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ABSTRECT
]

The deve'ecpment of MCTYD (nultl-campus tw -year t
institutions) reprcsenus s contenporary effort to solve
the [roblems of populaiion impaét, cconomic and sociasl.
h«uossity. Although a relatively new type of educational
institution and one in which there is hi~h interest,
there are very foew studics cdescribing or documenting
MCTYI,

This study was designed to determine the current
placement of management authoriiy and resprasibility,
to determine suggested changes in the [lacement of
managerent authority and responsibility, and to generally
describe the campus chief executive as well as the

institution. All 235 MCTYI identified in the 1971 Junior

College Directorv were included in this study. Community

junior colleges MCTYI, collegé and university operated
ICTYI, and state operated MCTYI were included in the
study. Replies from 154 MCTYI provide the basis for
conclusions drawn from the study.

To determine the extent of campus autonomy,
a guestionnaire listing twenty-one functions was used.
Each MCTYI campus chief executive was asked to indicate

the current placement as well as suggested changes in




the placemer! of avthority and responsibility.
Four types of MCTYI were identified:
1. Cecntralized community junior college operated;
2. Decentralizedl community junior college operated;
3. Ccntralized college/university op¢ rated; and
4, Decentralized college,/university operated.
Twelve questicns were asked for the purpose of
Cetermining i1f therc was any difference between the four
different tvpes of institutions in terms c¢f management
a thority and responsibility. These guestions in
sumnary weve:

I. there any Jdifference in decentralized MCTYI

between- -
1. current practices of community junior college
and college/university operated MCTYI;
2. wurgested changes of community junior college
“ud collegce/university operated MCTYT;
3. current practices and suggested changes of
college/university operated MCTYI;
4, current practices and suggested changes of
community junior college operated MCTYI?
Is there anv difference in centralized MCTYI
between~--

5. current practices of community Jjunior and
college/university operated MCTYI;

6. suggested changes of community junior
college and college/university operated
MCTYI;

7. current practices and suggégied changes of
college/university operated MCTYI; 13&

X




8. currcnt practices and suggested changes of
conmunity junior college operated MCTYI?

Is there any diff-rence between centralized and
decentralized--

9. current praccices of college/university
operated MCTYI;

10. suggested changes of colleq@/unlverqlty
operated MCTYI;

11. current practicces of community junior
cnllege operated MCTYI;

12. suggested changes of community junior
college operated MCTYI?

The study involved the asking of these questions
for each of the twenty-one items on the guestionnaire.

The limited number of suggested changes in the
plazcement of authority and résponsibilit; precluded
answering eight of the qguestions. bt

It was concluded that:

| e

Each of the four types of MCTYI operate differently
in terms of the overall placement of management
authority and responsibility; and

2. If changes do take place in accord with changes
suggested by campus chief-executives, more of

the twenty-one functions will be placed at the
campus level.

It is recommended that:
1. More attention be given to studying MCTYI.

2. The educational philosophies of MCTYI be reviewed
to determine if there are differences.

3. This study be replicated to determine if changes
in the placement of authority and responsibility
have taken place.




4. A study similar in nature and design be mrade of
the district chief exccutive's perception of the
placement of authority and responsibility.,




CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

According to one 1969 study, "over one-quarter of
the students in American colleges and universities are in

nl Specifically, multi-campus

rulti-campus institutions.
two year colleges became a reality as eaxly as the 1930's
when Chicago opened a three campus structure with an

2 Rranch

initial enrollment of almost 4,000 students.
campuses of colleges and universities were reported as
early as the 1920's, with the establishment of the Los
Angclcs branch cf the Urivercity of Califcrnia. s

A generation later, in 1964, the number of multi-
campus junior colleges was reported to be ten. Three years

later this number had tripled to thirty-one multi-campus

junior colleges; forty were reported in 1968.4 A review of

1Frederick C. Kintzer, Arthur M. Jensen, and John S.
Hansen, The Mua’ti-Institution Junicr College District
(Washington: American Associacion of Junior Colleges,
1969), p. 2.

2Arthur M. Jensen, An Investigation of the Adminis-
tration of Junior College Districts with Multi-Campuses
(unpublished E3.D. dissertation, University of California,
Los Angeles, 1965), p. 27.

3Milton O. Jones, The pevelopment of Multi-Unit
Junior Colleges (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University
of California, Los Angeles, 1968), p. 14.

4Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution, p. 2.
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the 1971 issue of the Junior Colleye Direcctory identified

some sixty institutional listings in twenty-six states
involving 235 different campus sites.l

These £ixty institutional organizations are made
up of what ore normally thought of as being multi-canpus
junior collec¢es such as: Dallas County, St. Iouis, and
Cleveland. Included also arc the two-year units of the
University of Alaska, University of Pennsylvania,

Louisiana State University, and so o...

The developrment of multi-campus two-year educational
institutions across the nation represents a contenporary
effort to solve the problems of population impact, economic
necessity, and social necessjﬁy. Jensen identified f.ve
recasons for multi-campus developments in his 1965 study.

1. To compenLsate for district geographical size

which orohibited one campus from servicing the

district adcquately.

2. To cqualize educational opportun#ties through
making the college accessible.

3. To meet the differing educational needs of the
various communities withir the district.

4, - accommodate applicants after the only campus
n.d reached its maximum capacity.

5. To keep each campus to a reasonable and functional
size.

lamerican Association of Junior Colleges. 1971
Junicor College Directory (Washington, D.C., 1971), pp. 14-83.

passim.

2Jensen, dissertation, pp. 55-57.



Multi-campus twe-year institutions have had, and
cthow every sign of continuing to have, sustained growth
as the necds of society which conccived them show no
signs of diminishing. As it was phrascd by a Californian
president, "Nostalgia may bc all that is left to those who
admire the single-institution district in urbanized

- 1
areas."

Statement of the Problem

It was the intention of this study to accomplish
@ three-part obhjective which relates to the administrative
concept of multi-campus, two-year instituticns. The first
part of the ckjective of this study was to investigate the
placement of menagement authority and management responsi-
bility of multi-camnpus two-year institutio;s. The second
part of the objective was to collect data regarding changes
in the placement of management authority and management
responsibility which was suggested by campus administrators.
The final peart of the objective was the gathering of limited
biographical data on campus chief administrators. The
purpose of gathering biographical data was to provide a
frame of reference eand perspective.

This three-part objective makes it possible to view,

on a centralization/decentralization continuum, the current

l1Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution, p. 34.




placement of tle authority and responsibi. ity exercised by
multi-campus,; canmpus chief exccutives. Likewise, any
changes in authority and respousibility suggest-d by thcse
campus chief administrators may be viewed on a cent-ali-
zation/decentralization continuum.

Closely related to the objective was the opportunity
to compare the operation of junior colleges with college
and universitv branch two-ycar institutions. Very little
has been l.aiown about the style of operation of the college
and university operated two-year institutions. It has
been open to conjecture whether or not the two-year insti-
tutions affiliated with a college or university are
performing similar functions educationally as are community
junior cclleges. This study; by design, compared the
placement of authority and responsipility of community
junior cclleges to that of college and university affiliated
institutions. Included in the generzl category of college
and university operated two-year institutions were the
state operated systems of junior colleges found in some
states.

A community junior college typically serves a
given geographic area and has a governing body or board
chosen from that area. The college or university operated
two-year institution typically reports to a governing body
or board representing An entire state. State operated
systems of junior colleges are included in the classification

of college or university operated based on this rationale.



Given the dearth of current information, and the
obvious impact of this type of educational institution,
this study reviewed selccted aspccts of the administration
of authority and responsibility in multi-campus two-year
institutions. This study sought arswers té the follcwing
questions:

1. In a multi-campus tvwo-year institution that has
been described by the chief campus administrator as having
the characteristics of decentralization, is there in the
authority and the responsibility currently being practiced,
any difference between the college or university operated
institution and the community junior colleye opsrated
institution? |

2. In a multi-campus two-year institution that
has been described by the chief campus administrator as
having the characteristics of centralization, is there in
the authority and the responsibility cnrrently being
practiced, ar  difference between the ccllege or univercity
operated inst .tution and the community junior college
operated institution?

3. In a multi-campus two-year institution that has
been described by the chief campus administrator as having
the characteristics of decentralization, is there in the
suggested changes in the authority and responsibility, any
difference between the college or university operated insti-

tution and the community junior college operated institution?




4., In a multi-campus two-year institution that
has been described by the chicf campas administraéor as
having the characteristics of centralization, is there in
the suggested changes in the autherity and responsibility,
any difference betwcen the college or university operated
institution and the community junior college operated
institution?

5. In a college or university operated multi-
campus two-year institution, is there in the authority
and responsibility currently being practiced, any di ferencg
between the institutions that have described themselves as
having the characteristics of decentralization and those
that have described themselves as having the characteristics
of centralization?

6. In a community junior college operated multi-
campus two-year institution, is there in the authority and
responsibility currently being practiced, any difference .
between the institutions that have described themselves as
having the characteristics of decentralization and those
that have described themselves as having the characteristics
of centralization?

7. In a college or university operated multi-
campus two-year institution, is there in the suggested
changes in the authoriﬁy and responsibility, any difference
between the institutions that have described themselves as

having the characteristics of decentralization and those



that have described themselves as having the characteristics
of centralization?

8. In a community junior colledgc operated multi-
campus two-ycar institution, is there in the suggested
changes in the authority and responsibility, any difference
between the institutions that have described themselves
as having the characteristics of decentralization and those
that have described themselves as having the characteristics
of centralization?

9. In a collegc or university operated multi-campus
two-year institution that has been described by the chief
campus administrator as having the characteristics of
decentralization, is there in the placement of authority
and responsibility, any difference between current
practices and suggested changes?

10.. In a colleose or university operated multi-
" campus two-year institution that has been described by the
chief campus adninistrator as having the characteristics
of centralization, is there in the placement of au£hority_
and responsibilitv, any difference between current practices
and suggested changes?

11. In a ~ommunity junior college operated multi-
campus two-year institution that has been described by
the chief campus administrator as having the characteristics

of decentralization, is there in the placement of authority



and responsibility, any difference between current
practices and suggested changes?

12. In a community junior college operated multi-
campus two-year institution that has been described Ly the
chiecf campus administrator as having the characteristics
of centralization, is there in the placement of authority
and responsibility, any difference between current
practices and suggested changes?

Each of these twelve basic guestions were asked for
each of the twenty-one items in the questionnaire. 1In
addition, biographical data has been summarized according
to college or university operated decentralized insti-
tutions, college or university operated centralized
instituticns, community junior college decentralized
institutions, and community junior college centralized

institutions.

Definition of Terms

In anticipation of frequent usc, certain terms are
defined as follows:

1. Junior College.--A two-year institution

offaring instruction which may include but not be limited
to, programs in: adult education; freshman and sophomore
college transfer courses; vocational and technical

instruction in fields leading to employment or up-grading;

and general liberal arts programs.
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2. Multi-campus Institutions.--A two-year

institution operated by a community Junior collece or a
college or university which has more than one permancnt
campus under a comnon board and which has an on-campus
site administrator for each c¢ampus.

