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PROJECT AESTRACT . S i
This paper describes the survey research phase of a three-

- year study of institutional planning in higher education undertaken

.

by the National Center for Postsecondary'Governance anthiqance-.

o

The major goal of the Institutional Planning Project ‘the ;|

.*ﬁm¢-~ PR %3': -.-w - . . 4
.

title of the three-year study, is to- develop a cohereg{ set of
research—based guidelines and recommendations for'designing,

implementing and assessing issues, planning processes and stiruc-
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tures in higher education institutions-f The information developed

by the project will be directed at assisting the plannxng efforts
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of administrators seeking to improve the educat1ona1 qualxty of
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their institutions and facilitating campus adaptatxons“to chang1ng
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conditions. 1In addition, the iesearch findings should henefit

o ol

scholars attempting to develop workakle plannlng methodolog1es for
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colleges and universities. T A I
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activities used by colleges and universities in se;ting_directions

and responding to new demands and trends. These actiéities include

. .

self-studies and evaluations, policy plans devef&bed by stand1ng
committees or issue-oriented task forces, and administrative

./ 2 h“
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decisions and actions, as well as formally des1gnated plannlng
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processes. The project has sought to address several résearch

s T

questions, including: What are the plannang related values,

attitudes and behaviors of key campus aqtors and constituencies?

Q How do individual variakles, such as administrative role,
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educaticn, formal training in planning methods, and length of
administrative experience affect the attitudes, orientations ard
behaviors of college and university administrators? What affect
does the instituticmal type, enrollment size, and perceived
financial and enrollment health of the campus have upon
administrators?’ perspectives of planning systems and approacﬁes?
Do the assumptions that underlie a campus? existing pla, aing
approach.match those underlying the orientations of campus
administcators? whaé roles do campus organiz%ﬁion and governance
and academic traditions play in addressing the needs and concerns
generally associated with formal planmning?

To address these questions the project is conducting three
major research efforts: 1) a large-scale survey of planning
attitudes of key organizational actors and constituencies in 256
institutions; 2) a review and systematic analysis of literature on
institutional planning experiences; and 3) an in-depth examinatioé
of planning perspectives and activities at 16 institutions of
different types and governance patterné.

Baéed on the research findings, the proiect will prepare
assessments of the potential strengths and weaknesses of curreﬁt
planning theories, approaches and methods. The project will also

develop sets of guidelines and recommendations aimed at improving

the practice of planning in various types of higher ‘education |\
institutions. These products will be presented in a variety of
articles, summary reports, and werkshop and conference
presentations that specifically address the needs and interests of

particular scholarly and practitioner audievices.
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INTRODUCT ION
This report provides a description of the Institutional
Planning Project and preliminary results of the findings of the
. \
|
project’s national survey.
) |
\
Objectives of the Study
The project’s objectives are to develop a coherent set of
guidelines and recommendations for designing, implementing and
assessing planning issues, planning process=s and organizational
P

structures for planning in higher education institutions. .The
project’s focus is upon the broad range of planning activities used
by colleges and universities in seéting directions and responding‘
to new demands and trends. These activities include a w;de variety
of insiitutional direction-setting processes, including selé~-
studies and evaluations, policy plans developed by stanqing
committees o# is;ue—oriented t;sk forces, and administraéive
decisions and actions, as well as formally designated planning
processes. The project has socught to address several research
questions, includiné: What are (the planning-related vaiues,
attitudes and behaviors of key campus actors and corstituencies?
How do individual variables, such as administrative role,

education, formal training in planning methods, and length of

administrative experience affect the attitudes, orientations and

behaviors of college and university administrators? What affect

- ' 10
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does the institutional type, enrollment size, and perceived
financial and enrollment health of the campus have upon
administrators' perspectives of planning systems and approaches?
Do the assumptions that underlie a campus®' existing planning
approach match those underlying the orientations of campus
administrators? What roles do campus organization and governance
and academic @ra&itions play in addressing the needs and concerns
generally associated with formal planning?

To address these questions the project is- conducting three
major research efforts: 1) a large—-scale survey of planning
attitudes of key organizational actors and constituencies in 25o
institutions; 2) a review and systematic analysis of literature on
institutional planning experiences; and 3I) an in-depth examination
of planning perspectives and activities at 16 institutions of
different types and governance patterns.

Based on the research fiwdings, the project will prepare
assessments of the potential strengths and.weaknesses of current
planning theories, approaches and methods énd will develop sets of

guidelines and recommendations aimed at improvingy the practice of

plénning in various types of higher education institutions.

