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(Note by the Secretariat)

As the urge to improve collective living standard has
steadily developed throughout OECD countries- in the last 20
years, institutions of higher education have had to switch at
short notice from a situation in which they provided training
for an elite to a situation in which they are called upon to
meet the needs and aspirations of a rapidly growing student.
population from widely varying backgrounds. Universities
and other .post-secondary institutions lLave therefore had to
accept new objectives and roles which are uneasily poised
between the scientific, cultural and pedagogical functions
of higher education and research. -  This trend was bound to
involve thorny- problems for those whose responsibility it is to
plan and control university development. The task of bringing
+the objectives of the university, with all the resources it
has been assigned to discharge its traditional functions, into
line with the functions arising from its new vocations is
fraught with difficulties. 'All aspects of planning and
institutional management in higher education have therefore
become vitally important and have resulted in ‘investigations
and studies whose novelty and originality cannot be  over-emphasized.
But hardly has the university begun to become aware of its new
vocations and responsibilities, at least in Furope, when it
haes had to face a slowdown in the demand for higher education

. accompanied by increasingly severe criticism of its functions

in the community and a stagnation in the flow of national re-
sources allocated to teaching and research. The convergence
of these new developments has necessitated further intensive
thinking' and further efforts to devise new methods of manage-
ment. - " .

From its inception, the OECD-CERI Programme on
Institutional Management in Hiéﬁér Education has focussed on
the solution of problems which undeniably arise from the fact
that universities and other institutions were often ill-prepared
for the task of managing the resources made available to them
with the maximum efficiency. In its first stage (1969-1971)
the programme set itself the task of showing how these institutions
might learn to manage their resources more effectively by
improving their decision-making procedures with particular regard -
to information systems, financial administration, the analysis
of student flows, the use of premises, the organisation of
curricula and syllabuses, etc. ’

The programme's initial objectives were achieved in
the first instance through the specific studies and research
conducted by the CERI Secretariat and subsequently by the
investigations carried out by 8 universities - one in Denmark,
France, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden and Yugoslavia and two
in the United Kingdom ~ which devoted their attention to one
or more of the above problems. This task of exploration mobi-
lised some 52 specialists and cost F.Frs. 1,700,000 of which
over three-quarters were financed by the national authorities
of the countries participating. Most of this work has been
published by the OECD in the collection "Studies in Institutional
Management in Higher Education".




' An evaluation of the work done in the first phase of
the programme was the main subject of a conferance organised
in November, 1971 which was attended by 192 participants from
21 'OECD countries representing the universities, the government
departments concerned and the main international bodies.
Expressing the hope that this activity would be pursued, the
Conference considered it advisable that : -

(1) (CERI should develop its functions in the field
“%of information, co-ordination and training in
university management and plannings;

(ii) CERI should promote all activities likely to
: - foster broader inter-institutional co-operation
in research and investigation.
. :
" These discussions and recommendations led -to the second
phase of the CERI Programme on Institutional Management in ;

- Higher Education which is now characterised by the active

articipation of a large number of institutions of higher education
%over 100) and particularly by an appreciable increase in the
number of -multi-instititional and multi-disciplinary research
groups working on subjects of joint interest. In short,

although the general objectives of the programme are the same

as those which brought it into being, the experience acquired

‘in the last few years has enabled it to improve its methods

of work.and adapt them more effectively to the requirements

of its member institutions. : ‘

Since the initiation of the sécond.stage of its activities,

“the programme's ‘Secretariat, in co-operation with the universitieai

and national authorities concerned, has endeavoured to encourage
the establishment of research groups.  For this purpose, a

1list of priority subjects for r séarch and investigation on
various aspects of management was drawn up with the assistance - -
of a special group of experts and circulated to the institutions
concerned. Those whic¢h then decided to join the programme were
£hus able to express their preférences as to the types of
investigation in which they wished to participate. In practice,
eertain = of the proposed subjects aroused the Simultaneous -
interest of several institutions with the result that the latter
formed a number of groups which were able to approach the problems
not only more comprehensively but also in greater depth than

a single isolated institution could have done. Three groups(1)
were set up between the end of 1972 and the beginning of 1973 -
for periods of one to two years and it is their final reports
which are now submitteé for the attention of the participants

in this Conference.. i

(3) - Research group No. 1 : '"Measuring student success :
a systematic statistical analysis" (co-operation between
two Austrian universities).

- Research group No. 2 : "Budget control procedures and
methods ‘for czleculating unit costs of activities and i
outputs of higher educational institutions” (co-operation
among 1@ French, Belgian and Swiss universities).

-Q Research group No. 3 : "Study of the comparative effective-
ness of university administrative structures" (co-operation
among 20 universities).



. At the First General Conference of Member Institutions
of the programme in January, 1973, one of the two main themes
for discussion was the. effectiveness of university government
and administration. This topic was chosen because it had been
cited as a major concern of the members and, during the Conference,
it quickly became apparent that very little, if any, previous
research had been undertaken toward the development of concrete
measures of effectiveness of administrative structures of
universities and other higher educational institutions. Because
of the overwhelming interest in this subject, the programme
. assigned a very high priority to initiating some research in
this area, the results of which are reported on in this volume.

From the outset, the project was viewed as a pilot
exercise and it was not foreseen that Tesults which could be )
directly applied in practice would emerge. Rather, the project
was divided into three distinct stages, each with rather limited
objectives. The first stage, which began in May and ended ‘
in December, 1973, was devoted to : :
- formulating workable definitions of effectiveness
of administration in institutions of higher education;

- exploring and identifying a number of measures of
administrative effectiveness and structure in such
ingtitutions; '

- testing the practicability of such definitions and
measures against on-going processes. R
) The project was carried out by a small team of researchers

in the Department of Operational Research at the University of
Sussex in the United Kingdom. At the outset two conce 1
approaches were proposed, namely the systems approach—dnd the
behavioural approach, the methodologies and results of which
-are the subject of this report. Throughout. the first stage
of the project, consideration was given to the development of
a methodology which would be applicable in a variety of natiopal
contexts and towards this end a small meeting of experts from
different OECD Member countries was conven:d in Paris in October,
1973 in order to provide the research team with feedback as to
the general applicability of the methodology under development
to different institutions in Europe. The final part of the
- first stage of the project, which consisted of the development
of a set of questionnaires to be tested in different volunteer
institutions,. benefited from initial tests at the University
of Sussex. ) ‘ ) =

»

The second stage of the project, which involved the
application~of the questionnaire materials in different Furopean
institutions, was launched at a formal meeting held in P is
in February, 1974 at which the methodology was presented Xor
comment and subsequent revision. a result of this mee\ing,
19 institutions agreed to participate in the case study phake
of the project. The participating institutions were :

v -




Belgiuﬁ - State Univéfsity of Liege,'Catholic University of
Louvain; - . .

-~ Canada -~ ‘University of Quebec in Montreal;

Prance - University of Paris I (Panthéon-Sorbonmne), Ecole
Superieure des Sciences Economiques et Commerciales
(ESSEE); ‘ : ' )

: Germanf'- University of Augeberg;

Ireland - The National Inatitute for Higher Education (Limerick),
University of Dublin-Trinity College, University College,
Galway; - E . , .

Norway - University OfuTxondheim

Sweden = LinkBping/University; Royal Institute of Technology

. ‘ (Stockholm), University of Stockholm, University of
Uppsala;' : .

Switzerland - Ecole Polytechnique-Fédérale de Lausanne;

United Kingdom - Harriot-Watt University, Lanchester Polytechnic,

(Coventry), University of Essex}.University of
Strathclyde. o

Each participating institution agreed to complete a .
package of questionnaires-.designed for the case studies. These
questionnaires are published. separately in the document :
entitled "Comparative Effectiveness of Alternative Administrative
Structures: Annex - Case Study Questionnaires”. The Secretariat
of the programme and the members of the Project team wish to
acknowledge their. gratitude +to each participating institution
for the wvaluable contribution made to this project. In jaddition,
special thanks are accorded to a number of individuals who
volunteered to participate in an Advisory Group for the project
which assisted in coordinating the case studies in each country
and provided valuable comments on the findings of the study.

The members of this Advisory Group were : P, Almef elt, Link®&ping
University; A. Duggan, University of Dublin (Trinity Collegeg;
P, TImmer, Ecole Polytechnique Féderale of Lausanne; D.W.J. .
Morrell, University of Strathclyde; A, Quilliot, University

of Paris I; D. Rex, University of Easex; R. Rouquairol,
University of Saint-Etienne; R. Sensique, Catholic University
of Louvain; M.D. Sommerer, Bavarian State Institute for
University Research and University Planning; 'L.U. Thulin,
University of Trondheim. o

. The final stage of this project consisted of the processing
of the questionnaire materials received as a result of the case
studies, The results of this analysis_and proposals for - - 3
future work are the subject of this report, which has benefited ]
greatly from the comments made during a meeting of the project's
Advisory Group in Paries in October, 1974, ) -

*




The Secretariat wishes to thank the members of the
Sussex project team which comprised Professor B.H.P. Rivett,
who had overall responsibility for the project, and Dr." A.W.
Palmer and Mr. C.J. Johnson, who were the principal reasearchers
for the project. In addition, during the period February-June,
1974, Mr. P.A. Rose was appointed to assist w1th the analysis
and interpretation of ‘the results,

The necessary resources for financing the work done
by the Sussex team were prov1ded by the Shell International
Petroleum Company Limited in the form of a donation to CERI.




FOREWORD

The note by the Secretariat outlines the way in which this particular work
was conceived and something of the approach which was used. When we first
started work in this area we had a humble feeling stemming from our own
lack of knowledge ab6ut the formulation of something so nebulous as measures
of the efficiency of an adpinistrative structure. Indeed we realised that
the classification of structures which would be a necessary first stage, was
- also something with which we, as a team, had no experience. Consequently
our first approach was to survey the literature in order to see the extent’
to which other work could be both a guidance and a prop to what weé were
planning to do. As will be seen from the report which follows (particularly
the first halves of II and III), the literature itself was not of much
_ assistance in providing the structured quantitative approach which we were
seeking. There is, of course, a great deal of work which analyses the
relationships between individuals within_an organisation and between these
individuals as a group and the outside world. This work we found valuable
in giving us a fabric of background knowledge against which our own approaches
could be placed, but unfortunately there seemed to be no quantitative studies
to help us. ~ It might be~thought not surprising that such work has not
previously been carried out into the confusing and amoxrphous structure of
Universities, but it did surprise us to discover a lack of research into
similar problems in industry and government. There are many theories of
organisations, and many People teach organisational structure, but so far.as
we can discover, very few have measured it.

It is not.surprising, therefore, that this pilot project has not yet led to
confident conclusions to which administrators in Universities may turn for
advice. In reading thils report we hope that it will be understood that we
approached this problem in some diffidence, and although we did our best within
the limited time and relsources available, those resources have undoubtedly
constrained the logical] development of our work to the stage of methodological
validation. Indeed,it is probably fortunate that the constraints of the§g\
resources meant that ngw the work is brought to a temporary halt and

we can all stand back %nd look at it in perspective to understand its weak~
nesses and its strengths,and to indicate the way in which further work should
proceed. , . L ’ o .

It is of the nature of research that in every research project there is a.
possibility of failure. Any endeavour which is assured of success is certainly
not of a research nature.- Equally,we have discovered during the work that it
is not only necessary in .this sort of research to be competent scientists, it
is also necessary to understand that which is being researched. To this extent
we found as the work progressed, an alarming gap in our knowledge regarding
what administrators do and the way administrators work from the standpoint of
the competent administrator himself. Our team would certainly have been
strengthened by the addition of an administrator. This has meant that we have
. had to place great reliance and draw heavily on the patience of our adminis—
trative friends and colleagues in many institutions. To them we will always
%e grateful. However, even with all these reservations about the work, we do
. feel that certain conclusions can be drawn from it, and indications can'be
A -—tiade of the way in which a successful methodology in this most difficult area
can be established. . :

ERIC
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I/GENERAL INTRODUCTION

1. Orientation of Project

In its initial formulation, the project was very loosely defined.
THere was a general agreement among several members of OECD's Program’
on Institutional Management in Higher Education that some"investigation
into. the comparative effectiveness of decision making and administration
in institutions of higher education throughout Europe" would be of
interest'

In particular, before any major investigations were approved arnd
nitiated it was agreed that a pilot project should be launched in
an attempt to develop and establish a workable methodology along these
lines. Sussex was assigned the task of executing this preliminary
project, and the following program of objectives drawn up in consulta-
tion with OECD. .

2. Objectives

The initial objectives of this study by the Sussex team may be summarized
as follows:

(a) To define the effectiveness and structure of administration 1n
institutions of higher education.

(b) To explore|and identify measures of administrative effectlveness
© and structure

"“(e) To test the practlcablllty of such definitions and measures
against on-golng processes at Sussex University.

. (@) To direct, co- ordinate, and analyse the results of small comparative
- studies at various European institions for higher education.
1
(e) To assemble a final report on the project.
- [

e

In particular, this being a pilot project, emphas1s was to be placed
upon determining the basic feasibility and value of the methodologies
developed.

1

\\

3. Methods of Approach

It rust be stressed at the onset that two particular aspects of this study
strongly influenced the way.it was carried out. These were:

Vo a) Its novelty
" b) The production of new data via
field megsures

Glven the time, personnel, and scale of operation, a) and b) were
difficult to reconcile, and this was reflected in the comewhat ad hoc
nature of the study. :




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Two methods of approach were finally adopted and these.were termed the
systems and behavioural approaches. To some extent thgy reflect indivie
dualistic approaches - but primarily.they survived because (in principle
at least) they were both necessary and complimentary. As with all
organizations, the functioning of a University may be regarded as a
system: but at the same time, given the "absence of conventional outputs,
the goals and consequent behaviour of individuals-within it must also be
taken into account.

Research Design

(a) Te Systems Approach ,
This approach, perhaps over-simplistically, considers an educational . *
institution as forming a single system operating within an external —
environment which imposes certain constraints upon its operation.

These constraints may vary-both cross-culturally and within a given
culture, so that any systematic comparative analysis must take them
into gccount.

Having considered environmental influences, it then becomes possible

to intelligently study the internal processea of the institution.

In particular, a systematic characterisation of administrative

processes within the institution can be developed. Given such a ‘
basic catalogue of administrative processes, .effectiveness is defined ’
in terms of their collective facilitation.

In 11ne with this conceptual foundatlon, four methods were employed

. to obtain the data necessary for the derivation of meagsures of
administrative .effectiveness and structure. A general informgtion
sheet provided data primaril regarding the envirommental constraints
and static structure of each instltution. A set of "contlgency
studies" sampled on-going and dynamic administrative processes. |
Finally, both administrators and academics at each institution com-
pleted special questionnaires.

(b) Behavioural Approach
The difficulty of this (and any approach) is that there are no well
established methods of measuring organisational effectiveness in
general, and universities or any institutions of higher education
in particular. Well documented attempts have been made, however,
to isolate some factors which relate to the effectiveness of certain’
"goal attainment methods (notably the work of Price), and it is these
which were used as criteria of effectiveness. The behavioural
approach relied on taking propositions of the general form; if an
orgg_pisation has a certain degree of x associated with some function,
then it is more effective than an organisation which has a less degree /
of x assoclated with the same function. N L.

The propositions used were selected from a list (cbmpiled by Price)

on the basis of the variable x being both a relevant and measurable el
factor in the effectiveness of educational institutions. Allied to

this of course was the‘establishment of some goal whose attainment

depended to some extent on the use of x. The method relied solely



/
on the use of a questionnaire in which the academic staffs of various institu-
tions were asked questions concerning the relative degree of x in theéir own
departments. Thus lf x, for example, was the factor 'amount of communication
with “he head of department',then an institution whose members reported a high
degree of commnication with their head of department was assumed to be more
effective than one with a low degree of communicaticn for this particular
variable.
»
. ,

. Organisation and Development

, The Sussex team comprised Professor B.H.P. Rivett, who acted as a general

overseer, Dr. A.W. Palmer and Mr. C.J. Johnson. In February 1974, & Research
-Assistant, Mr. P.A. Rose, was appointed to zssist with the analysis ‘and -
interpretation of the results.

Objective (a) above was summariced in the paper "Comparative Effectiveness
of University Administrative Structures - Preliminary Proposals! published
in the Phase 2 bulletin (No.5) of IMHE.

The mext step, objective (b) was realised with the help of an informal
meeting in Paris in October 1973 a% which the Sussex team.received invaluable
feedback from European representatives. 4As a result of this meeting and the
Sussex study (objective (c)), the methodology was finalised and presented at
a formal meeting in Paris in February 197h

This meeting was attended by institutions interested in carrying out
comparative studies in co-operation with the project. At the meeting each
institution was given a package of materials (which were available in either
French or English) for completion according to an agreed schedule. Each
package contained the following itemo: ,

10 questionngires ' "Departmental Procedures 1"

10 questionnaires "Departmental Procedures 2"
3 questionnaires "Administrative Questionnaire"
1 general "information sheet"

1 set of "contingency studies"

plus general notes and instructions, and a glossary of terms.(the first set of
10 questionnaires &n the above list pertained to the Behavioral Approach, the
remaining four items _to the Systems Approach)

The contents of the packages are explained in detail later, and are exhibi-
ted as an Annex. Completion of each package was estimated to take at most 8 man-
weeks of effort on the part of a Chlef Investigator to be appolnted,at each
participating institution. Research at-each institution was to be concentrated
upon a particular Department and Faculty as WE1l_as upon the institution as a
whole. (For precise definitions of terms- such as "Department", "Faculty" etec.
refer to the Glossary-provided in the Annéx.) It was intended that, in so far
as was possible, the Departments selected for ‘special study should (i) contain
both researchers and teachers .(ii) be responsible for some organisation of
teaching duties (1il) have a need for equipment in order to function properly.
Accordingly, 1t was suggested that sclence Departments be chosen for study,
but it was emphasised that neither this nor any of the requirements listed
, above were necessary for the investigation to be meaningful.

- ‘ A
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A Response at this February meeting was most favourable, with 19 instututions

‘ giuqteering to co-operate in the study. These are 1listed in the note by the

creétardat_and can be seen to comprise 3 Irish, 1 Norse, 1 German, 2 Belgian,
i Swedish, 2 Frénch, 1 Swiss, L British, and 1 Canadian university. The
various departments chosen by these inatitutlons for the study comprised l
in the field of Physics, 3 Chemlstry Departments, ‘L in Human Sciences (Economics,

: -Social Science etcy), %nd 1 English Department.