3. Type I Multi-campus.--A unit of a multi-campus

institution which is provided leadership and services from
a central or district office. The central or district

office organizational structure is regarded more as line

as opposed to staff. The district/central cffice generally
develops the policies and procedures relating +n areas such
as curriculum approval, selection and assignment of
personnel, in-service trainirg, purchasing, accounting,

and so on.

4. Type II multi-campus.--A unit of a multi-campus

institution which is highly self reliant. The central or
district office organizational structure is regarded more
as staff as opposed to line. The on-site campus chief
execut ive generally ‘levelops policies and procedures
relating to areas such as admissions and records, community
services, course content, course organization, library

book processing, and so on.

5. MCTYI.--An abbreviation for: multi-campus,

two-year institution(s).
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Delinitations

This study was limited to junior colleges, community
colleges, technical schools, colleges, universities, state
operated MCTYY systems, or any other recognized United States

educational institution listed in the 1971 Junior College

Directory which has the responsibility of operating more

than one, two-year cempus is included in this study.

Need for the Study

The 1969 Kintzer report said, "The literature on
educational administration is at best fragmentary." and
"Yet the topic of multi-campus organization hés bean scarcely
touched by researchers ard administrators. Few publicaticis
are available at this time."d
Another author said, "Little or no effort has been

made to study these multi~unit developments..." and,

*Furthermore, few articles have appeared in The Junior

College Journal explaining and reporting trends for this
n2

exciting phenomon.
The development of multi-campus two-year institu-

tions has been so rapid that documentation has fallen

behind. Current practices have been largelyv communicated

by word-of-mouth on an informal basis. It is generally

1Kintzer, Jcnseh, Hansen, Multi-Institution,

p. 34.

2Jones, dissertation, p. 2.
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recognized tnat there is great diversity in styles of
organization and adminictration among the multi--cawpus
two-ycar institutions.

Morrissey suggested that no body of theory or
organizational concept has been followed or identified
by the developing MCTYI.! Jones cited the absence of time
and pressing student enrollments as circumstances under
which the MCTYI have developed.2 Jensen, Jones, Kintzer,
and a few others undertook to identify, classify or other-
wise construct and assemble a body of information about
MCTYI.

This study updated MCT'I information as well as
brought an added dimension of indicating likely areas of
change in the placement of authority ana responsibility
found on a campus. The study also included college and

university operated MCTYI.

Methodology

The subjects of the study, the questionnaire used,
the collection of data, and the treatment of the data have

been considered in this section.

Subjects
All indented listings in the 1971 Junior College

Directory which indicated more than one campus location

lKermit C. Morrissey, "Creative Leadership of Multi-
Unit Colleges", The Junior College Journal, XXXVIII, No. 1l
(1967), 38.

ZJones, dissertation, p. 2.
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were included in this study. The Junior College Directory
provided the name ard address of cach person responsible
for an individual campus.

There were 235 subjects included in this study.
These 235 subjects were the on-site chief administrators

of individual MCTYI.

Questionnaire

The data were gathered by a questionnaire completed
by each subject. A follow-up system was cmployed to
insure as high a return as feasible.

The questionnaire was a modification‘of a form
used by the Kintzer, Jensen, and Hansen study madz in
1969.l The original purpose cf the guestionraire was to
gather data from multi-campus administrators to determine
the extent of autonomy in practice. Permission to adapt
and modify the questionnaire was given by Dr. John S.
Hansen.2

The modification of the questionnaire provided an
opportunity for a campus chief administrator to snggest
chanqgﬁ in authority and responsibility which were viewed
as desirable. A biographical/institutional data section

was also added to the questionnaire.

The questionnaire is found in Appendix A.

lKintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution, pp. 23-24.

230hn S. Hansen, letter dated March 28, 1972 (See
Appendix B.) '
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Collection of Data

The questionnaire was sent to all subjects.
Followups by mail were uszed to insure as comple“c ¢
return as possible. Of the 235 questionnaires sent out,
l7¢, or scventy-five per cent, were returned. There were

154 usable responses.

Trcatment of Data

The data collected were classified into three
main categories: biographical/institutional; current
responsibility pattern; and areus of responsibility where
change was suggested. The data were also classified
according to Type I and Type IT MCTYI. The final classi-
fication is Type B, college cr university operated, and
Type A, community junior college operated, MCTYI.

As questionnaires were returned, tne data
regarding biographical/institutional data were summarized
as indicated in Chart I. No further treatment of the
biographical information other than summarization of each
suggested item was considered in this writing.

As questionnaires were received, they were
initially sorted according to college or university
op<rated and community junior college operated. The
questionnaires were further classified on the basis of

the Type I and Type II institutions. This treatment

provided for classifications of the data into eight main



CHART I
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Trcatment of Biographical Information

Type I Type II
Operated by (Decentralized) (Centralized)
Type A
(Community Biographical Biographical
Junior Collecge) Information Information
Type B
(College or Biographical Biographical
University) Information Information

categories for each of the twenty-one items in Part II

of the questionnaire that related to authority and

responsibility.

summarized in Chart II.

Treatment of Authority and
Responsibility Data

CHART II

These eicht main catecgories are

Operated by

Type I
(Decentralized)

Type II
{Centralized)

Type A
(Community
Junior Colleges)

Suggested Changes
Current Practices

(Twenty-one Items)

Suggested Changes
Current PracticCes

(fwenty-one Items)

Type B
(College or
University)

Suggested Changes
Current Practices
(Twenty-one Items)

Suggested Changes
Current Practices

(Twentv-one Items)




Once classified into the form summarized in Chart
II, the data were subdivided according to current practices
and suggested changes in authe rity and responsib;lity.
Charts III and IV summarize the classification of this

element of the questionnaire.
CHART III

Treatment of Current Practices,
Authority and Responsibility Data

Type I Type II

Operated by "(Decentralized) (Centralized)

Type A
(Community Current Practices «-w= Current Practices
Junior Colleges) (Twenty~one Items) {(Twenty-one Items)

A ._-¢ e

Type B *
(College or Current Practices = Current Practiccs
University) (Twenty-one ltems) (Twenty-one Items)

CHART IV
Treatment of Suggested Changes of
Authority and Responsihbility Data
Type 1 Type II

Operated by (Decentralized) (Centralized)

Type A
(Community Suggested Changes -ee Suggested Changes
Junior Cclleces) (Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)

: A __ _A

Type B ‘ I

{College or Suggested Changes =3= Suggested Changes

University) (Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Itemns)




16

The data were also classified according to Type I,
college or university operated and community junior college
operated, current practices in authority and responsibility,
and suggested changes in authority and responsibility. The
same classification was carried out for Type II institutions.

Charts V and VI summarize this classification process.

CHART V

Treatment of Current Practices and Suggested
Changes in Authority and Responsibility

Tvpe T Type I
Opcrated by (Decentralized) (Decentralized)
Type A
(Comnuunity Current Practices - Suggested Changes
Junior Collece) {(Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)
Type B
(College or Current Practices -ew Suggestad Changes
University) (Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)
CHART VI
Treatment of Current Practices and
Suggested Changes in Authority
and Responsibility
Type II Type i1
Operated by {Centralized) (Centralized)
Type A
(Coramunity Current Practices @9 Suggested Changes
Junior College) - (Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)
Type P
(College ¢ Current Practices €% Suggested Changes

University) (Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)
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Upon completion of this classification process, the
data from thc gquestionnaires were summed by item in each cell
of Chart III, Chart IV, Chart V, and Chart V-. The twenty-
one items i.. the questiocnnaire that relate to current
practices an< the twenty-one itemc that relate to suggested
changes had the capacity to generate as many as 252 cells

of data. (Twenty-one items considered in twelve different

The simple measure of significance, Chi Square, was
applied to the data to determine if there was any statisti-
cally significant differences at the five per cent level
of significance. The calculations wece performed usiny the
"ChiChi" computer program developed by Donald J. Veldman.l

The data testcd for statistical difference are
indicated by arrows in Charts IIXI and IV. There ares twelive
comparisons cf the tweﬂ_y—one items relating to current
practices in authority and respohsibility and of the
twenty-one items relating to suggested changes in
authority and responsibility.

The data represented by Charts V and VI were treated
to determine the mean square contingency coefficient. The
data so treated is indicated by arrows in Charts V and VI.

The use of the mean square contingency coefficient,

usually referred to as C, yields a value that is similar

lponald J. Veldman, Fortran for the Behavioral
Sciences (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1967),
pp. 295-307.
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to the usual Pearson product moment, or corrclation coecffi-
cient.l The Pearson r, or product moment was not indicated
for use in this application because of the dichotomous
characteristics as well as having data which falls .n more
than twc classes.?

The use of C may be justified on the basis of the
character of data arranged in a 2 x 3 contingency table.
The value of C is limited to a maximum of .816 for this
application.3 This value is determined by the number of
classes, which in this application was three.

The actual calculation of C may be acconolished
by applying the formulé, C YX2 .4 The sign »>f C is

N+ x?
rot determineé¢ by this formulua, whizn is a characteristic

of C.5
The C values of the data in Charts V and VI were
subject to the same limitations as may apply to the usual

correlational techniques.

lFrederick E. Croxton and Dudley J. Cowden,
Applied General Statistics (2nd ed.; Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1955), p. 489.

2croxton and Cowden, Applied Statictics, p. 481.

3J. P, Guilford, Fundamental Statistics in
Psychology and Education (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1965), pp. 338-339.

4Guilford, gundémental Statistics, p. 338.

Scroxton and Cowden, Applied Statistics, p. 481.
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Guilford cautions,
Always, the coefficient of correlation is purely
relative to the circumstances under which it was
obtained and should be interpreted in the light of
these circzumstances, very rarely, certainly, in env
absolute sense.t

The use of C as an approximation of the correlation

coefficient may be viewed as an indicator of the degree of

relationship only. It is not as accurate a measure as a

Pearson r because it cannot achieve unity.

Organization of the Study

To serve as a guide for the completed study, the

following organizational plan was followed:

Chapter I Introduction

This chapter included a statement of the problen,
definition of terms, delimitations, need for the study,
methodology, treatment of data, and a guide for the

balance of the study.

Chapter II Review of Literature

This section of the study concerned itself with
a review of the pertinent literature which relates to the

placement of authority and responsibility in MCTYI.

Chapter III Analysis of Data

The presentation and analysis of the data collected

for this study have been included in this chapter. The

lGuilford, Fundamental Statistics, p. 105.
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presentation includes the Chi Square analysis of the
elements which were determined to be significant at the

five per cent level of confidence.

Crapter IV Summary

This chapter presents a summarization of the study
and conclusions of the findings. Any recommendations, or
suggestions for further study were included in this

chapter.

Appendix A Questionnaire

2ppendix B Questionnaire Release

Bibliographv




CHAPTLR I1I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter concerns itself with a review of the
pertinent studies in the arca of multi-campus adminis-
tration. The purpose and findings of these studies are
sunmarized. A review of the literature produced only
three major investigations in the area of multi-campus
administraticn to light. Their primary thrust and
chronological order follow.

In 1965, Jensen authored "An Investigation of the
Administration of Junior College Districts With Multi-
Campuses". At the time, Jensen was completing his
doctoral requirements at the University of California at
Los Angeles,

Jensen based the need for his study‘on the
increase of multi-campus institutions; projections
showing a continued increase in the number of multi-
campus institutions; and the definite need to establish
sound administrative principles and procedures for multi-

campus institutions.l

lJensen, dissertation, p. x.