The Survey

.

The survey component of the Institutional Planning Project

was designed
perspectives

campuses, as

to obtain a broad base of information about the
of practicing administrators on planning at their

well as on their own views about planning. The

11
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survey was based on the premise that attitudes, behaviors ano
interactions among poli:v-makers significantly influence the
governance and management processes of America’s collegiate
campusese. Accordingly, the survey soooﬁt to iden%ify, from these
-perspectives and views ahout planning, some common charocferistics
of institutional planning, with special attentiorn to the processes,
valies, and limitations of various planoéng approaches. It was
assumed that these efforts would, at a:minimum] broaden and enrich
our understandiné of the conditions under which certain planning
approaches are apt to be more realistic and practical than other
approaches. At best, the study would lead to the resolution of

fundamental issues and'beliefs about the usefulness and efficacy of

certa1n root notions or concepts of plannxng methodology, including

the idea tnat rational, analytical techn1ques are 1nherent1y better

than the more traditional bargaining, market-oriented, or

political-process planning tecaniques.

-t esl -

Background of the Research Issues ,;_‘ . om- ’ o .
Although a substantial body of literato;e on plann;ng existe
little empirical research has been conducted on plamning processes
and planning behavior in higher educat%on institutions. Much of
the available literature on planning assumes an advocarcy position,
exhorting college and university administrators to utilize one form
or another of gozl-oriented methods of planning (Georgiou, 1973).

Some writers have advocated politica1~brocess.or market—exchange

models that are conceptually antithetical to systematic,

3
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énalytical—technical models (Ashley and Van de Ven, 1983).

A central objective of this study was to assess the extent t&

which these two contrasting approaches to planning, politicaIQ'
market and technical—-analytical, characterize the perceived

ronduct of planning in American colleges and universit 25 or

characterize the attitudes toward planning held by administrators.
Schmiatlein (1979) has identified the assumptions that underlie .
these two approaches and has defined ideal types or paradigms-qf
planning and decision making values and processes (1574)- These

paradigms are labeled Comprehensive—Prescriptive and Incremental-

a
0

Remedial. B .

The assumptions that underlie Comprehensive—Prescriptive:f;

o -

.....

approaches to planning and decision making include: T
1. Sufficient agreement to permit institutional consensus on’

goals and priorities can he derived from the persuasive

effects of technical analyses of problems, goals and 4
T
institutional strategies. . A
2. The subject matters with which planning is concerned are -

sufficiently understandable that causal relationships can _

-

be determined, the means to control change can be

v
developed, and outcomes can be identified, measured and

. s
- ¢ Y
' '
1

controlled.

3. Economic, social, human and information resources Pt e

necessary to design, implement and evaluate plans will bem

or can be avaﬂréble-

4. Sufficient time exists to use technical methods to

4 123 __— 't:
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analyze change, meet deadlines and evaluate competing
priorities.

Outcomes, results and consequences of planning serve both
the interests and needs of the key participants and the

institutich.

The assumptions that underlie Incremental—-Remedial approaches to

planning and decision making include:

1.

Conflict over values, probklems, goals, change, ideologies
and expectations is likely within the institutional
planning process.

Decision processes seek to diffuse and decentrali:ze
conflicts and reach consensus through negotiation and
mutual accommodation.

Understanding the nature of a policy issue‘and the
subject matters of various planning questions is
discovered through reactions and repeated attempts at
compromise, so the process_is essentially remedial.

The question of whose iﬂterests will be served by
establishing priorities is resolved through political
bargaining processes, not by central authority utilizing
technical methods of analysis.

Limitations of time and other constraints on analysis are
recognized. Actors are assumed to "satisfice" (Simon?
1343) through complex trade—offs unique to particular

circumstances.

Inconsistency is assumed to characterize organizational

a
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-behavior, providing for conflicting values to coexist and
alfowing experimentation in the face of uncertainty.

7. ’Central policy makers are assumed to have diminished

T -

accountability for pelicy decisions which are shared with
those affected by them.

:Schmidtlein-(1979) has identified several reasons for a

widespread growth of interest in planning in recent years. These

1nc1ude acceptance of central planning by the business community

e ——— s o

which has increased the legitimacy of planning among liberals and
conservatives, the development of statewide higher education

coordinating boards, influences of planning advocates and the

....-.. . B .

