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The deve'rpment of :0CTY-1 (ulti-campus tv,,-year

instiLutions) represent contempnrary erfort. to srlve

the vroblems of population impact , euonDmie and social

ncessity. Although a relatively new type of educ,ttional

institution and (xle in which there is hiTh interest,

there are very few studies describing or documenting

This study was designed to determine the current

placement of manayement authority and resrr,isibility,

to determine suggested changes in thr ,Jacement of

managemnt 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 Directory were included in this stud'. Community

junior colleges MCTYI, college and university operated

MCTYI, 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 questionnaire listing twenty-one functions was used.

Each MCTYI campus chief executive was asked to indicate

the current placement as well as suggested changes in

1
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the placement of authority and responsibility.

Four types of MC= were identified:

1. Centralized community junior college operated;

2. Decentralizel community junior college operated;

3. Centralized college/university operated; and

4. Decentralized college/uhlversity operated.

Twelve questions were asked for the purpose of

determining, if there was any difference between the four

different types of institutions in terms of management

a-Lhoritv aid responsibility. These questions in

summary were:

I. there any difference in der_entralized MCTYI

between--

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

2. sn.7qested changes of community junior college
-ed college; /university operated MCTYI;

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 junior and
college/university operated MCTYI;

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

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

14t



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

Is there any difference between centralized and

decentralized--

9. current prac,:ices of college/university
operated MCTYI;

10. suggested changes of college/university
operated MCTYI;

11. current practices of community junior
elllege operated MCTYI;

12. suggestec: changes of community junior
college operated MCTYI?

The study involved the asking of these questions

for each of the twenty-one items on the questionnaire.

The limited number of suggested changes in the

placement of authority and responsibilit7, precluded

answering eight of the questions.

It was concluded that:

bf,

3

1. 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.
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4. A study similar in nature and design be made ofthe district chief executive's perception of theplacement 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

multi-campus institutions."' Specifically, multi-campus

two year colleges became a reality as early as the 1930's

when Chicago opened a three campus structure with an

initial enrollment of almost 4,000 students.2 Branch

campuses of colleges and universities were reported as

early as the 1920's, with the establishment of the Los

Angeles branch cf tho University of California.3

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 Multi- Institution Junior 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 Ed.D. dissertation, University of California,
Los Angeles, 1965), p. 27.

3Milton 0. Jones, The Development of Multi-Unit
Junior Colleges (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University
of California, Los Angeles, 1968), p. 14.

4Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution, p. 2.

1



2

the 1971 issue of the Junior Onlleye Directory identified

some sixty institutional listings in twenty-six states

involvincj 235 different campus sites.
1

These sixty institutional organizations are made

up of what ore normally thought of as being multi-capus

junior col)e(jes such as: Dallas County, St. Louis, and

Cleveland. Included also are the two-year units of the

University of Alaska, University of Pennsylvania,

Louisiana State University, and so

The development of multi-campus two year educational

institutionz, across the nation represents a contempo-rary

effo-.7t to solve the problems of population impact, economic

necessity, and social necessity. Jensen identified t_ve

reasons for multi-campus developments in his 1965 study.

1. To comoehsate for district geographical size
which orohibited one campus from servicing the
district adequately.

2. To equalize educational opportun4?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
reached its maximum capacity.

5. To keep each campus to a reasonable and functional
size.2

'American Association of Junior Colleges. 1971
Junior College Director (Washington, D.C., 1971), pp. 14-83.
passim.

2Jensen, dissertation, pp. 55-57.
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Multi-campus two-year institutions have had, and

show every sign of continuing to have, sustained growth

as the needs of society which conceived them show no

signs of diminishing. As it was phrased by a Californian

president, "Nostalgia may be all that is left to those who

admire the single -- institution district in urbanized

areas. 1

Statement of the Problem

It was the intention of this study to accomplish

a three-part objective which relates to the administrative

concept of multi-campus, two-year institutions. The first

part of the objective of this study was to investigate the

placement of management authority and management responsi-

bility of multi-campus two-year institutions. 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 part 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 and perspective.

This three-part objective makes it possible to view,

on a centralization/decentralization continuum, the current

1Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution, p. 34.
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placement of tLo authority and respunsibi.ity exercised by

multi-campus, campus chief executives. Likewise, any

changes in authority and responsibility suggest-d by those

campus chief administrators may be viewed on a cent-ali-

zation/decontralization continuum.

Closely related to the objective was the opportunity

to compare the operation of junior colleges with college

and university branch two-year institutions. Very little

has been }.:sown 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 simUar functions educationally as are community

junior colleges. This study, by design, compared the

placement of authority and responsibility of community

junior colleges to that of college and university affiliated

institutions. Included in the general 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.
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Given the dearth of current information, and the

obvious impact of this type of educational institution,

this study reviewed selected aspects of the administration

of authority and responsibility in muti-campus two-year

institutions. This study sought answers to the following

questions:

1. In a multi-campus two-year institution chat 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 college operated

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 currently being

practiced, a/ , difference between the college or university

operated institution 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?
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4. In a multi-campus two-year institution that

has been described by the chief campas administrator as

having the characteristics of centralizat--ion, is there in

the suggested changes in the authority and responsibility,

any difference between 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 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?

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 authority and responsibility, any difference

between the institutions that have described themselves as

having the characteristics of decentralization and those
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that have described themselves as having the characteristics

of centralization?

8. In a community junior college operated multi-

campus two-year 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 college 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 college or university operated multi-

campus two-year institution that has been described by the

chief 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?

11. In a community 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
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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 by the

chief 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 questions were asked for

each of the twenty-one items in the questionnaire. In

addition, biographical data has been summarized according

to college or university operated decentralized insti-

tutions, college or university operated centralized

institutions, 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

off.3ring 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 college or a

college or university which has more than one permanent

campus under a common board and which has an on-campus

site administrator for each campus.

3. Type I ulti-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 office generally

develops the policies and procedures relating tr areas such

as curriculum approval, selection and assignment of

personnel, in-service training, 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 opposeC to line. The on-site campus chief

execuve 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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Delimitations

This study was limited to junior colleges, community

colleges, technical schools, colleges, universities, state

operated MCTYI systems, or any other recognized United States

educatioaal institution listed in the 1971 Junior College

Directory which has the responsibility of operating more

than one, two-year campus 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 has been scarcely

touched by researchers and administrators. Few publicaticns

are availa!3le at this time. a

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

exciting phenomon."2

The development of multi-campus two-year institu-

tions has been so rapid that documentation has fallen

behind. Current practices have been largely communicated

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

P. 34.

1Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution,

2Jones, dissertation, p. 2.
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recognized tnat there is great diversity in styles of

organization and administration among the multicampus

two-year institutions.

