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S * - INTRODUCTION ' -
. : .. - “ 1/

S Perhaps one most crucial issue in the reform of campus governance in the 1970s is

_ the_proper distribut'rbn of power and authority .among.adrhiniStrators, faculty, students, *m
" and others who want access to decrsmn making. To date, only a few professmpal organiza-
tions have examined the phenomenon of shifting .internal- decision-making authonty and
have made certain broad recommendatlons for redistributing that authority. Generally, it
seems, the redlstnbutlon of internal decision-making authorlty is expected to take the
form of shared participation -ameng institutional constituencies. The faculty and ad- -
* ministrators, partlcularly, have sought to have decwlon -making authority shared elther
" proportionately or separately, or at Ieast to have such authority more equltably and repre-
sentationally divided between them. .~ o \
In most of the published prescriptions ?ﬁ\ redistributing’ declsnon making authority
between these two institutional constltuengles the obviqus areas (eg fund raising by
‘ ~elef|ned alnd assigned; but

a., tenure, promotions,

' administrators and grade giving by faculty members) are clea

in matters of cruclal and mutual tnterest to both constutuencles
curriculum), the partlclpatlon share is not at all clear for eit Slnce the decision-
making authority between constltuencles is so u‘helear. possnbly may nbt be distributed
at all uniformly acress issues or lnstltutlons a better assessmentxéf the exlstlngdlstnbutlons
and their vanatrons is . necessary before any moderately,defenml&le recommendatldns 6n
the|r redss}dﬁutron can be of)éred especially if they ar( toserve as a bastron %Qamst attacks
) ‘1\ ) i: )cftutlonal autonomy from external 50urces \\“«.\ L.

' Because lssues of primary interest to both_faculty and admlmstrator\s are central

to the redistributioh of demsmn making authority in colleges akd universities, five salient
issues were chosen as the f00us of thig study ln assessing existmg dsstrrlautlons ¢f authority )

between faculty and admlnlstratorsat six Pennsylvama institutions of higher educatlon
The purpose of this paper is to “describe institutional decusrén -making on those

five issues of mutual intérest to edministrators and faculty,members. The paper then com- ° /

@ - pares decision making on these issues both withln and between a sample of three public
state and three public comunity colleges in Pennsylvania. Finally an attempt is made to . {

identify a correspondirig pattern of governance at and between the two types of colleges.
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A ‘final section discusses some of the implications of th-e findings which are based

on answers to the following research quéstions:

\N

1. What is the distribution of authority between faculty and admlnlstrators on five
issues at six institutions of higher education? <

- 2. What are the differences in the distribution of authorlty between faculty, and ad
ministrators accordlng to issues?

. What are the, differences in the dlsfnbutlon of authority between faculty and -
administrators at different lnstltutlons?

. What are the differences in thk distribution of authorlty between faculty and ad-
ministrators according ;o type of institution? ,

. What aré” the patterns of governance which émerge/among the six institutions
that are associated with the distributions of au ority between ficulty and
adminis/rators according to issue, |/qdlwdual institutibn, and type of institution?

The answers to theser questions dvolved from a lnvestlgatlon of the faculty-
admlnlstratnon partu:lpatlon process as examlned~ thro h the framewotk of a six-stage

decnsmn makmg concept desrgned partlcularly to a;é,ess “distributions of authority and -

patterns of governance within higher’ educatlon.

. //\

THE CONCEPT.OF SHA ef. AUTHORITY
\ , r g

‘ Admlmsterlng an educaflonal lnstltutlon it known as academlc governance, which
accordlng to Corson is ‘‘the process or art with which scholars students, teachers, ad-
' ministrators, and trustees assocnated togqther in a college or unnverslty establish and

\
carry out therules and regulatlons that n\lmlze COnﬂlct facilitate their.constituency col-

Unllke many other organizations, however .academic institutions do not have much

direct hlql’arghy of authority”wherein command flows smoothly from upper }\to"lower
4
/

levels ‘of the organization!”
N al-v-:', :
s

<

Y
i

to deans to chairmen through full profgssors, assogiates, assistants and finally to
instructors. Each faculty member has hi§ domain of teaching and research authority
over which there is litfle or no control by other faculty members, the administration,
trustees, alumni, and so on (Platt & Parsons 19'{9, p. 134). :

In academia, there is little line hierarch} of authority of command from president




Dressel Johnson and Marcus suggest that this distribution of authority varies
‘ from institution to institution as a result of distinctive governance patterns (1970, p. 212).
rt Such authority is exercnsed through endemic institutional structures and individual func-
tions which constitute the decision-making process (Caplow and McGee 1958, p. 178). Iti IS
hypothesnzed that the variety with which the constntuencnes interrelate creates distm;dis-
\ A tributlons of authority at diferent institutions. '
\ . In 1966, the American Association of University i?rofeesprs (AAUP), long concerned
. with the distribution of institutignal authority, issued a “Statement of Government of
Colleges and Universities” because, as the statement put it, “the colleges and universities
@ the United States have reacﬁed a stage calling for appropriately shared responsibility
and cooperative action among tiio.comp'onents of tlie academic institution” (p. 375). The -
"intent of this call for mutual understanding about academic governance was to foster
joint thought and action. The ‘staternent was endorsed as “‘a significant step forward in the .
clarification of the respective roles of faculties and administrators” (p. 375).
Still, there remains some question about the clarity of constituent roles i_n academic i
governance and the distribution of institutional authority. The AAUP statement makes a
number of imprecise comments about the faculty, who have “primary responsibilities," and
’ the administration, who have ’‘special obﬂli/guations" and ’'duties,” and about both con-
) | . stituencies, who should have ““some participation" in what is described as “appropriately
' : shared responsrbilrty and cooperative action.’ ’

