators 4,2 ---
Other Admiristrators 3.4 - .8
Faculty - Total 3.1 -1.1
Applied Science Faculty 3.2 -1.0-
Basic Education Faculty 3.0 1.2
Bus. & Social Science Faculty 3.4 - .8
Fine Arts Faculty ' 2.9 -1.3
Natural Sczience Faculty 3.1 -1.1
Other fa2culty (Counselors,

Librarians, Data Processing) 2.6 -1.6

-y .
Ve I




DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Discussion and Implications

Regponses
As sk. m in Table I, pares 27, valid interpretations could be

made from the responses of both Top Administrators (100%) and Other
Administrétors (837) to this study based on anonymousv‘respomes to a
"mailed-out questionnaire. The response pgrcent&ges of tﬁeSe'two
groups met Kerlinger's (i966) rigid 80-90 peréehﬁv;esfonse requi:e-
ment and were well beyond the 60 percent minimum suggested by Barton
(19?5).

The overall Faculty response percentage, 71 Perceht, fell
below Kerlinger's criterion; but exceeded Barton's. ‘Iwo facuiéy
sub-groups met Kerlinger's figures -- Basic Education Department‘
faculty and Other facul;y‘(counselors, 1ibrarians, daté processing),‘
with 83 percent and 91 pefcent response fespéctively. All»of the
other facqlty sub-groups‘mét Barton's minimum except the Busineés and
Sexial Sciences Division faculty, Which had a 55 percemi requhsg.
With this oné exception kept in wind, it was felt thot vsiil inter-
pretations could be made from the Faculty £;§ponse§; |

The qverall total response.of 74 pércent,.aithough slightly
below that demanded, by Kerlinger,‘was beyond’Bérton's and was felt
supportive for valid interpretation purposes.

65
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All of‘the following discussion points and 1mpliéations were
derived from a study of Tables 2-6 and Figures 1-32 presented earlig:
in this study as well as Appendices B and C to this report.

Top Administrators:. Of the three groups in the study, Top

Adpinistrators obviously expressed much higher perceptions of the
effectiveness of governance characteristics at CFCC promoted by the
ugse of its more traditional, bureaucratic organizational model. This

was not surprising inasmuch as authors cited in the Background and

A

-‘Significance section of this repart told us to expect this.

Top Adoinistrators expressed a preponderance of #S‘and it
réspbnses, seldom made #3 responses, made only two (3%) #2 responses,
‘and made no #1 responses. Their overall mean of 4.2 (of a possible
S) indicated that they feel very positively in this regard despite
féculty movements made during the past year toward collective bargain-
ing<and unionization at CFCC. This should not necessarily be inter-
preted as ''they really Ehink'highly of themselves'" or ''they really
beiieve they're doing a great job." Perhaps they do. But, rather,
véhe should reconsider the theoretical thoughts on perception discussed
earlier. In all probability, these five top administrators sincerely
pérceive and believe that not only are they performing well, but that
those subordinate to them are effective and satisfied also.

Conversely, the expressions of lower perceptions by faculty
members (and often by Other Administrators as well) should not be
viewed as "only those with gripes and grudges fcel this" or‘"here was

.a chance for the nitpickers to retaliate without signing their names.'
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It should ﬁe :eme@bered that--with only one exception--the high
response percentages of Faculty made interpreting these quéstionnaire"
responses valid. Administrators,'dhen considering this study's
results, should keep in mind Richardson, Blocker, énd Bender's

statement (1972:70):

It is a well-kncwn fact that administrative values do
not always coincide with faculty values. Furthermore,

- while dominance of adwinistrators in the decision-making
proc 3 during the past few vears may be more implied
-than real, faculty members tend to feel most administra-

‘ tors have and utilize far more power than they actually

do. . .
Also, when reviewing this study's results, faculty members

as well as administrators should keep in mind Combs and Snygg's

~ statement (1959:308) that

Our own perceptions always have so strong a feeling of
reality that it is easy to jump to the conclusion that
they must be real to others as well. If others do not.
see as we do, we may even regard them as stupid, stubborn,
or perverse. It is hard to set one's own experience aside,
yet it is difficult to see how effective human relation-
ships can be built without a clear recognition of the
personal character of perceptions. The first step toward
the solution of our human problems seems to require a
willingness to grant that "How it seems to me may be ‘
different. I, too, could be wrong!" Humility, it would

" seem, is more than a nice idea. It is an essential to
effective communication!

‘If administrators review these resulfs with gércegt;gg in
wind, they can become more -lert aud sensitive to these ¥3 of
view expressed by seventy other individuals under theii emplo&.

If CFCC's March 23, 1977, collective‘bargaining eiéction fails, a
real‘"second chance" will become available. Administrators, realiz-

ing this, could use the results of this study effectively.
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Other Administrators: As was assﬁmed, Ogher Administratoré'
perceﬁcions of various governance characteristiés at CFCC‘differed'
considerably from choséof Top Adﬂiﬁ}spraCOrs to whom they are sub-
ordinate. '

The percentages of "Yes" re#ponses #5 & &) expressed by
these Other Administrators was between 50%-80% less en aiﬁhc of
the thirteen quesciohs. -(See Table 3;) In only one governaﬁce
area, Motivation, did this gfoup express ''Yes' responses close to
Top Administrators. On question 1, one of three questions related
to Leadership, this group's "Yes' resﬁonse percentage was fairly
close (307 difference) to Top AdministraCors.‘ This also was true
with Question 13, related to_ggglg;

| 6£her Administrators tended to make fewer (211)'#5 responses
and more (21%) i3 responées‘chan did Top Administrators. They also
made more (12%) #2 responses and m#de 3% #1 responses;

This Other Administrator group's overall mean, 3.4, verifies
the above, and is .8 less, overall, than the Top Administrators'
overall mean. Individual questions, however, showed considerable
differences between the two groups--especiélly in the governance area
of Inceracci;n. The Other Administrator's mean was 1.6 less than Top
Administrators on both of the Interaction questions (#10 and 12).

Other considerable fgean differences weré found in qﬁéscions

7 and 11, related to the Decison-Mgking governarice area. Other

Administrators' mean differences here were 1.0 and 1.2 léss than

Top Administrators.

e
-~
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Unlike Faculty responses, Other Administrators responses
to questions 8 and 9,pertaining‘to Communication, were much closer
to Top Administratérs. Thus, administrators in general appaféntly
perceive.that CFCC's organ%zationallmodél produces a reasonably
pﬁsitive flow of co@municaggén. |

This same holds true for Moti. ition (questioms 4, 5, and 6),
inasmuch‘as the means of both administrator groups are quite close.