Morrissey suggested that no body of theory or

organizational concept has been followed or identified

by the developing MCTYI.1 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 MCT1I 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

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

2Jones, dissertation, p. 2.
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were Included in this study. The Junior. College Directory

provided the name ard address of ench 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 employed to

insure as high a return as feasible.

The questionnaire was a modification of a form

used by the Kintzer, Jensen, and Hansen study made in

19E9.
1

The origina: purpose of the questionnaire 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 suggest

chances 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.

1Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution, pp. 23-24.

2John 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 used to insure as complr.?'e

return as possible. Of the 235 questionnaires sent out,

17b, or seventy-five per cent, were returned. There were

154 usable responses.

Treatment of Data

The data collected were classified into three

main categories: biographical/institutional; current

responsibility pattern; and areLts 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 13, college or university operated, and

Type A, community junior college operated, MCTYI.

As questionnaires were returned, the 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

operated 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
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CHART I

Treatment of Biographical Information

Operated by
Type I Type II

(Decentralized) (Centralized)

Type A
(Community Biographical Biographical
Junior College) 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. These eight main categories are

summarized in Chart II.

CHART II

Treatment of Authority and
Responsibility Data

Operated by
Type I Type II

(Decentralized) (Centralized)

Type A
(Community
Junior Colleges)

Suggested Changes
Current Practices

Suggested Changes
Current Practices

(Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)

Type B
(College or
University)

Suggested Changes
Current Practices
(Twenty-one Items)

Suggested Changes
Current Practices
(Twenty-one Items)
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Once classified into the form summarized in Chart

II, the data were subdivided according to current practices

and suggested changes in authority and responsibility.

Charts III and IV summarize the classification of this

element of the questionnaire.

CHART III

Treatment of Current Practices,
Authority and Responsibility Data

Operated by
Type I Type II

"(Decentralized) (Centralized)

Type A
(Community
Junior Colleges)

Current Practices Current Practices
(Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)

Type B t t
(College or Current Practices .-3.-Current Practice
University) (Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)

CHART IV

Treatment of Suggested Changes of
Authority and Responsibility Data

Operated by
Type 1 Type II

(Decentralized) (Centralized)

Type A
(Community Suggested Changes-.... Suggested Changes
Junior C-11s) (Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)

Type B
(College or
University)

_A__
T 4

Suggested Changes-44.Suggested Changes
(Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)
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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

Operated by
Type I Type I

(DecentrcIlized) (Decentralized)

Type A
(Community
Junior College)

Current PracticesSuggested Changes
(Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)

Type B
(College or
University)

Current Practices Suggested Changes
(Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)

CHART VI

Treatment of Current Practices and
Suggested Changes in Authority

and Responsibility

Operated by
Type II Type it

(Centralized) (Centralized)

Type A
(Community
Junior College)

Current Practices 4611. Suggested Changes
(Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)

Type P
(College e:
University

Current Practices 4+ Suggested Changes
(Twenty-one Items) (Twenty-one Items)
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Upon completion of this classification process, the

data from the (questionnaires were summed by item in each cell

of Chart III, Chart IV, Chart V, and Chart V7. The twenty-

one items i- the questionnaire that relate to current

practices and the twenty-one items that relate to suggested

changes had the capacity to generate as many as 252 cells

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

ways.)

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 were performed using the

"ChiChP; computer program developed by Donald J. Veldman.1

The data tested for statistical difference are

indicated by arrows in Charts III and IV. There are twelve

comparisons of the twenty -one items relating to current

practices in authority and responsibility 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-NI and VI.

The use of the mean square contingency coefficient,

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

'Donald J. Veidman, Fortran for the Behavioral
Sciences (New York: Bolt, Rinehart & Winston, 196777
pp. 295-307.
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to the usual Pearson product moment, or correlation coeffi-

cient.) 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 more

than two classes.2

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 he accomplished

7 21/-4,by applying the formula, C 4 The sign 'f C is
A/470

not determined by this formula, whirl is a characteriqic

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.

1
Frederick 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 Statistics, p. 481.

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

4Guilford, Fundamental Statistics, p. 338.

5Croxton 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 cir::umstances, very rarely, certainly, in env
absolute sense.1

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 problem,

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

'Guilford, Fundamental Statistics, p. 105.
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presentation inclIdes the Chi Square analysis of the

elements which were determined to be significant at the

five per cent level of confidence.

Chapter 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

Appendix B Questionnaire Release

Bibliography



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter concerns itself with a review of the

pertinent studies in the area of multi-campus adminis-

tration. The purpose and findings of these studies are

summarized. A review of the literature produced only

three major investigations in the area of multi-campus

administration 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.1

1Jensen, dissertation, p. x.
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Jensen undertook to determine the reasons for

multi- campus junior colleges; to determine the type of

organization used in multi-campus junior colleges; and

to identify the administrative policies and procedures

in use. 1 This he accomplished by means of case studies

of and visits to ten multi-campus districts.

He was able to classify multi-campus dist::.icts

into three categories:

Group I (Multi-Col]ege)--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 institution, but whose campuses offer
different educational programs.2

Jensen studied a total of ten multi-campus junior

college 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 d'..strict board and, in

the other case, a shared board of education. The

most common form of control was that of the independent

junior college districts which operated a total of some

1Jensen, 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. 1

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:

1. A general trend to the multi-college (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 personnel serN 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.

1Jensen, dissertation, p. 62.
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8. Employment processes for the individual campuses
were subject to some control and restraints by
the central offices.

9. Business affajrs, by unanimous agreement, 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 0. Jones who undertook a stud),

of the:

philosophy of central control versus individual
autonomy; the structure of the organization, multi-
campus or multi-college; and the question
centralized or decentralized services.2

He also cited the need for descriptive data.. Jones

summarizes his purpose in doing his study with the

statement:

...provide another step toward some organized approach
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

1
Jensen, dissertation, pp. xi-xii.

2Jones, dissertation, p. iv.

3Jones, dissertation, p. 8.



25

such as technical offerings, continuing education,

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 Model is distinguished

by operating multi-units as a single institutional 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 is similar to the foregoing model. The two primary

differences are in legal organization which is broader

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

maximum coordination and cooperation among all units in

the organization with a minimum of control." Campuses are

generally accredited ser-rately in this model.

The Multi-College, District Model is a rapidly

emerging concept according to Jones. It visualizes the

colleges as "separate;-autonomous institutions, loosely
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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.1

"The Multi-Institution Junior College District,"

published in 1969 by Kintzer, Jensen, and Hansen is the

most significant contribution to the field.

This report was prepared under the auspices of the

Educational Resources Information Center Clearinghouse

for Junior College Information at the University of

California, Los 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-five chief on

campus administrators as well as forty-five superintendents

of multi-institution junior college districts.