I Consequent to this meeting, an advisory body of administrators was set up
to discuss and assess the merits and de-merits of the project, having particular
regard to the possibility of further research. This body met in October 197k,

and the Sussex team benefitted greatly from its evaluation of a preliminary
draft of this report

Another result of the February meeting was the adoption of several minor
modifications in the methodology : these were circulated in a paper of
corrigenda and clarifications. During the execution of %he project (March-
May 197L) site visits were made to many participating institutions by a Sussex
repre sentative -for consultative purposes.

gbgecfive (d) of the project was thus carried out, and this Report fulfills
objective (e), so completing the proJect program,

\.

i

©

/

/
/




11/ IHE SYSTEMS APPROACH

, .
! Y

X C.J. JOHNSON

Admihistrative structure and effectiveness are

defined in terms of systems-based concepts, Measures
of these are introduced, and methods of deriving such
measures are put forward. The scheme is applied to 19
institutions of higher education, and the results are
presented and discussed. Prime emphasis is placed upon
evaluating the methodology per se. In particular, !
propesals for future research based upon the methodology

Ve
are formulated.




1. GENERAL ORTENTATION

In order to establish the intellectual orientation of this approach,
i11lustrations are provided of the types of question which it is hoped the
methodology will prove capable of clarifying and eventually answering:

Can a realistic, cross-culturaliy and inter-institutionally
applicable set of indices be devised-whereby (a) administrative
sffectiveness and (b) administrative structure (in institutions of
higher education) may be meaningfully measured, described, compared?
Or do international and national variations in context effectively
prohibit the possibility of such a general methodology?

If “the /above proves practicable, san such methods be used to
discover inter-dependencies between the structure and effectiveness of
administration? Can causal relationships of practical significance be

inferred?

For example, does a highly centralised administrative structure
tend to create more or less efficient administrative decision making?
And what about the quality of the decisions taken? What effect does
standardisation of procedures (a large number of written regulations)
have upon the freedom of academics from administrative chores? Ete

How multi~dimensional are "adminsistrative structure" and "admini-
- strative effectiveness"? Can a large number of apparently independent
measures be reduced to a few, and if so, to what do these few.cominations
of measures correspond in practice? ' : '

'How are the basic dimensions of effectiveness and structure correlated? -

)

0f course, this being a pilot project, the results do not provide
complete answers to all, or even some, of these questions = Rather, the
results of this project provide guidelines as to how shch questions could, in

further research, become fully resolved.

Before presenting the methodology adopted and the results obtained, two
important remarks concerning the general oriedtation of the project must be
stressed: = R - o

() Throughout the study, the specific topic of zost-effectiveness has
"been excluded; partly because this topic i1s being investigated in its
own right in a separate I.M.H.E. study, and partly to reduce the frame of
reference of thils project to less unmanageable proportions.

(b) Attention is deliberately concentrated upon the characteristics of
administrative effectiveness and structure at the -departmentdal level.
(For precise definitions of terms such as "department”, Mfaculty", .
ngdmininstrator", etc always consult the glossary of terms included at
the end of the Annex,) This is in accordance with the jntentlons of
those who instigated the project, and is supported also by the observa~
n

tion that it is within departments that the real "e ne, rooms" of
eftal processes of
) .

.

higher education lies These units contain the fundam

/
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rescarch and teaching upon which all educational goals are fourded.
In addition, it is at such levels that there will be the strongest
basis for oross-cultural and inter—institutionsl comparisons: for at
= higher organisational levels, deperdence upon political arl social
environmental factors becomes inoreasingly pronounced, Aocordingiy,
it is argued that the projeot is not unduly biased in emphasing the
perspectives of administrative prodesses seen from individual ari
departmental levels, given that the institution as a whole snd its
environmental context be taken into account.
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2. METHODOLOGICAL PROGRAMME

In order to (a) meet the demands of the project programme
(b) define the effectiveness of administrative processes (c) measure
it at various institutions and (d) account for any observed variations
in effectiveness in terms of difference in administrative structure, the
following methodological programme was drawn up:

Present workable definitions of "administrative structure" and
"administrative effectiveness” in institutions of higher education.

Select particular measures of administrative effectiveness and
structure. :

Devise ;ethodé for obtaining information about these.

Devise a scheme for converting the information of iii. into the
specific measures of ii.

Apply this scheme to a number of institutions. =

Examine for: \
ag Consistency and meaningfuﬂndbs of the measures proposed.
b) Correlations between such measures of administrative

effectiveness and structure.

Interpret results into pragtical statements and suggestions about

administrative procedures and about the practicability and profit—f
. ability of further research in the field. :

-

. " In wha% follows the methodology as a whole is presented by working
. through each of the points i.-vii. in detail.




3. BASIC DEFINITIONS

The purpose of this section of the methodology is to provide a
clearly understood conceptual -foundation for what follows. In
particular, it is essential to make explicit and precise what are
connoted by the terms "administrative effectiveness®, Madministrative
structure®, and indeed "administration® itself. The key to the
definitions that have been adopted for these three terms is the prior
idemtification of all "administrative processes” within an institution
of higher‘eiuoation. Initially, then, it is this identificetion whioch
is discussed.

As is characteristic of any systems-based methodology, a whole
institution, in this case a higher educationel institution, is viewed
as a siﬁgle systom operating within some external environment. (Of
course this view is a simplification of the reality of .many situations
where, in practice, union and management links often effect a virtually
indivisible merging of educetional institutions into e netion-wide
"multiversity". This concept could be developed in a more brosdly based :
methodology, but' such a generalisation has mot been undertaken in the :
context ofythis pilot prqject.) This environment will imposé\ certain
constraints upon the operation of the organisation, and moreover these
constraints may vary from institution to institution, and from sountry
to country. Hence, no systematic comparative anaysis could be oépplete
without some reference to these external constraints. In the ocesé of
institutions of higher education, it may be asked what form these cdonstraints
take. They are divided,roughly, into three main , categories: \{\\\

a) Financial/physical
b) Legal/political

c) Social/cor ,etitive

Category (a) includes the most obvious and fundemental restrictions

of capital ‘and resources. Universities who can boast independence of
such external dependencies ‘are virtually exbinet. Disbursements to
universities may take many forms: institutional grants, specific grants,
oreation of professorial chairs, etc. In Europe, whatever the perticular
form of disbursement, it is usually some allocation of tex<payers money,
and as sugh must be monitored at least to the extent of accountability.
In crude /terms an effective administrative structure must explicitly em—
body a system defining who is responsible for spending what.

, ‘ ' \

The legal and political constraints consist of all those non<physical-
or "paper” rules according to which universities must funotion. This . :
would include much more thah is 1aid down in the universities own charter; ™ . -
for example, the government of institution/faculty/employee/student rela= '
tionships is nowadays very much subject to general legal guidelines, while
procedures for certain key appointments may be dictated by external ' ‘
political and legal directives. This is summarised by reguiring an admini-
strative structure to be not only finencielly, but also legally, accountable.

Although less tangible than the ®bove, social and' competitive . Co
oonstraints are vefy real restrictions on the operation of any modern :
centre for higher education. Perhaps\ this fact stems from the physical !

N




dependency of institutions, departments and individuals upgn oompe-
titive grant allocations, with the consequent need to "sellfhemselves",
) Or perhaps it stems from the inherently competitive structure of most
. ‘ educational and industrial processes, or perhaps from genuilne aspirations
to communication and progress on the part of academia., Whatever the
cause, the effect remains: merely to survive, a‘present dsy university
cannot ocontent itsel? with mere stationmarity. -There 18 pressure for it
. to be progresaing in fields of its own, and in such a way that this
. progress be valued outside the institution. Even in the realm of
teaching, the syllabi of courses, and indeed the teaching methods them=~
selves, must constantly be modified in order to keep abreast of current
development. Little tolerance is given to reclusiverms, at all levels
¢ ~ external accountability and communication is necessary. The chief burden
of these constraints falls squarely on the shoulders of academics, and
it is the task of administration to assist in this context. ' .

Raving thus delineated the major external foroes.influencing univer=
sity administration, the discussion will now be concerned with the essen-
tially internal processes of higher aducatiop. These processes will

include such diverse activities as: student admissions, academic
appointments,internal resource allocation (e.8. office space), laboratary
equipment), construction of syllabi fwhen not externally imposed),
examination scheduling, the provision and regulation of Wasic services,
the physical and political co~ordination of faculties, departments,
individuals, etc. There are several ways of developing the classification
of such a 1list of functions. Three distinct methods, each of which will
contribute tothe understanding of administrative processes as a whole,
appear relevant. ' ' o

(a) By function. This method of classification adopts the usual
‘higher educational gategories such as fifanciel, personnel,
. ‘Pacilities, admissions, ete. It provides a useful classi-
' . ' fioation of sectors withfn a given administrative block, but’
> ' ~ 'is too fundamental to give much vision of the subtleties of
' dispersion and delegation of task and responsibility.

(b) By political location. Here any particular process is oo
classified according to where the responsibility for it lies:
with central administration, or with a particular. school,
committee, department, professor, or academic. This classi- ' .
fication has the advantage of relating the process in ques~ -
tion: to the administrative structure fand vice verse) but .
suffers from the difficulty ttat certain processes may be the
responsibility of more then one political entity. . Another
anomaly may arise, namely that certain processes could be ill
or vaguely defined in terms of responsibility. (Such a .© * . -
R circumstance may be regarded as a fault in administrative )
R , . structure and svidence of some ineffectiveness.) Note that
' . o the typdlogy (b) is virtually a definition by description of
administrative structure., -




(o) Peterson's divisions. In reference 1; Peterson argues the
_importance of classifying the decision making processes of
higher education according to polisy, managerial, and -
opergtional categories. »

These categories are extended to have reference to all facets of .the
administrative process. An administrative process is said to relate
to policy when it is "concerned with a university's major goals and -
priorities, its general program for achieving them and its strategies
for obtaining the resources needed to achieve them".. Such processes are
of the highest importance in that they involve the long term znd total
commitments of the institution and all its members. :

Managorial administrative processes relate to "allocation of resources
among programs.- . « the co-ordination of their effects insofar as they
are interdependent, and the mediatién of conflicts between and among
them". Ais such they are usually concerned with development and main-
tenance of programs as means of achieving policy. They may have either
i short or long term perspectives byt generally involve only a part of the
total institution. L -
Qnerationai administrative processes relate to "the way in which
program activities are carried out". These concern the basic operations
of scheduling lectures, admission and appointment procedures, mling for
spending allocated funds (such as cleiming travel allowances, hiring
secretarial staff),'arrangement and orgamisation of official functions
and ceremonies, etc. - ‘ - : :

Within each of these three categories there is one further and

fundamental division into decisinn~type processes and ementation=and-

. maintenance-type processes. One m’ght contend that an effective admini-
strative structure should maximise the involvement of faculty (and to
a limited -extent students) in the policy and menagerial: decision making
processes while liberating them as far as is possible from the implementa-
tion-and maintenance processes, except insofar as these relate directly
to their personal work.. C LT

) How are the methods (a), (b), and (o) of classifying the basic 1list
. of administrative functions to be co-ordinated? The functional descript-
ions in (a) most directly involve measurable effectiveness, but any such
- measurements must relate to administrative.structure (which (b) clarifies)
. and to faculty involvement (for which (c) suggest guidelines). Bearing
these points in mind, the follqwing systematic format for describing and
defining the structure:and tasks of a particular administration in a
particular university is proposeds '

. M 4 . . . : .
i. A statement.of.the fundamental divisions of the institution and
of the key administrative posts in each division.

1i. A statement of the political structure of each of.these units
< and of the institution as a whole.  (This would include refer-
- ences to committee structures, appointed representatives, etc.)
S ‘

. 14i. A 1list, initially by general function, of the typical admini-
strative responsibilities of each of these unitse In addition,
for a given general funotion, division is to bé made inmto policy,
managerial, de operational processes; and within these categories
into implementation~and maintenance-type processes and decision
type processes, For each of these final categories the delegation
of responsibility is to be described. Special note would hawe”

14

- B . . ‘
%. Q ‘ ) . ‘ 23_[ .




N

to.be taken of ill-defined, vwe,/lual, or ambiguous
vesponsibilities. : , .

iv. Implicit in i. to iii. should be the satisfaction of the
constraints of legal and financial accountability. This ought
to be verified.

Operative definitions of “administrative processes”, etc. may then be
framed as follows: .

== By "administrative processes™ within institutions of higher educa=
tion is mesant all those processes included in seotion iii. of the meth~
odological desoription above. ‘ '

~ By "administrative struoture” is mesnt all those entities which are
involved dirsctly or indirectly in the exeoution of administrative
processes (formal departments and se@kions, hierarchical struotures,
personnel, committees, decision rules, planning or budgetory oycles, .
etc., including informal procedures and arrangements-—-see note (f)lrclow)-

~= "Administration" in an institution of higher education is under-
stood to refer both to the administrative processes themselves and tb
the administrative structure contiment upon them. It is thus a general
all-enbracing term. (Note that the term "Administrator" is not to be
taken uite so generally--see the glossary at the end of the Annex.)

—= The "degree of effectiveness" or the "adwinistrative effectiveness"”
of ar administrative structure in an institution of higher education is
the extent to which administrative processes are collectively facilitated
by that structure. . : B

Without being over-precise or impractioally theoretical, it is hoped
that these basically oommon-sense definitions of terms provide 2 clear
conoeptual besis Bor the study. This section is conclyde? with some .

particular remarks about the definitions given. :

(a) oOf !c->ourse, effectiveness (and indeed structure) are milti-dimensional, -

and although the final definition suggests the possibility of some .
overall or collective assessment of effectiveness, such a one-dimensional
value would almost surely be an over-simplification of the reality of the
- situation, (Indeed, some of the facets of structure and effectiveness
may not even be quantitatively assessable.’) : : "

(v) ?osit:i#ely dqféctifre elements in an administrative structure should
become evgdent through the methodological.description of the system:

specifically iv. and the last part of iii. are oriented to this 'suggestion. ®

{c) - In order to orient the study in accordance with the wishes of its -
instigators, a questionnaire was circulated at an I.M.H.E. meeting of
persons concerned. Almost all oomments and criticisms related to the
academio/administrative interface. In the context of the discussion in
this section, it should be noted that this interface is centred around

Rd
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and radistes from the decision processes at operatioanal, managerisl,
and policy levels, Theae pmoesses are given special enpha,sis in
this study.

(a) It is re-emphasised that all aspects of arfectiveneu rolating
to cost have been excludeéd from this study.

(o) l’hroughout the report, no distinction is drawn between the terms
ttoffectiveness'' ‘and '! efficiency' '

(£) A well-established fact of organisational research’is that alongside.
every formal administrative structure there exist unique informal
processes brought about amd supported by personality, accident,
convenience and habit, While the: conceptual analysis devsloped has
Placed great stress upon fo:mal administrative structure and procedures,
&8 im impliait in adopting a Systems Approach, nevertheless it is
intended to take some accouny of the importance and effoctiveness

of informality within educational institutions,.

(&) How do the definitions formulated here tie in with the definitions

adopted as the conceptusl basis in the Bshawioural Approach (section

III of this report)? In the Behawioural Approach the organisation is

not initially viewed as a wholistic system,but in texrms of the varisd

individuals who are members of the institution. From these individuals

is derived a sonaept of organisational goals which may or may not be

conoretely physical. The effectiveness of administration is then

defined as the extent to which the goal achievements of the organisation

are snhanced by that administration. In order to do this, administration ,

will not necessarily attain such goals directly, but will aot towards

attaining certain ends which are really means towards greater ends. These

are- the ''operative 'goals'' of administration, and it is with the -

achievement and facilitation ¢ . generally accepted operative goals

‘that the Systems Approach is concerned. Discussion of the institution's

total goals is ignored: they are taken as given. For example,one

(Systeu) measure of administrative éffectiveness is the extent to

which academios are not ocoupied with administrative chores (this

constitutes an operative goal), but no attempt is made to jJustify

this by deriving it from the total organisational goel of academio
'freedon.




ks SELECTION OF MEASURES

In accordance with the conceptual analysis of the previous sections,
the range of administrative measures chosen should give sole coverage
not only of administrative structure and effestiveness, but also of
envirormental situation. Anything less would not only be seriously
incomplete according to the understanding developed, but also. render the
comparative effectiveness of differing structures more difficult to
isolate. Perhaps effort would be wasted seeking an internal structural
explanation for variations in effectivensss caused at root by the.asbsence
or existefice of some externsl constraint. In this sense, then, a "Macro"
set of measures/indicea is requ1site.

At this point- the novel nature of the resesrch and methodology
envisaged crested difficulty. There 'are no registers of appropriate
measures already in existence to' cell upon, and a fortiori no. standard
techniques for obtaining estimates of such-measures. 0ptinist1ca11y;
however, a list of messures was compiled and these are presented in this
section: their qualities ard defects will be discussed in the genéral
presentation of the results and conclusions of the methodology.

The methods employed by the author in compiling the list of measures
were: (a) a search through the literature on administ¢ration and educa=
tion, selecting recurring terms which appeared ‘relevant in the conteéxt of
this study, -(b) a systematic approach to the important categories and
factors developed in the conceptual analysis in 3, and (c) the asking
of administrators for suggesticns and mdvice, in particular at the Paris
meeting in October 1973. By these methods, and with the following
provisos, the final list of measures was drawn up., '

Pr0v1so 1. The project being a pilot project, and the research being
‘novel, it is to be expected that the list of measures selected will
have considerable shortcomings. But the lethodology will have falled
only when such shortcomings go undetected.

Proviso 2. ‘Noting this, it would be prudent not to seek an exhsustive
set of measures, but to aim at a broadly representstive set of measures.
That is, a few measures of as many different "types®™ as possible are
sought. Thus there are a few structural measures e.g. centralisation,
formalisation; a few environmental measures e.g. competitive climates;

a few effectiveness measures e.g. adaptability; a few behavioural

~ measures e.g. role specislisation, role specification; etc. (The re=
sulting list could, of oourse, have been much 1onger.5

-Proviso 3. As far as p0351ble, the simplificetion provided by global
measures has been pursued, For instence, the sub-division of standard-
. isation of procedures into different components agcording to Department,
" Faculty, Central Administrative compsrtments has not been followed.
Instead all components have beea:&ggped optimistically into a single
®standardisation" leas;;e for the whole ipstitution. The "suaess",

or rather the usefulne s, of such a lumped score vis-2-vis a set of




separgte scores is quite fundamental, and will be discussed in greater
depth later. - ~

Proviso 4. Measures found or suggested which concerned aspects of cost
effectiveness were excluded. : .
Limitations of time did slightly affect the scope of the list of measures
compiled. PFiner detail in, the sense of 3 above would have been preferable,
together with a somewhat brogder range. Nevertheless, the propoged

list did meet with the provisional acceptance of the administrators to
whom it was presented.

The measures are divided into four classes: general, envirommentsl,
strustural, and effectiveness measures.

A, General Measures

Centralisation of Authority

Originally, it was intended that there would be only one overz1ll
measure of centralisation. However, it was-expressed with some force
at the February meeting in Paris that the degree of centralisstion of
authority would vary consistently within different sectors of any
institution. In particular, it was proposed that the single global
measure be replaced by the four measures: . 24

iz Internal Departmental Centralisation
i i Internal Faculty Centralisation

(411) Intefnal Centralisstion of the institution as a whole
(iv) Centralisation (external) with respect to the nationel enviromment
in whioh the institution is embedded. ‘

The reasoning behind such a proposal was accepted, but a plea was
made that these separate totals shc .1d névertheless sum to a meaningful

~ Moverall (climate of) centralisation". Moreover, this overall meesure

seemed . the type of simplification necessary in a pilot project. Not=-
withstanding, the methodology was amended to assess separate measures
of's ’ ‘

éi) Overall internal centralisation within the institution

ii) Centralisation (external) with respect to the national environ-
ment in which the institution is embedded

(iii) The original overall measure of centralisation

The motivations behind these particular divisions have been’ explained

'in some detail, since such a difficulty of choice between a general uni=.
- dimensional measure and-a small set of separate measures recurred

throughout the compilation of the list.