Figures 1-16, 30 and 32 graphically show the profiles of
the perceptions of Other Administrators to resemble Faculty percepticns‘
in most cases‘rathef\than Top Administrators. .Figure 31, regarding
percentage differences of "No'"' (#2 and 1) responses shows a somswh&t
dissimilar graphic profile between.Othef Administrators and Faculty
perceptions ~-- especially in the Faculty's less positive perceptions
of Decision-Making and Communication at éFCé;

Although,Other Administrators' profiles generally resemble
the Faculty profiles rather than those of Top Administfators, their
profiles tend to be higher than those of Faculty. Such perceptual
similarities between these groﬁps is not surprising. Many of these
Othe’ Administrators teach as well as perform administrative duties.
More iw, "~tant, perhaps, these Other Administrators do not meet
regularly with Top Administfators. When they do, 1£ is usually in
the framework of committee meetings, i.e., Academic Affairs and
Student Affairs Committees, rather than‘at the reéulafly-scheduled
Ménday meetings each week of Top Administrators, in which CFCC's

governance is actually dictated and decisions actually made. Other

-
0
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Administrators quite possibly perceive themselves as ''middle men"

rather than as administrators and full decision-mazkers.

Faculty: As was assumed, the Faculty group's responses were
much less favorable than either thé Top Administrator or Other‘Admini-

strator groups. Compared to these groups to whom they are subordi-

‘‘nate, Faculty quite obviously does not perceive a favorable profile

of governance chiaracteristics existing under the present traditional,
buéeaucratic model of organizaﬁion at CFCC.

In the s@mmary of all responses to the to:al'questidnnaire;
these cosmparisons show quite dramatic differences of perceptions,
inaswmuch as there was a much wider spread of responses made by
Faculty mewbers to the questionnaire. Cnly 35% of the Faculty
responses were “Ygs" (#4 & 5), as compared to 9dlpercent such
responses made by Top Administrators and 49 percent made by Other
Adﬁinistrators.: Thirty-three percent of the Faculty responses were
middle:responses, neither yes nor no (#3),‘compared to only 12 percent
of the Top Administrators' responses and 33 percent of the Other
Administrators; fesponses. Faculty indicaﬁe@ 31 percent "No"
responses (#2 and 1) compared to dnly 3 percent of Top Administrators
and 18 percent of Other Administratoré. Clearly the Faculty's

perceptual field regarding governance characteristics at CFCC are

considersbly different from those of either Top Administrators or

Other Administrators.

-J
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The overall mean of the Faculty sample, 3.1,‘was 1.1 less
than Total Administrators and .3 less than Other Aduministrators.
This verifies, again, the similarity between Other Administrators
and Faculty perceptual profiles mentioned earlier.

Reviewing means within the six areas of governance of this
study, Facu?® rarceptions were more positive and closer to those
of administr~ :rs in Goals (question 13), Motivation (questions 5
and 6, but not question 4), and in two of the three Leadership
questions (questions 1 and 2). Essically, then, Facuitx perceptions
resembled administrative perceptions regarding the foliowing questions:

13. Do most faculty members avoid covert resistance to

the goals of the college?
5. Does the administration avoid the use of Eunishment

in dealing with its faculty?
6. Does the administration use rewards in dealing with

its faculty?
1. Do you feel CFCC's administration shows considerable

..confidence in its faculty?
2. Do faculty members feel free to talk to the adwini-
stration about their jobs?
Faculty did not respond as closely to Leadership questioq 3:
| Does the administration‘actively seek and use faculty ideas if they
sesm to bs worthy ideas? or Motivatiop_question 4: Does the admini- -
stration avoid the use ' of threats in dealing with its faculty?
It should be noted that although there was considerable
agreement between the three groups in rcsposSe to Motivatipn question
6, the means for each group were less than positive as eiperts te11

us rewards and their use should be. Means were: Top Administrators,

2.6; Other Administrators, 2, 4 and Faculty, 2.3,

80
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Major areas of dissimilarity between the perceptions of
Faculty and Administrators were found in the governance areas of

Interaction, Decision-Making, and Communication.

Faculty weans for Interaction, questions 10 and 12, were
2.7.and 2.9, compared to Top Administrator means of 4.8 and 4.2,
and Other Administrator means of 3.2 and 2.6.

Faculty means for Decision-Mak;gg, questions 7 and 11, were

2.7 and 2.9, compared to Top Administrator means of 4.4 and 4.6,

‘and Other Administrator means of 3.4 and 3.4,

Faculty:méans for Ccmmunication, questions 8 and 9, were 2.8

and 2.7, compared to Top Administrator means of 3.8 and 3.8, and

Other Administrator means of 3 3 and 3.1.
Faculty perceptions of governance are more negative and

substantially lower than administrators, then, in the following

cuestions:

10. Does the administration encourage interaction by its
faculty relative to the governance of the college?
12. Does the interaction between the administration and
the faculty have a high degree of confidence and
trust on both sides?
7. Does the administration actively seek and use faculty
involvement in the college's administration?
11. Does the administration actively involve faculty in
. making decisions regarding the work of the faculty?
8. Does the administration encourage an upward-downward-
and-lateral flow of communication rather than adhering
strictly to a downward flow?
9. Does the administration have—sufficient knowledge
- .about the problems faced by its faculty?

Visual interpretation of this. information inidly shows

these discrepanéies (see Figures 9-14, pages 47-50).
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It was interesting to note that Other Administrators
perception of questionwiéwhad a wean of only 2.6, which was .3
lower than the Faculty mean for this question and.1;6 lower than
Top Administrators., (Question 12 asked "Does the interaction be-
tween administration and faculty have a high degree of confidence

and trust on both sides?") .

Perhaps Wayson"s (i9f6) sir misconceptions about educational
leadership have been operating at CFCC. Perhaps Combs and Snygg s
(1959)-perception concept of tunnel vision has become too deeoly
entrenched and, in effect, become the ' 'reality" perception of the
administration -~ and, to an extent,'certain facuity members.
Regardless of what activities, decisions, and 1llusions have occured
over the past to produce these perceptual differences between CFCC s
'administrators and faculty members, the results of this‘study validated
their existence. Such differences are more pronouncec in three of

the six areas of governance, but exist to a certain extent in each of

the other three areas.