1Jones, dissertation, pp. 26-31.

2Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution, p. 4.
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The studies were made through the use of two

inquiry forms. The first: Eorm called for factual responses

while the second solicited opinions regarding multi-

institution vs single institution and the question of

centralized vs decentralized administration in multi-

institution junior college districts.

Ine findings of the factual form were summarized

as follows:

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

2. Regarding curricular matters. about one half
indicate that this should be shared between 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 ta course content and organization,
text book, and library book selection;

4. Student personnel services are considered to be
college respoi:sibilities. Auxilliery services
involving money seem to be more the responsibility
of the distric.:;

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

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

7. Publicity appeared to be a college responsibility
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
responsibility;

9. Of forty areas surveyed, more were considered to
be college responsibility than as dis,-rict
responsibility.1

1Kintzer, Jensen, Hansen, Multi-Institution, pp. 25-26.
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The authors conclude by this that most 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 schedules,

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

inquiry found that a high degree 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 also come about.

It was judged 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 two or more smaller

districts serving the same area."1

1Kintzer, Jensen, Hanse, Multi-Institution,

p. 34.
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Apart from these three studies, no other signifi-

cent sources regarding the organization and administration

of multi-unit two-year institutions were found. This

single thought has been expressed in each of the three

studies.

A thorough review of Dissertation AbF,tracts

International, a computer search of the ERIC 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 otner usual sources ullilivered relatively few

references.



CHAPTER III

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

This study of selected aspects of centralization

versus autonomy in the administration of multi-campus

two-year colleges may be viewed as having three distinct

elements. The first element was the gathering of

descriptive data relating to the institutions and tha

administrators included in this study. The second

element was to determine the actual placement of manage-

ment authority and responsibility as perceived 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 authority and responsi-

bility.

With these elements in mind, linited biographical

and institutional data was gathered. These data, in sum-

marized form, have been presented largely in 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



31

respon:libility as well suggested changes in the

placement of management authority for twenty-one selected

items. The purpose of the study was to determine, the

degree or extent of autoncny given to a campus.

A series of twelve Questions to be asked for each

of the twenty-one items regarding the placement of

managemcnt authority and responsibility was developed.

These twelve guestic,Is are presented in summary form as

follows:

Is there any difference in decentralized MCTYI

between--

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

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

3. current practices and suggested changes
of college/univere!.ty cperated MCTYI;

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

Is there any difference in centralized MCTYI between--

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

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

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

8. curren: practices and suggested changes of
community junior college operated MCTYI?
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Is there any difference betweeu-r-entralized and

decentralized-

9. current practices of ce'lege/university
operated MCTYI;

10. suggested changes of college/university
operated MCTYI;

11. current practices of community junior
college operated MCTYI;

12. suggested changes of community junior
college operated MCTYI?

The twelve questions posed above are the material

around which the principal substance of this chapter has

been constructed. Each question has been applied to the

twenty-one selected items of the questionnaire.

Of the 235 institutions identified in the 1971

Directory of Junior Colleges which were asked to respond to

the study, replies were 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

which 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

questionnaire. These questions were designed to gather
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information about. the nature or character of the institution

proper and of the on-campus chief executive. The area did

not lend itself to sophisLic,Ited statistical treatment for

the purpose of this study. The sole intent of including

the information was to provide a frame of reference for

the balance of the study: The reader may, through

in-t&rence and value judgments, draw some conclusins

regarding the ,balance of the study.

Of the many va.Lues... and summaries of informotion

that follow, perhaps the most imp -idrtant was the composition

of the 154 usable responses in terms of fy-Q,s of

institutions. There were included in this study, tlii,rty-

four centralized community junior college operated MCTYI

and sixty-one decentralized. There were forty college/

university operated MCTYI, and nineteen decentralized.

These 51171 to 154 diff,_!rent institutions.

When asked the total number of MCTYI in the

district, it was found that there were as many as eighteen

Campuses among the centralized 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 to be a bit smalle: in terms

of the number of organizational units, but not emphatically

SO.

The question of the location of the district/

central office determined that there were on-campus

locations for eight centralized community junior colleges,

ten for decentralized community junior colleges, two for

centralized 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

---eac,average of ninety-seven miles from each campus for

centrali5.7Pd type MCTYI and for decentralized there were

fifteen off-caNg,qs an average of eighty-eight mileE from

each campus. It seeMed_ 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 Fall 1971 campus Full Time 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 college /university

operated MCTYI enrollment wasby and large, smaller than

found in the community junior college operated MCTYI.

TABLE I

MCTYI CAMPUS 1971 FULL TIME
EQUIVALENT ENROLLMENT

Enrolltent 0- 501- 1001- 3001- 6001- 9001-
500 1000 3000 6000 9000 up

Centralized Com-
munity JuniJr
College 11 9 2 4

Decentralized
Community
Junior College 4 5 27 16 8 1

Centralized
College/Univer-
sity Operated 19 16 5 0 0 0

Decerirtrqlized
College4Univer-
sity Operated 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 reporteu 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 t.even years of operation.

Definitions were given and the respondents were

asked which definition 1'cst described their campus. The

definitions forced the respondents to classify themselves

as a decentralized or centralized type of institution.

There were seventy-four centralized and eighty decentra-

lized type institutions according to this definition.

the same general area, ninety five respondents reported

themselves as being community junior college operated

MCTYI, and fifty-nine reported themselves as part of a

college/university operated MCTYI.

Question seven of Part I of the questionnaire

asked each respondent to indicate he type of background

in terms of experience. Responses to this question were

given in years by some, and mereL: 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 obtained 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 examj1e, one may

refer to Table 2 and determine that forty-one per cent

of the campus chief executive:, of centralized college/

university operated MCTI:l have had experience as a staff

person in the grades

For ail types of MCTYI responding, the modal age

of the chief executive was given as forty-five to forty-

nine years. The age range of thirty to sixty-four was

given 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 else 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 o "President" in the :section which contains

"previous operating title".

The last question 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 immediatP_ 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 stuuy was directed at the

presentation of data generated by Part II of the question-

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 place-

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
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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 some slight variation

in the denominators. 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 -one selected items in centralized

community junior college operate3 MCTYI. It may be seen

that there was fairly wide latitude in the placement of

authority and responsibility with respect to the twenty-

one items. Most of the authority 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 fairly 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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TABLE 4

CURRENT PLACEMENT CF AUTHORITY PND RESPONSIBILITY FOR TWENTY-ONE
SEIECTLO BENS IN CENTRALIZED COMMU41TY ,WNIOR COLLEGE MCTYI

Function

1Certified personnel selection

Campus
I/ %

District
f %

Shared
f %

and assignment, 22 65 4 12 8 24

2 Classified personnel selection
and assignment 10 53 5 lE 11 32

3 Curriculum planning
and development 18 53 4 12 12 35

4 Transfer curriculum approval
prior tc board presentation 10 30 11 32 '12 36

5 Terminal or occupational
curriculum approval prior
to board presentation 9 26 13 38 12 35.

1 .