21
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Jensen undertook to determine the reasons for
multi—caméns junior collegecs; to determine the type of
organization used in multi-campus junior colleges; and
to identify the administrative policies and procecdures
in use.l This he accomplished by means of case studies
of and vicits to ten multi-campus districts.

He was able to classify multi-campus districts
into three categories:

Group I (Multi-College)--districts operating each
campus as an individual comprehensive college;

Group II (Multibranch)--districts operating as
one legal institution with comprehensive branches or
campuses;

Group III (Multiprogram)--districts operating as
one legal institutiorn, but whose campuses offer
different educational programs.

Jensen studied a total of ten multi-campus junior
co'llege districts. Of these ten subjects, Jensen
classified tw» as being multi-college; five as being
multi-branch; and three as being multi-program. Curiously,
the two multi-colleges were under the control, in one case,
of an independent junior college district board and, in
the other case, a shared board of education. The

most common form ol control was that of the independent

junior college districts which operated a total of some

lJensen, dissertation, p. X.

2Jensen, dissertation, p. xi.
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five districts of the ten studied. Other forms of
control were a unified school district board of education,
and a county public board of education.l

Placed on a continuum, the most centralized
structure would be that of the multi-branch institutions;
multi-program institutions would represent the medial
position with respect to centralization vs decentralization.
The most decentralized or autononymous would be the multi-
college.

Jensen reported ten major findings which are
summarized and condensed in the following:

l. A general trend to the multi-colleg= (Group I)
concept.

2. Involved groups favored the multi-college (Group
I) concept because of the autonomy it represented.

3. The districts studied did not have internal
geographic boundaries.

4, Multi-college organizations had no intermediary
between the campus administrators and the chief
executive of the district as did both the multi-
program and multi-branch organization.

5. The district or central level determines policies
and procedures for the formation of curriculum
objectives.

6. Student perscninel ser\v ces were autononymous to
each site, with no central office staff in all
instances.

7. Majority opinion in all categories agreed that
planning is not comprehensive enough and fails to
anticipate future campus needs. The planning was
done in all cases at the district level.

lJensen, dissertation, p. 62.
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8. ELEmployment processes for the individual campuses
were subject to some control and restraints by
the central offices.

9. Business affairs, by unanimous agrecement, should
be handled on a district level.

10. Community services was an individual campus
function in all of the districts but one.l

Following the 1965 contribution by Jensen was the
1968 study made by Milton O. Jones who undertook a study
of the:
philosophy of central control versus individual
autonomy; the structure of the organization, multi-
campus or multi-ccllege; and the question o
centralized or decentralized services.?2
He also cited the need for descriptive data.. Jones
summarizes his purpose in doing his study with the
statcement:
. ..provide another step toward some organized arwroach
for studying the entire questions of multi-unit
organization in the community junior college.3
Jones in his study found the need to describe
multi-unit colleges with four models:
The One College, Branch Centers Model is described
as being one of the first steps toward a multi-unit
operation. This model is characterized as providing

leadership and services from one college in a central

office. Dispersion of certain elements of the college

lJensen, dissertation, pp. xi-xii.
2Jones, dissertation, p. iv.

3Jones, dissertation, p. 8.




such as tecchnical cofferings, continuing eduqation,
specific divisions representing special areas, and other
such elements are supervised through some person from

the central office. Functions, such as registration,
course outlines, and the like are performed by the parent
institution.

The One College, Multi-Campus Mcdel isldistinguished
by operating multi-units as a single institutiocnal entity.
Jones suggests visualizing one large campus divided into
parts and located at different places. The parts represent
identical twins operating under central authority.

The Multi-Campus, District Model described by --
Jones 1is similar to the foregoing model. The two primary
differences are in legal organization which is broadar
based than a single institution and in the greater autonomy
of a campus. Each campus has its own budget, library,
faculty and staff. Jones says, "The parts (district office
and several campuses) are aligned with one another to
serve a functional purpose. The purpose is to assure T
maximum coordination and cooperation among all units in
the organization with a minimum of control." Campuses are
generally accredited sery rately in this model.

The Multi-College, District Model is a rapidly
emerging concept according to Jones. It visualizes the

colleges as "separatej; autonomous institutions, loosely



coordinated within a district framework." This model
recognizes a district head who generally is responsible
for master planning for the district, for communication
with the governing board, and for providing whatever
services as may be most efficiently provided from a
central office.?t

"The Multi-Institution Junior College District,”
published in 1969 by Kintzer, Jensen, and Hansen is the
most significant contribution to thg field.

This repcrt was prepared under the auspices of the
Educational Resources Information Center Clearinghcuse
for Junior College Information at the University of
California, Loz Angeles, and in cooperation with American
Association of Junior Colleges. This study included all
known multi-institution junior college districts, excluding
both state and university operated systems.2

The purpose of the study was to gather information
regarding district administrative organizational trends
and to clarify the relationship between the district office
and the colleges. In the accomplishment of this broad
purpose, the authors studied some seventy—éive chief on
campus administrators as well as forty-five superintendents

of multi-institution junior college districts.

lJones, dissertation, pp. 26-31l.

2Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution, p. 4.
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The studies were made through the use of two
inquiry forms. The first form called for factual responses
while the second solicited opinions regarding nulti-
institution Vs single institution and the question of
centrualized vs decentralized administration in multi-
institution junior college districts.

1ne findings of the factual form were summarized
as follows:

1. Perscnnel matters seem most often to be a
prerogative of the college;

2. Regarding curricular matters., about one half
indicate that this should be shared betwcen the
district and the college and the other one-half
would indicate this to be a college matter;

3. Clearly the responsibility of the colleges are
matters relative to ccurse content arnd crganization,
text book, and library book selection;

4. Student personnel services are considered to be
college respoansibilities. Auxilliery services
involving mones seem to be more the responsibilitv
of the distric:;

5. Research and planning are considered to be
district responsibilities primavily;

6. Accreditation seemed to be primarily a college
responsibility, although many renorted responsi-
bility shared with the district;

7. Publicity appeared to be a college responsibhility
in about one-hal. of the institutions and a
shared responsibility by the other one-half;

8. Finance was considered to be primarily a district
responsiﬁ}lipy;

9. Of forty areas surveyed, more were considered to
be college responsibility than as dis*rict
responsibility.l

lKintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution, pp. 25-26.
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The authors conclude by this that nost of the
respondents felt that they enjoyed a great deal of
autonomy. -Responses also indicated a fairly high degree
of uniformity among district colleges regarding such
areas as class schedules, teaching loads, salary schedulés,
basic policy relating to employment, and so on. The
authors note that it is curious to find such a high
degree of uniformity among colleges that report what
appears to be a fairly high degree of autonomy.

The second inquiry related to the questions of
multi-institution vs single institution and of centra-
lized vs decentralized administration. This second
inguiry found that a high degrce of district office
control may bring about high economies, efficiency,
and impartial treatment. The second inquiry also found
that "buck passing", lower morale, and depersonalization
may alsoc come about.

It was jadged by the authors therefore, that
a balance of extremes is best with specific areas of
responsibility being primarily district or college
centered as appropriate. It was specifically concl'.ded
that, "the multi-institution district can often function
much more efficiently than can iwo or more smaller

districts serving the same area."l

lKintzer, Jensen, Hanse, Multi-Institution,

p. 34.
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Apart from these three studies, no other signifi-
cent sources regarding the organization and zdministration
of multi-unit two-year institutions were found. This
single thouyht has been expressed in eacl of the three
studies.

A thorough review of Dissertation Abstracts

International, a computer search of the BERIC collection

o. the U.S. Office of Education as well as the complete

collection of the Current Index to the Journals in
Education by the School Research Information Service of

Phi Delta Kappa, searches of the Junior College Journal,

and of other usual sources ur‘vered relatively few

references.




CHAPTER III

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

This study of selected aspects of centralizaticn
versus autopromy in the administration of multi-campus
two-year colleges may be viewed as having three distinct
elements. The first element was the gethering of
descriptive data relating to the institutions and tha2
administrators included in this study. The second
element was to determine the actual placement of manage-
ment authority and responsibility as peiceived or
determined by the administrator in charge of a campus.
The final element was one of determining what changes,
if any, would be suggested by the campus administrator
in the placement of management authrnrity and responsi-
bility. |

With these elements in mind, 1lirnited biographical
and institutional data was gathered. These data, in sum-
marized form, have been presented largdely 1in narrative form
since the intention of the data was to provide a framework
or perspective for the balance of the study.

The primary thrust of the study was focused upon

the current placement of management authority and

30
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yesponsibility s well as suggested changes in the
placement of manayement authority for twenty-one selected
items. The purpose cf the study was to determine the
degrec or extent of autonory given to a campus.

A series of twelve questionns to be asked for cach
of the twentv-one items regarding the placement of
managerent authority and responsibility was develcped.
These twelve gquesticans are presented in summary form as
fellows:

Is there any difference in decentralized MCTYI
between--

1. current practices of community junior
coliege and college/university operated
MCTYI;

2. suygesteda changes of community junior
college and college/university operated

MCTYI;

3. current practices and suggested changes
of college/univercity cperated MCTYI; *

4. current practices and suggested changes
of community junior college operated MCTYI?

Is there any difference in centralized MCTYI between--

5. current practices of commurity junior and
college/university operated MCTYI;

6. suggested changes of community junior
college and college-university operated
MCTYT;

7. current practices and suggested changes of
college//university operated MCTYI;

B. curren: practices and suggested changes of
commui:ity junior college cperated MCTYI?
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Is there any édifference betweén-~c~entralized and

~—

~.

decentralized-- ~

S

9. current practices of co'lege/university =
operated MCTYT;

10. 3uggested changes of college/university
operated MCTYI;

11. current practices of community junior
college operated MCTYI;

12. suggested changes of community junior
coliege operated MCTYI?

The twelve questions posed above are the material
around which 1the principal substance of this chapter has
been constructed. Each question has been applied to the
twenty-one sclected items of the guestionnaire.

Of the 235 institutions identified in the 1971

Directory of Junior Colleges which were asked to respond to

the study, replies weirc received from 176. The 176

replies provided 154 usable responses. Therefore, about
seventy-five per cent of the census replied and responses
from sixty-six per cent of the identified census population
provided the data for this study. The twenty-two replies
wilich were not used were incomplete in some aspect, such

as failing to identify the type or classification of the

institution.

Descriptive Presentation of Biographical
Institutional Data

There were thirteen questions in Part I of the

guestionnaire. These questions were designed to gatler
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information abouc the nature or charactcr of the institution
proper and of the on-campus chief executivz. The area did
not lend itself to gophisiticated statistical treatment for
the purpose of this study. The sole intent of including
the information was to provide a frame of reference for

the balence of the stuvdy.” The reader may, through

s

inf&ﬁegce and value judgments, draw some conclusi '‘ns
.
regarding the-balance of the study.

~

Of the many vaiucs,and surmaries of informotion

~

that follow, perhaps the most izﬁsrggnt.wasthe compositicn

~-

of the 154 usable responscs in terms of EYPog of

~.
.

institutions. There were included in this study,\Ehitgy—

four centralized communitv junior college operated MCTY£‘ e
and sixty-one decentralized. There ware forty college/
university operated MCTYI, and nincteen decentralized.