Incidentally, by "centralisation of authority® is meant, of course,
the concentration of decisfon making into one or a few people, and in
particular away from those’who implement the dgcisions taken. C - -

%
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The Involvement of Academics in Aﬂninzstration

) This is a megsure of the positive 1nvolvement of academics in
administrative affairs, both pgy31cal ly and psychologically. However,

the time spent merely on administrative chores (elementary repetitive
tasks, no decision content) is not included here, but glven a separate
measure.

Confidence Between Acadenics and Administrators

Sub=divided into: confidenoe of academics in the goala and actions
of administrators; confidence of administrators,in the goals and actions
of academics; and an overall measure if mutual empathy (co-operativeness
and understandﬁng) between administrators and acadenics.

] I mtion Flows

- Each of the following measures roughly assesses the frequency of

‘_use of and the importance of the relevant information channel: total
information flow within academia; hierarchicel information flow within

academig; * horizontal information flow within acsdemia; total informatiom
flow within academia and administration; formal information flow
between academia and administration; informal information flow between
acedemia . and édministration; information within administration,

Friendllness climate

The seneral climate of friendliness within the institution as.a
whole.

'

B. Environmental ﬁeasurés

4

Autononz of the Institution

No distinction is made between this and the measure of external
centralisat1on discussed previously. :

External Conpet;tlve Climates

These are divided into measures of the = “ent to which thewlnéiitution
competes within its national environment for (i) mater1a1 goods and
(113 ‘academic statug/prestige.

Flex1b1lity of resources !

The extent to which the institution is free to deploy its resources
for purposes of 1ts own choosing. .

Environmental Superviaion

. The extent to which the inStitutions internel affairs are supervised
from outside.

C. Structural Measures )

‘-IntefnalACentralisation'(overall)

Already discussed. ,
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'L>Role Keasurol

-,

<

Internal Compstitive Climates [

‘ S

These are measures of the exten: to which there is a pompetitive

"press upon the factions and individuals within the institution with

regard to (i) uatorial/financial gain or ?ubsistence, (11) Academic
status/prestige. _

! ' '

Formality, Standardisation of Proceddrea res ;. -

This nesesias the extent to which standard guidelinea and written—
down prooedures exist throughout the institution as a whole.

;!Eortggce of Informality

This assesses the importance of intornal procedures in the admini-
stiative functioning of the institution as a whole.

N
> 1

Three measurs? are used to assess the relation of the institution
and its administration as a whole towards individuals. These are: role
speoification, the extent to whioh each individuals actions are
Presoribed; role speo:la.lisation, the extent towhich sach individual
performs tasks vhich could only be performed by him; role pressures, the
extent to which each individual 1s undsér psychological and physical
pressures with regard to the taska he is required to perform,’

-Sophistication of lanageneut Teohnology

A measure expected to bear greatly upon adninistrative effectiveness, e
It assesses the sophistication of management technology in terms of '
computer use, planning methods, eto.k

Unity of Administration

This measures’ the overall uni y of the ad-inlstration within an
institution, Included in this one measure are psychological unity
(the general $sprit of co-operation and mutual understanding), pro-
cedural unity (the extent to which different sections of administra-.
tion are formally and physically united, in terms of politlcs end
building locations, )

Unitx of Acadenia

This refers to the unity of the particular Faculty and Department
.sampled at each institution. Included are psychologlical and procedural
unity, fonmal and physical unity being taken for- granted.

Committee Proliferation

Obviously very many conmittee measures could have beeh employed.
This simplest of measures merely assesses the number, the frequency
of use, and the importance of committee procedures within an institu-
tion. ' L

D, Effectiveness IeasureaA'

Frustrations/Job Satisfactions ' : N

The following self-explanatory measures dre used; frustrations of
academics within administration, frustrations of administrators with
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Competitive Health

!

_ ecademica,'ecedenic Job satisfaction, administrative job satisfaction.

Chores

The extent to which academics are ococupied in routine, repetitive,
and non-decision edminiatrative tasks.

Effective Democratisation

The extent to which all menmbers of the inctitution have a say in
any decicion—nakins which affects them. - ; .

-
7

The extent to which administrative procedures (i) do not shield
individuals from giving any account of themselves, and (ii) encourage
contact between all facets of the inctitutiqn and its environment,

1

Adminiatretive Adaptabilitx

The adaptability and flexibility of administrative procedures to
individuel contingencies.

Effectiveness of Connigtee Prccedurea

An assessment ia made of whether or not individualc in the inetitu-
tion regard connittee proceduree as effective.

Overall Adlinictrative Quality

t")‘ "t
4
~

Both subjective and (hopefully) objective estimates are made of this,

The Spesd of Aﬂministrative Respons

An assessment is mads of this, It must be borne in mind that high
speed ‘does not mecessarily imply good administration.

In eddition, the following stgtistics were ebctracted from the informa-
tion sheet:

Sizes: S4 = total mmber of students (100's ;
S2 = total number of acadeni é (10's
S3 = total number of administrators
Slh== total ammal recurrent cxpenditure (£1/10. l'n)
S5 = total number of students in Faoculty (10's )
S6 = total number of scademics in.Faculty
S7 = total number of academics in Department

Ratios: R1 = total number of ‘acedemica/total nunber of
' administrstors ; .
R2 = total number of students AP Faculty/total number
of scademics in Faculty
R3 = total academics remumeration/total
administrators renumeration

salary
R5 = total number of students in institute/totsl number
of students in Faculty
R6 = % of academics ip science and technology

a
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88 = total annual recurrent expenditure of Faculty (EH/WOO n's)

Rl = average academic salary x 10/average administrative




The dependence of other measures upon these wes thus amenable to

inysstigatxonw

5. METHODS FOR OBTAINING INFORMATION T
1 . . CTT—

The follewing items contained in the packages completed by
participating institutions were written by the.author with the
Systems Approach .specifically in mind: .

A = Informaticn Sheet

B = Deparimental Procedures 2

C = Administrative Questionnaire
D = Contingency Studies

nnun

The questionnaire E = Departmental Procedures 1 was written by
A, Palmer for use with the Behavioural Approach: nevertheless, the
author accomudated the results of this questionnaire into the aystems
ﬁﬁodology insofar as was possible.

(N.B. At each participating institution research was directed by a

_'”Chief Investigator" whose responsibilities were to complete himself

items A and D in the package, to ensure that.items B, C and E were
ocompleted by appropriate personnel, and to maintain conta(ts with

Sussex throughout. Deteils as to hcew each item was to be admlnistereﬂ/
oompleted were provided in oirculated "Investigator's Notes". - A glossary
of terms pided interpretation. Research at each institution focused upon
a particular faculty and department and thelr relstions with administra-
tion as a wholee. .

Each of the l1tems A - D was writter

(1) Te provide information about the functioning of the 1nstitution
and its sdministration in the context of the environmental/internal
classifioations implied by the Systems Approache.

(i1) In particular, to present such information in & manner from which
maaningful comparative measures of struoture and effectiveness (as listed
in the last seotion) could be obtained.

The rationale behind each item will be briefly discussed:

A. The need for factusl information giving the institution's formal
structure, basic statistics, environmental oconstrsints, etc. is
obvious. This is requested in the information sheet, which is con-

sidered to provide objeotive data and measures.

B, and Ce A standard tactic in the neasurement of organisational

chardoteristios is the design and completion of appropriate questignr

Nai In the questionnaires B and C, a format used by Hemphill

his zgganisatianal research was adopted. Measures derived froﬂeuoh

guestionnaires must initially be regarded as subjective. - ‘

D. Here, nearly all investigative techniques employed in previous

1
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research end: indeed the reliance upon responses to questionnaires has |
usually been total. Naturally, from a scientific standpoint, data o
that was freer of subjectivity would be preferred. To this end the l
Contingenoy Studies were designed as an attempt to obtain objective |
data as to the dynamic structure and functioning of the institution.

The Contingency Study technique begins with the identificstion of
set contingencies which could be expected to happen ir any institution. |
Ly ’

of higher education, and which invélve administrative response. .
Questions are then asked of the way administration would respond in-

practice, and answers to such questions would be a matter of researched
enquiry 'fe:ployins past records of the rerolution &f similar contine '
géncies, interviews with relevant personnel, etc.)s Unfortunately, !
the problenm of formulating contingencies and querying response to them’
in.a manner applicable to institutes of higher education throughout
Europe proved itself to be a most difficult task. -Accordingly,
investigators were allowed to make minor alterations "adapting" each
contingency to "fit"™ their own institution, and adequate rocm was allomed
for qualifying comments at each stage in the evolution of a contingency. f
Because of such probable difficulties and because of the complete |
novelty of the technique, only five "sample" contingencies were drawn
up. Ideally, contingencies should have been "sampled" from every adminis
strative ares of activity common to higher educational institutions. ‘
Particularly important omissions were necessarily made in this project
(e.g. acmdemic unipn-activity) ; and oompleticn of this part of the
package .was optional. Nevertheless, the response to this (hopefully) I
objectivé item in the package has proved more than encouraging, virtually
/

every institution opting to complete it.
There was thus a modest battery of,diff‘ermntv methods for ob\‘bgining;
J

i

i

Which methods proved more

information about the measures sought.
profitable? Did each method provide similar results? These juestions
will be returned to when analysing thégpesults. : T T
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6. CONVERSION OF mpoanATIon INTO nEASUREs

~.

The manner by which the information contained in the conpleted
packages was converted into the measures of Seotion 1 was a direct
scoring proocess: a oertain response to a gertain queation in a oertain
section of the package scoring negatively or positively towards relevant
measures., Each measure is compounded by summing all such' soores ons:
particular responses. Thus far, the measurs oconversion proces:. s
"automatio®”, and was indeed performed by computer. Finally, however,
slight adjustments were made to these automatic measures in oxder to
. take into account any yualifying remarks or specizl anomaliss paculiar
to individual institutions. (Throughout the entire peckage, ample - .
space was allowed for such qualifying Gomments.) i ' :

Initially, the measures derived from .each eection of the package
were kept separately. - This provided some cheok upon the validity of
each of the five individual methods of cbtsining information, and upon
the meaningfulness of the meusures in general. Clearly, if the various.
methods yleld signifiocantly different soores for the same measure, this
will indicate shortcomings in the methodology; and conversely.- Measures
exhibiting general agreement over the different methods oould then be
meaningfully esglolereted into overall soores., -

Glearly the value of thie almost naive sooring prodess depends upon
the intelligence with which different replies to the questions are
assigned scoring points., Unfortunately, the author lacks & suffioient
depth ofy administrative experience to be fully confident in the assign=
ation of scores. Nevertheless, the impliocations of the questions in
terms of the measures were often obvious, and ocoasional interpretive
embiguities or errors should have littlé effect on the total score for
each measure. - RN

Nevertheless, this crucial aspe.t of the pethodolosy must not be
lightly glossed over: ‘in any future application the precise scoring of
measures should be votted by experienced administrators.

To illustrate end clariPy the sooring prooess, scoring keys e
relevant to the lists of statements in Departmental Proocedures 2 and
the Administrative questionnaires (see Annex) are exhibited in Table 2,
(The reason these partioular keys were seleoted for inclusion in this
report is ei.ply that the numbering of statements in the two question~
naires mekes it possible to refer to statements individually without
the presentation of any additional coding.) In these keys, the exact
sutomatic scoring is ziven for each possible response to each of the
statements in the questionnaires. A survey of these socoring keys in
conjunction with the relevant questionnaires will greatly enhance under-
standing of the measures finally derived, both in terms of the interpre=-
tation placed on each measure by the author and in terms of the virtues
and defects of the scoring.
’ In co-ordlnating the scoring keys with the finsl measures obtained . '
for each institution, it should not be forgotten that slight adjustments- ’
to the automatio soores were made in order to ellow for qualifying
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remarks etc. which could not be dealt with in a computer program, Also
it is to be borne in mind that the ‘acoring on the Communication Survey

_ sections of the questionnaires is not given in Table 2,

The reader seriously interested in developing and applying the
present methodology can obtain a set of scoring keys for the entire
package from Sussex: these; together with the package itself, would
gnable him to apply the methodology of this project to any other insti=
tution, It is possible that the OECD will later print 211 the Keys, but

, the suthor feels that such a step should await the implementation of the

improvements and revisions proposed in this report.

¥
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7. APPLICATION OF THE SCHEME

The methodology presented in the previous sections was applied to
the participating institutions listed in the preface. The organisational
details of this application‘are‘described in the general ietroduction.

A prime difficulty proved to be the definition of basic categories
and concepts in a sufficiently general manner to make them applicable
in every institution, and yet also in a sufficiently precise znd
limiting manner for them to remain meeningful.. To overcome. this diffi=
culty, a glossary of terms was included in the package. THis glossary
was discussed in detall at the Paris meeting of participants in February,
and consequently a detailed clarification of certein terms was ciyculated.
(The original glossary is included in the Annex.) B

During the execution of the case studies, the author was able to

“visit several of the participating institutions and advise them about-

speeifio problems arising. By the beginning of June, the completed
packages which had been returned to Susgsex were ready to be analysed.

o . .

. As a preparation for this task, each section of the packege had
been coded so that transference of replies into computer storage was
possible. (Qualifying remarks, where applicable, were noted by a specific
code number. Later such remarks were read through and appropriate
adjustments to the scoring were made. - Occasionally the interpretation of
a qualifying remark was. embodied in a re-interpretation of the reply
given prior to coding.) Having transferred the replies to computer stor-—
age, programs were written to (i) print out the coded replies, (ii)
execute the automatic measure conversion process and (iii print out
the measures so obtained. An example print-out is given-in Table 3.

The measures thus obtained, with amendments taking into account
pertinent quslifying remarks, were finally written into Table 4. (In
this table, 21l measures deriving from the questionnaires were multi-
plied by a factor of 10: note then that these measures represent 10 *
times the average of that measure for the respondents from the particular
institution.) ' :

It can be seen from Table 1, and from the list of participants in
the Prsface, that 19 institutions finelly participated in the projecte
This was greatly in excess of the number expected when the methodology
was origi ly conceived. (In fact, the anticipated number was about
4 or 5.) As a consequence of this most encoursging response, the metho-
dology has had (temporarily) to be reduced in scope, the reason being that
the data processing itself has been a mach greater burden than wes allowed
for. Explicitly, two modification have been made: (1) . the full statisti-
cel analyses of the measures of administrative structure have been exclu~
ded; these specifically would have mede some sssessment of the hierarchi-
cal'depths, horizcntal spreadsy and overall complexity of organissational
structure within each institution. Both these points will be fully deve~
loped in further work, their exclusion applying only to this report. Herein,
only the intended direction of such work is indicated.




8. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

8.1 . Introdubtiono - '

Before disocussing the results obtained, and their aignifidanoe,
the reader is reminded of the nature of the results sought. '

The first and foremost cbjective of this pilot project was
"istermining the basic feasibility and value of the methodologies
developed. ewed in this 1light, the results established will concern
the qualities and defects of the methodology itself, and cannot b2 a
presentation of the rigorous final conslusions of & proven methodology. :

No doubt this will frustrate the administrator seeking proven administra- o -
tive conclusions. But though a discussion of the methodology per se

may appear diversiomary, it is to be emphasised that the novelty of the .
project necessitates concentration at such a level in this report. Never-
theless, as a concession to those wondering exactly what kind of
administrative conolurions.a fully developed methodology could yield, a
section of tentative conclusions based upon the current results is
presented.

In fect, the discussion of results is divided into three parts, the
first being a general introduction to the contents of Table 1, the second
comprising an analysis of the qualities and defects of the methodology
‘per se, and the third drawing some largely..speculative oconclusions from
the results now on hand. ‘ S :

8.2 General comments on results of Table 1. ‘ -

=

The numerical measures finally obtained by the Systems Approach are
" summarised in Table 1. This table is the foundation for the analysis
and discussion which follows, and in view of this importance a drief
recep is given of how the table was construoted: : .

Replies to all sections of sach completed package were coded and
tranaferred to computer storage. Automatically, measures were computed
on the basis of these coded replies. These printed-out measures were
slightly adjusted to take relevant qualifying remarks into zcoount, and
then-written into Table 1. ‘ .

For a general orientation as to the institutions whose messures
are tabulated, it is best to consult the last entries in Table 1, where
each institution's basic statistics are given. (These are the
statistios and ratios indicated at the end of II 4 ) Here it can be seen
that the participating institutions and departments varied enormously
in size and budget, besides naticnality. Fer instance, the numbers of
students and academios in each institution ranged from lows of 200 and
50 to highs of 28,000 and 1,300 respectively, with intermediate intervals
well represented., The number of administratdrs at each institution varied
from 21 to 700, and, of course, similar variations in scale are reflsoted
in all ‘the basic statistios. - '
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The "ratios" computed displayed some surprising variebility,
especially the ratios of academics to administrators. This ratio
Tanged from about 1 to about 20, and moreover this variability seemed
little correlated with the degree of concentration on technological
or sclentific subjects. ‘(A,prelininary'check with participating insti-
tutions suggests that such differences do reflect the reality of the
situation rather than any misinterpretation of the term "administrator".)
Variations in such structure are some of the differsnces which it is '
hoped to (eventua}ly) correlate with differences in administrative
offectiveness. For example, is variation in the ratio of average ’
adninistrative salary to average academic salary reflected in the degree
of co-operation between these sectors? Such questions will be returned
to later. s ‘

As regards the sizes of the Departments chosen for' the study, these
oontained betwéen 6 and 36 academics, bar a couple of exceptionally large
ones having 61. and 80 acadeaics. In general, although there was
appreciable variation in Faculty and Departmerital dimensions, this was

not as pronounced as the varjation in Institutionsl dimensions. (This

- was anticipated since the definitions of "Faculty" and “Department® were
.mich more restriotive than that of "Institution of Higher Education",)

. Having purveysd the basic statistics, what can be said-of the other
measures derived by the Systems Approach? Regarding the completion of T
Departmental Procedures 1 and 2 snd the Administrative questionnaires,
it can be seen from the last three columns of Table | that response to
" these questionnaires was good. ' Most institutions completed all 3 copies -

of the Administrative Questionnaire, and at least 8 copies of both Depart-
menital Procedures 1 and 2, The Information Sheet wes completed by all
but two institutions and, perhaps surprisingly, only one institution
‘failed to complete the Contingenoy Studies. (However, institutes 12
and 19 submitted their Continge' ny Studies too late for ‘inclusion in = -
Table 1.) . : »
¥ - ‘ ‘
Thus response to all sections of the packsges was favourable, and

80 it was possible to fill.in Table 1 with measuyss derived by the

Systems Approach., These measures will be discussed in detail in the next
section, but first a couple of general points are mada. o

An immediate observation from Table 1 is that most measures are

consider=bly biased: that is, the scores for each measure on a particu=
lar seotion of the methodology do not usually centre around zero. This
could easily be "corrected" hy expressing each score as a deviation from
the average for that measure, but it is not important at this stage:
oertainly in future applications scores would be so nomalised and
‘standardised. What is important at this stage is whether or not the
differences between scores for various institutions are indicative of
‘real differences between the institutions in terms of the measurés being
assessed. For examp.?, consider the measure "Importance of Informality
(in administrative processes)". It can be seen that scores for this
measure on Department 1 Procedures 2 never turned out to be negative~-
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in fact they ranged from 0 to 328, Thus the measure has a positive
bias, but since only differences in the measure concern this comparative
analysis, the fact can be ignored. Stdtements of the type “institution
10 has lass importance of informality than institution 6, according to
" Departmental Procedures 2" are all that concern the present inquiry.
) Incidentally, note that, with reference to this example, the figure 328
i . was far in excess of the next highest figure, and indeed depended upon
' - ‘replies from only' three respéndents: for these reasons it was dropped
from the statistical analysis. (Such dubfous figures are ciroled in
. Table 1.) Thus there is reduced range of scores from 0 (institute L)
. to 130 (institute 16). Are the differences between scores significant
and not merely random variations? This question is answered affirmatively -
in the next section. : : ol ’ -

. . -ty - "
A final point concerns the general use of Table 1. The previous
- discussion of some of the information contained in the basic statistiocs
given in the table is by no ‘means complete or exhaustive, but rather
.provides an, introduction to the wealth of data presented. The reader is
encouraged to study the contents of Table 1 independently of the text, .
. sirce it is possible to verbally préois oply a fraction of all the inter- .
‘esting information contained therein: and this remark applies not only
“to the basic statistics but to all the measures tebulated.