Faculty Sub-groups: The final comparison‘this study proposed -

was a comparison of responses to the questionnaire as made by the six
faculty sub-groups.

Asg stated earlier, it was.felt that the percentages of re-
sponse were high enough to make valid interpretations from each of
these groups with the exception oflthe Business and Social Sciences

-Division faculty, which had only 55 percent response. ' As shown in
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Appendix C to this report, the majori#y (42 percent) of this
aivisiODfs responses Qere ﬁiddle, #3,‘resp6nses. »Throughcnt the
entire study, this division's responses were somewhat coﬁéistent
with the other faculty sub-groups, although it did have mofe #4‘
(38 percent toﬁal)vand #3 . (42 percent total) responses and less.#z

‘and #1 responses than other facultymgfoups. In discussing any

différences found between faculty grohpsi;the Business and .Social

Science Division faculty’'s means, percentages, etc., wer: not noted

. even though they are plotted in graphs, found in tébies, ato,

Re: Leadership

Question 1: The overzll faculty mean of 3.8 for this‘question
was secon& highest (aloné with questien &} as perceived'by the faculty.
AllL groups produced very similar profiles. Basia Education f;pulty
ﬁad a slightly higher ieépbnsa percenﬁage-than other groups. Fine
Arts and Other Faculty expressed lower responses than other groups but

were more -in the niddle area nevertheless. ©No major differences notec.

guestion 2' Tha‘ove*all faculty mean of 3.3 for this quesﬁion
18 verified by the recponse profiles produced The faculty sub-groups
overall were grouped mainly in the .center, with little "disagreement"

discerned, other than the Fine Arts responses being slightly higher.

No major differences noted.

Question 3: fhe ovefall mean of 2.9 for fgculty sub-groups was
fhe lowest pfofiied in the Leadership area. Nevertheiess,‘all facﬁlty h
groups had sioilar profiles, with.Appliéd Science slightly higher and

Other Faculiy slightly lower. No major differences noted.
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Re: Motivziion

guestion 4: The facultf sub-groups mean for this question, 3;8,
was its-second high (along with question 1). Graphically, the five

profiles.were consistent, with Other Faéulty being slightly higher

: andvFine Arts faculty slightly lower. No major differences noted.
Question 5: The faculty sub-groups mean of 3.9 made this

the question with its highest perceptual response. The profiles are

somewhat diffexent, however, and not so uniform. Basic Education,

Applied Science, and Natural Science faculties showad distinctif '

higher percentages. The Fine Arts faculty ran straight across-at

22 percent forriespones 5;2, dipping to 11 percent (one person) at

response 1. The Other Faculty profile is‘distinctly'in the middle And,

as a result,’ the lowest of the five faculty areasvrespénding. '

Differences were noted, but not too far apart on the continuum.

‘ guestion 6:” with a mean‘of 2.6,‘chi§_qqestion regarding the
administration's use of rewards, was the lowest: profiled of the
thiréeen quesﬁions. (As J;re the responses of Top Adwinistrators and
Other Administratore ) |

. The five faculty profiles basically are similcrly formed, with
Other Faculty expressing morgﬂ#2 (677 negative re::suses than other
groups. Natural Sciences Bivision, however, was ultimately lower
since it had 75 percent on ;he negative end (37%% for both #1 and #2
responses.) . '

Differences Noted: Natural Sciences Division moxe noticeabiz

negative' with Other Faculty 2lso considerably more negative.

34
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Re: Decision-Making

guestion 7: The faculty mean of 2.7 made t! s one of.the
lawest rated guestions. The orofile produced showed very similar
response patterns for all faculty sub-groups except the Other

Faculty group, which reflected 89 percent #2 responses.

3
Difference Noted: Other Faculty perceptions were more

negatively expressed than the other four faculty groups considered.

Question ! .: The faculty sub-groups medn of 2.9 made this
question fairly low rated also. Considerably more variety of profiles
were produced, but, again, the Other Faculty responses re£lected
highly negative perceptions (78 percent #2 responses). Applied
Science and Natural Science responses wWere slightly higher than the

other faculty groups.

Difference Noted: Other Faculty perceptions distinctly moxe

- pegatively expressed than the other four fac :lty groups considered.

Re: Communication

Question 8: The facultj mean of 2.8 for this question was
one of its lowest responses. The profiles produced were very
similar, although the Other Faculty sub-group had 67 percent negative
responses (56 percent #2 responses,‘ll percent #1 responses)

pifference Noted: Other Faculty oerceptions considerablv

more nepatively expressed than the other four faculty groups considered.

Question 9: The faculty mean of 2.7 for this question was_
another of its lowest responses. The profiles produced were reasonably.

similar, with Naturcal Science and Basic Education faculties responding
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slightly more positively. Other Faculty, with 78 percent negative
'””responses (56 percent #2 and 22 percent #1 responseés) again was more

negative in its perception.

Difference ﬂoted: Other Faculty perceptions considerably

more hegatively expressed than the other four faculty groups considered.

Re: Intexaction

Questicn 10: The faculty mean of 2.7 made responses to

this question one of the lowest im the s*udy The profile produced
was quice similar. Fine Arts faculty, however, were mpre,negative.
in pres~~niing to this question, expressirg 44 percent #7 responses.
*he { ¢+ Faculty sub-group once again expreSsad more negatzve
respsnses (56 percmat #2 - ,3ponses and 22.percent #1 responses) than
other faculty groups.

ifference Noted: Fine Arts Faculg? and Other Faculty per-

ceptions‘gunsgderably more negatively,expressed'than the other three.

gguu?snggsidere&.

fjuegtion 12: The faculty mean of 2.9 also was one of this

svoup s lower weans. Faesiry profiles produced were quite similar,
w¢n Basic Education facull ; =niy slightly higher and Othev Faculty
only slightly lower in thei: rasponses.

No majcz differences ﬁoted¢

Re: Goals

Question :3: The faculty wean of 3.4 for this question was

on» of its high2r means. Faculty profiles produced were very similar,
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with the exception of Fire ’rsts faculty, which expressed considerably

more negative responses { : .:srcent #2 responses) than the other

faculty groups.

Difference Noie: - Fine Arts Faculty perceptions considerably

more negatively expressed than the other four faculty groups considered.