These sum to 154 different institutlons.

When asked the total r.umber of MCTYI in the
district, it was found that there were as many as eighteen
campuses among the centialized college/university operated
MCTYI; the average was six campuses. For both centralized
and decentralized community junior colleges, there were
an average of three campuses, and as many as thirteen
campuses in a single district. Decentralized college/

university operated MCTYI reported as many as fourteen

campuses, with an average of five. Thus community junior
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colleges may be considered te be a bit smaller in terms
of the numkber of organizational units,-but not emphatically
so.

The question of the location of the district/
central office determinced that there were on-camnus
locations for eight centralized community junior colleges,
tan for decentralized community junior colleges, two for
centralfzed college/university operated MCTYI, and four
for decentralized college/university operated MCTYI.

There were twenty-six off-campus district/central office
locations an average of twenty-six miles from each

campus for centralized community junior college operated
MCTYI; fifty-one off-campus locations an average of
twenty-two miles were reported for decentralized community

junior college operated MCTYI. College/university

~— operated MCTYI reported thirty-nine off-campus locations
\\aa\;verage of ninety~seven miles from each campus for

~w

centraTiﬂgg type MCTYI and for decentralized there were

~

fifteen off—éém§u§ an average of eighty—eight miles from
each campus. It se;ﬁéd.a bit curious to note that the
autonomous or decentralized MCTYI were slightly closer
to the district/central office than were the centralized
MCTYI. »

When asked the fal] 1971 campus Full Tine Equivalent

enrollment, the four types of MCTYI gave a wide range of
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responses. These responses have been incorporated into
Table I, MCTYI Campus Full Time Equivalent Enrollment, 1971.
It was interesting to note that the ccllege/university
operated MCTYI enrollment was by and large, smaller than

found in the community junior college operated MCTYI.

TABLE I

MCTYI CAMPUS 1971 FULL TIME
EQUIVALENT ENROLLMENT

Enrollment 0- 501- 100)>- 3001~ 6001- 9001-
500 1060 3000 6000 3000 up

Centralized Com-
munity Junior )
College 5 2 11 9 2 4

Decentralized
Community
Junior College 4 5 27 16 8 1

Centralized
College/Univer-
sity Operated 19 16

(&}
o
[
o

Deceﬁ??;hized
CollegefUniver- :
sity OpeTated 8 5 5 1 0 0

Such a wide range of responses were given to the ™
length‘of time the campus had been in operation that the
results have been reported by the mode. Community junior
college operated MCTYI of the centralized type most often
reported five years of operation compared with six years
of operation for the decentralized type MCTYI. College/:

university operated MCTYI of the centralized type most
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often reported ten years while the decentralized type
reported soven years ol operation.

Definitions were given and the respondents were
asked which definition best described their campus. The
definitions forced thec respondents to classify themselves
as a decentralized or c»ntralized type of institution.
There were seventy-four centralized and eighty decentra-
lized type institutions according to this definition. a
the same general area, ninety-—-five respondents reported
themselves as being community junior college operated
MCTYI, ana fifty-nine reported themselves as part of a
college/university operated MCTYI.

Question seven of Part I of the questionnaire
asked each respondent to indicatgahhe type of background
in terms of experience. Responses to this question were
given in years by some, and merei checked off by others.
The results for this question have been converted to
percentages as shown in Table 2, Type of Experience
Summary for MCTYI On-Campus Chief Executives.

The percentages shown were obtainmed by dividing
the number of responses in any given area of experience
by the base number of institutions. Thus, of the thirty-
four centralized community junior college operated MCTYI,
one of the campus chief executives reported he had had

experience as a staff person in the grades k-6. The
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percentage given is three per cent or 1/34. These
percentages are not addative. As an example, one may
refer to Table 2 and determine that forty-one per cent
of the campus chief executives of centralized college/
university operated MCTYL have had experience as a staff
person in the grades 7-12.

For ztl types of MCTYI responding, the modal aye
ol the chief executive was given as forty-five to forty-
nine years. The age range of thirty to sixty-four was
cgiven by all types of MCTYI except for a "young" (age
range twenty-five to thirty years) chief executive of a
decentralized college/university operated MCTYI.

Only one female MCTYI chief executive was reported.
The balance of the MCTYI campus chief executives were
male.

Two questions relating to titles were asked.
The first question asked the MCTYI campus chief executive
to report the title currently in use. The second question
asked the previous operating title. There was, unfortu-
nately, apparently some confusion with these two questions
or eise many of the campus chief executives had changed
jobs, but not necessarily their role of responsibility.
This observation is based on the data in Table 3, Present
and Previous Operating Title of MCTYI On-Campus Chief

Executives. One may observe the fairly high number of
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reports of "President" in the section whicﬁ contaiﬁs
"previnus operating title".

The last gquestion in Part I of the questionnaire
asked how many professional staff report directly to the
campus chief executive. Judging from the responses, it
was surmised that many of the chief executives reported
not only the number of immediate staff, but the entire
teaching faculty as well. Because of the suspect nature
of the data, no results have been reported for this
question.

Presentation and Analysis of the

Placement of Authority and
Responsibility in MCTYI

This portion of the stuuay was directed at the
presentation of data generated by Part II of the guestion-
naire. The reader is reminded that Part II was concerned
with determining the current placement of management
authority and responsibility for twenty-one selected
items or functions. It was also concerned with determining
any suggested changes in the placement of that authority
and responsibility.

It will be found that eight tables (Tables 4-11) have
been prepared. There are two tables for each of the four
types institutions studied--one showing current placé-
ment and the other showing suggested changes.

The first series of four tables (Tables 4-7) are
presentations of the current placement of authority and

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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responsibility. These tables have been arranged so as to
show the actual responses and percentage values. The
percentage value is an expression of the actual number
shown divided by'the total number of responses for each
item. Some respondents did not give an answer to each

of the twenty-one items which caused sume slight variation
in the denominatnrs. The percentages may not add precisely
to 100 per cent due to rounding.

In Table 4 is found the placement of authority and
responsibility for twenty—onegselccted items in centralized
community junior college opergied MCTYI., It may be seen
that there was fairly wide latitude in the élacement of
authority and responsibility with respect to the twenty-
ore items. Most of the authorily and responsibility was
placed at the campus level with nine of the items having
a clear majority in terms of placement. Of the remaining
twelve items, three had a clear majority of placement at
the district level and three at the shared level of
authority and responsibility. There were six items where
the placement of authority and responsibility was divided
among all three levels in fa’rly even proportions.

Of all the items, the placement of authority and
responsibility for item 6, course content and organization,
appeared to be most clearly a campus decision area. Con-
sistent with the general conception of a centralized

institution was the placement of authority and responsibility
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TASLE &

CURRENT PLACEMENT CF AUTQORITY AD RESPONSIBILITY FGR TWENTY-DNE
SELECTED ITEMS IN CENTRALIZED CGMMUNITY SUNIGR COLLEGE MCTYI

Fuaction . Canpus District Shared
- i % LA S ¢ 3

-

1. Certified personncl selection

and assignmenti : 22 65 ' ) 4 12 8 24
. 2 Classified peréonnet selection ) '
and assignment 13 83 5 1L B 4
3 Curriculum plannirg L - ' .
and devalopment 18 53 : 4 12 12 35
4 Transfer curriculun approval - :
prior tc board presentation 10 30 11 32 12 36
"5 Terminal or cccupatinial
curriculum approval prior
to toard presentation 9 26 . 13 38 . 12 3%
. . [
6 Course content and ) : .
organization ' 30 83 - .2 6 .2 6
7 Library book processing 25 74 8 24 . 1 3.
& Admissions and Records .- 25 74 4 12 o _ 5 15
‘9 Food Services © 22 65 S T B
10 Facitity Planning ani ) . .
utiljzation research ' 4 12 12 38 17 50
" 11 Instructional improvement* . . - o
_ research, S _le 48 . 618 o 11. 33
12 Educatioaal planning research 12 38 o § 2¢ ' ' . 12 %8
13 Accreditaticn activities 12 s 6 18 15 47
. 14 Comunity servicer 25 74 ) :4 12 ' 5 15
15 Pub!icity . 9 26 ' 6 18 ‘ 1% 53
16 Administrétive data processing 1 3 o 24 71 o 26
17 Purchasing T 3 g 21 &2 . 1029
18 Accounting 3.9 22 68 ; 8 24
19 Sudget development 3 9 8 i 23 68
20 3udget administration ‘ n 22 g 7€ . 4.8}
21 Maintenance, buildings, _ _ : ‘
end grounds 15 56 7 21 T3 24

IToxt Provided by ERI

=i
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for item 16, administrative data processing, at the district
level in a majority of the institutions.

In Table 5 is found the current placcment of
authority and responsibility for twenty-one selected items
in decentralized community Jjunior college MCTYI. Table 5
was representative of an autonomymous type institution,
and the data did tend to cor.firm this position.

Thirteen of the twenty-one functions were clearly
placed at the campus level. Only for three of the twenty-
cne items was the placement of authority and rcspogsibility
at the district level in a majcrity of the institutions.

Of the remaining five items, two were placed at a shared
level; only three of the items were distributed amcng the
three possible levels without a majority.

fussibly the most important item from the stand-
pc.nt of campus autonomy was:that of budget administration,
item 20. TInterestingly, item 20 was pulling away from
centralization in terms of placement and leaning in favor
of autonomy or decentralization. Some reinforcement of
this observation was found in the responses to items
16, 17, and 18.

These three items, administ:.ative data procaessing,
purchasing, and accouanting were the only three of che
twenty-one items where the placement of authority and

responsibility was at the district level in a majority of



. : " TADIE 5

~ CURREHT FLACEMENT OF AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOﬁ THERTY-ONE
SELICTED VTLC I LCENRALIZED, COIUNITY, JUNICR COLLEGE HCTYL

Function Campus . . District Shared
i X f X A 4
1 Certified personnel selectiou o :
and assicament 47 77 1 2 13 4
2 Classified personnnl selection
and assignment B 74 3 5 13 21
3 Curriculum planning - o o : '
aund developrant . 44 72 . e 3 15 25 -
4 Transfer curriculum approval . ) :
prior to hoard presentation 32 53 : 1 N7 18 30
5 Terridnal or sccupatioral
curriculua approvel pricr :
te hoard presentation 28 47 8 13 - 24 &
& Course content and .
organizaticn 54 39 ' 3°5 4 7
7 Library Sock processing . 50 g2 9 15 2 3
8 Admissions and Rzzords ) 50 82 6 W 5 8
9 Food Services . 4% 78 8 15 Y
10 Facitity Planaing and
utitizatirs reszareh 13 21 . 15 25 . 33 54
. 11 Instructional improvement T S . -
researck | .. - 40 €6 7 n 14 23
12 Educational planning research p 32 %53 : o813 20 33
13 Accreditation activities 45 15 ' 35 12 2
14 Conmunity services 5 84 L k 4 .7 . 6 10
15 Publicity 21 44 : 13 2v ' 21 4
16 Administrative data processing 7 12 3B 59 ' ﬁ 23
17 Purchasing I 1 I . 3 6 : w2
18 Accounting 3 5 6 60 | 21 135
19 Budget development 13 22 8 13 ' 3% €5
20 Budget administration 2% 42 9 15 25 43

21 Maintenance, buildings, : : : :
and grounds 3 59 ‘3 13 . 17 28

44
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the institutions. Even so, in almost one-third of the
institutions, these thrce items were reported as shared.