8.3 How igll‘did fhé‘uethqaoldgx work?*

 This discussion iz divided into'hfparts, each analysing the qualities
, and defeots of particular sections of /the package. » The order in which.
) these sections are taken is Departmental Procedures 2, the Administrative
Questionnaire, Departmental Procedures 1, and the Information Sheet and
Contingency Studies. , s \ '

(a) Departmental Procedures 2

9

~

Aside from the unavéidable,difficulty of persuading any
academic to complete any questionnaire, no significant problems arose
with the administering or interprestation of this section of' the package.

As regards the ozﬂsistquy and meaningfulness of the
measures finally obtained, it cdn be asserted with confidence that the
measures derived were successful with few exceptions. The Justification
behind such an assertion is best amplified by means of & particular
example. ' : “

- Consider the Iéasure "academic involvement in administra-
- tion®. The scores of each respondent from institutions L. and 16 on
this measure were: o ‘ o
2, =20,4,.=34, -11, 13, 11, =21, 18

0, 32, 33, 32, 51, 57, 47, 1, 40, 16

respectively, giving overall (= average) scores of =4.22 and 34,9 respect-
. ) ively. (Thus the entries in Table 1 are ~42 and 349.) Given the consider-

able variation of scores within each institution, there are two problems

to be resolved. First, how many respondents are needed from each insti-

tution to ensure that the average score obtained is a reasénable estimate

* i
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of the institution average? And seoond, is the variation between ) . ‘

institutions rigorously discernable over and above the variation .

yithin eaoh institution?

To answer these two questions the statistioal analysis ou't-
lined in Table 4 was undertaken. The rigorous conclusions. of this

analysia are summarised in (1) and (41):

-

(1) At _least 8 respondents from each institution are
necesssry to ensure the statistical stability of the derivative

measures.
suffice. );

‘(Ideally, one would require 12 respondents, but 8 oould

LA

(11) The success of each measure in assessing consistent
and neaningful differences between institutions is given in the following
list (see Table 4 for atatistioal validatlon) :

legsﬁ;!

Centralisation (internal and overall)

Acadenic Invelveament in admin.

Effective Demecratisation

Importance of Informality

Formality, Standardisation ot

Procedures

Comnittee Proliferation

Role Specification -

Role Specialisation

Role Pressures

Competitive Health

General Quality of Administration

Unity of Faculty

Confidence -of Academics in A¢ .in. S

Confidenne of Admin. in Academios

Mutual Confidence and Go-operativeness

Academic Job Satisfaction . v

Acadepic Frustrations with Admin,

Acadenic Chores

Informal Information Flow,Facultyh
Administration .

Formal Information Flow, Faculty-
Administretion

Total Information Flow, Faoulty-Admin,

Friendliness Climate

"Hierarchical Information Flow within

Faoulty

Horizontal Inforlatlon Flow withln

Faculty

Total Information Flow within Faculty

External Supervisions

Environaental Competitive Cli-ate-
Status

Environmental Competitive Climate-
Materdal

Adeptability of Adwinistration

Speed of Decision Processes

Effeotiveness of Comnittees

Degres of Success

Excellent -
Excellent
Excellent
Fair .

Excellent

" Good

Unsuccessful

Good

Good

Good -

Excellent

Very good ’ ,
Excellent ' i

Excellent . :
Excellent - s
Excellent

. Excellent

Excellent
Good

Excellent
Excellent

Very good

Good -
Unsucoessful
Unsuccessful ;
Fair

Excellent - 7 .

Very good

Good

Good .
Excellent . .




Thﬁs, with the exceptions of role specification, and horizontal
and total information flows within academia, and the possible ‘
exceptions of importance of informality and external supervisions, the
measures constructed by the questionmsire Departmental Procedures 2
displayed consistent variations betweer institutions. The measures &re
‘rigorous and meaningful. Conclusively, the questionnsire apd its
associated scoring processes "work™, subject to the proviso of conclu=
sion (1) above. - \

Thi; section is concluded with three further observations on the
results obtained from the questionnaire: :
S

(1ii) Only a few.institutions indicated the level of each respondent
to Departmental Procedures 2. - On this little evidence, there was no
indication that scores varied much from level to level within the .
same institution. More evidence, however, is needed to resolve this pointe

(iv) A most interesting observation was a general lack of national
tendencies in the final measures. Specifically, the range of scores on

. each measur# was roughly the same for the Swedish, the French-speaking, ,

and thé United Kingdom institutions.' (The reader can verify this by
comparing the scores of institutions 3, &, 5, 8, 12 (Prench-speaking)
with those of institutions 6, 7, 11, 14, (United Kingdom) end ‘those of
institutions 10, 13, 15, 16 (Sweden) in table 1). This lack of evident
national ocharscteristios is no doubt dué to the compounding of two fac=
tors. .First, the wide variety of departments and institutions sampled
within, specifically, the United Kingdom and Sweden. A wide range of.

- scores for each measure may be expected to over-rule national tendencies.

Second, the questionnsire is asking academios what they think of their
institution. Replies are to be expected to be relstive to the general
status and running of such institutions within their sountry: if an
English professor judges his institution-'to be highly centrelised, in
part this is no doubt becasuse of a real degree of centralisation, and in
part it is no doubt because national characteristics lead him to judge .
his institution in this manner. The extent to which measures obteined
are independent of national relativities requires further study, the
comparative data being, at present, not quite sufficient to establish’
proven conclusions.

(v) The previous point indiéates the caution to be excercised

Jin interpreting measures obtained. For the present, it is coneluded that

the questionnaire yields rigorous measures of certain subjective realitiese
What these subjectivities correspond to in practice should transpire
from the other sections of the methodology.

These words of caution in no way diminish-the proven suécéss and
potential of this section of the methodology. : N
(b) Administrative Questiomnaire

The questionnaire Departmental Proceduresz 2 has been as successful .
as could have been anticipated. Can the same be said of the Administra-
tive Questionnaire?

Without pursuing in detail the statistical anaiysis, the following

. conclusions are presented:Response to the administrative questionnaire
. was analogous to the response to the questionnaire Departmental Proce-
dures 2. In particular, the deviation between respondents from the same
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institution was so great as to necessitate at least eight respondents -
in order %o ensure the statistical stability of the measures derived.
Since only 3 of these questionnairss were circulated to each institu-
tion, it therefore follows that returns were insufficient to establish °
meaningful measures. Nevertheless, it is emphasised that, in sofar as -
it went, the.response tq the questionnaire was similar to the response -
of the questionnaire Departmental Procedurss 2, and there is every reason
to expect that the administrative questionnaire will be equally success=

ful given e larger number of respondents per institution.

However, an increased number of respondents to this guestionnaire
will add difficulties of another nature: how can the class of
administrators to be ssmpled be defined? Since administrative tasks and .
ranks can vary so greatly, a clear definition is needed on this point.,
Moreover, such a generalised class of sdministrators might imply some
alterations to the questions and scores themselves. These difficulties
should certainly prove surmountable,

(c¢) Departmental Procedures 1

Regarding the questionnzire. Depar¢nenta1 Procedures 1, which
admittedly was not written for the Systems Approach, the measures
derived did not in general exhibit significant variation. It was dise—
appointing particularly to discover that the hierarchical and hori-
gontal information flows within academia did not show significant inter-
institutional variation, although many of the questions were designed
to provide information about these very dimensions. Moreover, although
a few measures did display meaningfiil variation, three difficulties v
in administering the questionnaire lead the author to discard its worth
for the presente First, there was a varied interpretgtion among res-'
pondents as to the intended meaning of "staff allocation". Most took -
this to be the assignment of givr 1 staff to different teaching roles.
Second, many respondents left many of the questions "unanswered", es-
peoially in the cases of queries regarding the relative importance of
various sources of positive and negative rewards and feedback. Often such
blank replies muat have implied an answer of "practically never", but
there was no way for this to be ascertained. Finally, the measures derie
ved from the questiomnaire were built upon a paucity of raw‘information
compared to that available in the other questionnaires. This is demonstra~-
ted by the fact that two data cards sufficed for eadh completed question=
naire Departmental Procedures 1, but four were necessary to contain all
the information derived from each respondent to Departmental ‘rocedures
2. .

(4) Information Sheet and Contingency Studies

Having discussed the values of the measures,obtained from each of
the questionnaires, the measures obtained from the Information Sheet and
Contingency Studies will now be discussed. In the use of these sections
of the package, .there was no multiplicity of replies from each institution
to use a3 a check on the validity of the measures obtained . In theory,
the answers to’ these sections of the package could not be subject to any
variation: facts were sought, not opinions. Indeed the intention here

i
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was not so much to derive "measures", but rather to construct objest=
ively exact "indices". Optimisticslly, these indices will furn out’ to
be relevant practicslly and theoretically in describing administtation
within an institution of higher educatdon., And even more optimistically,
they should be correlated to the subjective measures assessed by th
questionnaires. ‘ . ®

Having regard to the Information Sheet, little difficulty was en-
countered in its completion, and the measures given in Table 1 were
accordingly derived. Similarly, the scores from each of the Contingency
Studies have been evaluated and tabulated. '

_Now, there is no doubt that such scores are rigorously derived
indices. What is unproven is whether they constitute relevant, practi-
cable, and useful composﬁté’measures. ‘ .

. . , ) /

Theoretically, the expectation’is that the composite variables /

chosen should prove pertinent: for:in practice terms such as "centralised®,
"highly democratised", "formalised", "prestige oriented", "materially
competitive®™ are often used in describing institutions of igher educa=
tion. All that has been done in the Information Sheet and Contingency
Studies is to take a first and tentative step towards the gonstruction
of objective measures of these qualities, by summing specific practical
realisations of these adjectives. What else is meant by ai“high degree
of formalisation® other than that the mechanics of edministration usually
follows formal rules? And how else is this to be reasured|other then by
some summation of instances in which formal regulationS‘define the
actions taken? And how else are such measures to be made scientifically
domparative unless the same set of instences are applied tp different
institutions? (This is not mere rhetoric, alternative suggestions will
be welcomed &t any future discussion of this paper.) - \

With this philosophy in mind, the -Information Sheet was devised to
provide an assessment of the extent to which the qualities measured were
present in the static constitutionsl structure and environmental constraints
of a particular institution, while the Contingency Studies attempted
measurement of real-time dynamic processes, As has been mentioned, the
Information Sheet did not ‘cause any great difficulties, and a set of

most interesting measures was produced. In a sense, the Contigency

Studies mey be Jjudged less successful in.that the "output" of measures

for the "input" of effort in completing the studies was rather high: per-
haps too high. 4 longer list of shorter studies would be ideal: failing
this, it is, still essential to increase the number of studies in order to
obtain meaningful summed measures. For, looking at the Contigency scores
in Table 1, it is at once evident that each institution showed “consider= *
able variations in the ‘same measure on the different contingencius. ik
Nevertheless, as a first step, the Contigency results are not to be regarded
as unsuccessful. What has been demonstrated is that it is possible to
devise a 1ist of occurences common to institutions of higher edusation and
to use such a list as a basis for objective comparative measures, To

make full use of the approach, amendments and extensions are needed, but
these should not be impossible to obtain. Finally, it is possibly worth
remarking that the Contingency Studies were generally agreed to be the
most stimulating and stretching sections of the research.

i




This concluded the ahalysis of the qualities and defects found in
the first application of this methodology. In future applications, and
with the revisions proposed in III 9, the methodology should yield
definitive results of the kind tentatively put forward beneath.

8,4 Tentative Results

Having discussed the completion of the various seotions of the
package znd their derivative measures separately, the results obtained will
.now be considered collectively. A natural starting point is a discnssion’
of the extent to whioch the different sections of the package corroborated
each other on the measures scored.

" Although the withdrawal ‘of Departmental Procedures 1 is reoommended
. in future applications, it is of interest to consider whether the measures
. - obtained from this gquestionnaire and from Departmental Procedures.2
oorroborated each other. Within the admittedly broad lilits implied wy
. the inadequacy of the first questiorinaire, this was indeéd found to be
| : the case (Table 5). .

Sililerly, the measufes derived from Departmental Procedures 2 and
the Adaministrative questionnaire were compared, and the results of this
comparison were especially encouraging and interesting (Table 6). Here

- the basic limitation was the fact that omly 3 Administrative questionnaires
had been included in each packaige, resulting in uncertainties that
" further research should eliminate. Nevertheless, the results to these
questionnaires suggest the following tentstive conclusionss:
. - .L
The measures centralisation, formality and standardisation of
procedures, effective democratisation, arnd role gpecialisation sré seen
independiently by academics and adr ‘nistrators. On the other hand, quite
naturally, the measures of: oconfidehce of academios in administrators;
confidence of administrators in academics; mutual co-operativeness and
understapding between academics and administrators; involvaent of
academics in administration; acasdemic frustrations with apdministration;
role pressures; and-overall friendliness climate within. the institution;
on all these there is general agreement between the academic and admjni-
strative sectors. Similar agreement is found with regard to measures:
comnittee proliferation, the effectiveness of committees, the speed of
decision processes, and the informal information flow between acadendics
and administrators. Most wor hy of note, perhaps, is that the measure
of the general quality of administraticn (which had excellent success
on Depsritmental Procedures 2)° was equally assessed by administrators
and by academics. And finally, there:-1s the intriguing suggestion that
- a couple of measures may appear opposite to administrators and academicse
in partioular, competitive health and”formal information flow between the
sectqggL/»””’// o -
,//"/ '

. However, it is not to be forgotten that such thoughts are, at this
stage, no more than tentative: given a wider- yet clearly defined -
circulation for both questlonneires, they could become statlstloally
proveable facts to be accounted-for and made use of.

.




So much fdf the comparison of measures between the "subjective”
.seotions of the packages. How do these measures compare with those
obtained from the "objective" Information Sheet and Contingency Studies?’

From Table 1 it can be seen that scores for each measure vary
considerably from one contingency to the next, so that a larger number
of contingencies is needed in order to meke overall scores statistically
viable. Becauss of this defect, few meaningful conclusions can be
based on the present data. On the other hand, the Information Sheet
was successful in yielding objectivs neasures and indices.

Surveying the results obtained from the queationnairqs,“the Inform=
ation Sheet, and the Gontingency Studies, the following conclusions are
tentatively drawn: -

Although the measures derived from both Departmental Procedures 2 )
and the Information Sheet proved rigorous, it is observed that they .
do not corroborate each other at all well. For instpnce, there is close D
agreement on formality and standardisation of procedyres, on both status |
and material environmental competitive-climates, and \on competitive ‘
health, but equally there ere differences regarding ihternal centralisa=
tion, committee proliferation, and effective demooratisation. It is
suggested that the apparent differences in some of thé measures is osused’
mainly by two factors: ‘ ’ )

(a) Departmental Procedures 2 ylelds measures acknowledged to be
subjective.  These subjective measures are based upon the opinions

of members of a particular department, and will thus to a large
extent depend on the relative situation of that depariment, within
the institution, and upon the relative situation of the institution
in its national context. Conversely, the Information Sheet's
measures are based upon concrete cbjective facts yegarding the insti-
tution as a whole. _(According to this analysis, if Departmental
Procddures 2 were circulated throughout the whole of academia, the
resultant measures should be more closely correlated with those of
the Information Sheet. The questionnaire was designed with this
“extended possibility in mird, and another fruit of a larger distii-
bution would be an analysis of inter-departmental variations.) Thus
real differences are €xpected between the measures derived from

these sections of the packagee.

-(b) Again, the Information Sheet is largely concerned with the
‘static "constitutional® structure of the institution, whereas the
. opinions assessed by questionnaire are more likely to be formed from

experience of on~-going dynalic processes within the.ingtitution.
(According to this analysis, the Contingency Study measures should-
exhibit greatest correlation with the questionnsire measures. Within
the limitations of the pilot project, this appeared to be the case.
Further work might firmly establish.this result.)

- According to the discussion in (b) above, not only are we to expect
real difference botween the Information 3heet and questionnaires, but

. likewise betwesn the Information Sheet and Contingency Studies. Indeed,
there is really no a priori reason support’ iggexact sinilsrity be~
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tween statio and dynamic dimensions within any organisation. The results
of this project do 'in fact support this analysis, the questionnaire
and Contingenoy measures showing greater oorrelations between themselves
than with the Information Sheet. One interesting agreement between

., Departmental Prooedures 2, the Administrative questionnaire, and the

" Contingency Studies is the assessment of the speed of decision proocesses.
If academios or administrators feel these to be fait or slow, it is
encouraging to note that they do tend to be fast or slow respectively in
actual contingenoies, : s ; : -

From all that has been said, it can be seen that it is too early to
derive significant fects from inter-correlations between different measures.
But as a matter of personal interest, and to illustrate the type of .
conclusions further research might firmly establish)lrcouple of results

~ based upon the evidence at hand are presented: :

For academios, and more so for administrators, there was some
indioation that job satisfaction decreased as the size of the institution
ingreased (although the same was not true of sdministrative quality)e
Also there was indication that the more autonomy an institution had with
respeot to its enviromment, the more centralised it tended to beoome °
internally. (Clearly, the splitting of centralisation gt least into inw
ternal and external components is therefore necessary.) .