Apparently, the structures and procedures for faculty and administratlon participa

tion in governance remain to be ‘’designed, approved, and established" by the joint efforts
of each institution’s constituencies. This joint effort could obviously vary considerably
according to issues and institutions. The AAUP statement does not define structures 6,

describe procedures generally applicable, but it does draw two essehtial conclusions regard-

ing joint effort:

! (1) Important areas of action involve at one time or another the initiating capacity
and decision-making participation of all the institutional components and (2) dif-
ferences in the weight of each voice, from one point to the next, should be deter-

ined by reference to the responsnbility of each component for thgparticular
matter at hand (p. 376).

.
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* Therefore, authority could be shared equally or proportionately on some issues

and be jurisdictionally separate on some othérs. In brief, the AAUP supports- shared

authority between the faculty and administration but is not specificabout how ma&maripg
should be accomplished.

One year after the AAUP statement was published, the American Association for
Higher Education (AAHE), which at that ime was affiliated with the National Education
Asocratron (NEA), issued a report by its\Task Force. on Faculty Representation and
Academnc Negotratrons entitled, Factdty Par(icipation in Academic Governance (1967)
Like the AAUP statement of the previous ‘year, this AAHE report stressed that ‘‘the con-
cept of 4hared authority should underlie an effective systam of academic governance’ (p. 23),
The task for institutions of higher education was not to question ""the facultv s ability to
participate in decision making but to develop procedures. that will promote the most con-
* structive exercise of this influence’ * (p. 23). The report also recommends that the faguity
should be allowed to choose the eppropriate rnean§v of dormulating and ‘presenting their

views on all issues which require a sharing of authority between the faculty and the admin-

Iétration. Collective bargaining is included as an ‘appropriate means of shafing authority’

between faculty and administrators.

Similarly, this task force recogmzed that the functions performed by the con-
stituencies, i.e., the administration and the faculty, determined the amount of authoruty
they would exercise. A fundamental point-of significance in thie AAHE report {(which is
similar to that of the AAUP statement), is the belief that "‘authority should not be'shared
equally between the faculty and the administration on all issues” (p. 24). The AAHE rer!ort

also stressed that on certain issues the faculty voice is dominant whrLe on others the ad-

,ministration should exercise the decision-making authority.

On a wide range of educational and economic questions decision-making should be a

joint process. Shared authority is thus a model concept which established the righ‘\of

faculty participation while recognizing that in some substantive areas one party or

the other may assume the major burden of decision-making (p 24).

The AAHE report, much like the earlier AAUP statement, supports the idea of
shared authority generally and describes just two basic options for irptitutional decision-

making—even with the inclusion of collective bargaining. The two options are the distribu-
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~“rr governing sh}guld be designed to foster the cooperation of each constituency. Third, the

.- ogy, they share some common recommendations about the dlstnbution of authority. On

[§

tion of authority ~proport|onately on some issues and separately on others, i.e., jomt

~.

participation (shared authorlty) or separate jurisdiction (domtnant authority).

& " The th|rd statement on shared authority, a survey on academic governance at -
nlneteen campuses is Morns Keetori's Shared Authority (1972). He makes five recommenda- .
tions about the criteria for a governance system that are hkely to be effective 5(p 147).

Ftrst the authonty structure should reflect argenulne commitment toenfranchise constitu-

encies previously unrepresented or underrepresented. Second, the process and prerogatives

system should provE‘Wfor constituencies to be heard and heetjed at the
Ievels and loci where final decvgpns are made:-Fourth, the system should provide mechanisms
of accommodation short of coen:cton and violence. And fifth, the process should be more
flexible than in the past. But out of all this, he concludes simply, ”Sharmg authority can’
take two bas;c forms deciding some things jointly and d|v1d|ng the labor on others'’ (p
148). In}cordance wnth the two earlier statements, then, authority would be proportionately
shargd or junsdtcttonally separate

Atthough these three statements contaln certain imprecise or inconsistent terminol-
the whole\ they all support the idea of institutional constituencies sharing decision-making- ]
authority, Faculty involvement is not the question; the question is how, how {iruch when,
and about what issues the |nvolvement should occur. Constituencies must participate co-
operatlvely\, effecavely, early, often, “and at the meaningful decision-making levels. And
f|nally, since constituent concern and issue interest vary, all three statements come down to
the fact that authority should b€ shared flexibly through one of two basic faxm/s{ joint

parﬂccpatgon or separate ]unsdlctlon

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY !

Context of the Study

Most surveys into cnstntutional decision-making processes {Caplow and McGee 1958;

Jencks and Rlesman 1968; Dressel, Johnson, and Maréus 1970; and Dill 1971) usually
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emohasize the-well-established universities. TrTey»-give much less attention to community’
and state Colleges and almost none to their particular comparatlve dlfferences Thls over-
sught is partlcularly egregious in yiew of the fact that a task force of the Amerlcan Assocm-- B
tion of Higher Education (AAH\ identified the community and staw%olleges-.-as the |om :
of the more tntense discontent among faculty regarding exsstmg governance practices
’(AAHE 19&7 p. 1). Coinc;dentally, these two types of institutiors have been the- most
likely to unionize. i . » . 7, )
In recent years, many works covering academic governance or institutional decision-
making obwously have not focused on the partiguiar pamcnpatnon of the faculty vns-a -vis
the admmlstratnon on certain issues; but, perhaps more importantly, such Studles Lave usually
_neglected the possible duﬁerenc\s in governance attnbutable\to different types of institutions. Voo
B;/ overlooking these pote_ntial typological differences, the studies have offered an‘jncom-
plete, if not inaccurate, impression of the governance practices for some large éegments' of
higher education.'To fill this gap, this study concentrates on public state and comrnupity

colleges. (See Gunne 1974 for a more complete discussion of this and research methods.) .