6 Course content and
organization 30 83 2 6 2 6

7 Library book processing 25 74 8 24 1 3.

8 Admissions. and Records .25 74 4 12 5 15

9 Food Services 22 65 10 20 2 6

10 Facility Planning and
utillizatinn research 4 12 13 .1,,8 17 50

11 Instructional improvement'
research 16.48 6 18. 11.33

12 Educational planning research 12 38 g 2E! 12 38.

13 Accreditation activities 12 35 6 18 16 47

. 14 Community service!' 25 74 4 12 5 15

15 Publicity 9 26 6 18 18 53,

16 Administrative data processing 1 3 24 71 9 26

17 Purchasing 3 9 21 62 10 29

18 Accounting 3 '9 23 08 8 -24

19 Budget development 3 9 8 Z4 23 68

20 Budget administration 11 32 9 26 14--41

21 Maintenance, buildings,
end grounds 19 56 7 fl 3 24
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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 placement, of

authority and responsibility for twenty-one selected items

in decentralized community junior college MCTYI. Table 5

was representative of an autonomymous type institution,

and the data did tend to confirm this position.

Thirteen of the twenty-one functions were clearly

placed at the campus level. Only for three of the twenty-

one items was the placement of authority and responsi:Ality

at the district level in a majority of the institutions.

Of the remaining five items, two were placed at a shard

level; only three of the items were distributed amcng the

three possible levels without a majority.

possibly the most important item from the stand-

print of campus autonomy was,that of budget administration,

item 20. Interestingly, 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 threEl items, administlative data processing,

purchasing, and accounting were the only three of the

twenty-one items where the placement of authority and

responsibility was at the district level in a majority of
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TAME 5

CIARENT PLACEMENT OF ''.UTHONTY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR TWENTY-01E
SELECTE ITL!'.: IN pLCC-Ii(ALlY..i0 COMMUNiTY ANIOR COLLEGE MCTYI

Function

1 Certified personnel 5electioh

Campus
# %

- District

%

Shared
# %

and assionment 47' 77 1 2 13 =1

2 Classified personnel selection
and assignment 45 74 3 5 13 21

3 Curriculum planning
and developm.mt 44 72 2 3 15 25

4 Transfer curriculum approval
prior to board presentation 32 53 10 17 18 30

5 Terminal or uccupatioval
curriculu appro61 prior
to hoard presentation 28 47 8 13 24 40

6 Course content and
organizaticn 54 39 3 5 4 7

7 Library Sock processing 50 e2 9 15 2 3

S Admissions and Records 50 82 6 10 5

9 Food Services
. 46 78 9 15..

10 Fadlit:, Pla7ning and

13 21 15 25 33 54

. 11-Instructional improvement
research . 40 E6 7 11 14 23

12 Educational planning research 32 53 8 13 20 33

13 Accreditation activities 45 75 3 5 12 20

14 Community services .51 84 4 7 6 10

15 Publicity 27 44 13 21 21 34

16 Administrative data processing 7 12 35 59 17 29

17 Purchasing 6 13 37 62 17 28

18 Accounting 3 5 36 60 21 35

19 Budget development 13 22 8 13 39 65

20 Budget administration 25 42 9 15 25 43

21 Maintenance, buildings,
and grounds 36 59 8 13 . 17 28
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the institutions. Even so, in almost one -third of the

institutions, these three 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 operated MCTYI.

The data of this table were representative of a MCTYI that

regarded the central or district office in more of 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. Aem

4, transfer curriculum approval prior to board presentation,

was important, of course, but not so revealing 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 OF AUTHOr'ITY AND RESPONSIRILITY rn° TWNTY-ON=.
SLLECTED ITEMS IN CENTRALIZ:D COLLEGEPJNIVERSITY OPERATED !1C1YI

:.: ..._---__=. "-21.1_ - ... ,
.

Function

1 Certified personnel selection

.. ___ _

Campus
I %

__
District: Shared

and assignmeot 23 58 2 5 15 38

2 Classified personnel selection
and assignment 30 75 3 8 7 18

3 Curriculum planning
and development 10 25- . 11 28 19 48

4 Transfer curriculum apdroval
prior to board presentation 4 11 22 58 12 32

S fierminal or cccurational
curriculum approval prior
to board presentation 8 24 11 32 15 44

6 Course cortent and
organization 13 33 13 33 13 33.

7 Litrary book processing 25 64 9 23 5 13

8 Admissions and Recurds 15 38 11 28 13 33

9 Food services 27 90 1 3 2 7

10 Planning aii..I

utilizotiou researcn 10 26 12 31 17 44

11 Instructional tJprovenent
research 16 41 11 28 12 31

12 Educational planning resesr:h 13 34 9 24 IS 42

13 Accrditation activities 10 25 9 23 21 52

14 Community services 33 87 3 8 2 5

15 Publicity 29 74 3 8 7 18

16 Administrative data proce:.sing 5 14 20 55 11 21

17 Purchasing 4 10 13 33 23 58

1C Accounting 6 15 16 40 18 45

19 Budget development 9 23 5 12 26 65

20 Budget administratinn 16 40 8 20 _ 16 40

21 Maintenance, buildings,
aid grounds .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 being placed at the

campus level. A position that there wa: a great deal of

"cooperation" between the campus level and the district

level might also be made.

Seen Table 7 are data concerning the current place-

ment of authority and responsibility for twenty-one

selected 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 Table 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, budget 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 thr.

twenty-one items had higher percentage values, but
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TABLE 7

CURkUIT PLI1CPEW OF A1;TW:liv RESPC1SIBILITY FOR TWElTY-GNE
SELECTED IP'S 14 OCCENT:,,LI7E0 COLLESELMIVESITY CPFRATED

.

Function

I Certified personnel selection

.

Campus
I %

District
I t

Shared
I %

..and assignment 13 68 2 11 4 21

.2 Classified personnel selection
and essignmont; 16 E4 2 11 1 5

3 Curriculum planning
and devalov.;F:nt 9 47 6 32 4 21

4 Transfer curriculum approval
prior to hoard presentLtion 4 21 32 9 47

5 Terminal or occupational
curriculum epo-uval prior
to board presentation 9 50 4 21 5 23

6 Course content and
organization 12 63 3 16 4 21

.7 Library book processing 14 74 3 16 2 11

8 Admiss'enc and ;cosard 50 4 21 5 28

9 Food Services 10 67 3 20 2 13

10 Facility Planning crid
utilization 5 26 3 16 11 58

11 Instructional improvnment
.rescarch 10 53 2 11 7 37

12 Educational plannin3 research 11 51 2 11 5 2S

13 Accreditat:on activities 8 21 2 11 9 47

.14 Community services 14
.