Summary of Comparison of Differences Between Fagultv Sub-groups:
In compar¥ng the responses of the five faculty sub-groups used in this
study; no major perceptual differences were noted in responses to
questioﬁ; 1, 2, and 3, which were the three questions dealing witﬁ
Leadership. No differences were noted in responses to questions 4 and
5, two of the three questions deéling with Motivation. No differences
were noted in responses to question 12, one of two qﬁestions dealing
with Interaction.

Natural Science Faculty'sub-groupfs responses were noticeably
more negative and the Other Faculty sub-group's responses were
6ousiderab1y more negative to question 6, one of three questions deal-
iné with Motiyation.

| nThe‘Other Faculty sub-group (counselors, librarians, data
processingz was more negative in expreséing its percezptions to questions

7 and 11}=thch dealt with Decision-Making, and 8 and 9, which ue. ¢

with Communication than were the other four groups studied.
 The Fine Arts Faculty and 7‘ther Faculty sub-groups were mere

negative in expressing perceptions to question 10, one of two questions

‘dealing wirh Interaction.

87



79
The Fine Arts Faculty sub-group was more negative in expressing
its percentions to question 13, which dealt with ggglg;
Reviewing the above.summary,‘it is obvious that the faculty ‘
sub-grovp which expressed more negative pefceptions in response to

the questionnaire was the Other Faculty sub-group, composed primarily

of counselors, librarians, and data processing personnel. This
sub-group was distinctly more negatiﬁe than most of the other. four
faculty sub-groups in response to six of the thirteen questions.

This included one of three questions regarding Motivation (rewards, in

this case), buth questions regarding Decision-Meking, both questions

regarding Communication, and one of twc questions regarding Interaction.

This was not toc surprising. Personnel in this Other Faculty

‘ sﬁb—gfoup are neithér teacﬁiwg faculty nor administrators; Even though
some teach one or two sectioms of a coufsé, this g:éup is not primérily
.considered as teaching facu.ty Ux e .uer the faculty or the administra-
tibn. Conversely; they are szt cosidered as administrative personnel
even though aspects of tnui*-&ﬂ:k wight be percéived by others as

such. Y¢ %ué upconing collectivce bargainiﬁg elzetion, these personnel
Werﬁ‘ﬁliigﬁﬁi«d #4 ~lectors along with faculty by vtie particular
bargalning rgency; although the oﬁher bargaiﬁing unit previously en-
dorsed by another seghégg of f#culty classified such'personnel with
administration, This group quite unde&standably could pércei@e itself
as some sort of "widdle-men'--"wen without a country." Very possibly

they do feel more frustrations regarding Decision-Making-and Interaction

due to the nature of their work.more so than do faculty members. Very

38
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poséibly, too, they feel more frustrations regarding the flow of
communication than does either the teaching facﬁlf} or the administra-
tion. ferhaps they are kept out of the "action'" --even unintentionally--
by an inoperative or poorlf functioning communicat’nn system as it
affects them and %he naturz c? thelr work. Whatever the reason(~),
they were very close in their individualljrsubmitted respbnses. This
“perceptual discrepancy, coupled with the perceptual disagreements .
between £0t31 facﬁlty'and administrators discussed e&rlier,-warrants

consideration and relief from CFCC's administration at all ievels.
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Overall General Summary of Discussion and Implications

Overall, this study verified that the tréditional,:bureaucratic‘
organizational model used at Centrathlorida Community College has
produced # less-than-desirable profile of organizational charactex-
‘istics. Perceptions of what takes place at the college are guite
différent from the viewpoints of Top Administrators, Other Admini-
strators, and Yaculty -;.especially regarding the governance areas
of Interact:ion, Decision-Making, Communination, and -- to éome degree--
Leadership and Motivation.

if we can r:ly on the perceptions,‘commgntaries, and
admonitions of such autherities as Richardson (1976), Richardson,
Blocker, and Bender (1972), Laﬁghlin and Lestrud_(1976), Small (1976),
Hiraok (1975) and Moellenbérg (1976) *hc college must attempt some |
deg~ee of reorganization or succumb to the only alternative indicated
by these authorities: éollective bargaining and unionization.

Effective reorganiza:ion, according to these éuthorities, can enhance
- faculty perceptions, dgvglop more efficignt use of expertise at all
1evéls, produce increased excéilenée‘of college progfams, and shut
out coilecti&é bargaining and unionization, whica are no longer nece-
ssary when all levels of college personnel strongly feel that they

are a vital, unified, and cohesive part of the organization.
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. Recommendations

Having reviewed the results of this study's data, the following

‘recommendations were made:

1. Central Florida Communi.ty College should reorganize from

its present traditional, bureaucratic organizational model to a more

participative group model.
This recommenuation is felt to be of the most importance.

With proper reorganization, most of the subsequent recommendations

‘should come quite naturally.

The results of this study produced rather startling differences.. .

_of perceptual expressions related to governance characteristics at

the college: It was quite clear -that the pr°sent traditianal . bureau-

cratic model has produced unfortunate,dissimilar perceptions between

the various levels of the college s certificated personnel. As noted .. _

earlier,-this was especially true in threc of the six areas of

governance studied and, to some extent, in two other areas.

A totally participative group organizational. model may not -

be realistic or feasible at the present'time. In this case, the -

administration could reorganize to a model patterned after the third -

model oz the four-model continuum (from exploitive authoritative to

model. This .

participative group)-—the consuitative organi- ational
model produces a profile of governance characteristics quite similar
etal,

to the most productive ‘participative group modei (Richardson,

1972). Swmall and his colleagues (1976) tiolistic approach to reorgani-

-ation use a massive.'stock taking'" of current conditions. This
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practicum and the results of work currently being done on campus by

an outside management consultant firm can certainly be the foundation

of this "stock taking".

What changes, 1f any, should be made? Which parts of the
institution are in need of changes or improvements? Only
when these problems have been clearly defined can the in-
stitution move toward the generation and selection of
alternative strategies which will enable the institution

to renew itself and become a more effective dellvery.
)e-

center for needed educational services (Small, etal, 1976:12
-"evef reorganization is attempted, administrators are

remil iraok's (1975) statement that reorgarization does not

recom&eﬁd a.dictatoriallapproéch.‘ According to Hiraok,.team-goai

setting and group decision making have been known to produce the —

most beneficialifesults._ ' : g -

2. Schedule regular meetings between all Top AdminiétratorS:i

-~ and Other Administrators.

This recommendation is made as a reflection of considerable
negative perceptions being expressed by Other Administrators in the.

areas cf’Interéétion and Deciszion-Maki~g. Entrusted with-adwinistra-

- .

tive fesponsibilities, these Other Administrators should feel more

positive in these areas of governance and their position in them.

