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- INTRODUCTION- -* S Ee T
. : . r ] : . L

’

system wﬁich allows them to not only classify plants and animafs
;but also prov1des the scientific basis for study1ng structure,

function and process ‘in the biolog1cal realm. In a book entitled

nganlzatignal stjemat%gs McKelvey borrows those techniques and :

principIes used by bioloFists and applies them to the study of
'organlzations., His basic premise is that like other orgahisms,
organizations have evolved from common origins and developed

adapt1ve characteristics based on 1nternal organ1zational and

~env1ronmental demands. In order to understand what McKélvey

* ] |

terms the functional approach to the study of . organ1zations, that

» ~

/~

o

S

is, studies which attempt'"to understand the behavior of'

organizations by analyzing the structure, function and process of

various components," (McKelvey,‘1982, p. 14),  one must first

develop a classification Scheme 'as a basis for analyzing why and‘

how different organizations, like biological organisms,,may

respond d1fferently to similar environmental or internal factors.

" In other words, instead of studying apples and oranges, a

classification scheme would allow the application of functional

i
‘thedries to s{milar organizations ("homogen0us populations")

-



- ;/%éﬁidefi“inéu%égéﬁiégﬁlénallslstEmatics, McKelvey~'
! states.ﬁgfjf‘__-fk c o ;?cizi : - : :
, lvP“t Sfﬁply, Organizational systematics 1s the science of
- ;‘organizational populations, the‘development of
fpfhedry, ‘the recognition and classification of important'
dlfferences,‘and the discovervﬁof how and why the
.*ﬂ m differences cape about.”.[It] requires a way of thinking

totally at odds w1th orthodox views of "good" organizational
Isociology or organization theory“.JMcKelvey, 1982, p. 2);

He notes furthen,that organizational»systematics will afd

scientific understanding, explanation,‘and prediction. The use -

; of systematics will result in- the use of homogenous populations

which will .enhance replication ‘and prediction methods used in

-

scientifiec inquiry. RO o “/, o

~Two approaches used in biology to develop classification

schemes are the phyletic. approach (McKelvey, 1982, p. 29) ‘and the
[ 4
phenetic approach (McKelvey, ]9%6: P. 42). The phyletic approach
of ‘

to~classification consists tracing out - the oriﬁinf
’evolhtioanf the organiSm. In phyletics the hist‘
organizations and the1r various adaptations to the environment
become important to the development of a classification scheme.

-

According to Mayr (1969, p.15),‘there are three stages in

phyletic\fltiyﬁﬁfication. First, "alpha taxonomy, ™

spe§ies and ?*q arrangement in larger groﬁ" . The second
state, "beta taxonomy," involves a more spec1f-o5ﬁd¥in1tion of

the‘”elationship of the species and their relationship to higher

Y v ]
i |
1

g, lves a new




. categories in the classification scheme. The‘final stage, "gamma

taxonomy,ﬂ focuses}on variations_withinlthe'species; their
Aevolution and an explanation,of' why® various .adaptive
vbharacteristics developed iMcKeJ ey, 1982, p. 31). -

The numerical phenetic aQZZoach reJected the evolutionary

-

approach because it was ‘based. on a priori theory. In the’

phenetic approach, if you study enough characteristics

empirically, the. natural groupings of organisms~will emerge.’ To

-av01d a priori theory each characterictic is given equal- weight

.

Numerical va%ues are-assigned to,characteristics,-and
correlations between organisms Will result in the emergence of a
na.ural classification .scheme (McKelvey, 1982, p. 43). .

While there are many. arguments for or against either

approach, Mckelvey (1982) advocates a combined phyletic-phenetic

- approach. He notes that each method'can_oe mutually beneficial

-

~tothe otber. ‘He notes that this combinedapproach will result:

in better science because:

’

P Phyl%a%c classification is induétive in the sense U.lt it
%"starts from observations of naturally ewolving.phenomena and
throughnprocesses'that are at ohce subjective, insightful,
creative and based‘on_guesses, oossibilitieé« and so {urta,
develops a broad theoretical classifi ztion from the

observation of particular objects .and events in the paste...

[On the other hand], [nlumerical phenetic classification is

deductive in the sense that it starts from already existing,

hypothesized classes and througn the use of sector
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, definitjpn, random sampling, carei‘\i‘i‘w obServation and
measurement{ and the objectfie.use’of multivariate
statistical methods, tests ‘the truth of the hypothsized 3

population (McKelvey, 1982, p. 63)

2
-

1

While- either of these methods ‘is. powerful in rts own rigbt,

~

L)

together they offset each’ of their weaknesses

This paper WIll apply;organizational systematics to a clas—
lsification scheme for the organizationa}/speqﬁes postsecondary
‘ educational institutions using the combined phyletic~ phenetic
- rapproach The phyletic approach WIll concentrate at the ga&ma
taxonomy state. First a proposed general classification 'scheme
uill7beZbresented. Second, using the phyletic approach, a gamma

taxonomy focusing on postsecondary institutions will discuss

¥

divergent characteristics at the species level.. Third, a numeri-
L 4

cal taxonomic approach will be applied to the species. Finally
conclusions and implications of the combined appréaﬂ* by

discussed with emphasis ' on further research

N !ll .
) . , THE BROAD CLASSIFICATION SCHEME

While this study is foonsi n7g on the species pos’seco*dary
irstitutions, 1its relationship to higher categories in the
classification scheme is impor ant

This section is not an attempt to Justify the classification
scheme presented below, but’ rather an attempt to help the reader

’ conceptualiae the relationship of postsecondary educational

'institutions'to.higher categories in a classification scheme.

The nomenclature used in the scheme presented in Figure 1 is




N T -
1 - b ' . -
. 51mply the author's subJective claé%ifiqation scheme (see also

McKelvey, 1982, pp. 259, 262 for other examples) L .g;

1

While .this$ cla551f1cation schemefls a preliminarr approach,

3

it gives the reader one ba31s upon which to relate the species

postsecondary institutions‘to the higher categories in the

scheme L s l{, L .s;gj _T
N r -

- THE PHYLETIC CﬁASSISICATIDN SCHEME "

Since the establishment of Harvard in 1950, postsecondary- .

1nst1tutions have evolved and adapted to the demands @nd needs of

* “the environment. Brubacher and Rudy (1976), Veysey (1969) and

Henry (1975), among others, note this adaptation. The existence

]

.of;universities; liberal arts eolleges, norma% schools, and:

community and technical colle

meeting societal needs. Va fe classification schemes have been

proposed for postsecondary.institutions'withvthe most Qidely

accepted scheme being the Carnegie Classification (1976). ~ This
'classification is based on the number and types of degreee
:awarded by institutions and federal money received for reSearch
wgile such an approach may be adequate, this classiQ1caton scheme
can be refined by looking at the current_literature on
’organization/theory in postsecondary,educatiOn and expanding the
.characteristics used to arrive at a«phyletso‘classification
- Schere. !‘ . - - — o . o 'Qi

The evoluation of organization theory in higher education’

" has been an,1nterest1ng one. Corson (1960) analyzed the

b

&3 Gertainly point'to adaptation in.