L3

- - -

3

Issues - -\\

1t should be remembered that the)mt'atement_ emphasized that issue yvould

effectively determine the form of sharfd authority among various participants: ".Difference .

-

i , in'weight of each voice shouid b términed by reference to the responsibility of each

component (constituent) for the particular matter (issue) at hand" {AAUP 1966 p. 375).

For thls study, the issues chosen were not those that obviously fall under either ‘ )
constltuent s totaI control, such as grading procedures for faculty or business management
for the administration. Five highly salient issues' of potential impo‘rtance to botl'r con-
stituencies were selected as matters over which authority‘should be shared. These issues

[

are:

.

1. Appomtment the hiring of new faculty members to fill vacated or newly created
teaching positions within the institution

2. Promotion: the advancement of faculty members to hlghe} ranks on the academic
scale .

‘3. Tenure: the awarding of the safeguard of academic freedont and permanent e
ployment to faculty fmembers completing successful perlods of probatcon
. service .

] * .
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| . 4. Merit: spegial salary ‘increments forf‘faculty members recognized as performing

\ their duties and obligations in a superior manner

- 5, Curriculum: the modification of course offerlngs, including description changes in
existing courses as well as the introduction of entirely new programs.

rad Most scholars agree that progedurés involving these five issues, particularly, are

serious mterests of both thq faculty and the admlnistration (AAHE 1967, Platt and Parsdns a

¥ 7
i 1970, Hobbs and Anderson 1971). ' cm TN

“ &

Stagas of Decision Making

[ . \ -3 ’
An accurate assessment of the d|str|but|on of authonty requires some recognmon

that participant effectiveness is- often related.ta the stage of the.decisioh wherein such
participatlon occurs, The |nvolvement of goveming ,boards in tenure decisions may occur
only at the final stages and take the form of acceptance or rejection of administrative

I

) and/or faculty recommendation ‘
‘ . The research reported here divided the decisron makung process into various stages
and attempted to ascertain constituency lnvolvement at each stape. ) L '

‘In their sociological study of faculty mobility .in higher education, Caplow and;.
McQee (1958} took & similar approach when they “‘divided the academlc recruiting process
into a number of stages and showed the proportion of active partlclpation at each stage by
officials in the séveral levels of the academic hrerarchy" (p. 166). Rec(antly, Keeton (1971)

'

also noted the important significance of constituen(z:jrtimpatlonat the appropriate stages
. ' or levels when he recommended that “The syste

d provide effective means for con- -

stituencies to be heard and heeded at the level and locus where theirparticular concerns re-
. ceive final disposition” (p. 147). Dahl {1963), a political scientist, recogn'rzed‘ the significance
and capriciousness of the process from the initiation stage. to the choice stage as well as the
‘poss1b|||ty of a crucially subsequent veto stage, when he attempted to "determme which
|nd|v1duals or agencies most often initiated the proposals that were frnaIIy adopted or most.
[ ]

often successfully vetoed the proposals of others" (p. 124).,

- For the purposes of this study the demslon-maklng process has been sequenced into

six stages: mmatlon consultation recommendation, review, choice, and veto.
J

Stage One: [nitiation. tho sets the pfess in motion? Where does the impetus

- _ . originate? — !

’ '. tg,

2 211
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oL - L Stage Twa: Consultation. Once the process has been started, who'ls of st
' f
. he initiator fiinction asa separate entity or do others share in the process? Does the process

go no further until a particularly persuasive |nd|wdual or effective commrttee is consulted

./) and,,thereafter the decision 8 a faii accomplr? N, . Y

P . __ge Three: \‘Bq&lmmendatlon Beyond bemg consulted who gan ‘make formal.
! reoommendations? An mdwrdual? A whole consntuency? Combined c nstltuencles? What

‘u

) . happens to these recommendatlons? To whom are thay made? What is tHeir value? How are
o they handled?What is the quality of recommendations? Does any one per: fon's or commiti‘ee's
s recommendation automatlcally demde the‘icsue with all that goes before and after merely

routine? Are informal recommendatlons posslblea—and,effectlve?

XS , .'

Stage Four Flevuew Does anyohe review the recommendatrons and for what purpose?

What effect does a rewew fuhctlon have on the recommendatlons already made? Can the

%

recommendatlons be modified as a result of the review nrocedures? In what way? Here

agaln, “control “can be exerclsed and the decision made qt this particular stage if sighificant ¥

autl,'iorlty is possessed ‘ . . LI .

14

O _i ) Stage Five: Cholce Who doe; make the decisrvp choice on the issue? How? Do the

prior four-stages loglcally dellmlt the choice made o‘r‘ can an arbitrary selection be made that

[ ¢
- .. a

dis,ﬁards all that preceded in the earlier phases of the process?