74
.

4 21 1 5

15 Publicity 11 53 3 16 5 26

16 Administrative data procassins 5. 28 7 39 6 33

'17 Purchtising 10 53 . 4 21 S 26

IC Accounting 3 16 3 16 13 68

19 Budset developrent 5 26 2 11 12 63

20 Budget administration 13 68 3 16 3 16

21 Mafntenance, buildings,
and sroalds 12 63 4 21 3 16
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item 20 is perhaps the most important from the standpoint of

campus autonomy. Most important from the standpoint of

autonomy was the absene of any majority of institutions

reporting placement of authority and responsibility at

the district level.

To recapitulate Tables 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.

0
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 community
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 Tables 4 through 7. As an

example, TaLle 4 reports the current placement while Table

8 reports suggested changes in the current placement of

authority and responsibility for centralized community

junior college MCTYI.

Shown in Table 8 are the sAgested changes in the

placement of authority and responsibility for twenty-one

selected items in centralized community junior college

MCTYI. 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.



TALLE 8

SUGGESTED CHPNGES IN THE PLA:EMEPT OF AUTHORITY AND RESPSIBILIIN
FOR TIIENTY-CW SELECTED IfEMS IN Ci:NfRALIZED EOMMIITY JUNIOR Cr4LEGE MCTYI

Function

1 Certified personnel selection

Campus District Shared

and assignment 2 0 0

*2 Classified perionnel selection
and assignment 1 0 0

3 Curriculum planing
and development 1 1 0

4 Transfer curriculum approval
prior to board presentation 1 1 0

5 Terminal or occupalonal
curriculum approval prior
to Ware presentation T 1

6 Course content And
organization 0 0

7 Library b00% processing 1 1 1

8 Admissions and Records 1 0

9 Food Services 4 0 1

10 Facility Planning .!r1J
utilization research 1 1

11 rnctructional improvement
research a 0 0

12 Educational planning research 2 3

13 Accreditation activities 0

14 Cermaunity services 2 1 T

15 Publicity 2 0

16 Administrative data processing 2 0 1

17 Purchasing 4 0 0

18 Accounting 2 0 0

19 Budget development 0 1

20 Budget administration, 8 0 2

21 Maintenance, trildings,
and grounds 3 0 2



52

In all, there were forty-six suggestions being made

to place authority and responsibility at the campus 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 responsibility 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 in decentralized community junior college MCTYI. A

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 at the district level,

and eleven at the shared level. Suggestions for change

were made in nineteen of the twenty-one items.

The greatest number of suggested changes in the

placement of management authOrty and responsi.ility )c-

curred in item 15, publicity, where 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 central.,zed college/university operated
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TALE 9

SUGGISTED CHANGES IN THE PLACEmEN4 CF AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR
TWEHTY-WE SELECTED ITEMS IN DECENTRALIZED COXxuNITY JUNIOR COLLEGE MCTYI

Function

1 Certified personnel selection

Campus District Shared

and assignment 3 1 0

2 Classified personnel selection
and assignment 4 0 0

3 Curriculum planning
and development 1 2 0

4 Transfer curriculum apprcval
prior to board presentation 2 0

5 Terminal cf occupational
curriculum approval prior
to board presentation 2 0 0

6 Course content and
organization 1 0 0

7 library book prnessing 0 0

B Admissions and Pecords 3 0 0

9 Food Services

lO Facility ?lam:ilia an4
utilization rasearo

7.

4

0

0

1

0

"1 Instrurtional improvement
rescarcr 1 1 1

12 EdIxational plar.6ing research 0 1 0

13 Accrenitttion activities 0 0 0

14 Community services 2 0 1

15 Fublicity 8 0 2

16 Administrative data processin; 2 0

17 Purchasing 5 0 2

18 kcountlng 1 0 1

19 Budget development 2 1 0

20 Budget administration 2 0 0

21 Maintenance, buildings,
and grounds 6 1 0
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MCTYI. 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 level, only three to the district level, and

thirteen to a shared level. There were no suggested

changes made for item 6, course content and organization.

The greatest number of suggested changes occur 2d in

item 3, curriculum piannirq 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 evl: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 responsibility for twenty-one

selected items in decentralized college/university operated

MCTYI. Only thirteen changes were suggested in the place-

ment of authority and responsibility in Table'll. These

thirteen suggested changes did not 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 suggestions for change, none were

especially greater in :lumber than any other for any one

of the ten items where change was suggested. The thirteen
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1ABLE 10

SUGGESTED CHA10ES
FOR 1WErTY-ONE SELECTED

IN THE Pi_AC:"FAT OF AUTHORITY A'YP

FLAS IN C!-.N7;ALI7ED COLLNE/W.IVERSITY OPPATEO_
Campus District

MCTYI

Function

1 Certified r,Irsonnel selection

Shared

and asiivx.ent 2 0 0

2 ClassifiA person selection

and assisnment 1 0 0

3 Curriculum planning
and development 6 0 1

4 Transcer curr!culum apro..;
prier to Loard presontetion 3 1 2

5 Terminal or occoaticral
currioulul apdrcvai olior
to board p.cse..,tiLicn 5 1 3

5 Course cortent and
organization . 3 0 0

7 Library bock processing 1 0 0

$ Admissions and R.'cerds 0 0 0

9 Focd services 2 0 0

10 Facilit; PlInnin s. and

utilization res.:crcn 2 1 0

11 lostructional improvemont
rescarcn 2" 0 2

12 Educational planning research 4 0 1

13 Accreditation activities 2 0 1

14 Community serviccs 3 0

_:..,

0

15 Publicity 4 0 2

16 Administrative data processing 4 0 1

17 Purchasing 5 0 0

18 Accounting 4 0 0

19 Budget development 4 0 0

20 Budget administration 4 0 0

21 Maintevi,nce, buildings,
and gruunds 5 0 0
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TABLE 11

SUGGESTED CFIZoES IN THE PLACP'ENT (F AMOQITY RCSPONS1BILITY roR
TWE1ITY-CE SUECTED :TE:1S IN '31=CENTI-0.72F0 CCI_LECIl!CN1vir:SITV C:107.0