-

R}

3



deciSion—making process in higher educatioh. He found a "dualism ,

"~ of organizations" in higherueducation the academic sphere -and

@

‘the administrative sphere. The academic sphere was the faculty-

R4

gover@ance structure while the administrative sphere was the

president and the board. _'This model dealt solely with “the

-existence of the two deciSion making spheres but‘said nothing
about the pull or overlap of responsibilities etweeén the two.
This oyersight notwithstanding, his contribution to
.organiiational theory~would later prove to be substantial.

. John D. 'Millett kj962) advocated the academic community

<

model as a way of describing.organizations in higher education.

While,;erhaps.the community of,scholarsigid e;ist at one.time,
this modélidid not in any way come close to describing the
variety of institutional types existing in higher education. in
his latest work, Millett (1978) acknowledged the weakness of

using the coliegial model as a- v1ab1e model for describing higher

education today andvcited several more acceptable models for .

describing organizations.

One of -.those cited was Victor Baldridge €1971), who used a’

political model%in which interest groups of] faculty,‘students and
administrators vied for political power_w thin the organi&ation.
In a book entitied Policy Making and ﬁi@:&&i&ﬁ Leadezsnin (1978),
Baldridge noted that he erred in basing his assumptions on
'student protest activities of the late sixties and now advocates
the bifurcated system ‘of higher education to explain structure

‘and uses,the political model™ to describe process. The Baldridge

oe®
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model is 1mportant because it treats the process of . decision
maklng. However, a-more adequate approach would 1ncorporate both"”

R
structure and<process in a contlngency.v1ew of organlzatlonal

theory. - N ‘ o SRR

The seminal-work which explains structure in highery

educatlon organlzatlons was conducted by Blau (1973) who

S

descrlbed a.plfurcated organizat10na1 structure ,Wwith

characteristics of a bureaucracy in that it has fqrmal division
. -~ . :

of 'labor, admindstrative hierarchy and_clerical apparatus. 1In
| noting-a different'organizationaf structure for facu}tx,_he
describes.an organization.similar to that described by Corson.
Blau used the terms Fprcfessional authority?" and "bureaucratic;

authority." He noted that the bureaucratic authorify takes care

e

of hqusekeeping and suppcrt functions while .the academic

authority deals with matters pertaininé to faculty promotion and

-

tenure and curriculum issues. Blau, although failing to discuss

-

in detail. the interaction of the.two“spheres, contg&?uted

'significantlthO‘brganization theory. )

Prevailing~theories, then, seem- to'account for somevaspect

- of the structure and organlzation in higher educatlon‘i. None,
,:however, account for the d1versity of organizational types found
- ,in higher education.’ Sqme 1nst1tut10ns may represent Millett's
academic community model while others seem veryvclose to ererian
‘bureaUcracy. The rnterpla; between the tuo spheres of Blau's
b1furcated system should be incorporated 1nto the development of

a phyletlc c;asslfication scheme._ L - ¢,




"?these two spheres are operating-in an

) . . ‘ —. . i - 3 . Lot A T
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U51ng the organizational theories and history of higher

éducation, one can begin to- understand the nature of the5

. g B T

bifurcated system of h@gher education organizations and the

interplay and dominance of one sphere over the other. Since

.5

env1ronment will affect the nature of the relationship between

= e

RN 4

the two systems. Terreberry (1973) has~%ypothesized that"
forganizational change is largely externally induced (allogenic T

theory: ‘see McKelV;y, 1982, pp. 77).: An analySis of the -

g

epVironment may tell us why a particular structure GXIStS;

However, autogenic theories analyze the effects factd/s internal

to the organization have on adaptations in organizational

characteristics (McKelvey, 1982, pp., T7).

~

The- present discussion concentrates on. identifying a

phyletic classification scheme. In the bifurcated structure of

colleges and universities there are two spheres of decision

making, the bureaucratic sphere and the academic sphere. The
. . : '

bureaucratic sphere evolved from €hose housekeeping functions and

support services for which 1t takes responsibility A hierdrchy.

of authority and decision makin

were well defined and forma;ized procedures were developed. In =

some institutions today, whether because of a strong board om

centralization of.authority by a strong president, the

bureaucratic sphere dominates.

e

11

en system,‘the

as set uprd1v1sions'of1abor'

i
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' mini‘al definition of dYVISIOnS of labor and formalized

1/
o A

.fas a community make decisions in academic matters._.This_sphere

~

-,?% like Millett's community of’ ~scholars., In those institutions

e

“where it dominates,:faculty have a great deal of autonomy‘and
departments are'thé base unit of. decision making. This is in

g e i . P T S

contrast to“the bureaucratic sphere which is relegated to support

serv1ces oniy. _ - : ' . (ﬁyr

"

Using dimensions making up the two spheres of the bifurcated

,rsystem, it is_possible to conceptualize a taxonomy of

vorganizations,in higher education. tFour organizational‘types

seem logical. These.are the buréaucratic, the bureaucratic/-

academic, tHe~academic/bureaucratic and the_academic. Each

structural type within the taxonomy can be described and the

»

‘ :taxonomy appears as a continuum with dominance of one sphere over

)

the other determining the location on the continuum.
Bursau.cx.a.tl.c I_ns_ti_tu_t_ions

'

.dominance of the Eureaucratic\sphere. A—hierarchy of decision
making exists with most decisions made at the upper levels of
administration. Faculty autonomy is minimal and departments, if

£ -
still @xisting, have little autonomy. The faculty-administration

relationship tends to be.adversarial in.nature. A vestigial_

o )

made at the dean of.ins%ruCtion leyel or above. Thesé

oo
|’ o
.

o - ” e 12 -

On the othe:_hand the academic sphere 1s characterized by _

procedures.i\ﬂuthority lies w1th faculty who in, the ideal state

The bureaucratic ipstitutional type is characterized by

"academic sphere exists. Most academic decisions, however, are_



]

”organlzatﬁpns«could best be characterized by formal procedures.

~and. policies established at the board level which determine the

direction of academic decision making. - Some commun1ty colleges

and some public and private’ baccalaureate institutions fit into

’

this catego;§ﬁ - . . !'FW

Eumaumm&ca_d.emm lns_tm_t.io.ns o
The.second‘category'in this taxonomy-is‘the

bureaucratic/academic institutions. These institutions are

[y

characterized by the dominance of 'the bureaucratic 'sphere; .
decision-making procedures aré formalized and policies and -

procedures are written out in detail The academic sphere exists"t

but is ‘based on %nstitution-Wide committees and a faculty senate.

Departments have little autonomy. The academic sphere has

influcnce over a narrowly defined area’ ‘and thé administrative“'““

hierarchy ‘can supercede ‘those - faculty decisions when necessary.'

Public and'private four-year 1nstitutions typically.characterize
this group. ‘Some state.colleges and universities which are part

5

of a 'state system with a history of evolution from normal'schools;

P

se~'e'm'"-to fit a s‘the best -éxam ples of this ta xonomicty»pe.