Table 6 presents data about the current placement
of authority and responsibility for twenty-one selected
items in centralized college/university opcrated MCTYI.
The data of this table were representative of a MCTYI that
regarded the central or district office in more cof a line
as opposed to staff relationship.

A review of Table 6 shows that of the twenty-one
functions, the placement of management authority and
responsibility was found seven times at the campus level,
two times at the district, and three times at a shared
level in a majority of the institutions. The remaining
nine of the twenty-one items were not placed, in a majority
of the institutions, at any one of the three possible
levels.,

For those two of the twenty-one items where
authority and responsibility was placed at the district
level for a majority of the institutions, item 16, admin-
istrative data processing was probably the most indicative
of the type of organization found in the placement of
authority and responsibility for this type of MCTYI. _.tem
4, transfer curriculum approval prior to board presentation,
was important, of course, but not so fevealing as item 16.
Note that for item 4 and 16, the majority was not really

too impressive.
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TABLE 6

CURRENT PLACEMENT CF AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOQ TWANTY-OAZ
.»LLLC][D ITEXS IN (.E.tTRm.Iz D cal. ..FG:'/JIJI\“PSI:( "'Pr.QAn»’J '1L"Yl

Function Campus Districy : Shared
fF % F -2 £ 2

Y Certified personnel selection ' :

and assignment 23 &% 2 5 15 3%
2 Clessified aersonnej selection

and assignirent 30 7% 3 B8 7 18

x

3 Curricuium planning .

2rd develonment 10 2% .11 g8 I3 248
4 Transfer curriculum approvel

prior to board presentation 4- N 22 . &8 . 12 32
& ferminal or cccurational

curriculum approvel prior : . .

to board presentation 8 24 - i1 3z 15 44
6 Course cortent and

organization 13 33 13 33 12 35
7 Litrary book p*océssing 25 6% a4 23 L 13

’

8 Admissions and Records 15 38 1N 28 13 12
9 Food Services . 27 90 1 3 2 7
10 Facility Planning aid

dytiiization remarcn 0 26 2 3 17 44
11 Instructional mpro.eqeut

research 16 M 128 2 AN
12 Edumtm.\al planning recoarsh 13 34 9 22 ' 15 42
13 Accreditation activities 10 25 g 23 21 52
14 Conmunity services 331 87 3 8 2 5
15 Publicity 2o 78 3 8 7 18
1€ Acninistrative data processing 5 14 20 55 noxn
17 Purchasing 4 10 13 33 23 58
18 Accounting 6 15 ' 16 40 18 45
19 Budget Jevelopmant : 9 23 5 12 26 65
20 Budget adininistration 16 2 8 20 . 16 40

21 Mcintenance, buildings, '
and arounds .31 79 3 8 5 13
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A position might be considered regarding the
nine items where there was no majority of institutions at
any one of the three possible levels of placement. This
position would tend to reinforce the general concept of
a centralized MCTYI by virtue of not beirg placed at the
campus level. A position thqt there was a great deal of
"cooperation" between the camﬁus level and the district
level might also be made.

Seen in Table 7 are data concerning the current place-
ment of authority and responsibility for twenty-one
cselected items in decentralized college/university operated
MCTYI. This table is the last of a series of four tables
reporting on the current placement of authority and
responsibility.

In rable 7, there were no items where the majority
of institutions place authority and responsibility at the
district level. There were fourteen items where the
majority of institutions reported placement of authority
at the campus level, three items at the shared level, and
four items where there was no majority at any of the three
possible levels.

Item 20, bﬁdget administration, was fairly strong
with about sixty-eight per cent of the institutions
reporting placement of the authority and responsibility
for this function at the campus level. Other of the

twenty~-one items had higher percentage values, but



TABLE 7
CURKENT PLACEMSHT OF AUTHORLTY ALD RESPGHSIBILITY FOR TWENTYY-GCNE

SELECTED TS Ih DECLNTRALIZED COLLESE/UNIVERSITY CPERATED ficTYL

" Function ' Campus ' District Shared
o S I - i 2

Y Certified perscnnel selection

.and assigmaent 13 68 . 2 N ) 4 2)
.2 Classified personrel selecticn :
and essignment: 16 &4 : 2N 1 §
3 Curriculum planning . ’
and developoent 8 9 6 32 L34
§ Transfer curriculum appreval B ) '
prior to board presentition 4 21 £ 3 - 9 47
5 Termin:l or oucupational’ !
curriculun aperova) prior ‘ ‘
to Loard presentation 9 50 4 2 5 23
6 Course centent and :
orjanization 12 63 3 16 ‘ 4 2
.7 Library book processirg 14 24 3 1€ 2 N
B Admissicens and fecords 9 50 4 5 28
S Food Services - 10 62 320 : -2 13
10 Facility Planning end
utilizaticn rovearch 5 26 2 1% 11 38
17 Instructional imarovement
.research ' 10 &3 2 N : 7 37
12 Educational plannin) research 11 8 . z N 5 28
12 Accreaitation ectivities s 2 e n § 4
<14 Commumity services 14 N 4 2 o 1 5
15 Pubiicity . N 83 316 | 5 26
16 Administrotive data processing . S5-¢28 7 39 - 6 33
*17 Purchasing L 10 83 _ . 4” 5 2
1B Accounting o 3. 15 ‘ - 316 ‘ 13 68
19 Budg2t developrent ‘s 26 2 N 12 63
20 8udget adminisireticn 13 68 316 ‘ 3 16
21 Maintenarce, -t:uildings. ' :

and grounds 12 €3 . 4 2 16

L7
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item 20 is pexhaps the most important from the standpoint of
campus autonomy. Most important from the standpoint of
autonomy was the absen<e of any majority of institutions
reporting placement of authority and respensibility at
the district level.

To recapitulate Tapbles 4 through 7, consider that
a majority of the institutions placed current management
authority and responsibility for the twenty-one items at
the level of the:

1. Campus for 9 items for centralized community junior
colleges;

13 items for decentralized community
junior colleges;

7 items for centralized college/univer-
sity operated MCTYI; and

14 items for decentralized college/
university operated MCTYI.
Q
2. District - 3 items for centralized community junior
colleges;

3 items for decentralized community
junior colleges;

2 items for centralized college/univer-
sity operated MCTYI; and

0 items for decentralized college/
university operated MCTYI.

3. Shared for 3 items for centralized community junior
colleges;

2 items for decentralized community
junior colleges;

3 items for centralized college/univer-
sity operated MCTYI; and
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3 items for decentralized college/
university operated MCTYI.

4., "Mixed" (not at campus, district, or shared level
in a majority) :

6 items for centralized community junior
colleges;

3 items for decentralized communityv
junior colleges;

9 items for centralized college/univer-
sity operated MCTYI; and

4 items for decentralized college/
university operated MCTYI.

In Tables 8 thru 11 are shown suggested changes in
the placement of management authority and responsibility
made by the on-site campus chief executives of the MCTYI in
this study. These tables are reported in the same sequence
by type of institution as were Tabies 4 through 7. As an
example, Tatle 4 reports the current placement while Table
8 reports suggested changes in the current placement of
authority and responsibility for centralized community
junior college MCTYTI.

Shown in Table 8 are the s,ggested changes in ihe
placement of authority and responsibility for twenty-one
selected items in centralized community junior college
MCTYXI. Note that change was suggested in each of the
twenty-one items. The greatest number of suggested changes
lay in item 20, budget administration, where eight of the
MCTYI suggested that this function be changed to the

campus level of authority and responsibility.



TACLE 8

SUGGESTED CHENGES IN THC PLACEMENT 4F AUTHORITY AND RESPOHSIBILITY
FOR TIENTY-(%€ SELECTED IIENS I CENIRALIZED CONAUNITY SUNIOR CTLLEGE MCTYL -

Furction Campus District ' Shared

1 Certified perscnnel selection

and assignment 2 . 0 . 0
"2 Classified peréonnel selection

and assignmant _ " : 0 . 0
3 Curriculurn planning

and deveicpment | C 1 . 0.
4 Transfer curriculum anproval '

prior tc board prescniation 1 : LA 0
& Terminal or ozcupayi-onal .

curricuium approvel privr ; )

to buard presentetion H ’ t I 0
6 Course content and _. |

organization 2 0 ' s}
7 Library book processing 1 1 ' 1
8 Admissions and Faecords . 1 . . . 0 ] ) '
9 Food Services 4 _ 0 - ) 1

10 Facility Fiaming and

utiiizaticn research | 0 )
1 Inctructicnal imorovement 1 S .
research . 3 0 a 0
12 téuraticnal planning research 2 ' 3
13 Accreditation activities 1 0 0
14 Comuunity servigns 2 1 1
15 Publicity o 2 B o
16 Admiristrative data processing 2 o] '|
7 Pﬁrchasing ’ . 4 . 0 0
18 Azcounting 2 0 0
19 Budget development 2 0 1

20 Budaet adrinistration 8 . : 0 2

21 Maiatenance, buiidings, .
and grounds 3 9 2
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In all, there were forty-six suggestions being made
to place authority and responsibility at the caapus level,
Nine suggestions were made for change to place authority
and responsibility at the district level. There were

‘eleven suggestions for change in the placement of authority
and iresponsibility to the shared level. A total of sixty-
six MCTYI offered some suggested change in the placement
of authority and responsibility.

Seen in Table 9 are suggested changes in the placement
of authority and responsibility for twenty-one selected
items irn decentralized community junior college MCTYI. A

iy total of sixty-nine suggestions for change in the placement
of management authority and responsibility were recorded.

Of these sixty-nine suggestions, fifty-one suggested
placement at the campus level, seven ut the digtrict level,
and eleven at the shared level. Suggestions for change
were made in nineteen of the twenty-one items.

The greatest number o0f suggested changes in the
placement of management authority and responsi..ility sec-
curred in item 15, publicity, wvhere eight suggested that
this function be placed at the campus level. There were
two suggestions made for this function to be placed at
the shared level of authority and responsibility.

In Table 10 are seen the suggested changes in the
placement of authority and responsibility for twenty-one

selected items in centralized college/university operated




SUGGESTED CHANGES IN THE PLACEMENI CF AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIRILITY FOR
TWERTY-uiE SELECTED ITEMS 1N DRCENTRALIZED COMMUNITY JUNTOR COLLEGE MCTYI

—as

Function : Campus District Shared

1 Certified persornel selection

and assignmioat 3 1 0
2 Classified personrel selection

and assignment 4 0 0
2 Curriculum planning

and deve’lopment 1 - 2 0
4 Transfer curriculun apprcval- ’ . - .

prior to board presentation 2 0 . 0

5 Terminal of occupational
curricuiym approvael prior

L0 board presentation 2 0 0
6 Course content and

organization 1 0 0
7 Libra\-y;book pracéssiug +] 0 1]
8 Admissions and fecords 3 0 0
9 tood Services 2 0 1
10 facility ?lanving and

utilization rasearcn 4 0 0
1 Instructional imgrovensnt

researsre . 1 _ 1 1
12 Educational piarsiing vesearch 0 a 1 0
%3 Acirenitation activities . 0 0 o
i Co«rmun‘l'ty services 2 0 . 1

-

; ¥ Fublicity 8 0 2
- 16 Administrative datc processing F4 0 3
i .