Regarding the effect that administrators end administra=
tive salaries have upon administration, the following was observed:

'

First, as the number of adminiatrators per academic in an institution
inoreased, so did the overall cguality of administration 23 parceived Ly
academics and administrators. 'Second, as the salary of administrators
as compared to that of academics .ecreased, there was a dorresponding
drop in the confidenoe of administrators in.academics and administratiwe
Job satisfaction, while the frustrations of academics and administrators’
with each other increased. (Can it be concluded that one should have a
large number of highly paid administrators?)

The serious content of these last observations is the indiocation of
the extent to which the subjective measures may be influenced bv factors
which preferably would be considered extraneous. Nevertheless, sufficient
data:should enable the statistical isolation of 211 factors affecting esch
.variable. : g 7 _

These illustrative conclusions could be grertly expsnded. Indeed,
the relationship between any pair of measures csn be asse< ol fronTeble 4.
Since thé number of such combinations of measures is great, no attempt
is made 3% this stage to verbally desoribe all the results. Rether, it
is left to the reader to peruse Table 1 to satisfy his interest as to the
behaviolr of and inter~-dependencies between the measures finslly obtained
by the Systems Approach. ) :

In the search for possible causal correlations betwsen measures, it
is not to be forgotten they are of considerable interest in their own right.
The sucoess of the methodology is not entirely dependent upon the existence
or not of correlations, but rather upon the value of essessing an institu-
ticn in terms of the comparatirve measures obtained. -~ )

/
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9. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DBVELOPMENTS

The Syate-a,Approaoh has clearly realised all of the proaect
objectives listed in I 2. It remains only to make an ausessment of’ the
feasibility and value of the methodology developed. It is the author's
belief that the feasibliity of the methodology ;@ now established, and
that an intelligently revised methodology will/produce results both
of intelleotu 1 interest and practioal value

It is olLar from the successes of the/project that statistlcally
significant measures. and results are derivable from the methodology.
and it is argued that the experience gained” from this pilot projsct pro=
vides a foundation upon which definiti¥e and valuable studlps can be
baseds But these claims will seem el@ty unless supported by concrete
propoaals for/ future research whioh/speciflcally mention those modifica-
tions whereby the present shortoomanga in the methodology will be over-

" “eomes This ;ection is concluded‘with such proposals.

Before’ glving these proposals, however, the format of their presenta—

tion is discussed. How is "a future application of the Systems Approach®
to be d¢fined? Any such application pre-supposes: (a) a research team
and a go=operating and co#ordlnatad and set of institutldnS, anﬁ TQ

agreed methodology. ;

/‘Regarding (a), it is firnly recommended that the research team con=-
tain at least one experienced administrator. Note that the set of insti-
titions participating need not necessarily be representative of differpnt
nationalities, since the mathodology proved. sensitive to /differences
within given countries. Cross-cultural comparison, while interesting and
stimileting, is hot a pre-requlsite to- successful application of the
methodology.

Assuming (a) to be realised; what oonstitutes the "agreed me thodology"
of the Systems Approach? _Ihﬁ_inxan1an1_ggn&:nx_9x;dz:;nn&izg_ghgzggigzigﬁi_
of the Systems Approach is the methodologlcal programme given in II 2 .
Given the existence of a research team containing ior having very easy
acoess to) administrative experience, and given also a number of co-opera-

ting institutions, the methodological programme is taken as the basis
for the specific proposals for future research: ;

Proposals for Future Research

~

Given: a research team containing (or with very easy access to)
administrative experience, and a set of participating institutions.
Project: the comparative effectivensss of alternative administrative
structures.
Methodology: the research team to execute the methodological programme
given below, as described throughout the report on the Systems ﬁpproach,
but w1th lodiflcations along the follawing lines:
* (1) Present workable definitions of "sdministrative structure® and
"administrative effectiveness™ in institutions of higher educatione.
Here twe generalisations are recommended. First, the simplified
conceptualisation of an institution as a single separable organisational ~

.




entity should be expanded towards a combined "multiversity/university"
oconcept as suggested in II 3. Second, dimensions of cost-effectiveness
should not be excluded from the definitione.

(ii) Select particular measures of edlinietretive effectiveness and

" structure.

This most ilportant eection of the nethodologioal.programle
must be re~-worked. In particular, the less successful measures of the
ilot project could be dropped, ard cost-effectiveness measures,and others,
gee (1ii) (a)),added. Since the value and practical relevance of the final
results will depend entirely upon the measures actually assessed, it is
Amperative that administrative personnel participate in the selection.

-One further recommendation is that some of the present overall measures

be sub-divided into two or three Qonponent ecoree.

(i1i) Devise methods for obtaining information about these.
Here the lessons learned from the pilot project have greatest
application. ZFach section of the package is now discussed together with

comments upon 1ts success and suggestlon&'for appropriate -odificetione.

(e) Departmental Procedures 1 was not designed for the Systems Approach
and was unconvincing ‘in the measures obtained. The author suggests this
uestionnaire be discounted. ~ ' '

b) Departmental Procedures 2 was successful in deriving measures show=-
ing consistent and significant variation between institutions. However,

" it is to be born in mind that the measures obtained must primarily be

regarded as subjective, :although having their foundation in some objective

_reality. And, in future studies, it is to be remexmbered that at least

nine or ten of the questionnsires muat be completed to ensure etatleticel
reliability in the derivdtive measures.

Interesting additions coulu be made to the statistical results already
obtained. Suppose a dummy measur: ‘Were “constructed" by randomly scoring
twenty randomly selected statemen:s on Departmental Procedurss 2. Pre=-

" sumably this dummy measure would not exhibit thu general consistency
" and meaningfulness of the "real® measures derived. Seeing if this indeed

were true would test the genuineness of the conlueione mssie, whioch,
incidentally, there is no reason to doubt,
In fact, th questionriaire is siructured so that all kinde of ingenious

- things can be doﬁ to it. @A cluster analysisd could be performed on all

the replies to determine which groups of statements naturally fall
together. This cbuld provide the basis for an engiricallx built set of
leasures, ) ’
Even without \such frills, there is a good case for the questionnaire
having merit in its omn-right, completely independently from the other
seotions of the package. In particular, the questionnaire, if distributed
throughout an entire institution, would not only provide general institu~
tional measures, but also make explicit certain differences between
Faculties and Departments, Accordingly, it is recommended. that the cir-
oulation of this questionneire not be restricted to one Department, but
oiroculated within an entire Faculty, or even institution, among level
2 academios. (Perhaps inter-departmental variations will eliminate inter-
institutional variations totally. This is unlikely, but proof” is re=-
qulred in drder that the queetionnaire eesert its full valuea

s e e
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(c¢) Response to thé Administrative Guestionnaire was dnalogous to
those of Departmental Procedures 2: but here the restriction to only 3
questionnaires per institution made statistical rigour impossible,
Hence the need to distribute the questiommaire among more (at least 8)
administrstors. This introduces the problems of defining an appropriate
class of administrators, and of possibly modifying the questions and
sdores to suit such a broader circulation. ) o
(d) The Informetion 3heet was satisfectorily completed and yielded °
satisfactory measures, but full evaluation of the results wes made
impossible bv the leck of rigour in other sections of the package.
A point to note is that little use was made of the organisational
structure diegrams requested in the Imformation Sheet largely owing
to. lack of time. - Certainly some measures may be added to the list on
account of this deta: in particuler, measures of hierarchicel depths
and horizertal spans within the organisational structure are envisaged.
(e) The Contingency Studies were enthusiastically completed by neerly all
participants in the project, and the results were of considersble interest,
When thinking in teriis of measures derived from the Contingency dtudies,
there is always present the security of knowing that ideally one has ob-
tained an objectively verififable (and‘thus scientific) index..Certainly,
in terms of the content of the results obtained, these studies proved
their worth. : . ‘
~ However, one mejor drawback proved to be the paucity of informetion
obtained fromthe effort put into obtaining it. . #nother, not surprising
fact, turned out to be the variation of relative scores between con-
tingencies. The latter difficulty.is am observed phenomenon which can:
only be overcome by increasing the number end range of the, contingency
studies.: Resolving the former difficulty requires that each contingency
be "shorter”. Hence the ideal recipe is a long list of short contingencies
spanning all areas of administrative activity. If this is not feasible, '
then a long list of long contingencles is the only possibility. The
revards of such an extension of the methodology are to be balanced againsc .
the difficulfies encountered: both are high. An exhaustive list of
contingencies, and the associated lists of scores for the measure selected,
.not only should provide meaningful overall measures, but also a general
picture of the distribution of such measures within component areas of
activity. The meaningfulness and sharpness of such divisions of aciivity
could then be precisely analysed: e.g. do Person's divisions! correspond
to objective differences in areas of administrative activity? :
Requisite for such rewsrds is a properly estsblished cetalogue of"
contingencies. It is not for the author to decide whether the building of
such a catalogue is a task worth underteking. However, in this pilot pro-
ject the author believes that a. foundation has been demonstreted upon
_¥hich such a catalogue could be built. ;

. Together with the modificetions indicsted sbove, it is recommended
that the details of esch section of the package be ammended ‘or epproved by
administretive personnel.

As a final proposal regerding the methods of obtaining information,
the introduction of a student questionnaire is recommended. This would
provide a most pertinent addition to the Departmental and Administrative
questiomnaires.




(iv) Devise a scheme for converting the information of (iii) into,
the measures of (ii). ’

The scoring keys’ enployed in this project on each measure and
for each section of the package- no doubt sufficed as first approximstions.
However, they were formulated by personnel without greet ~dministrative
experience and need to be thoroughly revised by experienced ddmin;strators.

(v) Apply this scheme to a number of institutions.
_The resesrch team should be closely co-ordlnated with the indi-

‘ v1duals carrylng out the case studies.

.

Svi) Examine data for:

2&3 ‘onsistency and meaningfulness of the measures proposed

b) VYorrelations between such measures of administrative effectlveness .
and structure.

It is pointed out that the statistical analyses undertaken upon the
present data are far from complete. Specifically, further work to
be done will involve the inclusion of some additional data, the co-ordina=-
tion of the separate contingency scores into overall contingency measures,
a more probing analysis of consistencies and correlations within and
betwean the different measures and sections of the package, and an assess-
ment of the validity, use, and method of construction of overull scores
for each measure.

In future applications, having established a more intelligent
methodology upon the floundations of this pilot project, the results obtained -
should be amenable to a truly complete statistical amnalysis. In particular,
the use of principle component analysis to determine whether the gzmut
of measures proposed i$ reducible to smaller numbers of component
factors is envisaged. Canonical correlation analysis would then yield
the correlations between the mos* pertinent fectors”’. The physical
"meaning" or interpretation of tuese factors and their correlations
would be of considersble interest and importance.

(vii) Interpret results into practical statements and suggestions
about administrative procedure and structure.
This step would be the task of the resenroh ‘ta~n vnd administra-
tors Jointly, and would depend _upon the results obtrined. .

The preceding set of proposals relates to the full-scale cdntinuance
of the project, and the "package" for such.an appllcatlon would contaln
. a set Of Departmental questionnaires .
a set pf Administrative questionnaires
a set of Student questlonnaires
an Information Sheet
a (fresh) set of‘Contingency Studies ' :
At a reduced level, research could still yield useful and interesting
results. . For instance, the Contingency Studies could be dropped: or the
Contingency Studies could be dropped and the Information Sheet restricted
to basic statistics: or it would be possible to prpceéd with questionnaires

40
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alone: and as a final, least-effort, alternative, the Repartmental
Procedures 2 and the Administrative questionnaires could be given a much
“braader circulation as they stand, for they are alrealy sam to be
prgducing meaningful and interesting results. -

Thus a full-scale committment is not necessery to ensuce jortiwhile
results, although each omission will of course lesson the rewards of Jjive
work undertaken. In any event, the fruits of such research should be -
the construction of a rigouous set of measures and indices for each '
institution, together with the possibilities of discovering correlations
and reductions in the measures obtained. Some of the measures selected
may be expected to "fail", but this in itself would constitute a worth- v
while education. ' ' o
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Example Scoring Keys

These scoring keys make explicit the automatic measure conversion
processes written into the computer analyses of the responses to the
statements in Departmental Procedures 2 and the Administrative questionnaijres.
In addition, adjustments were made to allow for significant qualifying
remarks. Such adjustments are not indicated in the keys. Also omitted
are the scores derived from the Communicatlon Survey sections of these
questijonnairess

Throughout the scoring keys, the followlng code abbrev1at10ns
signify the measures indicated :

SC - internal centralisation of the institution
C - overall centralisation :
SF - formality, standardisation of procedures
SIF - "importance of informality -
SRF - role specification

SRS - role specialisation

SRP - role pressures

SUA - unity of administration

SUF - unity of Faculty

SCM - committee proliferation

IF - involvement of academicCs in administration

CF - confidence of academic$ in administratien .
CA - confidence of administrators in academics

CCU - mutual empathy between academia and administration

IIFF} - heirarchical 1nformat10n flow w1th1n academia

1IFF2 - horizontal " "o

IIFF.' total . " " " "

IIFA1l - formal information flow between academla and admlnlstratlon

IIFA2 - informal " " woaom

IIFA - total R e A A T '“%

IIAA - total information flow w1th1n administration B

EFF - frustrations of academics with administrators ‘

EFA - " " administrators with academics
EJA - administrative job satlsfactlon
EFA - academic M

ET - academic 1nvolvement in admlnlstratlve thores

EH - competitive health ‘ -
ED - effective democratisation )
ES - speed of decision processes

EA - adaptability, fléxibilty of administrative response
ECP - effectiveness of committees

- EVS. - environmental supervisions

SFC - friendliness climate of institution

EQ - overall administrative quality |

The measure conversion tables for Departmental Procedures 2,
Table2(DP2),” and for the Administrative questionnaire, Table2(ADMN),
have exactly the same format and interpretation. In each table, against
each measure is tabulated the numbers of the statements on which that
measure is scored., If the statement number is tabulated under the ceulumn
headed "2", then there is an actual score of :
+2 when response to statement 1s "Definitely true"

+1 " " " “Mostly true”
-1 " ”" " " ) " uMQStly false"
-2 " wo. oo " " "Definitely false"

and 0 otherwise.

‘Analogously, if the statement number. is tabulated under the column " 2"

then there is an actual score of :

0§
51 ' ‘




-2 when response to statement 15 "Definitely true

-1 'Mostly true"
41 " " " " " "Mostly false"
- PO " n.oon " "Definitely false"

-

and O otherwise,
- The columns headed "4" and "6" respectively indicate double and treble
the score indicated by "2" ; and the columns headed "-4" and "-6" respect-
§ 1ve1y indicate double and treble the score 1nd1cated by "-2",

; Examples :

; (a) If the response to statement 49 of .Departmental Procedures 2
("I' avoid all unnecessary contact with administration") were "Mostly false",
importance of informality (SIF) would score +2, informal communication

‘ between academia and administration (IIFA2) would score +2, etec, : : N

(b) If the response to statement 19 of the Adm1n1strat1ve ’ _ -

questionnaire were "Mostly false",standardisation of procedures (SF) would
score -2, etc, -~ 7




TABLE 2 DP2

N

Neasure Scores
‘ 2 -2 4 -4
C ard SC | 29,.1,03,61,065,07, 12,9,12,1, 10,-11,70, 3,6,13, 15,33,36,17,] 1,4,7,32,11,59,09,
63 Y . 78,82,91 73,74,77,99 ol1,62,79,80
EVCCP 63,84,83
SF 11,77,47,70 60,3rd,Oth 33,63,601,05,67,73, | 18,74
: . 90,2nd lth 7lﬁ 9Lh
SIF 60 63,61,90,20d,4th,  |17,18,065,69,71,71, | 33,49,59,50,73,63
7th, ‘)th 91, 1st, drd 6Lh 8Lh
SRF - 14,05, 66,67,74,77, 61,80 063,061,73 2,60, 62
: 78 90 -
SRS 19,21,22 71 } 79 -75,76,87
SRp# 14,64, 66,77,85,73 |13,15,61,82 29,63,67,81,83,84, | 2,18,00,062,68,70,
: 90,85 79,80,89
SUF* 17,40, 66,69,83 16,20,24,25,71,91 | 19,21,22
SCHL . 4,11,12,73,20d,7th
IF* 1,11,32,42,58,59, |47,50,55,57 4,7,9,14,44,45,63, | 41,43,49,54
65,67 64,90
CF 43,1st,3rd 13,41, 43,54 42,45,52,55,58,59 | 31,49,50,53,57
CA Ist,3rd 41,50 46,51,59
ccys 43,441, 1st,3rd 13,48,54 42,45, 46,51,52,55, | 31,41,49,50,53,57
58 . . -y
IIFF1 69 66
TIFF2 71,91
IIFAL 46 13,54 11,32,56 4y
T1FA2 46 13,54 . 42,43,44 41,49,47,50,56,57
EFF 10 43,52 12,14,31,35,37,39, | 34,33,51
49,53
EJr* 1,2,60,061,62 15, 24,25,26,27,28,29, | 19
69,79,80,82,86
ET* 12,65,84,90 2,41 10,63, 64. 13
EH 32,63,61,71,85,90, 83,84 70
: 91
ED - |29,40,79,80- 13 o 11,4,7,67 3,6,15,36
ES® : '
IIFA . |43 13,53, 51 11,32,42,44,46 41,47,49,50,57
EA B 12
IIFF 69" 06.71,91
EQ* 1 136,70 40,69 13,35,28,10712
EC[):I: 12 .
SFC 191 19,21,22 16,17,20,4%,69 57
_EVE 190 61,62, 70 d 60
#Ses next page for G,-b, scores 5% B T




TAB'E D?2 (cont.)

- Medsure . Stores 1 ' - /
6 -6
N L}
SRP 65

s " 23
r : 13,15
CF 51

_CCu 59 .

- EJF 30 ‘ ) .
ET ' 14 ‘
ES 35
EQ 34 - | 371,39
ECP 10 ‘

Scoring on first section 9f Comnuaication Survey :
Let the reply to index 'i'-(seec coding of questiounaire) *de denoted by 'i'.