',Aﬁa_d_emi_caﬁumaugr.a.u.c lns_ti_tuti_cns T '

Phe"third ,category 'in "this taxonomy is

academic/bureaucratic. -ln-this”institutional type, decision-

_ making processes have experienced sgme movement out of the

department to the central admin1stration, lthough policies andﬁ‘

procedures are mot as fully developed as those at the other

. . X . ‘ : . "L Y ) “ / .
: I - . - : 5

"1nst1tutional types. Some procedures -are formalized ahd there is
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[

fa demand for, uniform,data in ‘decisfon making. Faculty and

.

departmental autonomy are present, ‘but institutional curriculum
l R

committees monitor program decisions and degree integrity.

Specific procedures for_course approval and curriculum chdnge are
vmonitored‘by institution-wide committees and systems. policies.

'Research is emphasized in some- departments and schools within;

.Y

these institutions. The classic exampIes of this: instbtutional,'

type are regionally prominent universities and landegrant

jinstitutions under strong centralized state systems..

>

Academic Institutions <’

The final institutional type in this taxonomy is the

~academic institution where the academic smhere dominates. The

S

bureaucratic sphere is responsible for support services and

21

ahousekeepingvfunctions. ‘These institutions are characterized,by

strong faculty and deparmental autonomy. There has been minimal

centralization of decision making. These institutions are the.

>

' closeSt one can get to the collegial model. Faculty dominance

may be a functionﬁof faculty’reputation nationally and/or a-

'*longstanding tradition of a collegial governance structure.

“Procedures on curriculum, program and promotion are loosely

structured and located at the department or school level. The

best examples of institutions within this type are prestigious

“public and-private uniVersities and some~private colleges.-

This phyletic taxonomy is based on the development of the

’

two sphere’s. Structural dimensions Similar to those used by Pugh =

et alq'such as "structuring of,activitiesﬂﬂﬂthe concentration'

14
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of authority" and ."control of workflow" can be used tq'further'

understand this phyletic,taxonomy (1969b, p.\97). The work of
Pugh ‘on EnglishrMidland's work organizations is a'nqmericai

phenotypic'taxonomy. In organizational systematics'a ‘humerical

phenotypic taxonomy will be used to strengthen or négate part or
all- of the phyletic approach presented above.

; ' THE .PHENETIC CLASSIFICATION SCHEME \

| In contrast to the phyletic approach in organ}Lational

systematics with 1ts emphasis on evolution, explanaVion, and-

historical development, the broad aim of the phenetic approach is

as'follows? to"identify and describe  a classification of -

organizations according to their "natural” grouping based -on-
observable characteristics and derived._from multivariate
analysis.

One of the chief benefits of applying the pringiples of

. Al . 7 - : : . . .
.numerical phenetic.resear%h is to develop classification methods

which are-objective, explicit and repeatable. These.standards
extend to both the selection and measurement of - organizational
data, and the analysis and descriptidn~of relationships resulting

from the data (Sneath and Sokal, 1973)._ A second maJor benefit

is the potential=to construct'a taxonomy of organizational groups

'based on a priori theories. Additionally, its comprehensive

\
comparative design perm1ts the exploration and study of large'

: samples of organizations and chasacteristics, and the discovery'

of underlying factors of similarity to order the d1versity

nherent ‘inthose- samples (Udy, 1965: Sneath and Sikal, 1973)

! _j

ﬂ;ls ;% - | .
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Finally°because it does not‘presume to explainvthe,origin or
a4

_ evolution of organizational d1versity, the phenetic approach can

[

'contribute to- the oqnstruction of a general classification system

- by refining hypotheses and vheofy or validating other ordering
'schema and typologies (Heydebrand, 1973 McKelvey, 1982) K\

»' AMmoﬁN.umc.nmlﬁhene_u_cLi_t_e.na_tuLe
Iheﬂ.umenmlﬂhen_ensAmm.thm:gamzauo_nalﬁmamb

The basic criteria for_the application of numericalh

phenetics in»organizational‘research have“been“noted‘by various

authorsi(Pugh et al., 963 Burns, 967 Haas and Drabek, 1973,15

K]

Sneath and Sokal, 1973), and can be summarized under four. basic

1 . : ’

- [ ; '
is considered a phenomena in its:-own right. ;SecOnd, each»

e

,principles."First, the organization is the unit of analysis and

- _organizational ‘characterictic chosen for observation is weighed -

equallvxor considered of equal_importance. Third,  the research

design attempts'to”identify and order organizational diversity'h

based on quantitative’measures of simiLarity.- Fourth, the hajor'

interest 1s toward generating and describing natural clusters,'

o

homogeneous groups or empirical taxa of organizations.

.Ehen_etislaxonomm;ngngamza_tmnallhm *

Examples of research stud1es which have utilized numericqi

phenetics in organizational theory or which have attempted to.

develop emp1r1cally der1ved classifications or taxonomies of

organizations. are-feu.. In 1963, Pugh et alu, deve10ped a

)

conceptual scheme,f r the empirical assessment -of organizations'

v '\4 . ‘." N K

a

.- 16

&1

’.which would allowgthe researcher to cgﬁ%truch a;taxonomy ‘of



organizations based on the relationships discovered across.

numerous structural and environnental characteristics. Inh1§68
_they reported the1r flndings as dlscussed earlier. _Since the1r

‘"various publléatlons, several studies have repllcated the Pugh

ty 4

- ‘,me(‘thodolog'ky to v‘al»ldate ‘their findlngs,-" refine the

characteris 1cs,.or.eniarge'their sample to other types of

organizations.’ The more:important replications are Inkson,
. et ai., 197b§qﬂining and Lee, 1971;_Child, 4972;'Reiﬁann, 1973;

LR

-{ - and HOldaWay;(et al., 1975. R | S ’ ' -

&-:3;’ » Also;hinythe early 51xties, Johnson (1963) collected data on

;{k¢ 99 characﬂ%_iétlcs across a sample of 75 organizations to deri\e
- i" one of<thelé%hsﬁ’numer1cal pheneRic taxon0m1es in organlzational
;;r;\éfresearch Thls study as reported in Haas,,et al., (1966)
é%%g%itlsgiated the natural classes of organizatlons which required five. ;;“m;
;ﬁ?& taxoanlc ranks to fully describe. ‘them. Another natural
AN

ST numeé&cal phenetlc taxonomy of organlzations was reported by

' {:‘55£%3K1969)- In this’ study, 50 business organlzatlons were o

fﬁi.ffgjpfgﬁj;.bﬁt they have also -been thoroughly reviewed and critiqued

\;i'hi%rltheir phenetic methodoiogy.byﬁMcKeivey'(1975, 1982), and-
/ Mansfleld (1973) |

oo Lhene&igbmnmasuﬂizhﬂmc_atm

| e Cullinan (1964) stddled the appllcatlon of the taxonomlc

' mode.oﬁ inquiry to education and concludedcthat_lt held promise

)

<
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of meeting the criteria of a, discipline' yizr, a way”of
addressing phenomena, an orderly pursuit of new’ knowledge, the
potential for theory construction, and a useful guide in the
deﬁelopment of systematic classification. However, a review of"
the literature produced only three research studies in higher

education which might be,considered numerical phenetics.‘

:

Astin (1962) was one of the first to use empirical methods

b

to differentiate colleges and universities ‘based on the factor

analysis of multiple characteristics. Holdaway, et al” (1975)

, replicated the Pugh methodology and examﬂhed structural and.

|
contextual characteristics of 23 higher education institutions in

Canada. Using multiple correlations and factor analysis, the
study derived three fad'ors for vdescribing organizational
diversity? bureaucratic - control,- administrative configuration,-

3

and nonworkflow,personnel(fjhnderson (1977) re orted resu’ . of a

"numerical taxonomy of pr.vate liberal arts‘colleges using cluster

N L *
‘analysis on twelve financial indicators.