Function

1 CertiFied personnel selection

Campus Shared

and assignmen1 0 0 0

2 Classified personnel selection
and assignment 0 0

3 Cueric.J1v.i plenning
and developm:mt 2 0 0

4 Trans!'er curriculua: apr,roval

prior tr board presentation 2 1 0

5 Termin0 or occuoational
curricul!.,m voval prcr
V. ucard presentaticn 1 0 0

6 Course content and
organizatinn 0 0 0

7 Library hook processing 0

e Almissicus and :Zecords 1 0 0

9 food rvice 0 0 0

10 Facility Panic. , ann

6tili2atien reseaTc: 0 0 0

11 Instriend1 i.nprovtreant
rtearcn 0 1 0

)2 FG1u:etna! pIeroing rereerch 1 0 0

13 Accredita:icn activiiies E 0 0

-.4 Cnmdunity services 0 0 0

16 Piklicity 0 G 0

16 Admini;trat!vz data p-ocessInl 1 0 0

17 purchah g 1 0 0

it At-c:untirg 1 0 0

19 Budget development 0 0 0

20 8,JJget administration 1 0 0

21 Maintenance, bufldings,
an.. grounns 0 0 0
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suggestions for ch,:-Ige were spread out among the ten items

rather evenly.

To summarize Tables 8 through 11, suggestions for

change in the placement of management authority and

responsibility occurred:

for 21 items in centralized community
junior colleges;

19 items in decentralized community
junior colleges;

20 items in centralized college/univer-
sity operated MCTYI; and

10 items in decentralized college/
university operated MCTYI.

at the

Of the suggested changes, placement was suggested

level of the:

1. Caiapus for 46 Lines f centralized ::cmfaunity
junior colleges;

51 times for decentralized community
junior colleges;

66 times for centralized college/univer-
sity operated MCTYI; and

11 times for decentralized college/
university operated MCTYI.

2. District - 9 times for centralized community
junior college;

7 times for decentralized community
j-unior colleges;

.3 times for cEntralized college/univer-
s: _ operated MCTYI; and

2 times f( ._cel:ralized college/
university operated MCTYI.
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3. Shared for 11 times for centralized community
junior collcges;

11 times for decentralized community
junior colleges;

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

0 times for decentralized 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

number basis. This limitation is somewhat dulled in that

a comparison 'ras made on the basis of the number of items;

yet, 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 study. The purpose

of the statistics is to determine if them 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 Square is a l'Addely understood

treatment and deserves no lengthly explanation. The

concept is essentially one of comparing certain character-

istics of distributions to determine if there is likelihood

that the compared distributions are found in a common
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universe. The lielihood mey be predicted in terms of a

percentage or probability. 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 compared will be considered as coming from a common

universe and, therefore, alike. Any Chi Square value of

less than ninety-five per cent will identify a statisti-

cally significant difference betw,en the distributions

being compared.

It will be remembered that twelve questions have

been posed regarding statistically significant differences

in the placement of authority and responsibility for

twenty-one items common to the four types of MCTYI studied.

Four of the twelve questions compared current practices;

four compared 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 TaYles 4 through

7, few suggestions were made. The total number of

suggestions was fairly high, but on an item by 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 correction is inadequate. ,1

For these two reasons, namely the intrinsic

suspicion of the low Lumber 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 of suggested changes in management

authority and responsibility.

Due to the dearth of research in the locus of

authority aLd responsibility in MCTYI it was neither pre-

dictable nor anticipated that so comparatively few responses

to suggested changes would be reported. On the contrary,

it had been presumed that the on-site chief administrators

of a MCTYI would take the opportunity to suggest changes

in the loz.us of authority and responsibility much more

extensive!y than was reported.

Even thouga the frequencies by items of suggested

changes in the placement of authority and responsibility

1Guilford, Fundamentza 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 data 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 use by students at the University of

Southern Mississippi.

The data Le which the Veldman, Chi Square. computer

program has been applied are found in Tables 4 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 value 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
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TABLE 1?

.CHI SQUAQE VALUES nETEimIN:D IN C.VP.i::INS Of 1111 PLACUE4T Of
curR:nT AUTIrPITY AV) CFSPC:WFILITY. SUECTED ULNA :n hC1YI

Centralized $.
Decentrali:co

Central:zee vs.
Dece!itrali-e0

Derentralized
coa4Le.ity dyn-

CentrAlized
C'rununity jun-

fet.ction Cocmunity Lolinge/ ix Colleges vs. ior Colleges vs.
Junk,- University CnIlegohniver- Collole/Univer-
Colleti s Operated sity Coorated Oty Operated

1 Certified !,erfonne.1 selection
and ass.rol....$nt. 9% 54% 20% 31%

2 Classified perserinl aelection
and aasiE.ett 8 60 20 14

3 Curriculum plenning
and deve:cielent 10 18 00 3

4 Transe co.-rienlum approval
prior to Ceara presentation 7 1 56 5

5 Terminal or c:zcpational
curriculum approval prior
to board pr$ntatIom 2 20 66 76

6 Ccuree cort:at aad
organicaticn 97* 6 S LO

7 Library boo prntossing 57 70 52 30

8 Admissinns r R070-d3 57 60 3

9 Food sorrice:. ?6 15 69 2

10 facility Plamlin..
ec;ea..11 23 37 4. 32

11 lustru:tiLnal improvement
research 27 28 33 6)

12 Educatianal p7annirg research 24 28 6 92

13 kcorrditatte: activities 00 .. 34 2 62

14 Community services 51 59 19 31

15 Publicity 15 50 $2 00

16 Aulainistrative data processing 29 24 9 20

17 Purchasing 98* 25 1 .3

18 Atcounting 65 12 00 6

19 ?udger develepront 18 95* 90 18

20 Budget administration 37 7 5 73

21 Maintenan.:e. buildings.
and gro6nds 62 95 54 9

*No significant difference at 95% or higher level.
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per cent sure that the two distributions have come from a

common universe or population.

The first column of Table 12 answers the question:

In a community junior operated MCTYI, is there in the

authority and responsibility currently being practiced,

any differene 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-one items

have been compared.

From the first column of Table 12, itimay 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

no difference between these two types of MCTYI for item 6,

course content and organization, and item 17, purchasing.

The remaining items have a Chi'Square value less than

ninety-five per cent and thetwo types of institutions

being compared nu-- be said to have unlike placement of

authority and responsibility for these items.

Column two of Table 12 answers the question: In a

college/university operated MCTYI, 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 charateristics

of centralization? All twenty-one items have been compared.
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Column two of Table 12 shows 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, there was

no differnee in the placement of authority and responsi-

bility for the two institutions being compared. The

remaining twenty items have a Chi Square 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 '.he question: In

a MCTYI that has been described by the chief campus

administrator as having the characteristics of dec.:antra-

lization, is there in the authority and the responsibility

currently being practiced, any difference between the

college/university operated and the community junior

college operated institution? Again, alftwenty-one items

have been compared.