Y97 Purchasing ' 5 . 0 2
13 Azcounting 1 ’ 0 / 1
19 Budyet development ’ C 2 k] 0
20 Budget administration 2 ] 0

" 21 Mzintenance, bufldings, e

* and grouads 6 ' 1 0
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MCTYT. A total of eighty-two suggested changes in the
placement of authority and responsibility were made in
Table 10. Of these eighty-two suggested changes, .sixty-
six were for placement of authority and responsibility to
the campus le¢vel, only three to the district level, and
thirteen to a shared level. There were no suggested
changes made for item 6, course content and organizatioa.

The greatast number of suggested changes occur :d in
item 3, curriculum plannir¢ and development, where there
were six suggestions that authority and responsibility
be placed at the campus level for this function. There
was also one suggestion that aa:hority and responsibility
be placed at the shared leve. for this function.

In Table 11 are seen the suggested changes in the
placement cf authority and respensibility for twenty-one
selected items in deceglralized college/university operated
MCTYI. Only thirteen changes were suggested in the place-
ment of authority and responsibility in Table 1ll. These
thirteen suggested changes did aot affect eleven of the
twenty-one items. Of the thirteen suggested changes in
the placement of authority and responsibility, eleven
suggested placement at the campus level, two at the district
level, and none for change at the shared level.

- Of the thirteen suqggestions for change, none were
especially greater in ‘wumber than any other for any one

of the ten items whare change was suggested. The fhirteen




TABLE 10

SUGGESTID CHAMZES [ THE PLACTYINT OF AUTHORIYY A%D RESPONSIZILITY
FOR ’d flf 0 & SELELTEQ_{_'13 I "HnﬂﬂLI’[D COLL CE/IH vERSITY GEEUAIEP HeTvl

et tmpipra gty A ST LTI ey . TS ITmIrILT T L T e

Function Campus District Shared
1 Certificd parsennel selection
and assigrment 2 0 0

2 Classifizd personnel selaciion
and assignirent ' 1 0 0

3 Curriculum planning : . -
and cdevelcpoent i ) 0 1

4 Transier curricuiLm atprovo; .
oricr to Loard presantziion 3 . 1 2

5 Terminal o= occuraticnal
curriculun arpreval miior

to boerd presentiticn 5 ' 1 , 3
§ Cours? cortent and

orgarization . 3 ’ ¢ 0
7 Library bock precessing ’ 1. ' 0 0
8 Admissions ard Recerds o ‘ o e
9 Focd Services 2 0 (]

10 Facility Planring and
utilizztion raseereh

[
-
<o

11 Irstruntional mmprovement

rescarch 2 0 . | ’ 2
12 Educational planninj research 4 ) 0o 1
. . “gf

13 Accreditation activities 2 h] - ]
14 Cormunity services 3 0 0
15 Publicity Y | 0 e
16 Administraiive data processing 4 - 0 1
17 Purchasing -3 0 0
18 Accounting 4 0 0
19 Budget cevelopment 4 0 . 0

20 Budget admirnistration 4 ()] 0

21 Maintensnce, buildings,

and grounds S 0 0
ERIC




TABLE W1

SUGEFSTED CHALGES id THE FLACErEN
TWENTY-CRE SEIE(TED JTENS IN Ot

T CF aultORITY A RUSPONSIRILITY FOR
CENTRALTZED CCLLECU UNTYERSITY COTRATED MCTY]

function Caicpus Gictirict Shared

1 Ceirtified personmel selection

and sssignnent 0 0 0
2 Classifizd persennel selection

and assiynment U} N 0 C
3 Curriculuw nlenning

and developmans 2 0 0
4 Transfer curriculus apnroval

prior in board presentation - 2 . 1 0
5 Termiril or occuoatioral

curricuium goproval!l micr

tn ocard prezentaticn 1 0 G
6 Cnurse content and

organization 0 I+ ¢
7 Library hook processing o ] a.
€ Maissicns and Aecords 1 0 . c
2 Food Sorvizes 0 e Y
10 Faciitty Plapaing and .

ttilizatien research ‘ 0 0 0
11 Instruniienal 1-*.*.‘,r:r-ov<r'r'enl'

researcs 0 1 0
12 Youtatinaz! pranping recserch ] 0 0
13 fecreditacicn activities ¢ 1] ¢
14 Comaunity seevices 0 v) 0
15 Publicity 0 G 0
16 Adninistrative data provessing | 0 0
17 Purchas 3 1 0 0
18 Accsuntirg _ 1 0 0
19 Budget development 0 0 0
20 Bulget administration 1 0 . ) 0

21 Mzintenance, buildings,
and grounns 0 0 0

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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suggestions for chuage were spread out among the ten items

rather evenly.

To summarize Tables 8 through 11, suggestions for

chandge in the placement of management authority and

responsibility occurred:

for 21 items

19 items

20 items

10 items

in

in

in

in

centralized community
junior colleges;

decentralized community
junior colleges;

centralized cecllege/univer-
sity operated MCYYI; and

decentralized college/
university operated MCTYI.

Of the suggested changes, placement was suggested

at the level of the:

1. Campus for 46 tines

51 times

66 times

11 times

2. District - 9 times

Y times

3 times

2 times

for

for

for

for

for

for

fc -

centralized comaunity
junior colleges;

decentralized community
junior colleges;

centralized college/univer-
sity operated MCTYI; and

decentralized college/
university operated MCTYI.

centralized community
junior colleges;

dec:ntralized community
jdanior colleges;

centralized college/univer-
s: .y operated MCTYI; and

ecencralized college/
university operated MCTYI.
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3. Shared for 11 times for centralized community
‘ junior collzges;

11 times for decentralized community
junior colleges;

13 times for centralized college/univer-
sity operated MCTYY; and

0 times for decentralirzed college/
university operated MCTYI.

The reader is reminded that %the number of insti-
tutions vary from one type to another. The number of
suggestions for change may not be compared on an absolute
nuntber basis. This limitation is somewhat dulled in that
a comparison was made on the basis of the number of items;
vyet, the effect of differing group sizes among the types
of MCTYI cannot be discounted.

Statistical Treatment of the

Placement of Authority and
Responsibility in MCTYI

This section is concerned with the statistical
treatment of the data generated by the s*udy. The purpose
of the statistics is to determine if there is any statis-
tically significant difference between the four identified
types of MCTYI. For this purpose, the simple statistic
of Chi Square was chosen.

As a stacistic, Chi Sguare is a widely understood
treatment and deserves no lengthly explanation. The
concept is essentially one of comparirg cartain character-
istics of distributions to determine if there is likelihood

that the compared distributions are found in a ccmmon




universe, The likaelibood mey bhe predicted in terms of a
percentage or prebability. For this study, the decision
to accept a probability of ninety-five per cent was
defined as significant. Thus, if the value of Chi Square
is ninety-five per cent or greater, the distributions
being comparcd will be considered as coming from a common
universe and, therefore, alike. Any Chi Square value of
less than ninetv-five per cent will identify a statisti-
cally significant difference betwsen the distributions
being compared.

It will bc remembered that twelve questions have
been posed'regarding statistically significant differences

N
in the placement of authority and responsibility for
twenty-one items common to the four types of MCTYI studied.
Four of the twelve gquestions compared current practices;
four compafed suggested changes; and four compared suggested
changes to current practices regarding the placement of
management authority and responsibility.

Limitations on the application of Chi Square to
suggested changes in the placement of management authority
and responsibility were found. Examination of Tables 8
through 11 revealed that by comparison to Tal'les 4 through
7, few suggestions were made. The total number of
suggestions w;s fairly high, but on an item ky item com-
parison, there were not many. It was suggested then that

intrinsically, the suggested changes were not statistically
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treatable. Further, as Guilford points out, "There are
lower limits to utilizable frequencies, beyond which even

Yates's corrcction is inadequate."l

——

For these two reasons, namely the intrinsic
suspicion of the low rumber of suggested changes in re-
lation to current practices and a direct warning from a
recognized source on statistical technique, the decision
was made not to apply Chi Square analysis to the questions
relating to suggested changes. This decision eliminated
eight of the twelve'questions.to be asked of the data.

The questions are presented in summarized form on page
thirty-one. Note that of the twelve questions that were
to be asked, only four or the twelve questions do not
involve the placement oif suggested changes in managyement
authority and responsibility.

Due to the dearth of research in the locus of
authority ard responsibility in MCTYI it was neither pre-
dictable nor anticipated that so comparatively few responses
to suggested changes would be reported. On the contrafy,
it had been presumed that the on-site chief administrators
of a MCTYI would take the opportunity to suggest changes
in the locus of authority and responsibility much more
extensively than wés reported.

Lven thouga the frequencies by items of suggested

changes in the placement of authority and responsibility

lGullford, Fundarernital Statistics, p. 238.
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were too small to compare statistically, the gross number
indicates a trend. This trend was invariably toward more
functions being placed at the campus level than toward
any other level of placement. This trend would predict
an increase in campus autonomy if the suggested changes
were carried out.

The remaining date regarding the current placement
of management authority and responsibility have been
treated by computer using an accepted Chi Square program
called "ChiChi"., This Chi Square program is part of the
computer programs of Veldman stored in the computer made
available for usc by students at the University of
Southern Mississippi.

The aata Le which the Veldman, Chi Sguare computer
program has been applied are found in Tables # through 7.
The results of the Chi Square analysis are reported in
Table 12; Chi Square values determined in comparisons of
the placement of current authority and responsibility for
twenty-one selected items in MCTYI. The values reported
in Table 12 are the probabilities generated by computer;
these values may be interpreted as percentages.

If the valuc is at least ninety-five per cent, one
may conclude that there is the probability that ninety-five
times out of 100, if one makes a comparison of the specific
data in question, a similar or lesser difference in that

data will be found. One may be no less than ninety-five



TABLE 12 ' :
CHI SQUARE VALUES DETERMINLD I1 €30
CURRTMT AUTHORTTY AhO RESVLNS'EILITY. £

<1 ONS QF THE -PLACEMENT OF
PV SELECTED JTada oM MCTYI

Centralized +s. Certzralized vs, Decontralized . Centralszed
Decentralicca decentralived corwnity Jun- Cormpunity Jgune
Function Conaurity CLolirqe/ 1or Lolleyes vs. ier ZSnlleges vs.
Junicr University Cnllege/tiniver.- Colleae/Univer-
Colleyss Operated sity dperated sity Cperated
¥ Certivivd serzonne] selection
and assigoant 9% 54% 20% k)} 4
¢ Classificd perscnne] selection
and scsicrron 8 €0 20 14
3 Curricuiun pianning ) : :
and deve .uount ¢ e ' 00 . A
4§ Transte= curriculum approvai
prior to boara presuntation 7 1 56 13
5 Terninal or soiupational
curricelun 2pureval prior
to boerd preseniation 2 20 66 76
6 Cource cortent and
organization 9+ € 5 vo
7 Library ook prozassing 9 20 52 30
8 Admissions erd Ronovds (34 80 2 . ]
9 Fond sarvicss 26 B 1 69 . 2
16 Facility Plansin. ome
Uatd it reica- ok 3 =7 & 32
1 Instry:tiine’ improvemert .
resecrch ) : ri] 28 - 33 61
12 Educational planning resesrch 24 28 6 $2
13 Beeredicatics activitiey 00 . - 2 5?.
14 Community services L1] 59 .19 k)|
15 Mublicity 18 50 52 00
16 Aoainistrative data processing 29 M . 9
. . _l'
17 Purchasing o8 25 1 "3
18 Azcounting ' 5 17 00 Py
|
19 Budger 2Zevelcpront . 18 95 %0 ' 18
20 Sucjet edministration » . ? s - 7
21 Mainterarice, buildings, ’ _
and grounds 62 » . sS4 9
*No significant difference at 95X or higher level. '

e

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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per cent surce that the two distributions have come from a
common universe or population.