What remain in thg literature as a basis for a systematic

_approach to clas31fy colleges and universities are various

“r

governance typologies which have_been suggested for the study of

academic organizations discussedfpreviOusly.' Also, there are the-

two most commonly referred'to classification schemes of the'

National Center of Educational Statistiecs and the Carnegie"
Comm1s51on. Although these schema and classifications systems
]

are adequate for the purposes for which they are intended they

are limited to those purposes and as suggested earlier, do not

-
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serve the requirements of organizational .theory or organizational

. systematics. A numerical phenetic approach to organizational

classification would provide the basis. for identification,

description, and scientific understanding oT organizational

'diversity
Aﬂnemmsmmnm&hsmmmw
Educatmﬂasedmmmmmm

The present reasear'ch, a -’ ntxmer*ical taxonomy
(Bartkovich, 1982), used a multivariate approach tocexanine how
.institutions of higher education empiricallj'clusteredvinto
groupsaonvfour underlying.dimensiOns}or organizational
structures; These underlying dimensions or phenotypic factors
were obtained from a ﬁnﬁnciple compone~’ 1ySis of aine
characteristics reflecting Weberian and sociological definitions

LN

of formal structure (i.e., positions, functionsﬁ and procedures)
- ; n. o~

?actor scores for each institution in the sample on. each: of the

underlying phenogypic factors were calculated and used ‘to derive;.

- 1

a classification of 16 organizational taxa. Additionally, 23

other characteristics were used for descriptive and explanatory

purposes. ; v o

‘For the objectives of the study; nine characteristies of
’organizational structure were drawn.from the_literature a‘f
-operationalized for the‘higher education setting. These
characteristics were institutional.autonomy, centralization of

decision making, _fqnctional specialization, effective

19

.-
1



17

L

participation{ formalization of procedures, and four measures of
Qrganizatioﬂalfconfiguratibn, inclUdihg hierarchy of controi,
‘divgéién of?lébor, vertical span, and presidential span. A
second sétlof charéctefigtics“éonsisted of 23 1institutional
attributés”which are_ commonly used to describe the diversity of
organizaﬁions ih H;gher education, ingluding such items.és(age,
control, féculty and student size, fihancial indiées; fgdefal
aid, ete. Defiqitions of these structural and descriétive"
characteristics ‘are provided in Aﬁpendix I. |
D;ta were collected for thélstructural characteristktu from
a»survey“sent to the pre "dents of the sample institutions”
(Appendix II). The instrument was modéled éftgriﬁhe"worklof Pugh
and modifiéd to represént,gtfﬁctural indices ment}oned in the
literature on organizaéi?nal theory aﬁd.higéer education. It was
field tested on a sample of fifty ipstitutiOns in Virginia. . Data

for the descriptive charactefistics'were collected from the 1978-

79 HEGIS XV survey gnd other\s%nondary sburcés. In ition to

combleting the survey, the presidents were:

administrative conflguatlons of the 1nst1tutlon's structure. Two

follow -up procedures were performed to insure the opportunlty for
response.
. w )
The population for the study consisted of 2,508 colleges and:
unlver31t1es ‘categorized in the Carnegle Classification as belng;

elther doctoral-grantlng, comprehen31ve, liberal arts, Qr»two

year. A stratified random sample of 200 institutions was’ drawn

P’

20
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in approximate proportion to the percentages of - the four types in
the population,vie., 20’ doctoral (10%), 50 comprehenSive (25%),
50 liberal arts (25%),"and 80 two-year (MO%).' At the completion
of the formal data—gathering periodt 150 usable responses‘and
. organizational charts were received for a response rate13f?!m.
_Analysis of the representativeneSS of the sample showed no
significant difference between the populat on-.: ple or the
response-nonresponse rates.

‘As required by the research_design, data analysis proceedﬁg
in{the following manne First, a correlation matrix was -
constructed to explorl.the baSic relationships among the
structural characteristics. Given this array of correlation
coefficients,..factor analytic techniques were employed tOv'
:discover the. underlying pattern of relationships which existed,
‘Flth the intent of reducing-the number of organization_
chdracteristics to-a ‘smaller set of phenotypic factors.~*A fouf“‘
,'factor solution was achieved and perceived as defining & four- h
dimensional phenotypic space in.nhich organizational diversityrin
higher education could be ordered and described." The development

of the taxonomy proceeded by partitioning the‘four-dimensional

space into taxonomic clusters derived from dichotomized

y.ﬂorganizations' factor scores on the“phenotypic factors. =

Consequently, 16 taxonomic clusters were identified as

representing optimally homogeneous groups of institutions.

¢



Sy i . .
. L . Yo Le
. v . B -
. . .
v . B i

: 19‘
( .

‘mﬂmnmmﬁmmmw

Peaéson,product moment correlations among the: structyral

characteristics were calculated to obtain a basic idea of the

interrelationships in'the data prior.to their factor analysis,
and to prcvide guidance Ln. further evaluation and interpretation.

Tr is ‘'matrix is provided in Table‘l; and:a general conceptual

. review is presented below.

In the analysis of the correlation matrix, two distinect’
groups of structural characteristics besame ev1dent. One'group
was, composed of the characteristics autonomy, functional

specialization, and vertical span (each of which oorrelated

.signifcantly and posrtively with the other two), and leASIOn of

ilabor which correlated with vertical span. The ssfond group was‘

composed of the characteristics centralization, formalization;

-.participation (each of yhich correlated significantly ‘and

positively,with the other two); and hierarchical control which
correlated with centralization. lhe'separation of these %Vo
groups was furtherievidenced b§-the significant negati?e
correlation-of.ahtonomy with centralization, participation, and-
hierarchical~control, and the~significant negative correlation
between functional.specialization and hierarchical control.

these gronps,seeﬁed to be influenced'in the composition by
-~ N ( .