Regular meetiﬂé;-of all administrators Should be a natural by-product

of Recocmmendation 1 above.:

K

model helps subordinates feel there is a substantial degree of inter- .

action and Influence exercised by all; and subordinstes feel and per-
ceive thaé they exercise considerable influence over organizational

direction and objectives. Goals are established through group- -
ca . - {:h‘ . )

A more participative group organizational -
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participation and therefore are largely internalized by all partici-

pants within the organization (Richardson, etal 1972).

3. Schedule regular meetings of allcertificatedépersonnelL

including all administrators and all faculty.

The same reasoning as discussed for Recommendation 2 above

applies here--perhaps even more sOy inasmuch as Faculty perceptions

were even more negatively expressed. A& uore participative group

L]
.

model helps the institution to excel through teamwork and.cooperation.
Isolationism on the parts of administrators and :faculty does not--

oduce- this characteristic and intensified misperceptions, lack-of =

confidence and trmstoresulti,: These;regularly-scheduled meetingsrr

should occur more- frequently than once a semester as is generally. .-

praCticed currently. “hese meetings hopefully would be sharing ..

meetings rather.than strictly information-giving.

4., Enhance and encourage Other ‘Administrator. and Faculty. _ B

committee and decision-making.involvement. .

This recommendztion should be a natural outgrowth of the. .

previously made recommendatic

S. Intensify. and ﬂeorganize internal public relations efforts. ..

This recommendation also should be a natural by-product of .-

previously made recommendations. It is stressed here* however, as a

reminder that praise and recognitiorn are basic needs of every in-

dividual and produce intensified efforts when received. Too often -

o rublic rclations" is considered as ex*ernal to the organization, and
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. - S |
stresses mainly routine press reicases and external information
N

giving.

Internal public relations are as important--if not more iwmport-

ant--than the external public relations functions. They should in-

volve person-to-person communication : s well as routine "house organ'

publications. These internal public relations should be a continuous
process rather than hit-and-miss; fhey should be pianned and‘carried
out By all, Emory, Ault, and Agee (1970) teil us thaf sucﬁ effo?ts
are planned efforts 'to influence and maintain favorable opiﬁion

through acceptable performance, honestly presented, énd with reliance

on two-way communication' and result in "wutual responsiveness and

R

acceptance.” - .

Emory and his colleaques emphasize that a top-levél'ménagément'
professional should oversee all public relations. Thié public re-

., - - . . } . . )
lations person should work directly with the President and the Board,

and, of.course, adnini

-

strators, faculty, staff, and students of the

college.

.

infernal public relations also should stress visibility and .

informal interaction between top administrators and all personnel-- -.

especially‘at.the work stations of these subordinates.

6. Provide a series of Human Potential Seminars composed of

members of each group (Top Administrators, Other Administrators, and

Faculty;.

Sueh "Hum:n Potential Seminars’™ are available and can be

- 3 94
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- .‘(‘.
These seminars take as thelr purpose

. q‘

easily scheduled on campus.

the following: (1) to offer seminars for personal growth and

professional training, (2) to offer training and certification of

competence in conducting the Basic and Advanced Human Potential

Seminars, (3) To provide consultaticy on motivation, conflict,

underachievement, self-attitude improvement, human development,

and person-oriented education and leadership, as well on- site

seminars; (4) to coordinate, encourage and conduct research on the

effectiveness of various approache to developing human potential.

Considering the low perceptions of interaction and communica-

tion found by this study, these seminars could ~::5¢ 2 a more open

"c1imate" on campus as we11 as to help develop ruw-Vidual personal

growth Structured heterogeneously rather than departmentally,

the seminars could aid in breaking down the walls of isolation be-

tween various areas of the college c0mmunity.

Such seminars can be beneficial in increasing the importance

of the self-image rather than decreasing it. "It is difficult

to understand how anyone can believe ‘that diminishing the importance

or the self-image.of any facuity,member or any student in any in-
"

stitution can enhance the effectiueness of that institution...

(Richardson, 1976:59).

7. Initiate a continucus evaluation process of comparing

sfics existing on_cawpus

similarﬂto that used in this studz.

perceptions of college goveirnance characteri
—
by using an imstrument

o . L ‘-"c '
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This recommendation is made to ensure. continous follow-up

of administrative efforts to overcome perceprual differences by

reorganization efforts. Regularly scheduled research could quickly

identify areas of increasing dissatisfactiona Efforts could then

be made to rectify such situations before they became widespread
and intensified. Such research would be a natural aspect of

~ intensifying the college's internal public relations as discussed

earlier.

A
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T N L TR EIe PLEASE DO :NOFS;‘GN “YOUR NAHE‘;'-?:‘:‘ w ‘;r._;:;';;‘.:; un'bu:_;;A'.'P-_P"gN'b'Ix .A RN

(Page 1 of 2)

Please answer each of the following questions FROM YOUR POINT-OF-VIEW by circling the
appropriate number: '

OPINION SURVEY

NOTE: The term, ADMINISTRATION, refers to the President, the Deans, the Division
Directors, and other administrative directors at Central Florida Community
College. Ther term, FACULTY, refers to teaching faculty members, counselors,
and other certificated personnel not actively engaged in administrative dutijes.

DEFINITELY  DEFINITELY
YES NO
1. Do you feel that the CFCC administration shows consider- 5 L 3 2 1
able confidence in its faculty? '
2. Do faculty members feel free to talk to the administra- |5 4 3 2 1
tion about their jobs?
3. Does the administration actively seek faculty ideas and |5 4 3 2 1
'_ and use them if they seem to be worthy ideas?
k. Does the administration avoid the use of threats in deal- 5 4 -3 2 1
ing with its faculty? :
5. Does the administration avoid the use of punishment in 5 4 3 2 1
dealing with faculty?
6. Does the administration use rewards in dealing with its 5 4 3 2 1
facul ty?
7. Does the administration actively seek and make use of 5 4 3 2 1
. faculty involvement in the administration of the col-
lege? :
8. Does the administration encourage an - upward-downward- 5 4 3.2 1
’ and-lateral flow of communication rather than adhering
strictly to a downward flow?
9. Does the administration have sufficient knowledge about 1[5 4 3 2 1
the problems faced by its faculty?
10. Does the administration encourage interaction by its 5 L 3 2 1
faculty relative to the governance of the college?
11. Does the administration actively involve its faculty in {5 4 3 2 1
making decisions related to the work of the faculty?
12. Does the interaction between the administration and the |5 L 3 2 1
faculty have a high degree of confidence and trust on
both sides?
13. Do most faculty members avoid covert resistance to the 5 k3 2 1
goals of the college? : ‘

ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS YOU MIGHT LIKE TO MAKE:
98
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Page 1 of Opinion Survey Continued

PLEASE IND]CATE BY CHECK MARK ONLY IN WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES YOU ARE EMPLOYED:

ADMINISTRATOR (President or Dean)
‘ ADMINISTRATOR (Division Director or other Director, i.e., counseling, library services,
o research and development, community services, admissions and records,
. data processing, etc.) '
FACULTY MEMBER: Applied Sciences Division
FACULTY MEMBER: Basic Education Department
__ FACULTY MEMBER: Business and Social .Sciences Division
FACULTY MEMBER: Fine Arts Division
FACULTY  MEMBER: Natural Sciences Division
FACULTY MEMBER: Counseling
FACULTY MEMBER: Other certificated faculty not listed above.
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APPENDIX B
(Page 1 of 13 Pages)

A  RESPONSE DATA 70 QUESTION $1:
Do you feel that the CFCC Adminiutration shows. considerable confidence in its. faculty?

RESPONSE: #5 Percent #4 Percent #3 Percent #2 Percent #l Percent TOTAL, Percent-
ADVINISTRATORS: |

" Top. 3. 400 2 4 0 e 0 e 0 e 5 100%
Other 2 2% 5 s 2 200 1 W0 0 - 10 1004
fmi 5 W 7. 4m 2 B 1 T 0 e 15 M0
FACULTY:

Applied Science 8 3L 6 9% 4 wh 1 5% 2 10 2 101%%
Basic Education 1 200 4 80 0 e 0 wee @ e 5 100R
Bus. & Soc. Sl 2 400 3 60 0 wee 0 ee- 0 e 5 100%

. Fine Arts 2 w3 w3 w1 10 e 9 L

Natural Sclence & 507 2 5% 1 1%L 1 124 0 e 8 100%
Ocher Faculty 0 ~-= 3 3 3 3.3 M0 - 9 o

w b4 M omow 6 w2 M5 o

SUMARY OF ALL : g |
© RESPONSES: 22 3% 28 W, 13 8% 7 0% 2z % 72 101

“*Due to foundiﬁg off
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 AFPENDIX B
(Page 2 of 13 Pages)

L RESPMMEMTATO gussnon #: ‘ SR
Do faculty members feel free to talk to the administration about their jobs’ ‘ '.

RESPONSE: 15 Percent #h Percent #3 Percent #2 Percent #1 Percent TOTAL Percent
ANIVISTRTGRS: . |

won

Applied Scfence 7 33K . 2 1% 7 W 2 W 3 1 100
Basic Education 0 === 2 4L 3 60N 0 eee 0 awa 5 o
Bug, & Soc, Sels 0 wwee 3 6O 0 0 ee 240D 0 - 5 1000
Flnedrts -1 1L & 44 2 20 200 0 e 9 gk
Natural Science 3 374 0 .- 4 503 115 0 e § 100
Other Faculty 0 == 0 - 5 34 3 W1 W9 100

TOTAL 1% 0 9w 20 3 0 8 & onmoosm

“““
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SINEARY OF L R
(ALLBESPONSES: 12 17 19 2L 2 ¥ 10 M4 6 o g

Due to rounding off




o FACULTY:

o MLRESOMES 6 8% U Moo % 0 W 2 %N o™ lm

ADEONS
(Page 3 of 13 Pages
 RESPORSE DATAT0 QUESTION 83:

Does the adninistration actively seek facul;y ideas
and uge them ir thqy seen to be worthy_ideas°

| RESPONSEJY ™ #5 Percent #4 Percent #3‘ Percent # ‘Percent kil PeLcent TOTAL Percent ‘

‘-Awmxs'rmons | |
R ™ ST S S N SN SRPUU [Ny SO S () SR
 Other 0 e S OSHO3 ML 2 W 0 e 10 AW
1074 Co1 B S 3 M2 I 0 e 15O
 plledsclece 3 M 6 M 7 W3 W 1 1 2
. Basic Educatfon 0 e 0 e 3 600 2 A -0 e 5 100%
 Bus,&Soc, Selt 0w 2 40R 3 60K 0 s 0 e 5 1000
CRedrts 11 1 WD 3 W b ML 0 e 9 om
Natural Sclence 0 === 0 == 4 SO 4 50% S0 e 81000
 Other Faculty 0 we= 0 we- 4 %% 5‘5ﬂV0 gy  9h1mF
W 4 T 9 6 W Wowm 2 sl

ot Due to rounding off

o
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(Page'& of 13 Pages)

. \ RESPONSE DATA TD QUESTION e | |
Does the adninistration avold the uge of threats in dealing with its faculty?

RESPONSE: t #5 Percent #4 Percent #3 Percent #2 Percent #lttPercent TOTAL Parcent =

ADNTNISTRATORS:

Tp b 8 1 M 0 e 0 e 0 - 5l
Other B B R L N RS S
TOTAL B S 7 W 0 e 0 e 0 e 15 10N
FACULIY: . |
bplied Sclence 9 4% 7 W 1 W00 1 % 2 Im a0 loim
Basc Educatlon 1 20 2 % 2 40h 0 e 0 e 5 1008
Bus, 6Soc. Sede 1 2% 3 6 L 2% 0 e 0 e 5 100%
Predts 2 20 1 1% 4 W 1 w1 w9
Natural Science & 50 2 25 1 1AL 1 1 0 .- 8 N0
- Other Faculty 1 11% 6§6m 20 0 e 0§ 1000
T0TAL; I RV I A I A R

BRSNS HSI NSNS ENORNNSGRGAN SRSl NTASENYUESNES ..-...-.....-.-"-.-...'..-.--.-...,’--~-‘.-

 SIMARY OF o o o
ALL RESPONGES: 26 3% 28 3% 12 Im 3 4 3 o om oo

~ #Due to rounding off
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3(Page 3 of 13 Pages)

| © RESPONSE DWA TOQUESTIONS:
Doen the sdninlsteation #vold the Use of Junishment fn dealing nith 1ta facut j?