. popularity of books about planning approaches, growth in the size

and Complexity of Higher education and the development of technical ‘

o g e A 4

and managerial tools and systems designed to control these factors,

and the perceived shortcomings of the political marketplace.
‘Planning in higher education is a complex subject that is

difficult to study erperimentally- Accordingly, this study uses a

."‘.
T

nonQ;;perimental approach to the researchs. The focus of the study

’1,1.)) ,r,,_e\, e
LR

was on the relationship between the 1nd1v1dua1 beliefs and

...-..4- aem me -

attitudes of administrators, who are the chief actors in college

and university planning, and the broader, macro—-level

characteristics of the planning proc2sses of higher education

1nst1tutions- The study attempted to learn what factors influence

2 ‘”_ fe

administrators’ attitudesﬁaBout planning and what relationships

..fu‘- .n.'---‘_'« . -k S

ex1st between these attitudes and the actual planning processes of

academic 1nst1tutions-
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A fundamental question addressed in the research was how

attitudes about planning and perceptions of actual planning
processes are distributed among administrators. Are there
differences associated with institutional characveristics? The
énticipated finding was that'basic attitudes are fairly randomly
distributed and that perceptions of actual campus processes would

vary ‘according to the approaches in use. ' i

-

A secondary research question was whether the orientati&ns
toward planning among top academic policy makers differed from

those of other campus administrative groups in ways that were . E

related to their role responsibilities. The use of attitudinal- =y
. M . 5 ...;-

. YO 1

based measures as indices of behavior is supported by sociological tﬁi
= )

and psychological research on attitudes (Hovland and Rosenberg, }35
— -

19603 Fokeach, 1968). The study anticipated that role experience

o
e 484,

would be found to be a factor that conditioned basic attitudes,

résulting in more perceptions among top administrators that

M

*
4 .- .
LT T O S A

campuses? actual planning processes were Incremental-Remedial than

o

'
Vi
lu‘ -

among other administrator groups.

A third research guestion addressed whether other factors that
literatu;e on planning suggests has an effect on the behavior of .
planners, including longevit;, role incumkewncy, training in
planning methods (Jedamus and Peterson, 1.80), involvement in
campds planning activities, attitudes about decision making
(Ailison, 19713 Benveniste, 1977), and perceived constraints to .

planning (Dyckman, 19&1; Lindblom and Braybrooke, 1%635), affected

the association of basic attitudes and perceptions of campus

—— 7 16




processes.
A fourth research question addressed whether instituti;nal
size, measured by student enrollment, and the type of inst;tution,
measured by highest degree awarded and governance patterns;.glso
affect the perceptions of administrators ahkout campus planﬁing
processes. Literature on vlanning and policy making suggests that
56511, homogeneous institutions are more well-suited to centfally—
managed decision processes than large, heterogeneous institﬁtions

(Van Ausdale, 1930; Dye, 1931; Etzioni, 1963).° &

Significance of the Research

The research has potential significance both in practical and

scholarly terms. The study deals with a subject of importance to

higher education managers. Evaluating programs for accountdbility

EVR

(Astin, 1974) and analyzing institutional.outcomes in self;%tudies

e
“~

(Kells, 1980; Kieft, Armijo, and Bucklew, 1978)) are curreﬁtly real

concerns for those responsible for leading higher educatiopf

N
R

institutions; Scholarly concerns which the resezrch may iiiuminate

LAsS
J\- =

include debates akout the "tension" between “rétional" and?ﬁ
B
"political" planning approaches (Cope, 192s3; Keller, 1983; -

Richardson and Gardrer, 1733) and the stuay of organizatioﬁ‘theory,

administrative behavior, decision making, role theory and policy

’

analysis (Beer, 19663 Wahlke, 1362; Wildavsky, 196d; Fennof'1966)-

-
N
PN
.

Limitations of the Study

. -
v

The survey sample is not statistically representative Bf the

17
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. ' gemneral pbpulaticn of higher education imstitutions, although it is
widely representative. Therefore, generalizations must be
constrained both by considerations of the variation apt to be found

in individual cases and by the knowledge that some institutional

types may be under—-reprecented.

-Aésumptions and Definitions

Tha research assumes that attitudes are measurable and that

administrative hehavior is shaped by the inteﬁ;ction of attitudes
and peréeﬁtions of the environment. Planning is assumed to be an
administrative fuﬁction of colleges and universities as a variation
of polic* making and implementation which involves decision making
for future;focused issues. It is assumed that those who are

-

fh‘planning exhibit behavior and hold beliefs that lead to 1

involve;f
behavior;pesigned to influence policy and planning decisions on the
hasis of‘;ome value perspective within the range defined by the
comprehengive—prqscriptive, incremental-remedial paradigm.