"the strohg inverse correlation between autonomy ‘and

 centralization (-.68). - This correlational .clustering of the

structural characteristics suggests3that at a very general level;

of interpretation, a classification continuum of organizations in
. _ o,
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_higher education based on structufal correlations may be Qyident
'between'two extreme types- of oréaniiations; The first.type was

dominated by. the autonomy characteristic and showed correlations

2
traditionally associated with the collegial view ‘of academic

organizatidn, i.e.; decentralized decision making, less"-

formalized responsibilities and, authority within the hierarchy,

>

and more institutional auton6my The second type was dominated
by/the centralization characteristic and showed correlations

ﬁtraditionally associated with the bureaucratic view of_academic

[y

organizations, Le., formalized and standardized-procedures and
- \ . N . «

personnel policies, power and authority;residing-in'the

hierarchy, less 1nst1tutional autonomy, %“nd participationjgy‘more

J

groups»in the_decision-making process, but not necessarily 1n the '

! 2

v

« actual decision.’

The nine'structural'characteristics were factor analyzed by
the principle component method w1th varimax rotationf Factors
were retained for .rotation if their eigen valué was greater than
or equal to 1: This approach provided for the reduction in the
number of structdral‘characteristics to more theoretical
phenotypic factors which could be used to dea@ribe organizational

- structure 1n higher education and serve as a bas1s upon which a
nume;ical phenetic taxonomy could be developed. .
) The principle component method extracted four underlying

factors which together accounted for 68.1% of the total variance.

Tablef'z provides the 1loadings of the nine structural

- AN . L
’ &
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characteristics On'the four factorsP both ‘before and after

vrotation;‘ A conceptual analysis of these four phenotypic factors

. are provided/BeI//. - _ R o

Ehenctxnic Eactgr i Decisign_makinz Authcni&i The first

factor loaded most heavily - on the characteristics authority'

"

ﬁ(— 85) &ad centralization (86) These characteristics were. both
concerned w1th th'e allocation of authority to make decisions.

Autonomy 1nvolved whether decison making was’ within or outside of
N

the boundaries of the‘ihstitution, whg\e ceﬁtralization ‘is

concerned with the: location 6f,dec1sion maki ,_within the'

~

organizationaljstructure of the institution. The first
. Al ) a

Undeﬁlying‘phenotypic factor was refecredlto as decisich-making
authority. ) . o | . : a
lhis)bi-polar factor contrasted'crgahizatiohs which were
highly centralized in their decision-makihgoprocess and more
tightly;controlled by~outside"agencies with those which were
highl§ decentralized and more autonomous, ConSequently,“in the
later development’of‘the taxonomy, this factor had altehdency to -
divide institqtions»into distinctive types'alcng a single

continuum. Those institutions which'sccred high_oh this factor

-~

were a type hhich tended to cohcentkate\decision-making adthcrity

at :the central administrative levels and be less self-governing.

b

Those institutions which scored low on'this factor were a type
LI .
which tended to decentralize decision-making authority to the

lower levels of the administrative hierarchy and be more

»

autonomous.-
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second factor loaded most heavily on the‘characteristics'
. ' o : Q ) .. N
functional speéfalization (.63) and vertical span (.73). Because

,,these characteristices were both concerned with the d}stribution'

b8

'of funct onal responsibllity, either‘to full’time personnel or -

down the admanistrative hierarchy, theAsecond underlyang

'phenotyoic factor Was referred to as4function21<differentiationfl

Inithe later development of the taxonomy, this factor had a
‘tendency to group institutions based on their diversification of
functional responsbility within and-down the oréanizational

hierarchy. vThose institutions which scored highoon this factor

were of a type which d1splayed an organizational structure which

’»

was more highly differentlated by t,sks and adminkstrative levels

than those 1nst1tutions wh1ch scored low. This factor correlates
significantly and positively with the size and enrollment of “an
1nst1tution.

Phenotypic Factor IIL: Administrative Configuration. The
third factor loaded most heavily on the characteristics
hierarchical controlf(.SO), division of 1labor (.65), and
presidential span (-. 59). Because all of thése*measures were
obtained from the organizatlonal charts and all were concerned
with the shape of the chart as an 1nd1cation of . the distribution
of power and authority w1th1n the organization, th1s phenotypic

factor was referred to as administrative configuration.

As the first two issues loadeéed positively and the third

issue negatively, there was some support for a bi;polar o

 Phenotypic Factor II: Funétional Differentiation. The

T
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interpretationfof this factor. ConSequently, in the later
&
_development of the phenetic tamonomy, the contribution of this4

factor for classx?ying organizgtions was a function of the-

adminisiﬁative ,erarchy as formalized and depicted in the

organizational chart ' Those institutions which scored high On

L..

. this faStor W of a typg which charted a formal organizational-

structure Wl egded to be "tall and slim" and with pOSitionH

authority andﬁrepdﬁﬂfng channels evenly dispersed/among the

broad" and wi‘

* P_ngng;g_p_ﬁg AL _O_:Lena_t_mnal Procedures. The four‘th

factdr was most heaVily loaded on tKe characteristics of.

presidential span.

-formalizgﬁaqﬁ isﬁ&hkand participation (.56). Because these

..u-”

" i »‘\' .
_characteri%ticswwére ‘both concerned with procedural matters,
o : ey * g ’
~ either in the extent to which policy, personnel, and standard

. “.f:‘operating procedures were formalized in written do uments, or ‘in |

\

the extent to which personnel were procedurally incorporated into

the decision making process, the fourth phenotypic-factor was.

b
erational procedures. .

refecsed to %» .

n-"‘ p
RSN ,{
on

In rel to. this factor, institutions may be classified

‘i

i“»according to their formalized pr dures for administering thg'

organization and fornallowing fﬂﬁfgnwective'participation and

‘.' RN

. ’ consultation by* the vérious levels or profesSional groups in the

L pehnd dec1sion-making process. Those institutions which scored high .on .
. .

e-?sé‘éﬁ&"" o 8
this factor ended to have more standardized procedures and




for the‘operations of the 1nst1tu%ion and tended to

*\r‘1}f prom;d&*greéter opportunity for mnre indiViduals to prOVlde input:
' . - ‘{:':,' Y t L v c

""’intogxhe aecision-making processf_ Those institutions which

standardized 1n their operations and also less participatory in;

the decision-making process. That is, in each decision, there is—

@ .

a tendency for one person to be making the decision without 1nput_f3

. _ > - ..

from a number .of other 1ndividuals.

A

s : oy
The importanse of the four phenotypic factors was that they.

s

formed the empirical and descriptive foundation upon which the
phenetic taxonomy was based To derive this taxonomy, factor
scoring coefficients from the principle component analysis were

Cu used to generate factor scores for each 1nstitution on each of -

scored low on‘this factor-tended to be less formal and.5‘

PR the four phenotypic factors.‘ Each score reﬁresented the”

institution's g}acement %na ‘one factor, and in combination -
.; /’

ﬁ;, provided for the unique classification of the institution across'

"the four factors. L ‘-':.v - 31//(r'

13 assist in identifying the grouping of institut;ons across
the factors, the factor scores were dichotomized at the mean .and :

o | each institutional score revalued as being either high or 1owW. -

T Beéause factor scores are standardized with the mean of O this ‘
dichotomization resulted in an- institution being classified as

. scoring high on th\\phenetic factor'if its score was positive and
&

..as scoring low - if itstcore was negative._ The dichotonomization

. l a 3 e,

. of scores consequently produced 16 mutually exclusive groups or

<




clusters of institutions. The 16 unigue clusters accounted for.

all‘possible*combinations of the'high-10w scores on'the

-
.