The first column of Table 12 answers the questinn:
In a community junior operated MCTYI, is there in <the
authority and recsponsibility currently bheing practicéd,
any differen-.e between the institutions that have described
themselves as having the characteristics decentralization
and those that have described themselves as having the
characteristics of centralization? All twenty—ohe items
have been compared.

From the first column of Tahle 12, it‘may be seen
that only item 6 and 17 have a Chi Square value of ninety-
five per cent or more. Based on this analysis, there was
ne difference between these two types of MCTYI for item 6,
course content and organizatiop, ard item 17, purchasing.
The remaining items have a Chi Square value less than
ninety-five per cent and the “‘two types of institutions
being compared m¢ - be said to have unlike placement of
authority and responsibility for these items.

Column two of Table 12 answers the question: 1In a
coliege/university operated MCTYI, is there in the authority
and responsibility cu:réntly being practiced, any difference
between the institutions that have described themselves as
having the characteristics of decentralization and those
that have described themselves as having the chara~teristics

of centralization? All twenty-one items have been compared.
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Column two of Table 12 showes that item 19 has a
Chi Square value of ninety-five per cent or more. It may
be said that for item 19, budget development, the;e was
no differv:ce in the placement of authority and responsi-
bility for the two institutions bLeing compared. The
remaining twenty items have a Chi Sguare value of less
than ninety-five per cent'and were, therefore, judged to
be unlike in terms of the placement of authority and
responsibility.

Table 12, column three, answers -ne question: In
a MCTYI that has been descriked by the chief campus
adninistrator as having the characteristics of dec=ntra-
lization, is there in the authoriily and the responsibility
currentiy beihg practiced, any difference between the
college/university operated and the community junior
college operated institution? Again, alf”twenty—one items
have been compared.

Column three, Table 12, has no Chi Square value of
ninety-five per cent or more. The Jjudgment may be made
then that in terms of the placement of authority and
responsibility, these two types of institutious were
unlike.

Column four of Table 12 provides the answer to the

—question: In a MCTYI that has been described by the chief
campus administrator as having the characteristics of

égntralization, is there in the authority and theJ

Crem—
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responsibility currently being practiced, any difference

between the college/university operated and community
junior college operated institution? All twenty-one items
have bheen comparcd.

Collumn four of Table 12 has no Chi Square values
of ninety-five per cent or more. The judgment may be
made then that in terms of the placement of authority and
responsibility, these two types of institutions were

unlike.

Summary o

In Chapter III biographical and institutional
data received from 154 MCTYI were presented. 'Chapter IIX
also contained statements regarding the current placement
c¢f authority and%responsibility for twenty-one selected
items or functions thought to be common to almost all
MCTYI and suggested changes in the placément of authority
and responsibility for the twenty-one items. Included
also was a Chi Square analysis of each of the twenty-one
items comparing the current placement of authority and
responsibility viz:

1. Centralized versus decentralized community Jjunioxr
college operated MCTYI;

2. Centralized versus decentralized college/
vniversity operated MCTYI;

3. Decentralized community junior college versus
college/unlversity operated MCTYI; and

4. Centralized community ijunior college versus
college/university operated MCTYI.

&

N
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The 154 MCTYI responding to the study were classj
fied into four primary categories reprcsenting types
MCTYI. There were found to be thirty-four ccntraiiz d and

/
sikty-one decentralized community junior college opéhated

o
MCTYI, and forty centralized and ninetecn decentralized
college/university operated MCTYI.

Chapter III was to have included additional Chi
Square comparisons invelving the suggested changes for
the twenty-one items., The number of suggested changes
reported by each of the four types of MCTYI were so few
that Chi Squage analysis was nQF recommiended. The absence
2f suificient data caused eight.gf the original twelve
guestions to be eliminated. A trend vrward the authoxity
and responsibility for more itunctions being placed at the
campus level was indicated by the gross date.

In summary, the findings of the four questions
relating to current placement of management authority
and responsibility were as follows:

1. Centralized versus decentralized community
junior college operated MCTYI were substantially unlike
in the current »lacement of authority and responsibility
for the twenty-cne items undaer study. Only the current
placement of authority ind responsibility for items six
and eighteen were considared to be the same. TFor these
two MCTYI item six course content and organization, was

the authority and responsibility of the campus in a
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majority of the institutions; item 17, purchasing, was the
authority and :~sy-.nsibility of the district in a majority
of the institutions.

2. Centralizcd’versus deccentralized colleqge/
university operated MCTYI wer~ substan%ial%x unlike 1ir
the placement of authority and responsibkility for all
but one of Lhe functions. The placement of authority
and respcnsibility for item 19, budget development, was
tound to be at the shared level in mest of the institutions.

3. Decentralized community junior college versus
college/yniversity operated MCTIYI were unlike in the
carrent placement of authcrity and resporsibility. There
was no area of aut.ority and responsibility that was
placed at the samé level of administration when judged by
Chi Square at the;ii&g per cent level of significance.

4. Centralized community junior college versus
cullege/univers$ity operated MCTYI were judged to ke
unlike in the current placement\Q;)authority and responsi-
bility at the five per cent level cfwéig&;?icance. The
level of placement for all twenty-oue items was different
- for these two types of MCTYI.

A recapitulaic,on of “he current placemzat of
maragement authogpity and rééponsibility is found on pages
- forty-nine and fif .y, while a. similar recapitulation of
suggestions fo» change in the placement of management
authority and responsibility is found on pages fifty-seven

%
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L
and fifty—eﬁwht. Thesc recapitilations augment the statis-
tical findings.
In the ensuing and final chapter, the purposes and

findings of the study are summarized. Conclusions are

drawn aind recommendations for further study arc¢ made.,

.;




CIUAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

The development of multi-campus two-year institu-
tione represents a contemporary effort to solve the
probleans of population impact, economic necessity, and
social necessity. As a relatively new type of educationcl
structure, and one where there appears to be a high level
of interast, it was surprising to find so few studies
documenting or otherwise describing the MCTYI.

The general absence of information in the field
of MCTYI provided much of the incentive for this study.
Specifically, this study was designed to determine the
current placement of management authority and responsi-
bility as well as to gather suggested changes in the
placement of management authority and responsibility for
all identifiable MCTYI.

While the principal objective of the study was
to review selectegl aspects of centralization versus
autonomy of MCTYl, there was also felt the need to
describe the campus chief executive as well as the insti-
tution. Included, then, as part of this study was limited
bicgraphical and institutional data to give the reader a

sense of perspective.

69
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Having reviewed literature in the area of MCTYI, it
was determined that community junior college MCTYI, the
MCTYI branches of colleges and universities, and state
systems of MCTYI had been the subject of. few studies. In
short, there existed a large ga» in information regarding
all types of MCTYI. This gap embraced administration and
ccentrol of MCTYI, as well as other areas not included in
this study.

It was determined from the A.A.J.C. publication,

1971 Juninrr Collecge Dicectory, that there were 235 campuses

belcnging to sixty institutions. These sixty institutions
were located in twenty-six states. This study attempted a
census. MAbout seventy-five per cent of the census popula-
*ion participated in the stuady.

To detcrmine the extent of campus autonomy, a
questionnaire which listed twenty-one selected items or
functions thouvght to be common to all MCTYI was used. The
questionnaire used was a modification of the questionnaire
originally desiy.ed by Dr. John S. dansen for use in the
Kintzer, Jensen, and Hansen study. Each MCTYI listed in the

1971 Junior Collewe Directory was asked to indicate the

current placement as well as suggested changes in the place-
ment of management authority and responsibility for these
twenty-one items.

Four types of institutions were identified, based

on the criteria of how the campus viewed the central or
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district officc. and whether the campus was part of a
community juniér college or part of a college/university
operated system. State opecrated MCTYl were groupgd with
MCTYI of collecges and universities. The four types of
MCTYI were identified as:
1. Centralizcd community junior college operated;
2. Decentralized community junior college operated;
3. Cen:iralized college/university operated; and
4., Decentralized coll=ge/university operated.

This study proposed quéstions to bc asked for the
purpose of determining if there actually was any difference
between the four different types of institutions in terms
of management authority and responsibility. These gues-
tions in summary form were:

Is there any difference in decentralized MCTYI
b2tween--

l. current practices of community junior
college and college/university operated
MCTYI;

2. suggested changes of community junior
college and college/university operated

MCTYI;

3. current practices and suggested changes
of ccollege/universiety operated MCTYI;

4. current practices and suggested changes
of community junior college operated MCTYI?

Is there any dilference in centralized MCTYI

between-~

5. current practices of community junior and
college/university operated MCTYI;
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6. suggested changes of community junior
college and college/university operated
MCTYI;

7. current practices and suggested changes
of college/university operated MCTYI;

8. current practices and suggested changes of
community junior college operated MCTYI?

Is there any difference between centralized and
decentralized--

9. cucrent practices of college/university
operated MCTYI;

10. suggested changes of college/university
operated MCTYI:

11. current practices of community junior
college operated MCTYI;

12, suggested changes cof community junior
college operated MCTY1?

This study involwved the asking of these twelve
questions for each of the twenty-one items. There were
252 comparisons and Chi Square applications to consider.
Significant difference was defined as laving a Chi Square
value of less than ninety-five per cent probability.
Presented also in the study is a summarization of
v selected biographical and institutional data for each of
the four types of institutions. No other treatment was
given to the biographical/institutlonal data and these data
were not incorporated in any way in the Chi Sguare analysis
of the twenty-one items. The information was made available
so that the reader could conjecture about any relationships

that might have been of interest to him.
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Conclusions

Limited biographical and institutional data were
gatheréd. These data were summarized.for each of_the four
types of institutions. The sole intent of these data was
to provide the reader with some basis for making value
judgments about the balance of the data found in the study.
In one sense, the bioaraphical/institutional data lent
validity and reliability to the general nature of the study
as a whole. .

One may conclude from these data that each of che
four types »f institutions studied are kasically alike in
terms of institutional characteristics. One may also
conclude that the chief campus executives studied are
basically alike on the basis or the biographical data
preserted. It is recognized, of course, Ehat nuances
were present in this data.