Column three, Table 12, has no Chi Square value 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.

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

Nntralization, is there in the authority and thei
\.
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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 been compared.

Co].lumn 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

In Chapter III biographical and institutional

data received from 154 MCTYI were presented. Chapter III

also contained statements regarding the current placement

of authority and responsibility for twenty-one selected

items or functions thought to be common to almost all

MCTYI and suggested changes in the placement of authority

and responsibility for the twenty-one items. Included

also das 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 junior
college operated MCTYI;

2. Centralized versus decentralized college/
university operated MCTYI;

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

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



The 154 MCTYI relTonding to the study were class

fied into four primary categories representing types

66

MCTYI. There were found to be thirty-four centraliz d and

Nsixty-one decentralized community junior college ope;ated
-f)

MCTYI, and forty centralized and nineteen decentralized

college/university operated MCTYI.

Chapter III was to have included additional Chi

Square comparisons involving 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 Squdre analysis was not recommended. The absence

of sufficient data caused eight of the original twelve

questions to be eliminated. A trend ..-rward the authority

and responsibility for more iunctions 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 21acement of authority and responsibility

for the twenty-one items under study. Only the current

placement of authority lnd responsibility for items six

and eighteen were considared to be the same. For 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 anC 2,-;--.nsibility of the district in a majority

of the institutions.

2. Centralized versus decentralized college/

university operated MCTYI wer,-.: substantially unlike in

the placement of authority and responsibility for all

but one of the functions. The placement of authority

and responsibility for item 19, budget development, was

found to he at the shared level j.n most of the institutions.

3. Decentralized community junior college versus

college/university operated MCTYI were unlike in the

coarrent placement of authcrity and respon.,ibilitv. There

was no area of aut_ority and responsibility that was

placed at the same level of administration when judged by

CIO Square at the .:five per cent level of significance.

4. Centralized community junior college versus

college/univer*ty..operated MCTYI were judged to be

unlike in the current placement,--af)authority and responsi-

bility at the five per cent level of sig cance. The

level of placement for all twenty -one items was different

for these two type; of MCTYI.

A recapitulat,on of the current placement of

management authoPty and responsibility is found on pages

-forty-nine and fif.y, while a_ similar recapitulation of

suggestions for change in the placement of management

authority and responsibility is found on pages fifty-seven
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and fifty -eiht. These recapitrlations augment the statis-

tical findins.

In the ensuing and final chapter, the purposes and

findings of the study are summarized. Conclusions are

drawn and recommendations for further study are wade.



CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

The development of multi-campus two-year institu-

tions represents a contemporary effort to solve the

problem 5 of population impact, economic necessity, and

social necessity. As a relatively new type of education,..1

structure, and one where there appears to be a high level

of interest, 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 selected aspects of .entralization versus

autonomy of MCTYI, 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

control of MCTYI, as well as other areas not included in

this study.

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

1971 junir College Directory, that there were 235 campuses

belonging to sixty institutions. These sixty institutions

we-e located in twenty-six states. This study attempted a

census. About seventy-five per cent of the census popula-

tion participated in the study.

To determine the extent of campug autonomy, a

questionnaire which listed twenty-one selected items or

functions thought to be common to all MCTYI was used. The

questionnaire used was a modification of the questionnaire

originally desig.ed by Dr. John S. Hansen for use in the

Kintzer, Jensen, and Hansen study. Each MCTYI listed in the

1971 Junior College 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 office, and whether the can-pus was part of a

community junior college or part of a college/university

operated system. State operatod MCTYI were grouped with

MCTYI of colleges and universities. The four types of

MCTYI were identified as:

1. Centralized community junior college operated;

2. Decentralized community junior college operated;

3. Cen-zralized college/university operated; and

4. Decentralized college /university operated.

This study proposeJ questions to be 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 ques-

tions in summary form were:

Is there any difference in decentralized MCTYI

between--

1. 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 college/universiety operated 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 community junior and
college/university operated MCTYI;
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6. suggrn;tod changes of community junior
college and college/university operated
MCTYI;

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

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

Is there any difference between centralized and

decentralized- -

9. current practices of college/university
operated MCTYI;

10. suggested changes of college/university
operated MCTYI;

11. current practices of community junior
college operated MCTY1;

12. suggested changes of community junior
college operated MCTY1?

This study involved 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 having a Chi Square

value of less than ninety-five per cent probability.

Presented also in the study is a summarization of

selected biographical and institutional data for each of

the four types of institutions.' No other treatment was

given to the biographical/institut:_onal data and these data

were not incorporated in any way in the Chi Square 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

gathered. These data were summarized for each cf the four

types of institutions. Mu sole intent of these data was

to provide the reader with some basis for making value'

judgments about the balance of the rlata found in the study.

In one sense, the biographical/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 the

four types of institutions studied are basically alike in

terms of institutional characteristics. One may also

cohclude that the chief campus executives studied are

basical]y alike on the basis or the biographical data

presented. It is recognized, of course, that 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 of

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 lent

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

were more suggestions 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 questions are as follow:

1. In a community junior college operated MCTYI,

is there in the authority and responsibility currently

being practiced, any difference between the institutions

that have described themselves as having the character-

istics of decentralization 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, purchasing,

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 authority and

responsibility for item 6 and item 17 is alike for

centralized and decentralized community junior college

operated MCTYI.
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2. In a college or university ore,ated MCTYI,

is there in the authority and responsibility currently

beiLg practiced, any difference between tle institutions

that have described themselves as having the character-

istics of decentralization 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 fn;, the

placement of authority and responsibility for item 19,

budget development, theoe 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 alike 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, any difference between

the college or university operated institution and the

community junior college operated institution?

One may conclude, based on the Chi Square values

given in Table 12, paga 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 responsibility are alike.
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4. In a MCTYI that has been described by the

chief campus administrator as having the characteristics

of centralization, is there in the authority and responsi-

bility currently being p:acticed, any difference between

the college or university operated institution and the

community junior college operated institution?

One may conclude, based on Table page sixty-

two, that these two types of institutions are unlike

in the placement of authority and responsibility. There

are no a7eas where the placement of authority and responsi-

bility are alike.

Based on the responses to these four questions,

one may conclude that there are four distinct.types of

MCTYI. There were eighty-four Chi Square comparisons

made, twenty-one for each of the four questions 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 college;

3. centralised college/university operated; and

4. decentralized college/university operated, MCTYI.