In this report, the following terms are intended to have-the'

these meanings:

I

Attitudes: are predispositions of persons tc respond in a
particular way toward a class of objects or phenomena (Hovland and
Fosenberg, 1960).

Cognitive balance: is a state of harmony between attitudes

and cognitively understood perceptions of phenomena (Jaros and
Grant, 1?74)-

Cognitive consistency: 1is a logical coherence between .

K
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attitudes and cognitively understood perceptions of phenomena

(McGuire, 1966). ¢

.

Cognitive dissonance: is a state of discord between basic

-

attitudes and cognitively understood percepfions of phenomené

(Festinger, 1957; Eem, 1970). .

+ Cognitive Framework: is a logical and consistent pattern of

organizing information receivéd,-or perceptions o? phenomena, so
that they may be understood (Schmidtlein, 1973).‘ ke

Control: 1is the act1v1ty of assuring- tha% the values selected

ad L4

_for inputs in a plan are produc1ng the des1rea outputs, or that

specified objectives are being realized (Eide, 1969)-

Decisions: are choices or selections of one or mor-e

alternatives from some set or class of a1ternat1ves (Jaros and >

\—
* e

Grant, 1974). : gzl E

Decision making: is select1ng outcomes from an array of

. - L~ . - .4..4*&— ..t.u.

Yo

choices, or the fixing of the values cf a system s output varxables

-
ka

(Eide, 1969). : } - 1;?

Forecasting: is estimating the values of a system s output

<
.u, . .4..-7-1“ - - ”
33 .- sz

variables (goals, objectives, or outcomes)’*when the valuesiﬁf‘the

» . ‘s.;r -': - -M\'\‘*" v "'

input variables are given (Eide, 1969). T e S
- 7'

Groupst are collections of 1nd1v1dua; persons who share at
least one common characteristic, e.g., a category (job), an:l
interaction (club), a formal organization (AAUP chapter), or an

e s

attitude or value orientation (environmenta11sts) (Truman,‘1951)-

Ideology: is a be11ef system or a soph1st1cated set of‘""

-,_ ‘.“ _—') 3’

interrelated corncepts enab11ng a person to f1nd coherent and

J .

10
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o consistent meaning in a wide range of events (Lane, 17&2).

implementation= is the carrying out of decisions to

" aCComp1§sh plans, or the practical manipulation of input variakles
according to an estaklished program (Eide, 19¢9).

.Orientations: are structured sets of Higher—order evaluative

attitudes, or predispositions of persorns to respond in a consistent
way toward a class of phenomenax(Jaros and Grant, 1974).

Perceptions: ar~ intuitive recognitions, understandings
9 1

-

N e v

interﬁfetaffBKQ; or discoveries which result from the filtering or

organizing of informavion within a conceptual framework
(Schmidtlein, 19745 Bem, 1970).
Planning® is an activity involving research, forecasting,

decision making, programming, implementation and control, in which

.. -
-t e pe

a model is u;éd to simulate the consistency between input and

oqtpd£ Variabié values (Eide, 1969).

.~ Incremental—-Femedial planning: 1is characterized by

attention given to processes rather than to systems. It is an

approacﬁ.that usually focuses attention upon the margins of the

WU e e gt

gtétus quo, restricts consideration of the variety of alternatives

and outcomes to a few, makes successive limited comparisons of

means to ends, continually amends choices as trials require
remediation, and that fragments or pluralizes the decision process

(Lindblom and Braybrooke, 1963).

vomprehensive-Prescriptive planning? is characterized by

. ":g'v-:‘ v . 2.

attention inén to technical and analytical systems rather than to

politicél or market processes. It is an approach in which means and

11

20




ends are explicitly defined, are logically tonsisten* and cover a

I

broad range of alternatives:. ' This approach to planning usually

entails formal analysis of coéis.and benefits and pfescrib;s
detailed goals and objectives that ére pft;n forecast into a long-
range future (Churchman, 19833 chultzé, 1968)-: -

Policiest are the principles upon which a class 6% decisiors,

actions, or other measures are based (Lindblom, 1968).

Programming: is estimating tHeAVélues of a planning model’s

input variables when the values af the output Qariab}es,uor goals,
are given or de;ined kEide, %96;5:”'“.

Researcht: 1is the systemati; stqdy of factors whi;h affact the
costs and keviefits of alternatives,‘or analysis of the determiﬂants
of structural reiationships within a planning model (Efde,-1969)-

Roles: are the norms of Behé&igr.for social:oé%océupational

positions which are expected by:oihets and by the role players.