»phenotyp1c factors, and each 1nst1tutlon was un1quely assigned to
Qne of the 16 clusters. ‘each cluster~contalned more thanuone :
:instltutlon, it appeared that the'l&-clusters‘:géduately ‘f -
represented the organlzatloqg 1nherent in. the study, and that the‘
four phenotyp1c factors adequately described the structural
d1vers1ty measured in the sample. . |
A graphic representatlon of the der1vatlon of the clusters ’
in the trad1tlonal form of a h1erarch1cal tree 1s'prov1ded 1nul ‘. -
Figure 2. Here the success1ve d1v1slon of the sample 1nto 16
clusters is more eV1dent. In thls discussion, the order of
presentation of the phenotyp1c factors has been basedvon their
decreaslng percentage of expla1ned variance as der1ved from the
pr1ncip1e component analysfs%§ THe 1nnereﬁt—stf?ﬁ?th—o%=%h%s————————

method of presentation is that 1t reflects the emp1r1cal

l .

~group1ngs ‘of the 1nst1tutlon v01d~of any a pr10r1 assumptlons.‘.

‘However, because the phenotyp1c factors are orthogonal the 16
w5

clusters rema1n 1ndependent groups.
. . Y . .
In assoc1atlon with the phyletic class1f1cat10n scheme»

”

3‘_a preyiously discussed the taxonomy would provide a c0nceptual

_ hlerarchy or theoretical order1ng of the 1nst1tutlonai d1vers1ty

represented by the 16 clusters“ This 1s the purpose of the next lf. o

Ly J'

. sectlon, to use ¢he phy1et1c scheme to order the'clusters

conceptually, and to use the phenet1c.taxonbmy‘to,deflne»and.

-
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'describeithe types§, groups, and subgroups. of organizations so

:cla551fied. o o _ L i’

’

TOWARD A GENERAL CLASSI?ICATION SYSTEM A COMBINED
PHYLETIC PHENETIC APPROACH

el

The principle strength of the phyletic approach in

organizational cla551fication is that it attempts to expla1n the ¢
\ N L

origin and "evolution of naturally occurring groups. The
principle strength of the phenetic approach is that it attempts
to identify naturally occurring groups that emerge from
observation and measurement. The phyletic approach is 1nductivg

and has traditionally rested -on a priori theories,‘and the-};_y

S — [ i G U e

phenet1c approach is deductive and has traditionalIy rested on -
’ v Y

empiricism and mult1vate analysis. Each apprOach has 1ts strong

defenders and equally strong critics.

= Iv f%ﬁiiﬁﬁi%=§1§i£ﬁiﬁiﬁi~*#e&e%vef—saggests—%hat~a*_wﬁlfﬂ
,combined phyletic-phenetic approach using the strengths of eachy"f '

to counter the weakness of the other may best serve the needs and °
requirements oiiorganizational;Science ip. 59). He notes that =
numerical phenetics can be enhanced'and'the stability.ofﬁthe .
'deride taxonomy increased byrcapitalizing on”the“intuitive
‘ordering of the phenomena provided by a phyletic cla§$i}ication.
Likewise, evolutionary ph;letics.can he strengtheggh—and‘the'
validity of the'clasSification scheme'increased‘by relying‘on the
objective analysrs and empirical procedures oﬁkthe numer1cal_.,

v_phenetist. ~'Such an approach, combining the methods and results

of the two classification schemes‘previqusly developed, is

L
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2. " ‘proposed below. 1In its'presentation,.the general classification

organization types proposed in tq"phyletic scheme, "and use the 4 -
organizational types to hierarchically group the taxnomic

;clusters by conceptually ordering the phenotypic factors from

-

"which they were derived. ‘ .

" Two of the strong historical trends which. shaped the

and functional responsibility for the operations of the

“institutions. Two components described in the phyletic approach,

an academic and a bureaucratic sphere evolved. Historically, as
each component developed, they - performe& clearly differentiated
"-'r‘“functionsf“but'equally-importantyfthey were separated by the
| different backgrounds, valnes and skills of the indiyidgals
employed in each (Duryea, 1973)t |

' The\ evolutionary problem became one of designing

institutions with appropriate decisidn-making procedures and

fdnctional procedures that would ehable each component to pursue

its particular concéerns as efficiently and harmoniowsly as

possible .in areas or‘concerns-whicthverlapped_with’those of the -

other compopent. The phyletic classification scheme was
developed, in part, to describe these two components, either in
their ideal type,zin.their opppsition, or in their'integration of

decision-making aughority and functional resonsibility.

N T ’ . N N
LN ~ .
. .
. < | . . . .
.
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system for organizations of‘higher-educationiwill use the 16

empirically“deriyed taxonomic cluster# to sdbstantiate the 4

o“ development of the phyleticvscheme were decision—making-authority
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A similar 1nterpretation of the substantiVe effect of the Bl
A decision making and funotional responsibility defining an. } ot
organizational structure is evident in the phenetic

—_—

classification scheme when phenotypio Factor I is analyzed in
- conJunction with Factor IV Factor I, termed Decision-making
.Authority, concerned_the allocation of authority to make
.decisions;as.measured by two;characteristics, autonomy‘and
centrafization.— Factor Iv;‘.termed'Operational-Procedures,
concerned procedural.matters; either in the extent'to'which '
policey, personnel_mattergiand operating functionslwere
formalized, 'or in the extent to which personnel werelprodgd:rally
1ncorporated into the decis1on-makinguprocessmzef?ective
participation). Factors I and_IYttogether_accounted for‘35.3% of
,the total variance foundnin the original structural '

characteristics and over 50% of the variance eiplained by the . .

four phenotypic factors.- -

~

With further support provided by the intercorrelations found
in the analysis of the st:uctuqal,characteristics, hidden in the
relationship of Factors I andth is - evidence of the exchange k~
between the traditions of‘academic governance through faculty
part1cipation and institutional autonomy and the equally strong
bUreaucratic tendencies in academic-administration for
centralized control for efficient operations of complex
organization. At issue is first recognition of the normative
types of organizations of higher education proposed in the

bureaucnatic and academic spheres of the phyletic scheme,,and

31
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second utilization of a“conceptually sound theory to analyielthe
factors to order the takonomic clusters of the'phenetdc scheme.
The convergence of ‘the two schemes is evident in the .
follow1ng descr1ptions. First"given the definition of the
bureaucratic type proposed in the phyletic scheme, institutions
which scoredhigh onthe first andfourth factors in the phenet1c'
scheme also can be described as centralized and bureaucratic in’

declsion-making authority and formalized in procedures,'

vAdditionally; they are also more participatory in thatothey allow

for mgre levels of authority to provide input. in the decision-

making process on, individual decisions. * Second given the
def1n1tlon of the academic type proposed in the phyletic scheme;
1nst1tutlons which scored low on the first ‘and fourth factors in

the phenetic scheme also can be. described as highly autonomous '