The limited number of suggested changes in the
placement of authority and responsibility precluded
answering eight of the twelve questions. Of the eight
questions affected, each contained a comparison of
suggested changes and were voided because the number or
suggested changes were too small to be treated by Chi
Square. One may conclude that while there are institutions
that do suggest change in the placement of manage.ent
authority and responsibility, there is general satisfaction

with the current placement of authority and responsibility.
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If changes do take place in the placement of
authority and responsibility in accord with the changes
suggested by campus chief executives, more of the twenty-
one functions will be placed at the campus level. There
werc more sudgestions to place authority and responsi-
bility at the campus level than were made to place authority
and responsibility at the district or shared level, as
reported in Tables 8 through 11.

The four questions that remain to be answered and
the conclusions of those guestions are as follow:

1. JTn a community junior college operated MCTYI,
is there in the authority and responsibility currently
being practicad, any difference between the institutions
that have described themselves as having the character-
istics of cdecentralization and those that have described
themselves as having'the characteristics of centralization?

One may conclude, based on the Chi Square values
given in Table 12, page sixty-two, that except for the
placement of authority and responsibility for item 6,
course content and organization, and item 17, purcﬁasing,
these two types of institutions are unlike in the place-
ment of authority and responsibility for the remainder of
the twenty-one items. The placement of adihority and
responsibility for item 6 and item 17 is alike for
centralized and decentralized community junior college

operated MCTYI.




2. In a college or university ope.ated MCTYI,
is there in the authority and responsibility currently
beilry practiced, any difference between tl.e iInstitutions
that have described themseclves as having the character-
istics of decentralization and those that have described
themselves as having the characteristics of centralization?

One may ronclude, based on the Chi Square values
given in Table 12, page sixty-two, that except frr the
placement 6f authority and responsibility for item 19,
budget development, these two types of institutions are
unlike in the placement of authority and responsibility
for the remainder of the twenty-one items. The placement
of authority and responsibility for budget development
is aljke for these two institutions.

3. In a MCTYI that has been described by the
chief campus administrator as having the characteristics
of decentralization, is there in the authority and respon-
sibility currently being practiced, eny difference between
the college or university operated institution and the
community Jjunior college operated institution?

One may conclude, based on the Chi Square values
given in Table 12, pags sixty-two, that'these two types
of institutions are unlike in the placement of authority
and responsibility. There are no areas where the place-

ment of authority and re iponsibility are alike.
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4., In a MCTYI that has been described by the
chief campus administrator as having the charactecristics
of centralization, is there in the authority and responsi-
bility currently being p-acticed, any differeunce between
the college or university opera*ed institution and the
community junior college operated institution?

Cne may conclude, based on Table .2, page sixty-
two, that these two types of institutions are unlike
in the placement of authority and responsibility. There
are no arcas where the placement of avthority and responsi-
bility arc alike.

Based on the respons~s to these four questions,
one may conclude that there are four distinct types or
MCTYI. There were eighty-four Chi Square comparisons
made, twenty-one for each of the four guestions answered
above. Of the eighty-four Chi Square comparisons, only
3/84 identified placements of authority and responsibility
that were alike; therefore, there are four distinct types
of MCTYI.

These MCTYI types are:

1. centralized community junior college;

2. decentralized community junior collecz;

3. centralized college/university operated; and

4. decentralized college/university operated, MCTYI.
One may conclude that the four types of MCTYI

operate differently in terms of the overall placement of
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authority and respensibility. Therefore, it is apparent
that while all of the MCTYI serve as én educational
resource to a community, tae management philosophy--as
expressed through the placement of authority and

responsibility for twenty-one selected items--is different.

Recommendations

‘Tt is recommended that:
1. More attention be given to studying MCTYI.

2. The educational philosonhies of MCTYI be reviewed
to determine if there are differences.

3. This study\be replicated to determine if changee
in the placement of authority and responsibil? 'ty
have taken placa.

4., A study similar iﬂ\qature and design be made of
the district chief executive's perception of the
placement of authority\and responsibility.
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MULTE-CAMEUS AUTTIORTTY/ RESPONSIRILITY SURVICY ®©

Your time is valuabic,  Yoar contiibution and mformation are viduable,  This survey is designat 1o wke
about 10-15 minutes w complete, The design of the sty dictates that the study be completed only by che

on-campus chief exccutive,
The purposc of the survey is to drtermine the relutioaship of the on-sity multi-campus chief eacemtive 1o

the district/central office.
Anoaymiiy is guaranteed through data pooling.  Neither the institution nor the individual will be ideutifisble,

b R B T B T e e R e e B e ot Il e B e et S i i e e A B AR I e B Bt e e A A A R R A R AR
PARY 1-- BIOGRAPHICAL/ZINSTITUTIONAL DATA,
THIS SECTION 1S SELF EXPLANATORY, PLEASE FILL IN THE DLANKS

<

1. Total number of two-year camipuses in the district?

2. The district/contral office is located: on your cnmpt.:s ,oris__ miies from your campus.,

3. Your Fall ‘74 campus Full Time Lq'.m'\luxt enrollineat was about .

“=4; =How many years ha§ this ¢ampas 112

e

5. Please cheek the most deseriplive def; = tion of ynurpmnpus: .
. __Typel. You regand the district/central ofljec nsre as ng as upposed to afl (The district fcennial .
) T Toftice generally develops the policies and procedures mhung to arcas such as curiculum approvai,
. selection and assigniment of puvsoinel, in-gervice naining. purchasing, acconnting, and $o 0a,)
B : . '
= Type li. You regard the distrizt/central office more as @alf as ojposed to line.  (The ou-site campus

——

chief cxecutive gonerally develops policies and procedures relatjng o areas such as libvary book pro-

cessing, adimissions and reconls, cominunity services, course content, course ovganization, amd so ou.)
e

6. Pleage check the most descriprive classification of your campus:

Type A. Operate without any affiliation to a 4 yr. institution. ..

B Type'B. Opevate as part of a 4 yr. system.

7. Years of Experience Swamary 8. Age 9. Sex; M F
Siaff Line — :
. {Teach) (Admin.) 10. Prescit operating tlille: -
? Grades K- " Il. Previous operating title:
e Grades 7-12 12, How many professiongl staff report givecily to you?
a Jr. College . titles please:
Sr. College . ,
. Business i 13. Do other profossionals on vour campus report directly to the dlsmu/
central level in a Jing rclnuonslnp?
Militory !
& - From/title to/Litle
Q ) ' (:m:'lch additianal sheet for guestions 12 and 13 if necessary)

'ERIC N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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i

PARTT B --AUTHORELY /RESPONSIBILITY. DATA V " :
. T

This last section is designed to determine the placement of authority and respoasibility characterisde

«

ol )'l‘:ur system, and 10 doterpine if any change in this placenient Is suggested, \
. . v‘-:’ * ,

-

Arcos of geaeral authority /responsibility are listed, A "CURRENT™ and a “*SUGGESTED" coluinn are

g e

.y rf" . . - ) . .
glven, _Usizg-the-svinhols wse circle who is prinmarily performing the function. If the funttion is prin-

- cipslly sharad, where both tie campus end the disu‘im/ccm.rnl office participate in a deeisiin, circle both
.c_vml)uls. I those aveas where a chauge is suggcstcc;'. circle as appropriate in the "Suggcstcd:colunm .
Otherwise leave Blank, - o -y,

D/d represents the "_)5’1;?_5'_(‘ %r central office ‘&w
C/c represcnts the CAMPUS or ygur responsibility N
CURRENT  SLGGESTED ) P . “FUNCTION
1 D C d c - ,Cenigdcd persoanet se eczim; and-gssignrent ’
‘2 D . d C . Classificd personnct sglection and assignment
I b C ' d‘ ¢ - Curriculunf plnnrﬁng and development
4 D C d ¢ Trausier curriculum approval prior ;o bearg presentation
$§ D C . d ' c Tcrmhﬁl or o:cufauionat carriculum approval prior to board
L ' .o presentation
6 D C .4 ¢ Cous'se content axd organization .
?2 D C i ¢ ' Library book pro;qssing ‘_
8 b C d ¢ Admissions and Records ‘ - u“%
$ b Cc . é ¢ Food scrvices
0o D C ’\’,d c h Facilily planning and urilization rescarch ‘u
‘ il » cC "4 ¢ Instructional improvement research o . ,
12 D ‘%c d ¢ Ecucatienal-planning research ' X
‘13 D ¢ ¢ e Accrcdnauom@cs '
14 D ¢ d- ¢ Community scrvices e P
15 D ¢ d ¢ . Pblicity TTEsa /‘l- -
N 6 b C d . e ' Admisistrative data processing i -
12 D ¢ d ¢ * Purchasing - o ‘ SR . -
R D C d ¢ Accounting ) \ .
9 D C d ¢ l!ud'gm devetopment 7
2 n ¢ d ¢ Bu!get administration o o
2t D C d ¢ Natatesance, huflllegs, amd promwds
Qo - ' . -

= - \ X - Faaw’ «
.

R 3
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615 City Park Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70119
April 3, 1972

Dr, John S. Hansen ' : .
Assjstant Superintendent, Education.

State Center Community College District

924 M. Van Ness Avenue & )

Fresno, California 93728 )

Dcor Dr. Hanson:
. &

Thauvk you very ! 'indly for the vérbal approval to modify and
adapt the questionnaire developed by you in Chapter 4, The
Mlntl-]nsmuuon ]Jmor College District.

As 1 explained by telephone, it is my irtention to review
sclected aspects of the organization and administration of
multi-campus junior colieges. This, ‘of course, represents .
my dissertation area. [ anticipate that [ will update much of
the inforimavion collected by you, Dr. Kintzer and Dr. Jensen,
I shall make certain that you receive a copy when it is finally
completed and approved,

Cordially,

%5& e

]6hn T. Wyn.
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State Canter Community College District

i
§
{
‘ “
; D24 N. VAN NUSS AVENUE « FRESNO, CLLIFORNIA 92728 » TELEPHONE (209) 233.8475

W
L»-r—_‘ | WP

STUART M. WHITE TRUSTEES : .
' SUPEHINTENDENT RUDY E. JOHNSON, FRESIDENT ' LYNN B. FORD, VTCL PRESIOUNT
' ~. JOMN S. HANMSEN GARLANLD k. PEED BAXTLR K. RICHARDSON, SECHETARY
L . ASST. SUPERINTLNDENT ASST. SUFLMINTENDLY Y DAVID L. CRUIGHTON HAREY E. FIHAOKA
[SUSY S FDUCATION BUSINESS RAY M. MILES, D.D.S. COWARD R, MOSLEY, M.D.
.
- =
Maxch 28, 1972 N J

1

Mr. John Wynn.
615 City Park Avenue
New Orleans, Louisana 70119

Dear Mr. Wynn:

The purpose of this communication is to verify the oral assurance I pro-
vided you in our phone conversation yesterday that it js with my unreserved
approval that you utilize in your dissertation project the inztrumentw hich

I devised to obtain information for Chapter 4, The Multi-Institution Junior
College District. Please feel free to adapt it to suit vour purposes.,

Best of luck with your dissertation,
Sincerely, T S
s .

John S. Haasen
Assistant Superinterdent, Education

JSH:hjs . ;

Q .
] ERIC) ey coLLece REEDLEY COLLEGE | VOCATIGNAL TRAINING CENTER -

EEEEIEEEE NIVERS!ITY AVEMUE L 008 N RETD AVCNUF P90 €. ANMAL ALY

T o T IPIT VY S RPN R o
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