P T I T - FSRIREReIRY

The role concept assumes that an esféblished institutional
structure of such behavioral norms governs interpersonaf relations
(Wahlke, 196%Z; Merton, 1957).  ~ - -
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This study tested the hypothesis that as administrators assume
higher level policy making roles, they modify their orientation to
plaﬁning or find that it is reinforced, by acéommodating
constraints found in the campﬁs plannin§ environment. #undamental
normative concepté of planning are reinforced or are ~djusted as
the administfator attempts to conform to the ﬁ;rms of and
expectations for these policy making roles. Campus influences
include constraints upon time, resources, and knowledge as well as
difficulties in achieving consensus over planring values in a
Eluralistic policy making.process characterized by conflict among
groups over substantive values. Expectations of senior
administrators role occupants to achieve policy ccnsensus
encourages them to act as brokers. This function of leadership
includes compromise during the process of allocating institutional

Tesources among groups and individuals with diverse interests, both

within the institution and outside its boundaries.

Attitudes and Perceptions

This study postulated that admi&istrators’ lhasic attitudes
interact with and are affected by this campus policy making
experience in the pluralistic, marketplace environment of group
interests. The norms for senior administrative roles influence the

role occurant to reflect the established values of the

W e N 1B ell € Nt et mer i et i s mhe - s acaeete
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organization. Like other public organizations, colleges and
universities expect their chief policy makers to act in ways that
accommodate the interests of diverse groups that can affect the
welfare of the institution (Sharkansky, 1969).

Prior research has shown that roles and attitudes are highly
correlated, that attitudes change, and that role change is
accompanied by corresponding chaﬁges in attitudes (Festinger, 1957;
Rokeach; 13683 McGuire, 1969). Moreover, attitudes may be derived
from behavior. Individuals may infer their own attitudes from
their behavior. "Playing a new role not enly changes one’s
opinians toward external issues, it also affects one's perception
of himsel f{Bem, 1970, p.66). Rokeach has concluded that behavior
with respect to an activity (such as planning) is a function of two

attitudes: that toward the activity itself and that toward the

situation within which the object is encountered (Fokeach, 196%&).
Furthermore, the two attitudes interact. Accordingly, behavior
will be a function of the relative importance of the situatior. and
of the activ. ty. One's attitude.about.plaﬁning might remain quite
stable across various situational contexts if that attitude is
highly important in the structure of one's beliefs and values.
Conversely, one’s attitude about planning might be modified if
commitment to that attitude were discordant with a highly. values
situation, especially where the attitude is not highly ingrained in
*he value structure of the individuai's personality. Therefore,
the role context within which ton academic leaders undertake

institutional planning is likely to have a strong influence upon

14
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them, particularly when fheir undenlyiﬁg attitudes are not highly
structured. If the institutional context or the environmept of
collegial leadership acrbss types of'institutions is strongly
committed to formal planning approaches us?ng highly technical and
analytical methods, these contexéual influences will affect and
modify loosely—held attitudes or re;nforce stronél; held attitudes
faQoring such app?oadhesQ Conyersely; if the context is more
political and market process brié;ted, basing planniné decisions on
bargained consensus over goals, then academic leaders with loosely
held attitudes gbout planning will be infiuenced to support such
approaches, while those with strongly held opinions will.experience
reinforcement or tremendous stress resulting from the conflict of
values. Rokeach suggests that when such cognitivé dissonance
occurs and a person’s self esteem and values are placed in con%lict
with the logic of. cognitive consistency, cognitive consistency is
likely to temporarily give way in favor of pre;erving self esteem.

Orie objective of this study was to assess the changes in
outlook, or planning orientation, resulting from conflict between
role experience and attitudes abouf planning. A crucial‘opjective
was the measurement of dispar;ties between lower order, underlying
attitudes and higher order, evaluative attitudes, or oriéntations,
toward planning (Hovland and Rosenberg, 1960); the latter having,
been shaped py the behavioral and social aspects of the policy
making or leadership role.