' Stage SIX Veto. Frnally, when the cholce has been made, can some controlllng

: 50urce negate all that has gone before by vetorng tire selection? Does such an actlon occur

never or only rarelys-under the most unusual and justifiabte conditions?
A 3 LY
) . ¢

Effectlve control -of any stage, but partlcularly the beglnnung and end of the process

o could neutralize all other stages. Balanced mvolverhént would constitute some form of shared
- N ‘ | o

e l'authorlty. \»: T
" : ' ll'he compdsite results of our examination of issue apd s"tage of decision maklng pro-

vide a frafhewdrk for analyzrng the data and making Judgments about the dlstrrbution of

. authonty (Flgure 1). - .
'l'he results of the analvsrg permitted a composr\t:;iey of the distribution of, authority

»by jssue and institution, according to the contfnuu ribed in the AAHE Task Force

Report (1967).

- .
.
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b  The AAHE classification scheme was used to categorize governance conditions at the
institutions in this study “The model can be used to evaluate the allocation of authority
wrth respect to specific issues or to describe the general state of faculty administration rela-

tions on a campus" (AAHE 1967 p. 14). In order to measure that distribution, thel task

“force desrgned a five-zone continuum composed of admimstratlve dominance administrative.

-primacy, shared éuthorlty, faculty primacy, and faculty dominance. e -
Administrative Administrative Shared  ° Faculty " Faculty

Dominance . - Primacy Authority Primacy . Dominance

Speciﬁcally, ‘the continuum -permits only two major distinctions in authority:

divided separately (separate 1ur|sd|ct|on) or shared proportionately (joint pal‘ticipation)

" Divided exclusrvely be'tween elther the faculty or the admlnlstration “governance pa‘tterns

" fit either extreme of the continuum. Authority is e)zclusively divided when the separate

constituents, in thia.case faculty -and administrators, wholly control certain areas des¢ribed

as their jurisdictions, managed without any mutual collaboration or negotiation with the

. N R
other constituent (Foote and Mayer 1968, p. 2). When authority is shared jointly by the two

constituents, ‘it falls somewhere between the ends of the AAHE continuum into one of the
three interior zefies, dependingupon the proportion aIlot’ted each constituency. In the center
zone it would be almost equally shared authority. ’
.Therefore, pnor to allocatirig an issue or |nst|tut|on to any Zune of the AAHE
roi‘stnbu;tion of authority continuum the constituency partlcipation of each of six procedural

stages was evaluaied since, theoretically, any one of the six stages could be the decisive one.

*

It was assumed"that reconstruction‘*of the participation of each constituency revealed at -

\Qich stage the decisive authority was exercised and by whom.

Interview Instrument

Based upon this assumption,'a series of inquiries was designed for each stage to

! elicit factual responses from any individual on his or her participation in the decision-making

process on the five issues (appointment, promotion, tenure, merit increase, and curriculum
*change) under investigation. The quantlty and quality of participation in the decision stages

determlned the process of governance at the |nst11;ut|ons Lutz and Iannaccone (1969) and

’

10
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Lkdqunst and Blackburn (1974}) have publicized the s|gn|f' cance of th|s,assumpt|on (1969).

’

- : :
L5

“The interview method was used to collect the data.
A Interwewees were asked to descnbe (s\equentlally thelr part;crpatnon in the six stage
of each ,ISSUG as well as to relate thelr observatlons of the |nvoIvement of other personnel.
Responses of faculty members and adm:mstrators were, reported on a chart to establlsh th
reliability of the data and. determine the distribution of authorlty. Controi by the adminis-| -
trat|on would suggest the admlmstratlve domnnance end of the AAHE contl:huum faculty
control would mdlcate the faculty dominance extreme. Somewhat equal controI ‘would be
categorlzed in the center zone of shared authority. Varynng modtflcatlons wouId faII between
these three areas into the intermediaté zones of admlnlstratlve primacy in one direction and
faculty primacy |n the other. A categorization was made for the group of respondents on
each of the issues to correspond to the five separate points on the continuum for the six
institutions. '

At Ieast 10 faculty and 10 admlnlstrators from each institution were lnterwewed It
was recognlzed that the two constituencies were dlfflcu|t to define unequlvocally because at
times their responsibllltles couId overIap Individuals were classified |nto one of the two
groups substantlally on the basis. of their pnmary (65 percent) respons:bllmes in euther\
teachlng or admlmstratlon In aII cases, department chairmen were mcIuded as part of the
administration. A totaI of 127 usable interviews were conducted

The sample of knowledgeable interviewees was selected from institutional orgahiza-
., tion charts and committee lists. Criteria for seiection included holding an office that served
as a link in the hierarchical chain along which the decisional issué passed or having member-
ship on any committee which dealt with any of the issues belng investigated.

As a matter of course, the president, vice presndent or dean of academucaffanrs and the
vice president or dean of liberal arts or applied arts were automatically, mcIuded as welI’as
_ six department or ‘division chairmen, three in the education-applied area and three from the -
transfer-liberal arts area. Faculty members who served as ohalrmen of pertinent committees
were priority interviewees; commlttee members made up the remaining list of faculty.inter-
view respondents. L

An institutional coordinator arranged the interview appomtments but no man|puIa-
tion was evident since all suggested substitutes were readily incorporated into the sample.

As an adaption of the reputatignal method of studying decision-making, all interviewees

~
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were asked to identify anyone on campus who was__especnally knowledgeable on any of the

- issues. All persons so identified by twoLor more lnterwewees were then conS|dered essentlal
for inclusion in the interview sample if by some chance they had been over'looked in the
'orlglnal selection process. |n this way no one of sngnmcance was likely to be excluded
regardless of hlS vnewpo:nt Wlth the reIatlver small group of persons ultimately and in-
_ timately mvolved in-academic decision- maklng at the msttt?nons studned a hngh proportlon
if not all, of the probable partlclpants were lnterwewed and vge behevean accurate deschp-

Y

tlon of the governance process was obtalned

.