ﬁESPONSEn #5 Percent #4 Percent #3 Percent #2 Percent #l Percent TOTAL Percent

ADNINTSTRATORS:

Top 360 2 ML 0 e 0 e 0 e 52000 o
Other 4 % 5 SO0 0 e 11K 0 e 10 MR .
MM 7 W 7 Wm0 e LTh 0 e 15 WO
FACULTY IR T
Cpplled Selenee § AW 9 M 2 M 0 e 1 %2l
Baslc Edueation 1 208 3 60 0 e 1 2R 0 e 5 100R
Bus. & Soc, Sed, 2 40F 2 AN 1 2L 0 e 0 e 5 1000
Flekrts 2 20 2 2 2 2 1 W 1 9w
Natural Sclence 3 3744 3 3% 1 1% 0 .- 1 1AL 8. 1O
Other Foculty 1 1% 3 M 5 SR 0 e 0 e 9 1004
e - 8 W R oW WO 3 % 3 % 5 m
C SIRY OF i

MLRESONSS: 25 b2 40 LVAM G4 & 3 & omo 1M

v

“ #Dye to rounding off

-




‘ APPENDIX B
(Page 6 of 13 Pagea)

. ‘ RESPONSE DATA TO QUESTION #6 .
Does the administration use revards in dealing with 1ts faculcy?

RESPONSE' #5 Percent #4 Percent #3 Percent #2 Percent #1 Percent TOTAL Percent

ADMINISTRATORS | o
Mo 0 e 0 e 3 M1 MG 0 e 5 0m
Oher 0 e 1 IF 4 4B 3 M2 W N o
L 0 - 1T T OWm 5 OWoo2 1B m
FACULTY: | | | o
iplled Sclence 1 S 1 S 7 3§ 4 W0 A WM
Basie Bducation 0 - 0 e 2 40K 2 4R 1 20 5. 100X
Bus, & 50¢, Sclu 0 wee 0 e 3 KW 2 MR 0 e 5 WO

CMedts 0 - 1O 1IN 6 W3 W9 L
Natural Sclence 0 --- 1 151 1 1A% 3330 3 3L 8t
Other Faculty 0 eee 0 - 3 3 6 6 0 - 9 TR
oA 1 M3 % U W 5 M 1w s

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SIRURY OF | R
CMLRERONEE: 1 D 4 6 % 3 0 B oW n o

*Due to rounding o£f

e
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 RESPONSE DATA TO QUESTION#T: < |
Does ‘the administration actively seek and meke usof o
faculty involvement in the. adninistration of the college’ |

RESPONSE: TS Tercent T Percent #3 Percent 2 Percenc #1 Percent TR, Percent -
 ADAINISTRATORS: | | B
T LML WM 1 W0 e ) e 50
Ober - 0 e 5 S b ME 1 R 0 e 1 W0
1014 YW 6 M 5 B L M0 e B
FACULY:

.
| Sinmeu————

0

Chplied Sclence 2 1 4 1 6 M6 YW1l
~ Bagle Bdueatdon 0 -~ 1 200 3 604 0 e L 2K 5 100K
~ Bus. &Soc, Sl 0 e 2 40R 3 6O 0 e 0 e 5 100R
FineArts 0 - 1 114 3 3% 4 44% | 1w 9w
Matural Science 0 - 2 2% 3 I 2 % 1 1 8 M
Other Faculty - 0 - ~ 0 =" 1 1k 8 892“ 0 - SRR R ([ S
w2 4 1 I 19 B0 M 6 W 5 wm
SR OF

o MLRESPONER S TH 16 2 % 337.'21 “297; 6omon o ww o

*Due to rounding off

oy
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(Page §of 13 Pages)
RESPONSE DATA 0 QUESTION #8

Does the administration encourage an upward- downward-ahd?lateral flow
- of communicaticn rather than adnering:strictly to a dovnward flow?

g RESPOBE:  ~ %5 Tercent T4 Percent 13 Percent 17 Percent J1 Tercent TOHL Feromt

* ADNINISTRATORS:

T L MW 2 W 2 M0 e 0 e 5 l00%

COther 0 e 5 OSH3M 2 WM. 0 e 10 L0
W L T 7 W5 W2 I 0 e 15100
7 R e
Molled Sclence 2 100 - 5 W% S W 7 W2 1 A W
Bl Bdueatfon 0 - 1 % 2 M0 L % 1 a5l
Pus Soc, Sele 1 200 1 W 2 ME 1 W 0 e 5 100
CPlmedts 0 - 1IN 4 M1 3TWLO1oIm 9 g
- Matoral Sclence 0 - 2 2% 4 S0 1 1A% 1 1A 8 100
© OtherFaculty 0 -~ 2 28 1 1L 5 1 W 9 L0
0L } s o»oW 18 W OB W 6 W w7l

MR | R L
- ALLRESPONSES: 4 6k 19 L B M4 20 ®% 6 & .2 w0 o
o w e to foundingbff L | |

FEE TP
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RESPONSE DATA TO QUESTION #9:: )
Yoeg the. adwinistration have sufficient knowledge about the probiems faced by ita faculty?

RESPONSE: #5 Percent 7. Percent #3 Percent #2 Percent #L Percent TOTAL Percent

ADMINISTRATORS: | i |

Top 0 === 4 8% 1. 200 0 ~-= 0  e-- 5 100% .

Other .1 w7 2 209 5 s0% 1 1% 1 % 0 100%
TOTAL: . 1 7% 6 40% 6 407 1 %1 7% 15 100%

PACULTY: | A ;

pplied Sclence 1 - 5% 2 104 9 4% 5 2% 4 19% 21 10i%

Basic Education 0 --- ' 1 20 '3 604 1 206 0 @ --- 5 100%

Bug., & Soc. Sels 0 --- 2 40% 2 402 0 --- 1 20% 5 100%

Fine 4rts 1 - 119 2 . 22% 2 22% 3 -33% 1 11% 9 99%%

Natural Science™ 0 * =~~=’ 2 25% 5 62%% 1 12%% 0 “a- 8 100%

Othef Faculty 0 - 1 117 1 11% 5 56% 2 22% 9 100%
TOTAL 20 4 10 isn 22 3% 15 2% 8 14 57 0Lk

SUMMARY OF ‘ R | - | | :
ALL RESPONSES: 3 & 16 22% 28 9% 16 222 .9 134 72 100%

. *Due to rounding off

"71.15;.;1'j¥




APPENDIX B. .
~ (Page 10 of 13 Pages) -

RESPONSE DATA TO QUESTION #10:

Does the adminisizration encourage interaction by its facul;x

relacive to ‘the gﬁvernance of the: colleg__ L

RESPONSE: #5 Percenc #4 Percent #3 Percent #2-- Percent #1 Petcent TOTAL Percent
ADMINISTRATORS: . | |
Top 4 805 1 200 0 e 0 === 0 === 5 100%
Other C 0 e b KOG & 40% - 20 208 0. === 10 100%.
TOTAL: 4 272 S 3™ 4 2m 2 1% 0 .= IS 100%
FACULTY o
applied Science -2 10%- 3 4% 10 48 4 19% 2 1% 21 101%*
Basic Education 0 = === 1 20% 2+ 4% 1 202 1 2008 5 100%
Bus, & Soc., Sci. 0  =-- 1 20% 4 80% 0 =-- 0 ~-=- . 3 100%
Fine Arts 0 ~--- 2 2% 3 33% .4 44% 0 e-- 9. 99
Natural Science O ——- 0 === S 62%% 2 25% 1 12%% "8 100%
Other Faculty 0 =--- ~ 1 11% 1 112 5 562 2 22% g 100%.
TOTAL: 2 & 8 % 25 4% (16 28 6 113 57 lolw
SUMMARY OF . | . .
ALL RESPONSES: - 6 - 8% 13 18% 29 407 18 . 25% 0 6 8% 12 99%*

“*Due to rounding‘off
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* RESPONSE DATA 10 QUESTION F1L:

Does the aduinistration actively involve its feculty
in naking decisions related to the work of the faculty_ P

- RESPONSE: #5 Percent # Percent #3 Percent #2 Percent #1 Percent TOTAL Percent o

o nnmnxsrmons

T 3 6 2 M 0 e 0 e 0 e 5 WM

C o0 0 e b W66 0 e 0 e 10 L0W
WA 3 W6 ML 6 M e 0 e 15 L0
om0 S o
Mplled Selence 3 ML 7 35 ML 4 1. 2 100 21 10
Basde Education 0 wee 0 e 2 AOL- 3 60RO e 5 1001‘
CBus bSoc, Sely O e 2 4L 3 60D 0 e 0 e 5 00
Hodts 1 I 0 - 4 oWL3 WL om 9
Natural Sclence 0 ~~-= 3 3L 2 % 2 5 1 IVEVIR T 11/
Other Faculty 0 e 0 e 227 0 e 9 100D
0T Gomon oMW o8 oM™ B4 M Hm

SR OF ALL SR T AR R
CommOMEL 7 018 M % W1 M b @ noom

e to ronnding off




. ! I . . . - ) ' o ) ' )
: ,v.uwmAP Pm Ix-B. b e (LN s A b AL R R Ly 850 g VAT

- Qther

| " RESPONSE DATATO Quesrron 2. ‘j .
 Does the interaction between the adniniatration and facul_y
have 2 high degree of confidence and trust on both sides? |
~ RESPONSE: ‘Pgﬁ Percent #4 Percent #3 Percent #2 Percent #1 Percent TOTAL PEtcent "
s AD@INISTRATORS: IR .
T 1 M b B 0 e Qe 0 e 5l
0 e 1o M 4 Mmool 10 lo
e 1L Mo6 W 3 omo 4 m LW 1 lm

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
‘‘‘‘

AL RESPONSES:

Cmemr: |
ClpplicdSclence 1S 6 % 8 M 4 1% 2 1 2l Izt
. Basic Bducatlon 0 - 2 KOL 2 400 1 200 0 - 5 lon
ChusobSoe Sel 0 - 1 203 ML 20 0 e S -l
CRnedrts 2 M 0 e b BT 2 2 1IN 9 .
 MNatural Selence 0 -~ 1 1% & 0% 2 4% 1 1% 8 oo
CoherBelty 0 e 0 e b WITEELTL I 9 W
om0 3 S o100 W 5 W1 5% sl
©OSUMesRY OF S D
oo mo® W oWomo6 & ! Lo

* Due torounding‘cff
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‘(Pege 13 of 13 Peges)

| RESPONSE DATA TO QUESTION #13‘ | ;
~ Do most facul;x members avoid covert resistance to the goale of the college?

*RESPONSE' 7}5 Percent #4 Percent #3 Percent #2 Percent #1 Percent TOI’AL Percent

n ADMINISTRATO‘{S

w1 om 3 1 om 0 e 0 e 5w
CoOer L b W3 M2 M e 0

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 Applled Sclence 5 2% . 7 9 0 0 .

Basic Education 0 1 Ll Lo 1

Bus, & Soc, Sedv 0 e 3 600 20 e 0 e
1w 3 3 1 b W0
0 3 4 1 0
0 5 3 l 0

00

Lm0
Sorom

M6 W2 oM on oM o7om 1w 57*'2‘10”'*

Other Faculty 0 weo aon

------------- Gl LT ] CLLLO L LI LT LT P T T Y TF T T 1) UL L] LLJ -d.......h...u.-.-pu.. . o -

 SUNHRY OF

- 'iioot-ig; L

"1002."

5 . B

3 SR

R 99;*” o
9 _1001”“ TL

MESOSE 8 W W W B WM oS m 1w omo oo

. *Due to rounding off o |
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B X T
© RESPONSE DATA TO ALL QUESTIONS

TESPOSE 95 Percent ¥4 Percent 13 Percent ¥2 Percent J1 .Percent.-TUTAL-*Percentiﬁ?*| f' i

* ADNINISTRATORS:

R RS S T TS S S S SR R S
o Oer L2 R4 BOWL W4 R 10 L0

PP L T T T T T L T T T T L e L T e L L T T L L L L LTI

C o RCILY |
- hpplied Science 53 1% 65 244 8L 30% 45 1% 29 % o3 w000
Basic Education 3 5h- 18 284 26 400 13 200 5 & 65 l0LBF
. Bus, & Soc,Scls 6 %% 25 W u» &% 6 % 1 &% 65 - 1004 ‘
CRneAts 13 WA 14 % ¥ oMWW %W W0
- Yatoral Sclence 14 13 2l o 20% 39 8% 2 200 9 %% 104 100% .
. OtherFaculty ~ 2 2% 20 18% 35 3% 52 W% 7 & 117 1000

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

CoEMYOT
CALRESOES: 19 Wb 20 % M5 M 15 A 65 Mo % lme

f‘x:‘ . - | f‘ B ue to ro&pding‘qff‘
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