A central issue in Elanning thedry concerns the proper

relative emphasis upon rationality, or means—-ends consistency




(Eide, 1969; Schmidtleir, 1974). Comrrehensive-prescriptive and
incremental-remedial aporoaches to planning differ most
fundamentglly on this issue. Cognitive consistency theorists have
generally argued that man maintains a system of attitudes and

possesses a drive toward logical consistency within this world view

.or system of values. DOther psychologists have argued that a

permanent sfate of attitudinal inconsistency in the -individual
person is commonplace (Abelson, 1968; Bem, 19/U). Political
scientists have found abundant evidence that cBgnitive and
attitudinal inconsistency characterizes the political views of
individuals (Camphell, Cenverse, Miller and Stokes, 196d4).
Incremental~-remedial planning approaches require that a relatively
high level of'embiguity and cognitive inconsistency be tolerated
(Lindblom, 1968). Conversely, compreﬂehsive;prescriptive planning
approaches require-that a rather high level of cognitive
consistency be maintained (Freidland, 197d4; Wildavsky, 1966).
This project attempted to assess the degree to which administrators
maintain attitudinél consistency or tolerate cognitive
inconsistency.

Schmidtlein has cited constraints to logical consistency in
decision making that results froi. the conceptual frameworks within

which decision makers operate. Each decision reached by an

¢

" indiv. dual requires an assessment of the current state of affairs,

definition of & pref.rred state, and design of an action strategy
to establish a "more favorable balance of exchange between the

decision maker and his environment" (1973, p.3d). Because even
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quite simple choices entail debilitating uncertainties at each of

these steps, "individuals tend to make incremantal changes in the

- current states of affairs based on very limited goals and then to

evaluate the results of these changes (1973, pP+35). Such partial

analysis and tentative decisien making results in continual

revisions. New understand.ngs emerge as evaluations of changes

occurs. New assessments of the current c<tate result in new

idefinitions of the preferred state. Thus goals are interactively

-
IS0 -.-‘-. ~ .

'redefzned in & dynamic sequence of assessments (Schmxdtlexn, 1973

This environment is characterized by a complex interplay of

.exchanges: Transactions occur among both individuals and formal
-;nd informal groups.

ri}%;;rnally to the institutions boundaries.
Wy v

?t;;:;act1ons are both official and personal simultaneously.

"t\

Benefxts often serve personal as well as organizational purposes.

Exchanges occur both internally and

Frequently,

\ns

P8 ot

This tnodel of the collegiate environment depicts institutions more

as an

.
.oy e

oriented toward the realization of
- "j;" 273).

,._ -.,. .

"ecology of games" (Long, 1958) than as a "social unit

specific goals" (Etzioni, 1960,

These "polyarchal" (Dahl, 1956) decision processes are

inherent in the democratic process

(Lindblom and Erayhkrooke, 196S).

Juxtaposed to this conception of the collegiate environmert is

the centralized, rationalistic, analytical, ends-oriented "goal

paradigm" (Georgiou, 1973). The goast paradigm is baced on an

011t1st conception of the decisior. process (Dye, 1973). In
- l,’?. 5_":’{
parad1gm,

this

democratic process and democratic values are subordinated

;to the logic of structuring censistent means—-ends relationships

.
. e -~ -
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(Broms and Gahmkerg, 1983). This research sought to learn if the
polyarchal Jdemocratic 'décision making environment of collegiate

institutions influences academic leaders to plan in ways more

characterized by the incremental-remedial paradigm than the

comprehensive-prescriptive paradigm.

METHODOLOGY

Sample Selection . o . LS.

The samplinb procedure for this study included selecting

respondents according to the type of institution within ahich they
were employed. Four types were used: 1) research universities,
2) private colleges, 3) sééte collegeé and d) community colleges. -

Sixnty four institutiong'infééch category were selected. In tofal,

two hundred fifty.six institdtions were survéyédf

-~ - [ >

Each category was stratified into at least two sub-
categories. For example, research universities selected included
32 public and 32 private institutions. These were randomly drawn

Zresearch universities listed in the

A e 5. *

from the population of all

Higher Education Directory (1.926&), published by Higher Education

Publications (HEP). PriQate—colleges selected included 32
independent, d-year institutions awarding the Bachelor's degree; 32

private colleges were also selected that were formally affiliated

with a religion. GState colleges were selected in two categories of

32 institutions: single campus institutions and multi-campus

systems; in addition, each category of state colleges was further

13
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divided into two sub-categories o/ 1& institutions: those with
unionized and those with non-unionized faculty. Sixty four
community colleges were stratified according to the same criteria
as staté colleges. Institutions with unionmized faculty were

iden%ified using the Directory of Faculty Contracts and Bargaining

Agents in Institutions of Higher Education (1985), publishec by the

National Center for the Study-of Collective Bargaining in Higher
Education and the Professions; City University of New York.
Camp..es were classified into system or non~system categories

according to a framework provided by the Council on Postsecondary

Accreditation (COPA).