Not too surprisingly, a few responderiis dlssented with the majgnty of descnpttons of

A4

issues or governance reIat;onsh.nps, but, with the help of the supplementary documentary- ’

: analysis and subsequent cross-checking, an accurate %and reliable delineation wasé?roduced

In most issue instances, participation and control were cIearIy determined In.some few

others, the s:tuattons were not easily aIIocated toa partlcular zone.

-

Limitations of the Study .

.

The primary I|m|tat|ons of the study concern the constctuents the sample the

participants, timing, and the abmty to generalcze Practical restnctlons of travel and finance

limited the study to Pennsylvama and 6 of 28 institutions (14 of each type). . =

I

1. The cmportant influence of students and trustees in a‘ademtc governance is ac-
knowledged. The exclusion of these constituent groups should ncz,t_b,e,mxerp‘reted'
as a derogation of their significance. It is hoped that a clarificdtion of faculty-
administration relationships will be beneficial to future studies on the effects of
the involvement of other constituent groups in the governance practices.

2. Institutions were chosen on the basis of a wnlhngness to cooperate. It is recogniz‘ed
_ that an element of bias is introduced through such selection procedures.

*3. Although individuals actively involved in the governance practices were inter-
viewed, their selection was made by the institutional coordinator at each college
from a suggested list prepared by the mtervnewers Here again, the possibility of
some slight bias is appreciated.

4. The hazards of attempting to generalize to a population of 14 from a satnple of 3
is recognized, Mainly, the study can reveal the situation only at the institutions
studied. _ .

5. The variable of size is a limitation. lnstltutnons in th|s study feII within the small to
intermediate range of 2,000 to 7,000 full-time students at all levels.

. 6. Finally, the selected issues are a justifiable limitation. Conclusmns can be drawn
only on the five issués investigated in the study. These particular issues were chosen
purposely on the basis of high salience to both the faculty and administration.
Other issues might produce differing results.

12
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FINDINGS | .

L
Smc the specific purpose of the study was to |dent|fy and descrlbe the institutional
decision- mak|ng procedures employed on f|ve selected sahent issues of interest to both ad~ ',
m|n|strators and faculty members, these procedures were _analyzed to compare the|r" -
similarities and/or differences W|th|n and between a sample of public state and commun|ty
collegesin Pennsylvan|a. Attentlon was focused gn the varrance of the distribution of author-

ity between faculty members and agministrators according to three variables: the issue, the

. R /'ndivigUal institution and the distinctive type of institution. First, each issue was classified

then each institution, and, finally, the two types of institutions, The zonal c|a35|flcat|on using
the AAHE s distribution: of author|ty cont|nuum is reported in Figure 2.

Assignment to any of the five zones of the continuum was based upon the quantity

~~ and quality of constituency participation at aach institution ax determiriéd by the interview

data collected from the re’é’ﬁonses 'of the participants.. Maximum control by either constitu-

ency was categorized as dominance at the extreme zones of the continuorn_; primary control

was noted somewhere in the interior zones. Mutual control or responsibility was categorized

as shared author|ty in the middle zone of the continuum. All class|f|catrons were made

. according to the “general tendencies” of the constituencies’ part|c|pat|0n These class|f|ca-

tions reveaf variations of the two options for distributing author|ty as reflected in the

~ literature. Asmgnment to either extreme represents the respondent’s reports of total or near-

- total control of dec|5|0n making by a part|cular constituengy, -i.e:; separate jurisdiction.

~ Assignment to any of the three interior zones represents the respondents’ reports of dual
part|C|pat|on by both constituencies, i.e., some form of shared authority. ' .

The six-stage decision-making approach identified the location of constituency con-

trol and led to.the zonal classifications\which indicated avariety of differences according to

issue, |nst|tut|on and type of institution, Out of these various categorlzat|ons the particular

patterns of governance emerged The major findings are discussed below.

. -

1. Indtitutions in this stud\/ were likely to be classified as either administratively dominant
or admipistratively prime in their dnstnbution of authority as def|ned by the AAHE
. criteria (Figure 2). N

For the commumty colleges, the findings of this study co|nc|de closely with the
1967 AAHE Task Force Report:
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The junior collegesein the sample generally vJere characterized by administrative “1

dominance or administrative primacy, although shere was evidence of increasing
consultation with the facutty. On the other hand, the older state colleges . . . were
I|ker to be characterlzed by shared authority or faculty primacy (p 17).

4 ‘ P "‘J'

Four of the six institutions in this study, the three state‘colleges and one of the community
colleges, were classified into the admlmstratrve prlmacy zone. Agam ‘as wrth the state
colleges in the AAHE study, two of the state colleges in this study tended very much toward
shared authority. The remalmng two community colleges were classified as admmustratwely
dommant altheugh'edqh had different patterns (dlscussed under the patterns of ggernance
finding). P * :

2. Accordmg to’ the issue considered, the distribution ot authority between the faculty
-and admmistratlon differed maoderately to markedly.