Thus '13' denotes the number of "Informative, No Responsa' coamnunications
received from academics in the period of one week which fall into the 'official’

category. .
With this notation, we score as follows : a
If (1 plus 3} ge* two tines(2 plus 4) Sr=06, SIr=-4
If " (2 plus 4) and 1t* two times(2 plus 4) St=4, SIF=-2
If " " hali of (2 plus 4) and 1t* (2 plus 4) SF:-Q, SIF=.- -
1f N 1t* SF=-4, SIF= 6 ‘ ~
If sum of 6,7, 8 9 10 ge* half sum of 1,2,3,4,5 EQ=-4
It " quarter of sum of 1,2,3,4,5
and " " " 1t* half sam of 1,2,3,1,5 £Q=4
e "~ " " " g sixth sum of 1,2,3,4,5 EQ=d

If (3 plus 4) 1t= tWo times(8 plus 9)  SUF=-2

ET=(16 plus 17 plus 18)

If (1 plus 2) 1t¥ two times(6 plus 7) EFF=-4,CF=-4,CCl=-4

If b gt* four times(6 plus 7) EFF=2,CF=2,CCU=2
*ge mea1s greater than or equal to, . ¥ ' ! ‘ "
1t meaas less thaa - S

gt means greater than




el

Example :

" PABLE 2 ADMN

4. Muasnre_Conversion_Tahle, Administrative Questioalnire, .

This table has exactly the same format and interprclation as the previous table
(D2). The forcword 1o that table is also applicable here, aid it should be

re-rcad in order to understand the following tadle.
1f the reply to stalement 19 was ‘Mostly
.procedures (SF) would score -2.1{ the xeply to Lthe
seclion of the Comaunication Survey was 'Krequent', stundardisation would score 2.

false’, standacdisation of
9th question in the second

Measure Scores ] .
. ' 2 -2 4 -4 6 -6
- ¢ & 5Cfj14,21,23 »,4,9,12,51|7,8,10,11,20{90 '
AN ‘ 63,75,83,3422,50,59,76,
: <191 p
SF 8,22,50,59 P,36,38,3rd|1,3,6,7,14, |2,4,5,3% '
Bth 17,18,19;21, a
. 23,91, 2ad,
4th,7th,9th i
SIF |[5,9 1,7,8,14,17)2,4,13,37,38] 18,21,22,23|36
. bnd, 1th, Tth{39,45,87,82,|60,73,74,91
D th 1st,3rd,6bth, -~
. dth
SRF |17 36 3,7,8,14,18,11,5,9 1,22 2
19,20,21,23,
50 7
SRS |i7 13,17,18, 126,27,40
24,95 . -
SRP 11,20 - 8,14,22,50 19,15,39 10 T
SuA |13 27,28 24,25,32,33,[26,29,31,35/30
' 34,37,42 41
SCM |12 75,83,81,2ad
e ) 7th
: IF |52,51,62,063, | 59,061,606,
\’ . 84,90 74
CF 61h,8th 74 58,68,71 67
CA [[53,06th,8th | 06 53,55,50,57,] 04, 05,067,609 71
: : 62,63,68,72 | 73,74 .
: CCU  |53,51,85  p3,73,74 53,55,50,50,]16L,01,5653,07[63  ~
59,02,08,71,| 09,70
e 72 .
IIFA |£3,54,67,68, 52,53,84,90 -{59,61,09,70 -
72 \ 73,74 ‘
TIFAL} 53 170 160,81,90 i
TIFA2|59, 63 51,53,51 59, 00,61, 10
o 73:74 '
I1AA [6th,8th 11 37, 15,25,13, 110,29
’ EFF |70 . 62,63,68,7T1 187
72
, EFA 166,81 53 61, 65, 67,69, (55, 62,063, 03
. \ 70,73,75,60,{71,76,77
26 '
EJA 21,30 15,19,21,31,9,16,34,42, |17,18,20,22)51
60,67 13,44,47,.18, 23,41, 10,61}
' 119,72
El }106,52,53,87, | 75,80 ' 15,82
' 90 A .
ED 21 12 20,22 TBE ]
ES 1 15,79 el . I |
A 21 i 6,23,50,75 | 7 "\
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TABLE __ ADWY

Meas:ure Scores o a
2 ) 4 - 176 | -6
EQ 23,31, 76 30,80 75,77,79,81, | 76 | 82
' " ' 86
ECP ; 75 ' 86
SFC 13,32,33, 31,41,64,73,74 | 25,34,53,62, |35, 69, 61,67
. 08.87,83.87 ;

\
\

Scoring on first section of Commuaication Survey :

Let the reply to index 'i' be deaoted by 'i' (see coding of’quéstionnaire).
Thus '13" denotes the number of 'Informative, No response' commupications
received from academics in the period of one week and which fall\jnto-the
‘official’ category. - ' . \

With this notation, the scoring is as follows :

\
\

i\

If (1 plus 3) ge* two times(2 plus 4) . SF=6, SIF=-4 b

If " " (2 plus 4) rnd 1t* Two times(2 plus 4) Si=4, SIF=+2
f " " half of(2 plus 4) and 1t* " SF=-2, SIF=y
If " | lt“:t " " [ SF=?4, SIF=6 “. \“
If sum of 6,7,8,9,10 ge* half sum of 1,2,3,4,5 EQ=-4

It = » " " quarter of sum of 1,2,3,4,5 ,
and " " " 1t* half sum of 1,2,3,4,5 EQ=] ;

Tt - " " a sixth sum of 1,2,3,4,5 EQ=4
If (3 plus 4) 1t* two times(8 plus 9) EFA=-4, CA=-4, CCU=-4
Ir - gt* four times(8 plus 9) EFA=2, CA=2, CCU=2 ' !

If (1 plus 2) 1t* two times(6 plus 7)  SUA=-2

*ge meaas greater than or equal to
1t means less than \
gt means greater than
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T, RLE 3
Zxergle conputer printe-out of meazurecs @
INSTVTUTE § NOWAER oT RUE6TIENS odt«ALL
o 2 N Y .~ A - [
MEASURES DERIVED FROM ADHINISTRATATIVE as, ﬂcﬁﬁTﬁ:iigfﬁ T AL MEAuRE
. ‘Zr—cﬁ m‘an\)TCé
RESPOMNDENT 1 2 3

MEASURE NO.Q. DEV  AVG
ACADERIC INYOLYEIENT IN ADMN 8 3 17 10 4,24 11,00 ’
CENTRALISATION®INT & TOTAL . «19 =14 =32 23 7.5% =21.67 -
CFURMALITY = STANDAFDISATION -9 7 =12 29 8.34 "4.867
ROGLE SPECTFICATION / =18 9 =32 - 18 17.02 »13.67
IFPUKT OF [NFORMALITY 40 9 . 85 34 31.20 44,67
EPFECTIVE DEMOCRATISATION "M 1 5 &.71 4.3%
COMMITTEF PROLIFERATION *8 =42 18 6 13.30 “0.47
ROLE SPECIALISATION ®3 =3 =5 ¢ 0.94 -»3.67
RGLE PRFSSURES - 20 =13 =18 . 10 - 2.94 ¥17.00
COMPETITIVE HEALTH R 18 10 17 9 3.56 415,00
GENERAL OUALITY OF ADMIN 55 15 48 13 R.BY 22.67
UNITY OF ADMIN, « 35 32 28 B 4 2.87 31,67
TLTAD INFO :an A=A 20 S 38 10 13.49 21.00
COMFINDENCE OF ACADFEMIA IN ADM 44 7 22 : 7 6.93 16433
CONFIDENCE OF ADMIM IN ACADEM 45. 2/ &9 20 14.38 42.67
MUYUAL CONFIDENCE~EMPATHY 55 32 61 2% 12.23 4LH.67
ADRIM JOB SATISFACTICN 75 485 78 27 14.90 66.00
FURBAL INFO FLOW F-A S 3 4 8 5 2.16 5,00
INFORMAL INFO FLOY FwA 21 16 39 “11 9.88 25,33
TOTLL IREO FLOW Fep 2% 17 44 18 11.90 -27:33
ADMINL FRUSTRATIONS W FACULTY =38 =253 =43 20 7.59 =35,33
SNTENDLIMESS CLINATE - 42 A3 48 20 15.28 34.33
ALARTABTLTY. ) 5 =14 8 6 8.34 N.67
LCATLHIC FRUSTRATIONS W ADM ~6 =3 =9 : 6 2.45 <©4,00
EFFOCTIVENESS OT chuMITTEES 10 3 19 2 3.30 T7.67

3 4.97 3,00 M

SFEED OF PECISION PROCESSES 6 wy 7.




Eracedures 2
The content of the followiﬁg table is best explained by presenting
the analysis for an example measure. 'The measure chosen for this purpose is

"academic involvement in administration"

To ensure results of greatest statlst1cal stazbility, attention

, throughout the analyses was restricted to those institutions which returned

8 or more completed quest1onna1res. For these” 1nst1tut1ons ‘the scores for

"academic 1nvolvement in adm1n1strat1on were - .
" Institution Scores Deviation
3 _-16 7,-29,0,-37,3,-12,5,22,4 17.06
4 2,-20,4, 34 -11,13,11,-21,18 16.97
6 28,-6,41,-2,35, 54 19, 14,3 6 18.87
7 . -2.10,49 5,-4,-11, 51,2. 20 32 ' 23.33
11 . 38,26,15, 22.41 49 21,18, 23 8 18.87
12 ‘ 15,17,45,14,-4,13,-13, 11, SW—ZO - 17.21
13 -13, -9, _),5, 29 -21, -12 -iL, 24 15.32
14 50,25,21,46,31, 23 10, -4 ; 16.54
16 0,32,33, 32,51 57 47 41 40,&6 -15.98

18 33,5.-3,33,28,29.-24,29 19.82

The table of deviations on the right and the general score ranges
clearly justify the application of analysis of variance to test for the
significance.of the observed differences between the average (overall)
scores of each institution. Specifically, there being a grand total of
94 responses from the 10 institutions con51dered. -an F-ratio with 9 and 84
degrees of freedom is computed., For the measure "academic involvement in
administration", this ratio was found_ to be 5.31, a value s;gn1f1cant at
the 0.01% level ! Thus the rigour of the measure is conclusively demonstrated.

(Note., If the F-ratio is "significant at the x% level", this means
that either there were meaningful differences in the measure between institu-
tions ar an event of probality x% has occurred. Thus in the above case, either
the measure is meaningful, or an event has happened which normally would occur
only once in 10,000 times,) -

The table of results for each measure is given overleaf,




F
Measure®

Centralisation (internal & overall)
Academic involvement in administration
Effective democratisation
Importance of informality
Formality, standardisation
Committee proliferation
Role specification
Role specialisation
Role pressures
Competitive health
General quality of administration
Unity of Faculty
Confidence of academics in administ:ators
Confidence of administrators in academics
Mutual confidence/co-operativeness/empathy
between these sectors

Academic job satisfactions
Academic frustrations w1th admlnlstratlon
Academic chores
Informal information flow academlcs-admln
Formal " - "
'l Ot al " " . 111 - "
Friendliness climate
Heirarchical 1nformat10n flow w1th1n academla
Horizontal
Total " " " ”
External supervisions
Envivonmental competitive climate :

, Status/prestige

Material

Adaptability of administration
Speed of decision processes
Effectiveness of committees

-

#See the main text for amplification of the measures listed.

9 84-ratio

4,48
5.31
4,77
1.82
3.61
2,61
1.46
2.35
2,60
2,63
5.83
3.33

4.47

5.27
4,92

3.81
5,25
4,52
2.51
8.61
3.98
3.22
2,53
0.44
0.53
2,00

6.51

2,98 -~

258
2,44
3.64

Significance
T is
less than :

0.02%
0.01%
0.02%
10%
0.1%
2.5%
. 2.5%
2.5%
2.5% .
0.01%
0.5%
S 0.02%
0.01%

. 0.01%

0.1%
0.01%
o o‘../o

© 2.5

0.001%
0.4%

0.5%  ~
2. 5%

8%

0.001%
1%
2.5%
2.5%
0.1%




Considering these sections of the package, it is asked to what
extent the measures obtained from them agree, withim the'limits implied
by the successes of the questionnaires separately, Unfortunately, these

+ limits are too broad to give hope for proven corroborations between ¥

measures. Recall that ideally only institutions returning at least 8
replies to Departmental Procedures 2 should be incorporated into the
analysis, and that Departmental Procedures 1 had but small succes$ with .-
its measures,anyway. Nevertheless, on a speculative basis, the correlation
coefficients” between measures obtained on both these questionnaires were
tabulated, the hope being that these would tend to be positive rather than
negative, This hope was indeed fulfilled +

r
Correlation coefficiene between measure

Measure . ~on Departmental Procedures 1 and 2
\ Centralisation (overall) : +0.32
' Environmerntal competitive climate - status +0.38 )
Formality, standardisation +0.36
Importance of informality - +0.65 .
Role specification ’ +0.49 . v
Role specialisation -0,32 .
Role pressures ‘ +0.45
Academic involvement in administration -o;ia
Total information flow within academia +0,27
Competitive health ' 40.45
i,}”' Effactive democratisation . -0.05
é ) Average ’ , +0.27
L The positive average correlation found-is as much as expected,

given the inadequacies found in Departmental Procedures 1, .
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How do measures derived from Departmental Procedures 2 and the

: Administrative questionnaire compare ? Considering the fact that the completion
-~ . of only 3 Administrative questionnaires was not enough to make the derivative

measures statistically accurate, -little significant correlat1on can be

expected between similar measures. Additionally, some measures are likely

to be truly different as viewed from within Administration and from within

an academic Department, With these provisos in mind, the following table

of correlation coefficients between the measures of the two questionnaires

was drawn up. It is based upon the replies from those 1nstitut1ons return1ng

all 3 Administrativ e questionnaires.

~Correlation coeff1C1ent4 between measure on .

Measure Departmental Procedures 2 and Administrative
questionnaires
Formality, standardisation +0.06
Effective democratisation | —0.08
Mutual empathy between academia and administration +0.40
Competitive health -Q,41
Centralisation (overall & internal) -0.10
Role pressures +0.31
Role specialisation +0.q9
Committee proliferation -7 10.18
Iavolvement of academics in administration +0.41
. » Conf1dence of academics in administrators "40.49
' " administrators in academics +0.39
Academic fristrations with administration +0.72 .
Formal informatign flow between academ1cs & adm1n. -0.44 i
Informal " . - +0.19 }
fl\otal 1] " 1] " (1] +0.22 |
Speed of decision processes +0.44
" Committee effectiveness [ +0.17
Friendliness climate ‘ : +0.31
General quality of administration 0,12
wzlmportance of informality ( -0.03
Role specification -0.01

“The last two measures were judged "unsuccessful” on Departmental Procedures 2,
- and hence zero correlation coefﬁc1ents are to be expected.

|
i

The tendency towards positive correlation is to be noted. Further '
research shoulq make each of the above correlations statistically precise,
and a proper analysis any anomalies could then be made. Given such an analysis, o
it should then prove possible to determille which measures are indeed capable
of institution-wide generalisation, and which must be sp11t into 1ndependent
or dependent components according to different locations in the institution's

xo structure,

v
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Specifiéélly.‘a modified version of the conceptual framework
developed by Peterson for analysing and classifyipg administrative
pracesses in higher education has been adopted.

PETERSON, M.W. - "Decision Type, Structure and Progcess Evaluation:
A Contingency Model - Higher Educlation”
Elsevier Publishing Company
BAKER, R, - "Administrative Theory and Public Administration”
-Chs.2,3 T T .
!
RButchinson & Co., 1972 i .
HEMPHILL, J.K. - "Group Dimensions: A Manual for Their Measurement”

2,

-

Columbus Ohi State University Bureau

of Business Research, Research

Monograph No. 87

For a good elementary text explainig relevant s}gtistiéal definipions
and tests, see:
CHou, Y. - "Statistical Analysis”

‘ _ Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1969

For an explanation of these more advanced statistical concepts see
HARMAN - "Modern Factor Analysis"

University of Chicago Press, 1965

6y -
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III/ - THE BEHAVIOURAL APPROACH

A.W. PALMER

Summary

Effectiveness {s viewed in tehms of goal achisveaent.
Tea?hing and Research are assumed to be prime
University goals as viewed by teaching faculty. The
survey data provided information rélsating to some
specific methods of achieving these and related sub-
goals, A comparison of the/different emphasis used
by the member institutions was mede. The criteris
for establishing the effectiveness of these methods
was based upon the work off externsl org-nisational
scientists, The validity/of this approach in a
University context was examined.
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1. METHODOLOGY

1e1e Introduction

In order to understand the methodoogy behind the behavioral
approach, the following point concerning the definitions and criteria
of effectiveness must be considered: effectiveness must be viewed
in terms of goal achievément.*! From the outset this interdependence
of effectiveness and goal achievement has been taken as axiomatic.
That is,en orgenisation A is more effective than an organisation B if
it realises more of its aims, objectives, drives, outputs than does B,
all things being equal. If they are not equal i.e. the aims of one are
only achieved as a result of increased costs, manpower, etc., then this
qualification must result in the goals (here synonymous for 2aias etc. )
being split up into sub-goals that can overlap. If they do not, then it
it maintained that no comparison can be made. At the behavioral level
the aims of the orgenisetion as a whole are merely transl-.tel into those
of the individuals comprising ite This is particulerly relevant to insti-
tutions of higher educstion where it is more likely that individual goels
and organisetional zoals are synonymous e.g. the sdvancement of knowledge. -

The tesk in this instance would therefore appear to be to establish
what the goals of a University sre and to set up some criterin b which
to measure the degree to which sny perticular Institution achieves those
goals. From the pilot work urderteken in the present project it is cuite
clear that this crnnot be done, st any rete not without » very sophisti-
cated enalysis both of the term "gozls" end the term "University".

As was quoted in the 0.E.C.D. Bulletin {Phase 2, No. 5 (ctober 1973
P. 6) there is a psucity of information available concerning the "goals"
of Universities. The reference quoted in the Bulletin)lross, (see Ref. 1)
attempts to redress this situation. 'Valuable though his findinss are,
dne could not assume that the ranked order of his forty seven goals
established for American Universities would necessarily coincide with
those of European Universities. Nevertheless it did seem reszonable
to assume that a small number of importsnt goals of European Universities
could certainly be included i Gross's estsblished list of forty seven;
and that a selection of the relevant ones could be made.

However, representatives of the member Institutions appesred unable
to support this method of goal selection*2 and there was no significent
response to a questionnaire seeking opinions on what the gosls of insti-
tutions of higher education either are or should be.

This-imposed severe constraints on the goel approach ané a2lso limited

" the choice of goals to those whose importance could hardly be disputed,

#1 There are meny works on orgonisations which emphasise the import-nce of
the "Goal" concept in orgenisational analysis. For a comprehensive review
of the problems and complexities involved both in "Goals" and "Effectiveness"
see Ref. 6, Chapter 3. The following aptly sums up Hall's conclusions "The
goal concept with the modifications we have discussed, is vitel in orgeni-
sstional analysis...If the concept of goals is not used, orgenisetional
behavior becomes ¢ random occurence subject to whntever pressures and forces
exist at any point. in time" (P.95). (For further discussion see 0.E.C.D.
Bulletin referred tc overleaf

*2 Discussion at Peris meeting of representatives of member institutions

October, 1973. .
71
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results of institution 4 are more effective than tHose of institution B?

even among members of widely differing European Institutiong. As will be
showvn later, the two gonls chosed ~ teaching and research £ apperred to
fulfil this criterion. g

The second point, and perhaps this may be the mogt importsnt of the
whole prilosophy, is best emphasised by the following question: By whose
authority or by what criterir can we s»y that the méthods,- preetices or

. /)

Certeinly it is not the role of the investigetors to act es judge or

Jury, so how does the project proceed? : ‘7/
e

The method sdopted was to appesl to crifteria thot to some extent
(elbeit tentatively) have been esteblished for non-educstionzl orgsni-
sations, where relative effect wss easier (not epsy) to measure; &snd
to compere common sub-gozls or practicei/7Ven though the ultimste aims

were different.