Position Titles Surveyed

For each campus drawn in the sample, incumbent administrators
in up to twenty position titles were surveyed (if there was a
person employed by the institution in the listed position). It
should be noted thgt because larger institutions more often employ
more of these administ;ators than small institutions, thg number of
persons surveyed who work in large institutions was greater than
the number employed in small inst;tutions- The position titles
surveyed are listed below.

1) Member, Board of Trustees

2) Chief Executive Officer

3) Chief Academic Cfficer

4) Registrar

S) Director of Admissions

6) Head Librarian

7> Director, Institutinnal Research
8) Chief Business Officer

9) Director, Computer Center

10) Director, Alumni Relations

19
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:,..11) Chief Development Officer
.12) Chiet Student Services Cfficer
-- ~13)-Director of Counseling
~.14) Director, Financial Aid
.:13) Chief Planning Officer
- "16) -Dean/Division Head, College/Program
'.17) Dean/Division Head, College/Program
..-18) Dean/Division Head, College/Program
"7'19). bean/Division Head, College/Program
. 20> Dean/D1v1s1on Head, College/Program

-“ .-

(LRE =S I

The sample of 1nst1tut10ns selected was not necessarily

-l

répresentative of thg distribgtion of each type of.tampus among all

institutions, but it did contain a sufficient number to obtain good

T wl&,a..-.., e ;._._._,,_3- Lik
1nformatzon about the_ cons1derab1e variations in planning practices

.t
o ————— e e [P YO S
Pl A

1n Amerxéan hxgher educatlon- Because the proportion of

iﬁstitutions surveyed to the total numier of institutions in each

PN *'r-'_":‘f -

category d1d vary frOm category to category, and because the numker
of . posxtzon_txtles found “at the campuses also tended to vary hy

g mea L S

size-and type of 1nstitut1on, generalizations about the populations

from %hese samples must be tempered by awareness of these

-v-—,..a"- o _~,.

var;atxons- However, the research findings are not offered as

. ._ - -
r, -

deflnitive answers to plann1ng questions, but rather as stimulating
””?f?%%f Y
suggestions for further qualxtatxve study and evaluation, aspects
Ww?gzﬁw . e

- fexplored in the site visit phase of the project.

-«-.;--. -,

- - ,..“u.

Questionnaire Des;gp-.

- K .
Lt . S v b

“The~ survey quest1onna1re was hased on a survey instrument

._.._:.._...._.... -t e

used.xn Larson s (1985) study of faculty and administrators’

27 . - -

.planﬁing att1tudes and or1entat1ons in 5S4 colleges and

»-»m 3& . R E "v’%\.
universitles in the state of Maryland. The questionnaire (see

Ve ol T . .
‘,.,.... Al - % e

Append1x A) 1nc1udes background items that previous research and
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theory suggest may be related to administrator planning e
perspectives and behavior (questions 1-6). It also includes
questions about administrator views of the purposes of camﬁus- R

wide planning and the conditions under whici planning is-belie;éd

to be most necessary and most feasible (questions 7-8). Tt
Additionally, several questions are included that assess the

respondernts? attitudes.and values abhout organizational decisioﬁﬂ

making (questions 11a~11f) and their perceptioss of the actual

- “

approaches to planning and decision making at their campuases. _igvwiss.: .

Perception: of limitations to effective planning that may existaat”“f

the respondents? campuses are also surveyed (gquestion 10). Thé_usé

of "is" and "should be"” scales for the decision making and planning

process questions was designed to allow comparison of individual PR

-

and group att1tudes with perceptions of the actual practices of*the Jli.f

<oty

respondents? institutions.

Survey Administration

A cover page accompanied the mailing of each personally-

addressed questionpaire (see Appendix A). A general overview oﬂwﬁmk\:ﬁ“
5\“‘;:» L.w.-"‘r R

the project and its purposes was included, as well as s;ec1f1c

e

information regarding the recipients’ role in the survey. The: -::

[ A,

names of seven associations which agreed to sponsor the project °

were listed on the éover page. They included the American

RN

e -‘ .

Association of Community ard Junior Colleges (AACJIT), the Amer1can,

Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), the CouncilZL“

s L\
Faga el

of Independent Colleges (CIC), the National Association of Tt

21 ‘.
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Independent Colleges and Universities (NAICU), and the National
Institute of Independent Coilewes and Universities (NIICUY. A& pre=
paid return envelope was included in the survey prackage.