-No one zoné of the AAHE continuum could have been used to describe the dis-
trrbutron of authorlty for au five lssues at any of the six inst|tut|ons \There was no single
~model of decision makmg, d|strrbut|on of authorlty, or. pattern of governance which serygd

for every issue; and, although each and every issue was not decided entirely differently, many

were. Four. of the institutions in the study needed as many as three zones to adequately

classify the separate issues investigated; the other two colleges needed at least two zones.

There was, in addition, a wide variation of classifications within each of the zones, indicating
in many instances that the. categorizations were not un‘equivocally precise.

The one issue' coming closest to being identieally classified at all institutions or, at
least, classified sdrnewhere within the same zone at all institutions was the appointment of
ne\.;r féCuIty Five of the six institutions fell into the administrative primacy zone but closer
inspection revealed gnly one clear administrative primacy classification. Two of the in-
stitutions had admmistratlve primacy classifications on this issue that were very close to
shared authorlty, the two others, aIthOugh minimally meetmg the administrative primacy
classlfncatloh tended in the opposite directlon closer to admimstrthegomlnance The sixth
institution, a commumty college, was an obvious, as well as the only, case of administrative
dominance on the appointment issue. )

There was little doubt that discernible differences qxfsted among the issues at each

- . . A - :
institution. Although no quantitative or statistical measures were employed ‘to analyze the
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data, the cimulative responses of the interviewees clearly delineated a wide range of differ-
ences among the mstltutlons in the way AAHE- deflng authority was ac‘tually distributed

between the faculty and the ad |n|s§rators over the five issues investigated.
. % . .
lyidual institution, the distribution of authority bdtween faculty
“and administration. djffered variously. Two institutions were similarly classified as ad-

ministrative domnn ce, four others as administrative primacy; but two of these ad-
ministrative primacy classifications-were very close to shared authorlty

This third poifit is a principal finding in this study. For.although some 1@ evidence of

certain similarities in/ the institutions’ zonal claSsnfncatlons emerged particularly for two of

. the state colleges, tf i distribution of authority between faculty and administrators differed

éppréciably from institution to institution. Faculty participation ranged from, in Corson’s v
wordg in an earlier study, “a strong mfluence to perfunct()ry approval of ad'mmstratlue

declsmns” (1960, p. 209). For the dlstrlbutlons of authorlty among institutions, the zonal

classification differences were‘,somewhat greater for the commum-ty thah for the state
colleges. All three community colleges re::;uired at least three (and often differing) zones to
characterize their authority dlstnbutlons, and no mstltutnon of this type had more than two,
zonal classlflcatlons specifically in common wnth any one other ‘community college in thes.

study. a

Accordlng to type of mstltt.l‘tlon the distribution of authority’between faculty and ad-
ministration differed markedly. The state colleges were usually characterized by ad-_
ministrative primacy with moderate varlablllty within the type; the community colleges -
were likely to be classified as admlnlstratlve dominance with marked within-type
variability. )

~+

" The data feygaled distinct differcnces according to type of institution in the distribu-

tion of authority beMEgn faculty and administration. The finding on this question was that
the state colleges were classified similarly as ad'm'ini§tr'ative primacy with increasihg instances
of shared authority. The community colleges as a type differed markedly from the state
colleges, but they also differed among themselves, although lhey .v'vere more likely to be
classified as administratively dcminant. So, the community college governance difféi'enceg
* were greater not only between the two ty“pes'of i‘n'st'itutions but within the two-year type
itself. - : S e -
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. ‘. The patterns of dbvernance revealed that the state colleges were administratively prime

o .
L
)‘.v

administrative- dominance still strongly in effect. OF the five issues investigated at these,

three comhunity colleges, resulting in 15 instances of governance éxamined, seven or a]mbst '

half were classified as administrative dominance, five were moderately classified as adminis-
.-_trative primacy, two others as shared authority, and only one as faculty primacy. | .

As a type, thé state colleges were characterized by administrative primacy or shated
authority. Of the 15 instances of g.overnance e')_(amin'ed at the stéte.co.lleges, only 1 was
c!aséified -as administrative dominange, 10. were at.iministrati\/e primacy, 2 were examples
of shared authority, and there was 1 ‘issue instance each of féculty primacy and facuity
dominance. - " - '

-

P .

a

while -the community colleged were administratively dominant. The faculty at both

- types of institutions participated most on curriculum, less on merit and tenure,. and

varied between these two extremes on promotion and appointment.

On the.whole, the” faculty at the state colleges were niorg actively involved in
governance tgan the faculty at the community colleges. The issue eliciting most (aculty in-
volvement was_curriculum, followed by pr_ométion and tenure equally. Promotion and
tenure evoked a moderately meaningful response, ranking second and third among the staie
colleges. Apppintment ranked a low fourth,.and ‘merit increases rat?d fifth. )

For the less involved faculty at the community colleges, the curriculum issue, none-
theless, also canked first, followed dis;tah»tly by promotion an.d appointment which, for the
community col!eges; ranked similarly second and 'third. Merit was the fourth-ranked issue |
and tenure uniquely ranked lastaccording to the zonal descriptions of the AAHE continuum. »

' Looking at the governance patterns for the two types of institution§, faculty involve-
ment was likely to be high on the curriculum issue for both types of insti%p; (‘rah'ked
first) foi!owe; by promotion (ranked second, also for both) and low on merit (ranked last
for state colleges and fourth for community colleges). The distributions of authority between
facuity and administrators suggested some general similarities; for example, faculty participa-
tion was greatest on curriculum matters and least on merit increas‘e decisions. Still, the -

patterns by issue, institution, and type of Institution disclosed some rather distinct

differences.