-

and more democratic in the delegation of authority and less_
formalized in functional procedures and established policy..
Add1tionally, they are less part1cipatory in their decision-
making process on 1ndividual 1ssues because decisions are made at
lower levels in organization requiring less input from others.
Finally, those institutions classified as the bureaucratic-
academic type in the phyletic scheme correspond to those
institutions scoring high on the first factor and low on the

fourth factor in the phenetic scheme. Those institutiqms'

classified‘as the academic-bureaucratic type in the thletic

scheme corrqspond to those institutions scoring low on thevfirst

- factor and high on the fourth factor.
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Factors I and III further subd1v1de each, of¥the four type of
; S institutions.(_That is, once an institution is classified into -
.its appropriate type, it can be»further'described by either its
‘high score on Factor II suggesting an organizational structure
which is highly differentiated by tasks and administrative levels
or-by’its low score on Factor II suggesting an organizational
structure which is not differentiated but aggldmerative.
Phenotypic Factor III, termed Administrative Configuration and
concerned w1th the shape of the organization’ chart as an
indication of the distribution of power and authority w1thin the
organization, further divides each of the eight groups into two
subgroups. That is, once an institutionzis classified into its
appropriate type and then.group, it can be further described by
either its high score on Factor III suggesting a "tall and slim"
-M'”hierarchy or its low score on Factor III suggesting a "broad and
short" hierarchical arrangement. T o "

The 16 subgroups represent the 16 taxonomic’clusters derived
in the phenetic scheme, but they have been rearranged by ordering
the presentation of t2§ phenotypic factors based on the

‘evolutionary—histOrical theory and conceptual types derived‘in

ethe phyletic scheme. It is suggested that not only does this

1 combinedﬁclassification‘s!stem make inductive sense, but is
'deductively sound as well. A brief description of this general
classification system using the descriptive characteristics of

“the numericalftaxonomy study will" concentrate on the four

phyletic-phenetic types.

>
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Inst1tutﬂ‘ns 1n thls type scored high on Factors I and IV
deflning them as being centralized in their dec151on-mak1ng
euthorlty, formallzed in their procedures and participation in
the dec151on-mak1ng process on individual issues. A-visual
analysls of 1nst1tut10nal attributes showed the following
tendenoies:'to be younger, to be public,ito have a high student
to faculty ratio, to heve lower total expendituresdand
endowments, to have a larger portlon of their budget expended for -
adm1n1strat1ve and 1nst1tut10n support,'and to heve very hlgh,
re11ance on federal, state and local support...Forty-three

1nstitut10ns were clas81f1ed as this type, of whichy3 were

“doctoral- grant1ng, 1 compre ensive, 6 liberal arts, and'23 two-
ntrolled ard 12 were pr1vate.
: H A!A i I - ! - l ! l

A Institutions in this type scored high on' Fa.ctor Iandlox on

"year; 31 were\publically

“

Factor IV, defining them as .being central ized in their decision-
.maklng authorlty, informal in their functlonal procedures and
less partlclpatory in their- declslon-maklng process A visual
analysis of 1nst1tut;onal attributes data showed the following
tendencies: to be pubfic, to have the h1gher total revenues and
expeAstures, to have high expend1tures per student,.to have high
support for research and academics, to have less reliance on
tuition/fees.and’federal and state support, and to have a high
reliance on state support. Twenty-two institutions were .
classified to this type, of which 5 were doctoral-granting, 9

v
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comprehen51ve, 1 liberal arts, and 7 two-year, 17 were publlc aqd

‘

5 were prlvate. - ' . ’

E .. \t ! L

Institutions in this type scored low on Factor I and high on

‘Factor IV, defining them as being autonomous in'decision-mgkingh

authority, formalized in their procedures and participatory in

their decision-making process. Visual anaiysisﬁof institutgohal

'_éttributes showed 'the following tendehcies: to have a high

P

student to facdlty ratié? to have iower total expenditures and
revenues, to have less expenditures, per sfudent,jtd have low

5V.£ek5enditures, to have high expenditures for

admlnlstration ‘and 1nst1tut10nal operations, tO'héve ‘heavy

reliance on tultlon/fees and local support, and low federal aid.
Thlrty-nine institutions were classified. to this type, of which 3
were doctoral- grantlng, 13 were comprehfhsive, 12 were liberal
arts, and 11 were two years, 18 were public and 21 were private.

Institutions 1n this type scored low on Facgprs I and IV,
def1n1ng them as being autonomeus in decision-making authority,
informal ih qperaﬁipns and procedures, and less participatory in
their decision-making prbcess. Visual analysis of institutional
attributes showed the following tendencies:’ to be older and
pri@ate, to have high endoﬁments and building assets, to have
lower expgnditﬁres‘for academic supborl, high reliance on

tuition/fees for operating revenues, and low reliance on state

and local support. Forty-five institutions were classified a§'

-
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thisttyoe, of which' 8 were doctoral-granting, 13 were

comprehen%ive; 17_ﬁere liberal arts, ahd‘8 were two-year; 11 were
public and 35 were‘private.

: Future.research is. needed to 1dent1fy statistically

*

significant demographic characteristics £or each group and to

~

further analyze the importance of ‘Factors II and'III.

L. 7. SUMMARY

This paper uses Organizational Systematics, namely a.
ohyletic-phenetic approach to develop a taxonomy of
organizational_types in higher education. A ph&letic approach
Efsedj on decision-mahing'authority(and functional
responsibiiities‘deVeloped-a classification scheme, composed.of
four institutional'types; Bureaucratic, Bureaucratic/Academic;

|3

Academic/Bureaucratic, and Academic.

-

A numerical phenetic analysis 1den;1fied four factors-

‘-4
Decision -making Authority, Functional DifferentiationL
Administrative. Configuration, and Operational Procedures. By-.

.

reordering these factors based on the phyletic. scheme and the

‘51gn1f1cance of Factor I, the phenetic taxonomy substantiates

and reinforces the phyletic taxonomy.4 Further research is'needed

to refinerand substantiate this ciassification scheme.
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Correlation Matrix for the Structural Dimensions
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Cable 2

Principal Componeqt'Analysis'of the;Structural‘DimensiOns
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Table 3 |
: o Number of Institutions Classified .
| ~ *by Phyletic-Phenetic Type and
Carnegie Type o :
, Bureaucratic/  Academic )

' Bureaucratic - Academic Bureaucratic Academic

Doctoral. Graritinq 3 ‘ 5 3 g ) .19

Comprehensive 11 9 ‘13 13 46

v

Liberal Arts 6 1 12 17 36

Two-year - 23 : 7 - 8 49 .
o 43 ;2\\\ 39 46 150

N
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STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS

APPENDIX I

g -

’ lc

. Institutional autonomy measured the extent of decision-making.

authority which resided within the organization as opposed to
its being Outside the organization. .