Of .course sources of error are readily apparent here:

(i) The priginal criteria may not have been well established. .-~

(ii) The overlap of ¢certain methods or course . of action . -
may be insuffig¢ient when taken out of context
The criteria chosen were the propositions established by Pri from both
quantitative and qualitative studies of non-educatiohal organisations.
Some of the propositions which, it was/assﬁﬁgg%egqu1&~have\§gge relevance
to the teaching and research functions of educgtional institutiﬁns;have
been selected}and these are now presented and discussed.

Propesition (DL) ' S "=

Organisations which have a high degree of division of labor sre more
likely to have a high degree of effectiveness than organis~tions which
have a low degree of division of laboz.

In this context "division of labor" is taken to mesn "the degree to
which the tasks of a system are sutdivided. In the University context it
is pertinert to distinguish between "specialised division of labor®
and "routinised division of lzbor":the former “mey involve subdivision of
the overall task of the orgrnisation into specislised responsibilities
that permit, and indeed require, greatér utilisntion of expert specialists"... ;
the latter "On the other hand msy entail the fregmentation of responsibili-
ties into simple assignments with routine dquties thet re~uire minimum
skill" (Ref. 3). TFor the mostepert, it is "specialised division of lebor"
which would epply.to Universities. It is necess-ry to add the ~uerlifice=-
tion that routinised division of lsbor c-n crerte low mornle psrticulsrly
if high celibre employees rre subjected to extremely routine duties. "~

It would seem however that in the teaching area, particulirly zt the

. higher levels, this proposition is = very applicable one. Generslly one

recuires of teaching staff at Universities and Institutes of higher educa-

tion that they be experts, or at least have some specialist #bility, in
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the subjects they tesche The extent to which an Institution's tecching
departs from this principle c~n be regarded as ¢ lessening of its
teaching effectiveness. Relevant or associated festures would include:
lack of staif to contribute on current courses and the extent to which
subjects are not taught beceuse specialists anre not avsilable. (For
relevant questions relating to this proposition see uestionnsire
Departmental Procedures 1, Sections A,B,C, given in Annex. )

Proposition (DRL)

Orgenisations which primarily have a rational=legal type of decision
meking are more likely to have a high degree of effectiveness than
organisations which primarily have a charismatic type of decision making.

>

According to Price "Rational=legal decision mnaking may be defined
as the degree to wiich a social system allocates decision making to
roles. Charismatic decision making mav be defined as the degree to which
a social system @llocates decision meking to specific individuals."

(Ref 2, p.55). .

Price then goes on to discuss the work of Caplow and KcGee (p.14)
which ‘seems particularly relevant to this project. This discussion has
been quoted directly, and at length, as follows:

"In order for any large-scale orgsnisstion to carry out e complex
program, & great deal of power must be excercised. Decisions must be
made, and men must be induced to carry them out. In most large=scale
organisations, the distribution of power conforms, more or less, to a
lsdder of rank and suthority and is supported by the formal »ssumption
that rank and ability are closely correlated.

Caplow and McGee then indicate the difficulty of esteblishing the typical
kind of power arrangsment in universities:

This kind of arrangement csnnot be esteblished in a university feculty
because of the double system of ranking. Academic rank is conferred by
the university, but disciplinary prestige is awarded by outsiders, end its
attainment is not subject to the local institutién's control. Everyone
in the university recognises, and almost everyone lives by, disciplinary
prestige. Every academic rank includes men of ersrmously different pres=
tige. Power cannot, therefore, be tied to specific positions in the form
of authority, since such fixation would inevitably establish reletionships
of subordination and equality which were inconsisternt with another set of
social facts. Yet power in some form must be exercised or the university
cannot function. :

To tie power "to specific positions in the form of puthority" is’
to establish a rational-legal type of decision making. Beczuse of the
"double system of ranking" in universities (by the frofession and by the
orgvnisation), it is impossible for the university to est~blish fully
the rational-legal type of decision making.

v
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Decisions must be made and enforced;. yet , the uriversity cenndt
allocate the right to make decisions completely to roles. . The unive sity
thus finds itself in a dilemna. According to Caplow and McGee:

The solution to this dilemna which has evolved in the ;merican
University is to let power lodge pretty much where it may. The fundamental
device by which stresses in the university sre resolved is a kind of law=
lessness, consisting of vegue and incomplete rules and smbiguous and &n—
codified procedures. Thus it comes about, for exemple, that no written
or unwritten rules govern the details of selecting professionsl replace=-
ments in most of the universities in our sample. Within a single
university, some new professors will be nominated by a cheirmsn on his
own initiative, others by the dean, others by a coterie of senior members,
some by outsiders, some by formal majority vote, others by informal )
unanimous approval of the whole department or of its temure members alone.
This approval is ascertained, as the case may be, by individual consulta-~
tion, casual conversation, or a scheduled meeting under parliamentery
rules, and verified by a show of hands, a secret ballot, a signed ballot,
or no ballot at sll.

When e university allows "power to lodge pretty mich whaee 1t nay"
it has not fully established a rationil-legal system of decision making,
because this decision making requires the strict assignment of the right
to mcke decisions. This inventory assumes that deviant behavior is,
more often than not, dysfunctional for effectiveness; however, before
there can be deviant behavior, there must first be norms to Which cone
firmity is required. "Lawlessness" means the absence of such norms ("vague
and incomplete rules ani ambiguous and uncodified prodedures") and, like
the lack of conformity, probably indicates some reduction of effectiveness.

ALfter again noting that "authoritye.. is not tied to specific positicns,"
Caplow and lcGee comment upon %e resluts of this characteristic of
univer: ities: "This system ot loose-lying power helps to account for the
extaordinary high incidence of conflict reported in the universi-ies we
studied and the widespread and psssionate dissatisfaction of professors
with the workings of academic government."

The system of loose-lying power is the university's lack of - Piliy
established rational~legal. type of decision making. In most systems, the
norms prescribe cooperation rather than conflict; consequestly, where
there is an "extaordinary high incidence of conflict", there is probably
a high emount of devisnt behsvior. "Widespresd znd passion-te dissetis-
faction" indicetes low morele. “Therefore the University's low degree of
rational-legsl decision making sppears to reduce confermity ~nd morsle".

£ significsnt further eleboretion of this complex siti~%l a4 vceurs
in Etsioni's comments or the function of chsrisma within complex orgen-
izations (ref 5) "The nature of an organisation's complisnce structure
is an important determinant of the amount of charisma required. Obviously
the mor: normative power is relied upon, (as in Universities), the greater
the need for morsl involvement and the greater the need for charisma"
all line positions or a relatively large group of professional middle-~
rank positions)" (p. 211).

(?. 210) "normative organisations require more such Fééitions (charismatic)

The conclusion one must draw is that ideally Jar greatest effective-
ness, in the specific instance being considered, a university should

|
|
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as:ign decision making to roles occupied by charismetic individurls
rather - than individuals, end the degree to which they do so could form
a basis for a comparison on effectiveness grounds. (For relevant
questions relating to this proposition see questionnaire Dep-rtimentel
Procedures 1, Sections D, E, L, M.)

Pngpsifion (c)

Organisations which have a high degree of communication are more
likely to have high degrees of effectiveness than orgrnisations wirich
have a low degree of communication.

Progositioﬁ gCVZ
Orgrnisations which have a high degree of vertical comnunication are
more likely to have a high degree of effectiveness than organisstions

which have a low degree of vertical communication.

Proposition (CH)

Organisations which have a high degree of horizont:1 cota-naie Silaa o
are more li*~ly to have a high degree of effectiveness than organisations
which have ¢ v degree of horizontal communicntiofi.

Proposition (cQI)

Organisations whose systems of communicetion are primsrily instru-
mentel, personal, and formal sre more likely to have a high degree of
effectiveness than organisstions whose systems of cormmnic- ilons ~ra
2rimarily expressive, impersonsl »nd informal.

Expleinins~ the sbove Notes - C, CV, & CH these are straightforw-rd and
self explanstory. Verticalcommunicetion being between 1:2ri r» il
subordinate in ®ither dlrectlon, horizontal communics tlon being between
peers,

CQI~ Some definitions of terms is perhaps in order with re:;zr to this
proposition.

INSTRULENT£]L COMMUNICATION=the transmission of cognitive informction

PE .50NAL COMMUNICATI(N-the transmis.ion by face to face internction

PORMAL COMMUNICATION~ official transmission of information

EXPRES JIVE COMMUN1CLTION~transmission of nomeative & affstiv: Lalronrtion
INPERSONAL COMMUNICATION~transmission other than by face to foce 1nteract10n
INFORMAL COMMUNICATION=unofficial transmission of 1nformatlon

It must be noted that even a system which correspoai: & $hat of
the proposition will not neglect expressive impersonsl and informal
communication. Amongst academics a comparatively high degree «f informal
communication could still be effecu1Ve provided that this is svppo ted
by formal confirmation.

In the te ching and resésrch areas the above propositions are essuned
to allow attempts at evaluation of effectiveness in the following w»ys:

(a) Institutions whose members have more fresuent communic-tion ecmongst
themselves regarding teaching ~nd research are more effective In pursuing
the goals of teaching nnd reseesrch. The assunption is wede here in fact
that this proposition is more aspplicsble to teaching functions than research

o .
7O
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E functions. (For relevant questions relating to this proposition see»
questionnaire Departmental Procedures 1 -Sections F, N, R).

aspects of teaching and research are well defined and official, and take
place via personal interaction with the people concerned, are more
effective than institutions whose information sources cannot be so de=
scribed. In particular this proposition is very relevant to feedbzck
information, e.g. knowledge of one's teaching performance with a view
to introducing change. (For relevant questions relating to this propo-
sition See questionnaire Departmental Procedures 1, Sections G. 0?.

1

|

|

|
(v) Institutions whose sources of information in certain specified )

Proposition (SA)

\

Organisations which have a high degfee of sanctions are more ' ]
likely to have a high degree of effectiveness than organisations which
have a low degree of sanction§.

Proposition (NE) : ‘ -

Organisations whose norm enforcer-norm conformer relationships zre
basicelly secondary are more likely to hrve a high degree of effective-
ness then organisations whose norme-enforcer- norm conformer relationships
are basicelly primary. :

, Senctions mey be positive, i.e. grotificationsl, or negstive, i.e.
deprivetional. The existence of senctions ~nd the possibility of their
enforcement enables other propositions to operste more effectively,

7/ithin orgenisations composed largely of professionals the cuality
of the sanctions availsble will be of prime significance. The use of
co-ercive enforcement would obviously be highly dysfunctional,” At'some
levels of it, it mey well be that Renumerative Sahctions could operate
effectively -but the link seems neither clear cut nor Plexibls nd almost
| impossible to establish directly for teaching and researchs. For the
: majority of the members of a University the operation of sanctions will
be more complex snd indirect. ’
1
One may characterise the type of sanctions which will operate most
effectively in the University situgtion as normative as Shzioni s 1arks -
(Ref.9)‘"organisations that serve culture gozls must, for effective
service of these goals, rely predominantly on normstive complisnce znd
not on other means of control". (p. 84).

While the imposition of sanctions is a possible method of achieving
compliance, persuasive and normative power may ba, = 3tzi-ni “1liasates,
far more ei’fective in a university context. To ‘the extent to which
those emplcyed in the orgsnisation cen be persuaded to identify with
and concur with the values and norms of the orggniﬂatidn;the effectiveness
of the orgenisation will be enhanced. Juch of the literature on univer—
sities emphasises the problem that members of Faculty frequently identify
with the values of their discipline and professinun sather than with the

\ . university as an Orgenisation. There is a tendency for their primery
' committment to be to their subject. Thus the University as an Crgani- .
N srtion needs to persusde its employees to ~dopt its norms. ,

The distinctior between primsry and secondary with respect to norm
enforcer reletionships reruires elsboration., Price {Raf ?2) * A vélition-

..
»
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ship is primary to the degree that it is diffuse, emotionally envolved,
bissed and governed by ascribed criteria. £ relationship is secondary
to. the degree that it is specific,emotionally neitral, imparti-1 and
focussed on achieved criteria" (p.146) "Secondary reletionshins do not
imply absence of personal contact. Price's example of a typicel second=-
ary relationship is that between doctor and patient. Thus secondsry
relationships are consistent with the view that "person:l rsther then
official normative power tends to be more \effective" (Ref. 6, p. 93).
' \ .

For teaching and resesrch purposes, the propositions would rel-te
to the differences smongst the vrrious instiZutes concerning the importance
and source of the positive and negetive rew~rds sssocisted with these
functions. For exmmple, the rssumption would be that =n institution
whose members receiveé no positive rewards regerding their te-~ching ~cti-

- vities would be less effective then en institution whose members

received considerable positive rewsrds. Furthemmore tiis . .o sent of
effectiveness would also need to include the degree of importznce of the
source of rewsrds. (For relevent questions relating to these propositions
see questionnaire Departmental Procedures 1, Sections ¥, H, 4, W, P, Q,).

1.3 kethodology

Essentially the behavioral approach is suggesting that the relstive
differences between institutions reg rding their effectiveness con be.
attributed the relative degrees in which they achieve their goals. Certain
procedares and practices are associated with goal attairment, znd sccept-
ance of the propositions enables some criteria to be set up for judging
how successful these procedures snd prac.ices are. Of course no absolute
values cen be assigned but the general principle of renking wes as follows.

rankec .

“Institutions were, nccording to what extent their practice res-rding
sone matter was in sgreement with the related proposition. Ofter, however,

this was linked to how inportant the institution felt that some varisble

of the proposition wes. For exemple, regrrding teaching performonce, a

. well-defined feedback procedure wes assumed to be more effective then 2o

haph2zard one. 3o an institution A which classed students an an import-
snt source of information znd had a well-defined procedure for receiving

"this, would be classed as more effective then B if B's procedure wos

less well~defined thsn A's. This would still »pply if B's procedure
was as well-defined as A's but B did not regrrd the source ¢s important
as f. . -
) ‘ \

Thus it cen be agreed, for exemple, that = component of effective
teaching is to heve e number of specizlist st-ff avesilable. Then two
institutions who ~gree on the import-nce on the aveil:Lility of st~ff but
who differ in their actiral svailability c=n be directly comp red in:
terms of effectiveness on that particulsr issue, snd on th-u lssic only.

This exrmple illustrstes how no further summ-ry of its results can
be mede, beyond that which is given in the report. a

Znother consideration is to whet extent is the expression "institu=-
tion A's practice, opinion etc.”, meaningful? The number of rezpondents
’ » £ p

A
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per institution ranged from three to ten, the averesge being eighte On

a representetive Lasis, if less than 50 per cent of the respondents from
any institution'feiled to comm»nt on a topic, it wes asmael the
institute could not be represented. For any cotegory to be classed as

 representing an institution's reply at least 75 per cent of ‘the respondents

had to agree to thst category. If 60 per cent or wore (but les: th-n 75
per cent) of the respondents replied in » certain category, all stetements
concerning an institution were quzlified by the term 'mejority'. “he

term 'about equslly divided' between two crtegorises mesnt thab either
category conteined more than 40 per cent but less then 60 per cent of the
respondents opinions., In many cases five or more cotegories were combined
and in some cases they were ignored, being included in he wiestionnaire
in order to avoid the methodological error.of 'failure to state alterna=-
tives', o i

Of course many combinations sre possible and the conclusions given
represent only some of the major orderings relating to the relevant
proposition.

When rankings are given, institutions of equsl stalus are en:losed -
within brackets, the most effective institutions being stated first. For
example, (Ix, Ip); (Ig, Igs Iz); (In); (Iq, Igees) rhere Ixs Ip are
more éffective than Ia, Id’ Ip etce - } '

It is important to note that as only.an ordinal scele has been used,
'differences' between successive brackets can only mean 'bigger than' or
'less than'. It is not possible to say by how much these differences aree

In any case it is cleer that some of the criterie mentioned abave
have 2 subjeciive interpretation regarding in which order the degree of
prior items should be placed, and strictly this ordering would recuire
verificetion at least by some general consensus. Furthermiors given
the small numbers involved the p —centages themselves canndt be regrrded
as truly representative aznd have to be viewed in the light of what

'would' be done in a lerge scale operstion.

1.4 Example o i

Replies to table 3 of the ‘questionneire showed that institutions 2,
3, 12, 15, 16 used students either very much sor often (that is 75 per
cent or more of respondents replied in these c-tegories): :nd Shat the
me jority (i.e. between 60 per cent end 74 per cent) of institutions 4,
5, 6, 7, 10, 11 used studetns either very much or often, Thus the former -
set of institutions would be regerded as using this particulrr source
more then the letter., Now th proposition is that <n infors-4iom source

which follows a well defined or formel procedure is more effective than N

one which is haphazard (to. take the two extremes). So replies to trble -4
of the questionnsire are now exemined and it is noted thai kLixe institutions
who have (i.ew 75 per ceat or mo?e) a well defined procedure regrrding
feedback information from students are 4, 15, 16. Institutions 1% is in
the next category of 'few rules, generally accepted and expecte’ procedure!
(i.e. 75 per cent or more). The majority (60-7L per cent) of institution
10 are in the same category. For the remaining institutions no one




category has a significant majority snd ‘hence it is ~ssumed thet no
asked for viewpoint is representative of such institutions..

Institutions cbmmon to the highest classifications for the "student”
section of tables 3 and 4 of the questionnaire are 15 and 16. Institu-
tion 4 is next since although it has both high classifications they are
only a mojority viewpoint for that institution in table 3. Gsimilarly
with institutioni3, but it also hes a "middle" classificstion in teble ke

R . Obviously institution 10 is next because of its mejority representation.
The only remaining definite viewpoint is that of institution 6 in the
hsphazard category. IHence a rank ordering of institutions in response

} to their replies to tables 3 and 4 would be: (15,16); (4); (13); (10).