17




- -, DISCUSSION

" The results of the interview data and the documentary analysis justify certain com-

ments on the distribution of authority and the patterns of governance wrt'ﬁin this sample of

: .state and commumty colleges. ¢

_First, although there are only the two options of either jomt partnclpatnorror separate

jurigdiction for ﬁharmg authority, there are a great many drfferences in the way authority

isactually distributed through these altern_étives between ‘administrators and faculty members B

-
-

on a variety of issues among institutions. ' “ e
Second and ,qunte sngmfncantly, most generahzed statements about décision- making
authonty in colleges tend to ignore the crucial element of issue in academic governance. *
This finding of a difference among issues supports the speculations of earlier investigators '
studying governance (Presthus 1960, Dahl 1963, Platt and Parsons 1970, Hobbs and Ander-

son 1971, and Leslie 1971) who suggested that authority quite likely would be distributed

- unevenly when different issues were examined. The data from this investigation revealed that

those who took part in the study reported distinct dnfferences in the way decision- makmg
authority was distributed over the five issues studied. ) : * .

Essentially, it was discovered that no two institutions distributed their authority to
decide issues in exactly the same way or controlled them thr0ugh precisely the same persons )
or positions. The variation in personnel within a constituency controllmg an issue was
especially marked among the administrators since any one of four levels of administration
(chairman, dean, vice- president, or president) could have detgrmine'd the dominance or
primacy of any classification.. This heterogeneous situation is what Caplow and McGee
de;cribed as a system which works by “‘distributing power in such a way that anyone who is
abl‘é to exercise it may do so if he chooses” {1958, p. 174).

The tentative conclusion to be drawn from the findings about institutional differences
i that the degree of variation among individual institutions is distinc'ti\{e enough- to suggest
that the distribution of authority between faculty and administrators does indeed differ
from institution to institution. Certainly this was the case at four of the six institutions
studied here. This conclusion lends tentative support to a similar one by Leslie {1971) who,
in acompanion study on legitimacy of governance, found a modest institutional effect among
state colleges arid a marked institutional effect among community colleges.

18
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. - Many variables obviously contribute to the institutional differences in the distribu-

tion of authonty at these colleges but four of the most prominent factors seem to be the

* varying responses to establlshed governance tradltlons especially at the older ‘state colleges,

the particular mcndents andfor individuals involved at any one time; the dlfferlng reactlons to '

contemporary natlonal trends impinging on local mterests,. and the snngular admlnlstratlve
leadershlp style of the presndent and other top level admlnlstrators.

" The dlstnnctlons that emerged by type of institution were particularly attnbutable to
the history and. tradltlon of these older institutibns. Governagnce at the state colleges.was
characterized more often as adminnstratlvejnmacv with faculty partlclpatlon moreasmg

- more readily "towards shared authority for all/issues except perhaps merit i mcreases. In fact,

the faculty already dominated curnculum matters. Charactenstlc of the early evolutlon stages
of the younger community_colleges, faculty particlpatlon was increasing 1ntermittently and -
less rapidly—with many difficulties and dissimilarities among the|r governance procedures—
especially on the issues of merit, promotion, and ten_ure. On these latter two issues, particu-
larly, the state and community colleges emerged as truly distinct types. On the five issues,

.two bf the state colleges conformed quite closely to a typical adrninistrative ’primacy”
‘ classification while the third was not too dissimilar. For th't;’communlty colleges, however, -
within-type differences were much gr'eater' The within-type variation finding indicated a-
‘~‘marked dlfference by institution for the_jwo-year colleges

Still, what possibly accounts for the dissimilarities i in the distribution of authorlty by

| type of institutian can only be hypothesized. For example, in that companion study which

included but was not limited to the same institutions and two of the same i'ésues, Leslie
(1971) examined faculty perceptions of the legitimacy of governance which is—roughly—a
measure of authorlty, since that concept authority, is based in definition on socially

""|egitimated’’ status In his study, Leslle also found differences obtained accordlng to

type of institution, and he hypotheslzed that those dlfferences, partially at least, were related -

"to expressed dissatisfaction with external controls on some kinds of decision- maklng at the
statg colleges" and “faculty satisfaction with thelr role in influencing decmon-maklng in
the community colleges” (p. 128). Leslie further suggested that the kind of control under
which the' institutions operated end the particular role in governance which the faculties
accommodated accountgd for some of the variations in their facu'lties' perceptions of

legitimacy. This role accommodation is particularly pertinent since the state college faculty
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' b a t\;pe had a larger role than the community college faculty. And at one of the community
colleges where they did not blay a large role, one-faguity stilt had a significant opportunity

.. for such a role, a’15ercep'tion that made a difference-not discernible through the zonal

\

classifications. ' ;
' tis alsc'; possible that ‘the concepﬁ:al lens and classification- schieme are important
f',.variable§ in thé diﬁributionof aﬁ’_ﬁoﬁiity by type ofﬁins’_citution. For example, Pace (1976)
g ‘,j}as shown that two different institutional classification schemes, the C'ollage‘and University
T Envirqnmeht Scale and the Carnegie Commission cl&sifiéations, can blur “real” distinctions.

\ However one classifies institutions initially, differences between them on

, other dimensions can be blurred. . . . The case for diversity and distinctiveness within
the system of higher education is stronger if one uses the CUES Wpology than it
would be if one used the Carnegie Commission’s classification system. At a time
when institutional diversity and distinctiveness appear to be eroding toward some
common denominator, the way in which one looks at the system may be especially
important (p. 10). .