Centralization of authority measured the level at which executive
action was authorized within the decision-making process.

Functional specialization measured the allocation of tasks and

‘responsibilities to individuals within the‘organization.'

’
3 .

Formalization of procedures measured the extent to which rules,
regulations, operational procedures, -and role-defining documents
were standardized.

Effective participation measured the relative inclusion of various
levels of authority within the organization in the decision-making
process.

_Hierarchy of control measured the degree of cumulative authority
and responsibility resting in the various levels of the hierarchy. -

?
Division of labor measured the relative distribution of personnel

.among the various employment levels in the organization.

PR

Vertical span-measured the number of levels.in the hierarchy.

Presidential span measured the number of positions which reported
directly to the chief executive office.

Y

DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS

10.

11.

12.

‘13.

14.

15.

16..

17,

Age :S.\ * . . ’ - N : ’

[

Control - Either public, affiliated w1th a religious denomination,
or private and non-sectarian

Location,— Affillation with a regional]accrediting agency
Size 1 - Full-time facult; |
Size 2 - Full—time students
Student-Faeulty Ratio

Average Faculty Salary

Complex1ty ~ Number of‘academic d1sciplines in which degrees were
conferred
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18,

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

240

26.

27.

ERIC
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Total revenues

Percentage of full-time, out-of-state students
0 ... - . . , L .

-~
.

Tuition and fees as a percentage of total il'enues
Federal support as a ééfcentége.of total_ré&enueé ‘
State support aé a pércentage of total revenues.
Local support as a percentage of total fevenues

Total educational and, general expenditures

Instructional as a percentage of total expenditures

Research as a percentége of total expenditures -

Academic support as a percentage of total expenditures .

Institutional support as a percentage of total expenditures

Expenditures per students -/ : :

Endo&ment .

Building and”physicél plant zs8s~>g ‘
Federal a#¥ obligated by the Department of Educatién

- o
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UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA .
CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF(JGHER EDUCATION o

National Survey on Orzaméztlonal Structure
in Higher Eduumon

Part I Please put a check next to those functions listed below which at yvour institution have
ar least one person with full-time reSp0n51b111ty for admlrustenng that function.

() Public _RelatxonS‘
. () Alumx% Relations
( ) Marke: Research . ' , . R
*( ; Institutional Research - L » -
() Government Liaison - o ' ' ’
.. () Legal and Insurance Requirements )
- " () Faculty Development _ ‘ )
' ’ ( ) Inventory Control : _ ~
( ) Budget Revirew and Analysis
, () Hiring of Personnel. L
( ) Devel ing New Programs/Courses
( ) Obtaining Research Grants ‘
( ) Founrdationor E wmej: Mznage: .
( ) Recriinent of Schioo! siudern -
(' ) Aduumistering a Discipline ,)() ,
- ( ) Administering a Division ‘
() Off-Campus Instruction (Credxt)
() Contmumg Education (Non-Credit)
- ( ) _Student Placement and Career Planning
( ) Administering Entrance Examinations
. ( ) Administrative Assistahce to the President -
() Administrative Assistance to‘a Dean
( ). Resident Housing
+ (") Affirmative Action _
( ) Productivity Analysis " e s

) o ' ' ' o
[y . . . ; . ) . .
" Part II: For each decision below, please put the number of the one level which has the authority.
to make the decision, Authority means that executive action can be takep on the decision‘even
though the decision may be subject to review and final approval later

Also, please put the numbers &f the levels which significantly participate in the decmon-makmg _
process. Participation may include consulting or prov1d1ng input into the selecnon ofsalternatives

-considered.
Levels of Authority and Partlcxpanon
1 = Individual Faculty .
2 = Department/Division Faculty
3 = College/University Faculty
. 4 = Department/Division Chairpefson .
) - . 5 =College Dean or Provost . . o ‘ «
; ' ) 6 = President or Administrative Staff -
. -7 = Governing Board

- 8 = Systems Office or State Agency

A




Exarﬁple: ' , ‘

' , Level of Level of 7
~ Decisions , : ) ‘ Authority Participation

To offer a new program of study . 8 ’ - 2.3.5

3 & ) ' ~ 1‘
Promotion/tenure of faculty » S 3.6
- *' *\* LR B0 B B S N

-

o Level of : Level of
. Decisions ‘ ‘ Authority - Participation
Merit Raises for Faculty ’ '

’
L, . N v

* Promotion/Tenure of Faculty " _ -
. I?aculty Salaries.
Selection of Faculty |

Termination of Faculty - : ' > ' C

- ]

Prom(;tion of Administrators
Administravt.ive Salaries
Selection of Deans'n — . , "
| .Selection of Deparfmeﬁt Heads
I:I';w Adrhﬁ1istmtive Positions E N
' Grant‘_ing Faculty Leaves/Sabbaticals : o | : - 4
Modifying beg}ee Requir;mentg ) | |
' )1 %mg S_tand:afds’ for Class P'erfo;mance
T Téao?};xng .Loadtsl

Student Retention Policiés

Tuition Costs'and Fees ‘ B
To Amend the‘ Mission
Size of the Stud_’ént Body
Graduation Standards

Standards of Admissi‘on

N



. Level of *  Level of
_ Decisions - ] Authority Participation -

-Revising. Course Requirements or Conteift

Scheduling of Class Offerings

Assignment of Faculty to Off-Campus"Sites

Offer a New Course with Exxstmg Course Number - . e

Offer a New Course Requtnng a New Course Number

Goals of Long-Range _College Plans
Allocatinngunds to the College'
Allocating Funds to the Department
Allocating Funds, within the Department

Capital Outlay Priorities

Part III: Please indicate by checking “yes” or “no” if the follo'iving procedure or document exists
at your 1nst1tution i - ‘ ‘

’
.

) Yes - - "No
1. Written record of maintenance work done v () ()
§ 2. Request forms to spend over $100 -’ () ()
3. Request forms to hu'e an instructor ' () ()
4. Approval of research grants pnor to subrmttxng budget () | ! o0
S. Standardtz,,ed requirements and job descriptions for: ' | ’ .
’ a. Administrative pérsonnel . () - ()
b. Instructional personnel . () ()
c. Classified personnel () ()
d. Chief executive () ()
6. Written contracts of employment for: _
a. Administrative personnel ) . ()
b. Instructional personnel = \ () ()
c. Classified personngl ) ()
. d. Chief executive () (.)
7. Written course outlines available for faculty K (" . ()
8. If yesto #7, are they:
- a. mandatory - () ()
v ' b.onfile e dean level () )
. . ¢ on file g'division levelgws | ' ) () ()
*. - d.onfile e department level * _ . () ¢

..
‘e . -
Y £ . "
- . 4
. ) : - - Ty




" 9. Faculty handbook

10. Policy manual

- 11. A written Pr.:ganizationalrchart

Name and title of person completing this survey if other than'_,ﬂ‘ze president:

Please do not forget to attach a copy of your organizatiohal. chart. Thank you.
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