» (2, 3, 55, 7, 11, 12) = no representative agreement. If anjinstitution
does not appear in the ranking it means that there was ndirepresentative
agree:nent and it could not be clessified even under verffcoarse groupingse
In one sense it could be assumed that such institutions are very ineffect-
ual as in most cases the divergences of viewpoint sre at opposite ends
of the scale. For exsmple, if one half of an institution reports that
feedbnck of teaching information within the institution is good ~nd the
other half reports the opposite, then from the viewpoint of effectiveness
the institution would appear to be rather worse then neutral. Never-
theless in such cases the institution would be clessed in the neuvtrs
category of "no representative sgreement”. : ‘
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YUESTIONNAIRE-DEPARTMLENTAL PROCEDURES 14

/“'\,,_ﬂ o - P

2.1 Teaching as a ?ftmental goal
| (Egggjio;;;lre Section A)

[,

i ‘ That the provision of good teaching could be regarded as an im-
: portant departmental goal was, as originally stated, an assumption,

- . & '
’ 2, ANALY3IS OF RESULTS :

Before looking at factors affecting this goal it was obviously
necessary to test the assumption. This was done by asking respondents
to complete Table 1, where they had the opportunity of indicating how
important the activity of teaching was to their department. -

Al]l “departments, except for two, classed teaching as éither of
very great importance (1) or of considerable importance (2). For I*14
this view was a majority one for I 3 there was an equal division between

(1) or (2) end 'of moderate importance' (3). Thus the assumption was
valid,. ’

’

2.2 Teaching: Specialisation Staff/Subject Compromise .

(Relevant Proposition: D. L. ‘uestionnaire, Sections B, C)

For two institutions, 5, 18, theé subjects taught represented either
& compromise or to some extent a compromise between subjects and . staff
available. -

At the other extreme this definitely presented no problems to
institutions 7, 11, 15, 16. This was also true for the majority of
respondents in institutions 2, 4, 6, 10, 12, 14. Institutions 3 :nd 13
seemed equally divided between the extremes. ) )

Table a

Here the criterion was total number of subjects per institution
rather than the proportion of respondents., Since these were single per—
son dependents the 5%% proportion replying limit was not adhered to.

Institutions that thought it was'very necesssry'or 'necessary' to
have extra specialised. staff for 3 or more subjects currently taught were’
5, 11, 12, 16. : »

For 2 subjects, institutions 2, 3, 6, 11, 13, 14, 18
For 1 subject, institutions 7, 10, 15 i ¢

Toble b

[

Institutions trat thought it was ivery necessary' or 'necessary' to:
have 3 or more additional subjects t-ught were 4, 5, 18.

* 1 denotes Institution
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For additionel subjects, Institutions 2,3, 7, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18
and for 1 additional subject, Institutions 1, 6, 10, 11, 1k4.

Table ¢
Institutions that thought it was 'necessary' or 'very necessary' to
renove 1 or 2 subjects were 4, 7, 10, 11, 13, 14.

CONCLUSION : ‘ ‘ v

Rank ordering of Institutions on the general criteria that high !
teaching effectiveness included having sufficient specialist steff avail-
able, so thet the choice of subject matter was 1ndependent of terching

‘personnel.

Teble 2~ (5, 18); (3, 13); Ez, L, 6, 10 12, 14); (7, 10, 15)
Table a - $5, 1, 12, 16); (2, 3, 6, » 135 1k, 18); (7, 10, 15)
Teble b - (4, 5, "18)’

2.3 Decision Making-Rules, Role Occupents

(Relevant proposition DRL. uestionnaire Sections D, E)

It was decid#d not to analyse the feplies to this question as
apparently the phrase 'decisions associsted with staff allocation to
your department' was open to interpretgtion as 'shoull teach st zmongst
existing staff members'. <£lternatively the originel could have referred
to decisions at 2 Natio al-rather.than Institutional 1eve1.

No ambiguity had been reported here during the pilot %23y wn’ ¥
guestionnaire had been printed whe¢n the matter was raised at the final
briefing for chief Investigators . Notwithstanding a written explanctory
addendum and an undertaklng by the investigators to ensure thet the
point was made clear, some confusion was present.

\

2.4 Teaching - Rewards, 3Janctions, Feedback Sources

(Relevant propositions C, CRI, Sa, NE; Sections referred to F, G, H, J)

Table 3

Interertingly for all institutions the head of department plesyed no

_role es source of information regnréing teaching performsnce. This was

olso true for ‘other faculty'. The most importent source for most -
institutions was 'self aw-reness", sll institutions except I 13, reporting
use of this source #s 'very much or often'. Institdtions 2, 12, 15, 16
elso used the sane cotegory for students.

Teble 4

The only sources, with well defined procedures we= that of 'student
feedback! for the institutions 4, 15, 16 and personsl ewsreness for I 12.
All institutions reported the use of other faculty s 'haphrzsrd, very
informalf. I 13 reported the middle ce'egory {geners1ly accepted procedure)
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for. the student source.

Table 5

For most institutions the two prinecipal sources of positive rewards
(i.e. of 'greatest or considersble! importance) were students ond self
opinion, yet as Table 4 indicoted feedback from students was generally
ill-defined, :

Similarly Institutions 5, 7, 10, 18 repdrted the head of department
as being of 'considerable or gredtest importance’ yet for the majority
cf members of these institutions contact was o 'haphazard, very informal
occurence'. o

Table 6 ;

These results were similar to those for positive rewards although
rother more polarised, students and head of department being thwe Lo
3ources of 'greatest or considerable'. Here the hesd of departnent
assumed a more important rote, i.e. for institutions 2, 6, 75 10, 14 2and
18 he was also of 'greet or considerable importance', for institutions 11,
16 he was of 'considerrble or moderate importance'~ = sl.=33ifis.5tion
which was elso used by the majority of institutions 'Other faeulty', too,
had more weight as a source of negative rewsrds. For Institute 2 they”
were of 'grest/considerable importsnce' and for institutions 4,5,.6, 7,
10, 11, 14, 16 they were in the 'considersble/moderste' classification,

#E CCLOLL (IONS \ P

/ '
Rank ordering of Institutions on t?;/geﬁeral theme thet a well used
source of informsiion regerding 'ach performence éhould heve well dq{ined

-
-

/

~

(47

procedures, T

(15, 16); (4); (13); (10); (2, 3,75, 7, 11, 12)

Rank ordering of Institutions wrs base’ on the »ssumption that ~pprovel,
preise, ete. is the most effective rnd positive santtion when it rigi-
natés from sn important source, using well defined procedures; with,
importence of source being the first considerstion.

+ Students: - (4, 15, 16); (2,3, 7, 11, 12, 14); (10); (6); (3)

+ Heecd of Department: - Institution not ranked but Tunehiteizons 5, 7, 10,
18 would have a low effective rating as they combine a very im ortant |
source with hephazard information flow. \

+ Uther Faculty: - Same comments as Heal of Departments for Institutions
4, 5 with a ranking as (1, 2 ‘

+ oelf iwareness: -~ (12); (13); (4, 18)

- Students: ~ (4, 15, 16); (133; (3, 5)

~ llerd of Department: ~ 3ame conments as for positive rewards ~pplying

to Institutions 2, 6, 7, 10, 14, 18

- Other Faculty: - (185; (35 4y 5, 7, 10, 11, 14, 16); (2)

- 8elf fwareness: - (12); (135; (4); (18)

(+ # Positive rewsrds; ~ = Dhegative rewards)

!
1
/// 4

J—

3

'
1
;
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. {(lelevent proposition DRL. :uestionnsire Sections L, M)
1

2.5 Research

That the carrying out of good research could be regarded as an
important departmental goal was, as originally stated, an assumption.
Before looking at faetors affecting this goal it was obviously necessary
to test the assupption. This was done by asking respondents to complete
Table 7, where-they had tke opportunity of -indicating how inpoitent the
activity of reseerch wes to their department.

The majority of institutions classified research as either of very
'great importance' or of 'cofisidersbls importance’, These institutions
were 2, 3, 4y 5, 6; 7, 14, 15, 16, 12, (For Institution 12 this wes a
majority viewpoints. For the remaining institutions the inclusion of
the category of moderate importance to those above was necessrry. These
institutions were 10, 11, 12, 13, 18

Thus the assumption wgs valid.

6

2.6 Decision kaking

El

Decision moking: Except for Insctitutions #8, 14 a1l institivtions replied

that the decision to #llocrte copitel eguipment funds was mede by
committee.

Rules: Only for Institution 18 were there little of few miles or esto~

blished criterias. For institutions &, 7, 13, 1&, 16 thene were 'some
rules' and only for Institution 10 were there 'many rule for cther
institutions there wes no clear agreement.

Decisicy; making rules: +#lthough there were one or two dissenting-indie

viduals institution viewpoints could all be expressed as either, decie

sions were almost invariebly mede or they were 'on average! m~de by the
occupants of the official decision making roles or posts.

Y

CONCLU%ION

: L) N .
" There wasjinsufficient ronge of replies to allow o rank ordering
for the desision making role issue. (Possibly an interview would heve
produced. d:ifyerent results here). :

On a decision making rule basis, the rank ordering is: Institutions

(10); (6, 7, 13, 14, 16); (18).

2.7 Research - Rewrrds, cenctions Feadback jources

(Relevant propositions CQi, Sa, NE. Questionnaire Sectious I, 0, P, Q)'

Table 8 ~ s

With the exception of Institution 18,fno instifgtion could be




classified as regarding resesrch students as erenuent‘source of infor-
mrtion regarding research nbility (elthough most institutions hrd indivi-
du-ls who thought they were)., Institutions 3, 5, 10, 12 thought they
were rrrely or practic-lly never used. For most institiviin- $e nodal
reply for hesd of depertment was 'sometimes' with the exception of
Institution 18 for which the head of depertment w=s often used »c a feed-
beck source. Institutions placing other freulty in the 'ver a1 weh/other!
caterories were 2, 10, 5, 12, 13 and 'sometimes' for Institutions 7 end N
A1e 411 institutions reported 'personel awareness' in the 'very much/ ’ - ‘
often’ categories. These seme categories were used by institutions 3, 4, l
5, 157 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 for the use of 'published material's Other

.sources were not of significance, N

Table - e

Institutions 7, 13, 14, 15 regarded research students as ¢ very hap-
‘ hazard source of information. The same was true for head of depcrtment

for Institutions 3, 6, 10, 11, 12 with no institution regarding use of
this source as well defined; and institutions equally @ivided bpiieen
'few rules' and 'haphazard' were 2, 7, 13, 15, 16, 'Other facu +y' were
classed as a 'hephazard' source of feedback inionuation by institdtions
3y 4y 5, 6, 7, 10, 16, 185as 'few rules' by Institution 15 and institutions
equrlly divided between 'few rules and haphazard' were 2, 11, 12, 13, 1k,
'Personal awareness' had a 'few rules' classification from institutions

3 11, 13, end 14 and an equal division between 'few rules' end 'haphazard'

1 . fro. institutions 4, 7, 10, 12, 15; Published Material -2 -~ '-12l11 Je~

fined' source for Ipstitutions 3, 4, 13, 14 ~nd one with 'fev rules' for

institution 7.

SOKE CONCLUSIONS

4
o\\%
Rank ordering of institutions on generai\mriterin relating™o the

o i proposition that » well used source of feedbsck informrtion regnriing
3 p8rsonal resecrch »bility should hnve well defined rether thon hephazard
procedures.,

(ag sesesrch tudents: Not & well used soucce

b) Heed of Depertment: (18); (2, 7, 13, 16); (3, 6, 10, 11, 12)
c¢) Gther Faculty: (11); (12, 139; (7) (5, 10)

d) Pewrsonal Observation: (&4, 10, 7, 12, 15); (11, 13, 14)

e) Published iaterial: (3, L, 10, 14); (7); (5, 12, 15, 16)

Toble 10
Here there was a strong and veried response as to what constituted

important rewards regarding researche. Institutione 2, 3, 2 5, €&, 7, 10,

11, 12, 13 and 14 gave 'published material' as 'source of tﬁe interest

or considerstle inportrnce'., !Personal Observation' received the same

classiRication from institutions &4, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, d3. Institutions

2, 7, 10, 18 also gave this same clerssificstion of 'utmo¥t or considerable

importonce' tq the head of department. 3imilarly Ffor Institutions 2, 5, .

7, 12, 14, 16 for other faculty. Kesearch students were not significent
.~ , as a source except for institutions 4, 7 who regarded them as 'just
about important' or of 'moderate importance'.
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Table 11

Here the spread of answers for negative rewerds such as disapproval,
complaints etc. associated with research ability was siuwil-r to that for
positive rewards although there were significant differences. .leplies
were mostly polarized into the two top categories of importence. Thus
the following sources were classed either as 'of the utinost iaporiance’
or of ‘condidersble importance': 'Published Laterial' by institutions
6, 3, 7, 10, 11, 4, 12, 1k, 15, 16; 'Personal Observations' by insti-
tutions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 183; 'Other Toculty'
by institutions 7, 12, 16; 'Head of Department' by institutions 2, 6,
7, 10, 18, Research 3tudents were regarded as of 'no importance'.

SOME CONCEUSIONS

Rank ordering of Institutions based on the assumption that rewrrds s
for research performsence sre more effective when they originete from
an importent source using well defined, as opposed to haphezard proce= -
dures. )

a) Positive rewsrds, other faculty: (15, 12, 2, 14); (5, 7, 16) k

b) Positive rewards, he'd of deprrtment; (18); (2, 7) §10); (6, 11, 12)

c) Tositive rewsrds, published mzterisl: (3, 4, 10, 145; {(7); (5, 11, 12); (5, 13,
\ . 2d Tegative rewards, heed of depertment: 518); (2, 7); (6, 10) . \

e) Yegative rewsrds, published meterial: (3, &4, 10, 14); (7); (6, 11, 12); (5, 13,

2.8 Communicrtion — Head of Deportment snd Depnrtmental Pecrs

(Relevant propositions C, CV, CH). .uestiennsire Section R *
Tables 12, 1

In the analysis of the results of &:bles 12 #nd 13, the ertegories
T which contain the modal replies of the respective instif:.ovi 2re taken
as representetive of the institution. The results have been summzrised
~by overleaf by reproducing the original tables and insertin: the institu-
“tion numbers in the categories representing their 'modal'» opllizse.

* Tn fact a more restricted 'mode! wes used. Instesd of the most fre-

quent cstegory the criterion wes that crtegory which contrined ot
“—___ least 50 per cent of the replies.

8 '
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Table 12, luteratjon with HZAD OF DEPART.ENT

- e

-

y N
' Topic Average frequanay of snteraction with IEAD OF DEP ARTMENT i
, . I
i i -

i Daily i Weehly Monthly, Termly Yearly Alimost
i ' Never
Syllabus/Timetable 15,18 2,6, 5,7 12
R 13,14,
— 16 - — ]
Student Projress 4,06, 7,13, 12
e e e — __.1.8 <=
i Qualiiy/Progress i 18 4, 14 3, 7,11
Of”LQG[QTCS '-AF,. ] 16 B 12,
l Current Research # 6 18 2,4,13 10 12
+ /
Tahle 13, Interaction with DEPARTHENTAL REERS
Topic Average frequency of interaction with DEPARTMENTAL PEERS -
" Daily Weekly Monthly Termly Yearly Almost
Never
| syl1abus/Timetable 4 13 5,
218 i
4 ]
Student Progress 4, 6, 2, 7
16,18 13,
—_— - 14, . .
Quality/t'rogress 4, 18 13, 167 | 2
of Tectures - .
Current Research * 4, 14 10, 13 ;
< —— -

5

/

&u

Nature of work, progress, changes in, etc,




i

2+9 §gonclusions

The tables themselves give a rough guide to the rsnk order of -
institutions based on the proposition that orgenisations which have
a higk degrse of communication are more likely to have a high degree
of effectiveness than organisations which have a low degree of KX
communication. .

The institutions shown above rre those whose members agreed on
one category more than any other (see footnote). Obviously a wide
range of replies, with an even dispersion of frequencies, would mean
that none of the above categories could represent the average communi-
catioy pattern of an institution, and these have been omitted.
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w/ GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

In Mr. Lars Thulin's preliminary evaluation of this report he pinpbinted
four critical guestions against which -this work should be judged:

(a) What did we want ? .
(b) What did we get ? . \
(¢) Was it worth it ?

(d) Where do we go from here ?

We can draw our conclusions under these - four headings.

(a) what did we want_?

Our first requirement was to create, to validate,and possibly revise a
methodology which would help to establish measufes of administrative
effectiveness and structure. We found, once we started serious research,
that the project was more difficult than we had at first sight envisaged.
This was not only because of its novelty, which meant there was no previous
work to which reference could be made, but also because of the difficulty
of obtaining on~going data. It would be wise to emphasize that we did not
anticipate the present project yielding conclusive results. At this stage
the emphasis was upon the creation of a valid methodology.

In order to accomplish this aim two parallel approaches were tried. The
first one was to use the established guide lines of behavioural science to
develop an understanding of the goals towards which Universities are peréhived
to work. This led to derivation of ranking measures. However, this approach
tended to be an academic one and kept within the established methodology of
the social sciences. Such an approach, by acknowledging the limitations of
any methodology concerning the behaviour of people, meant that it did not
lead 'either to a useful ~-in an applied sense ~ classification of structure,
. or of quantitative measures of effectiveness. '
The other approach was a systematic analysis which has led, we suggest,
towards the establishment of a practicable and profitable methodology.

(b) What did we get ?

As can be seen from (a), the main burden of these conclusions will draw upon
the statistical results of the Systems Approach, although we should emphasize
“that useful quantification is much more powerful when placed within the fabric
of behavioural understanding. Notwithstanding the reservations with which we
started the study, we found that the Systems Approach worked well and produced
concrete’ measures and measuring techniques upon which comparative assessments
could be rigorously based. (See II 8.) Also, it should be noted that there
remains some analysis to be carried out on the survey questionnaires which

should produce interesting additional results.

(c) Was it worth it ?

°

The budget for this project was £4,000 which is only a small part of the .
administration costs of any one single university. We feel that the results
have more than justified this modest ‘investment. Moreover, the stimulation
of the interest of administrators in such a-large number of internatiomal
universities has ensured that the seeds of further research should fall on
fertile ground. . 23,;\.-
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(d) Where do we go from here ?

e Proposals for further research along the lines of the Systems Approach are
L g1ven in II 9. These, together with the rest of the Teport itself and the
/. material in the Annexe, should enable interested parties to continue the A
| ! methodology. In particular, we would hope that the "interested parties"
p . would comprise a research team and a set of co—operat1ng and co-ordinated
: institutions. The research team ideally would contain at least one
experienced administrator and at least one statistician. The institutions . .
N thetiselves need not come from different countries, since the methodology oo
’ proved capable of 1solat1ng differences within countries.

Such interé/red part1es would then repeat the basic program of the Systems

Approach (see II 2) in the light of the amendﬁents and amplifications detailed by
in II 9. We feel that such a project will Yield original, interesting, and
exc1t1ng results, : A ’

However, commitment to further research need not be so total, and several

more modest proposals are offered at the end of IT 9. For 1nstance, much

would be gained from a broader circulation of Departmental Procedures 2 and

the Administrative questionnaires as they now stand. In part1cular, varia- \
tions between Departments and Faculties ‘within each institution could be

investigated in add1t10n to inter- institutional comparison.

Regard1ng the Behavioural Approach, we- suggest that in principlé the metho-
dology is a sound one, but its application needs further work before its
d1rect utilization can be realized. An essential feature of this approach
is that it demands acceptab criteria of effectiveness' and here it is

. suggested that further work/would involve a panel of administrators who would =
provide those eriteria. e advantages of this would be twofold: the
criteria would, presumably, be at a very applied level and in addition the

need to appea1 to non-university organlzat1ona1 theorists for justification . ’
A would be réduced.

In the 11ght of the c¢xperience gained in this pilot project, we 'feel conf1dent .
in asserting the viability and worth of continued research in the field, at » N
least along the lines established by the Systems Approach. -
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