One may conclude that the Eour types of MCTYI

operate differently in terms of the overall placement of
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authority and responsibility. There_fore, it is apparent

that while all of the MCTYI serve as an educational

,resource to a community, tne management philosophy--as

expressed through the placement of authority and

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

Recommendations

.7t 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 changoc
in the placeMent of authority and responsihi?'-cy
have taken place.

4. A study similar iri-nature and design be made of
the district chief eXecutive's perception of the
placement of authoritY\and responsibility.



APPENITEES

7



APPENDIX A

(Questionnaire)

'19



80
t

M.11.:11-CAMPUS AlriliOit1TY/ 11E.PON5.i11111.1TY SURVEY

Your time is valuable. Yocr cunt I ihut ion and information are valuable. This survey is designed to take

about 10-15 minutos to complete. The design of the ankly dictates that the study be completed onl'y by the

on-campus cilia executive.

The purpose of the,survey is totl,?termine the relationship of the on-sir! multi-campus chief executive to

the district/central office.

Anoaymizy is guaranteed through data pooling. Neither the institution nor the individual will be identifi ably.

s+4.1-4-0.4 *-1)%**-1 *4- .4-1+`+*-1-*4 *-1-1 *i.**1:*-0-1...1-*4-4-1-1.4.0-1.41- *1- 4+4+ 4-1-*-1.4-1.*-1-444-1-`1-11.44 *-I `4..1
S'AR'I' 1-- BIOOlt API iiCAL/INsTrnyriON A L DiVrA.

TII1S sE(moN IS Sl3L17 EXPLANATORY, PLITASE FILL IN TlI BLANKS

I. Total number of two-year campuses in the district?._

2. The district/central office is located: on your camptis

3. Your Fall '7.2 campus Full Time Equivaleitt corollincat was about

many- years-has-this campus operation?

, or is miles from your campus.

5. Please check the most descriptive def:.-:tion of your campus:

Type 1. You regard the district/central oflicc tnnre as 1111;1 as opposed :o ,.ta ff. (IV dist rict
office generally develops the jw)licies and .procedu res relating to areas such as curl iculuni approval,
selection and assignment of Nrsonncl, in-service training. purchasing, ncconnting, and so oa.)

_Type li. You regard the district/central office more as siaf( as opposed to line. (The oat -site campufi
chief executive generally develops policies and procedures relating to areas such as library book pro-
cessing admisslons and records, coamunity services, course c :'tent, course organization, and su on.)

6. Please check the most descriptive classification of your campus:

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

Typc'13. Operate as part of a 4 yr. system.

7. Years of Experience Summary 8. Age 9 Sex: M F
Staff Line

(Teach) (Admin.) 10. Present operating title:

Grades K-6

Grades 7-12

Jr. College

Sr: College

Business

Military
to

11. Previous operating title:

12. How many profession", snit report iiirectly to you?

titles please:

13. Do other I. 0:1 pu campus report Oirect Iv to the district/
central level in a JIB; relationship?

From/title to/title

(attach addit,..:ial sheet for questions 12 and 13 if necessary)



PART P.AUTHORIY ESPONSIBILI11: DATA
t ,

This last section is (Isigne...1 to detertnine the placement of authority and rkr:Tonsibility characteristic

of your system. and to deterntint. if any change in this plitcencatt is suggested. NiN

Areas of general authority /responsibility are listed.. A "CURRENT" and a "SUCC1?STED" column arc
. .

given. Usi.-4-die-symboir,pli7.:se circle tvlto is primarily performIng the function. If the fon;:tion is prin-
u4'

.

cipaliy shared, wIt..re bath campus end the. district/central office participate in a decision, circle both

symbols. In thwe arvas %%here a change is suggested. circle as appropriate in the "Stizgestect'column.

OtherVisc leave blank.

CURRENT

D/4.1 represents

C/c represents

SUGGESTED

the DISTRICT or central office

the CAMPUS or your responsibility

'FUNCTION

C d c Certified personnel se ection and -assignment

C d c Classified personnel selection and assignment

3 D C d c Curriculum planning and development

4 D C d e Transcer curriculum approval prior to boa-,-a prehentation

S

6

D C

D C.

d

t d

c
7,

c

Terminal or occupational curriculum approval prior to board
presentation

Course content and organization

7 D C d c Library book pro.:essing

8 .D C ti c Admissions and Records

9 D C '- d c Food services
sys-

10

11

D C

I) C

d

,!i-

d

c

c

Facility planning and utilization research t.

Instructional improvement research
.,..0'

12 D . C d c Eduenticrarl----- Jnning research t

13 D C d .c Accreditation a tisiges

14 D C d c CoMmunity services Cm

15 0 C d c Publicity : QA
;70,31

16 D C d c Administrative data processing

1.7 D C d c Purchasing ,
.

18 D C ; d c Accounting

19 D C d c Budget development

20 D .0 d c Budget administration ,-:, .

21 D C d C Maintenance, Intil.liai,,s. and grounds

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

Dr. John S. Hansen
Assistant Superintendent, Education.
State Center Community College District
924 N. Van Ness Avenue
Fresno, California 93728

Dear Dr. Hansen:
Gi

Thank you very kindly for the verbal approval to modify and
adapt the questionnaire developed by you in Chapter 4, The
Mlti-Institution junior College District.

As I explained by telephone, it is my intention to review
selected aspects of the organization and administration of
multi- campus junior colleges. This, of course, represents
my dissertation area. I anticipate that 1 will update much of
the information 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,

John T. Wynn..
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1 State Canter Community College District

924 N. VAN NESS AVENUE: FRESNO. CfLIFORNIA 93728 TELEPHONE (209) 233.8475
STUART M. WHITE

SUPERINTENDENT
JOHN S. HANSEN GAItLAND Pif.O

AS51. SUPERINTENDENT ASST. t,UPLRINTENDLI.1
EDUCATION ISUSINESS

March 28, 1972

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

TRUSTEES
IJ ?4ROY S. JOHNSON. PRESIDENT LYNN B. FORD. V CL MEE:ti:NT

PAAIELR K. RICHARDSON. SECRETARY
DAVID L. CREIGHTON HARP.Y E. PIRAOKA

RAY M. MILES. OM S. COWARD R. MOSLEY. M.D.

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 is with my unreserved
approval that you utilize in your dissertation project the inztrument2which
I devised to obtain information for Chapter 4, The Multi-Institution Junior
College District. Please feel free to adapt it to suit your purposes.

Best of luck with your dissertation.

Sincerely,

John S. Hansen
Assistant Superintendent, Education.

JSH:hjs

FRESNO CITY COLLEGE I RECDLEY COLLEGE 1 VOC.ATIONAL TRAINING CENTER
I Ito! E. UNIVERSITY 4VEr'ilUE 9111 N fur() AVCNItIF I Pow" ANNAhr:AL.I.
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