,5 Two bossible conclusions may be drawn from this analysis. The first is that particiF\
tion in gbve;nance and perceptions of legitimacy are not always positively correlated. THis '

point appears to contradict the many recommenggd solutions to'in'Stitutional goﬁerngnt_:e
proﬁlems_that call fonj increased participaiion and-shared authority. }I‘nisoma cases, participa-
tion may not only be un_tiaéessarv but unproductive or countefp’roéiuétive. T,ha'm.ere pr ‘
portunity to participate or fhe perception quthat opportunity may be all that is required.

" The second item of ultimate significance in these findings is related to and lends -
credenc'e to Keetoﬁ's recommendation that governance-structures and procedures be tailored
to indiﬁiduql Institutions rather than to types of institutions. In pbiht of fact, a finer analysis
of the participation practices at the six colleges in this study revealed that the similarities in

B their distributions of authority were accompanied by distinctions in their modes of decision:

making, in their particijlar patterns of governance; andtherein lies the crux of this whole
governance matter, i.e., the Way, method, or style in whjch decisions actually are reached.
» How authority is likely to be distributed in the future will depend, toa large extént,
on whether the opportunity to participate iliinstitu‘tional‘ decision miaking is readily available
to or contentiously withheld from either constituency. For although participation varied
from issue to issue, most of the evidenée pointed to an increaséd interest on the part of the

faculty for more active involvement in decision making or at least the perception of the
- . i . s i (*

-
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opportunlty to become invol¥éd. The attitudes and pérceptlom of "theTnternal constituencies
towards each other could have a great deal to do wnth how ;h\? flculty and admlmstrators

oo o

:1 “K’ \ . . .
N '
“The significant data to egnerge from the analysis of thq k \ults of this study are that -

cope with external agencies.

\glstnbution of authority

B | * academic govemance according to thg, AAHE classrﬁcatlon for, e

between facultv and admlnustrators varled distinctively among rthree variables of issue,

institution, g\d type of mstltution Therefore, any assessment of rarnance among colleges

and unwersmes must notignote these variables when examm‘ing i

. - : PR

tional decision nmraking

t

in.higher education. : | )
‘ Although the ‘evidence indicated some similarities in gcmmance among institutions

R , of a particular type, there were enough mdwidual differencas. \_vlthln each type to warrant
} the conclusion that governance practices d|ffered accor‘dlng to ]nrthutlon A variety of ele-
ments,apparently have verysﬁt-rong impact on any instttutl,ons, dlclsion making practlces.

- Such things as history, trat':litl’cm, custom, and age of institution. aakwoll as the personnel, their

percep.tions values, and attitudes, and any 'peculiarly contempornr\i Institutional conditions
*
\

e

may all*have a determ|n|ng effect on the colleges’ overall govemanca patterns
Slgnificantly, it seems fthat-tho-cntlcal imphcatlon of the ;tudy has to do directly

-

g with an rnstltutlon s style of administration. For as the data strongly suggest particularly

i e example of two of the communlty colleges, institutions Df tha same type are classified

similarly in therrodlstnbutlons of authority but are admrnlstered quite dlfferentlz and with

: rather divergent consequences The administrative style or the mode of decision maklng

which is practiced at an institution substantially contributes ‘to }he pattern of gqvernance

between the faculty and administration. That oattern could l;eqa cooperatite enterprise '
) characterlzed by trust and satisfaction or an advprsary relatlonshlp full of harmful confl |ct.

and dissension (accepting the thesis that a certaln amount of conflict is healthy). The key

. human variable in determining what the admlnlstratlve style and concomitant pattern of

governance will be at a given |nst|tut|on is the president of thi: lnstltutlon The manner in

whlch he is able to legitimate his formal position and thereby gulde the institution’s govern-

ance procedures is of critical importance. A combination of Peabody’s (1962) formal and

< functional authority socially legitimated by the faculty constltuency through Selznick’s

(1957) theory of value infusion appears to result in less conflict ahd a successful administra-*

tive style. In universities, confllct is often resolved through a ki.nd‘ of lawlessness, consisting .

21
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. of vesue_ and incomplete rules charactenzed by ambiguous and uncodufled proceduras In . *
* the words of Cohen and March ( 1974),\un|versities belodg “to a class of orgamzatuons that

" of utmost |mportance, then, smce ”m the long run, the sources ‘of injustice and oﬁamza\ ' .

and McGeo 1958 P 215). Such codlf:catldn is essential to tha comnpumcation system of an
organization which pcrmnts au{honty to be exerclsed and Iegitnmatod more (ffoctwely.» oo

* and participation. Y . . .

can be called orgamzed anarchies” (p 2). A moderate ambunt of procedural. cod‘ ﬁcatlon is:

tional chaos are probably to be found more often in the lack of dcflnite procedures” (Caplow .

Without established channels of commumcatlon and part”cipation bstween constituencies,
confusion, eonflict, and dissension are almost inevitable. A codified system to facilitae in-’

volvement must be \Wovlded or at least permu?ted by the chief exocutuve. : . / "";‘*«k_;\d, ‘
Issue, institution, and ty must all be cOn'.ndered in any exercm of academic S
govermmce, but administrative stylg and constituency parceptnons c\;nuét be ovsrlooked ﬁ .

effactlve governance is a goal of the parties involved. Structures and processos dosugned toin-
crease participation and assure shared authority are.not the complete. answer to governance'
problems for all institutions. People and perceptions are at least as important as procedures
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