A computer data base was created for administering the survey
mailing and for collecting and analyzing responses (see Appendix
BY>s This data base includes both iantmation required to mail the
questionnai}e to 3,333 college and university a&ministrators and
coded information derived from the survey PESPOGSES- The data is
maintained on‘the Universitiy of Maryland IEM 3021 computer in an
SPSS-X data file. The data was entered in an AT&T 6300+
microcomputer, using SPSS/PC+ with Data Entry. Statistical
analysis was accomplished using SPSS/PC+ and SPSS/PC+ Graphics. At
the conclusion of the project, the data and the SPSS analeis
programs, in SPSS-X format; will he up—-loaded to the University of
Maryland Computer Science Center IBM 3021, where it will Le
available to other researchers who may wish.to utilize the data or
replicate the analyses.

Two sﬁrvey mailings were conducted. The first was completed
in Novemher, 1986 and the seconﬁ in March, 1937. A telephone
survey of selected non-respondents will ke conducted during the
fall of 1927 to oﬁtain information on ypossikle differences between
respondents and non-respondents with respect to critical variables
in the study. The results of a comparison analysis of this non-—

respondent information will be included in the final report of the

survey findirngs.
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Analys:s of the data has focused on 1dent1fy1ng significant

.- -

information about the planning practices and perspectives of

adm:n:strators w:th;n the four basic 1nst1tut1ona1 types (and their

several sub—groupings)-: The analys:s has sought to present

Y .“‘ t

informa%ibn considered to be most useful and relevant for

.».kah._a 4‘—1...;--‘ et LA »\.”ﬂ»..(n:. - cad Rad
3 practxt:oners and scholars concerned w:th 1mprov1ng planning in
~-:..::—.-._x: _-..'..- Y T 2 ..c_.-._-_ s _,.— . ..:':’_'_ J"_

hzgher educat:on inst:tutzons- The project statistical consultant,

Dr. Henry Nalbesser,_Cha:', Department of Information Services

R 3 -
5

Management at the UnJverszty“of Maryland Baltimore County, has

. - 1y
L e Tk T - <.,...

= IR

ass:sted in the des;gn of ° specif;c analyt:c procedures and -will
. -aﬁbl.“y..- e .a -..': . -“‘ T e sty 4

Sumharz

ks et

'-.Data analysis procedures have 1nc1uded developing descriptive

ern’s L P

K DREN
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tables,; charts and figures der:ved from frequency distributions of
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tre data “collected from quest:onna:re'responses- Associations and
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relatxonshxps among the var:ables def:ned for use in the analysis

O - ,r»..g -

were explored through cont:ngency table analys;s- Group means and
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|
standard devzatzons were exam;ned to assesr differences with one-

-~

\. . . . T . “.-'_.,&. . L
and two-way analysxs ‘of varxance., Data were re-coded in instances
Lt e O wk m Lt a T s Wﬁ$‘=d%&*"rﬁe-ﬁh¢W'

where analyt:cal clarity was aided by creat:ng fewer categories

.--‘ »_ - C e g-
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within a’ var:able and new var:ables were created by computing scale
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totals, scale averages, and hLy comkining variahkles.

explored.

factors may aid in explaining variation in administrators? planning

Accordingly,

power and explanatory utility of three regression models was also

attitudes and perceptions of campus planning practices.

a scale cowsisting of six

The research design had hypothesized that several ._" .

questions was developed to

-

measure administrators' underlying attitudes toward plaﬁﬁiﬁngithin

the range of processes, methods, and values from Comprehens1ve- -

Prescriptive to Incremental—Remedia1.~

LR -
»

A second scale,malso using

e S o

Pubine S SN I

the Schmidtlein (1974) paradigm, measured adm1n15trators’-L

e

perceptiens of the actual planning practices and the predominate

values regarding planning on their campuses-
were devxsed to measure attitudes about organ1¢at1ona1 decisxon.:f,.

making and perceptions of the actual” decxsxon manng processes and.

R s.w'.‘._.,.'.

values on the respondents!?

to measure perceptions of campus—~based limitations to'cr . M;'

constraints on planning.

and have been used in both the descﬁdbtive analyses

regression models.

Frequency Distributions

to describe

question in the survey.

P9

[>a)

campuses-

u-;
on

Thece scales were checked

24

A fxfth scale was developed
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The data from the survey are shown beleow in

the characteristics of_fhe responses
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Institution Type

In each of four major subk—-categories of colleges and
universitiest 1) research universities, 2) private colleges, 3
state colleges and d4) community colleges, &4 institutions were
selected to ke surveyéd- Responses received are displayed in
Tavle 1 by percentage according to the type cf inmstitution
surveyed; Up to 20 adminis£rators Qére mailed questionnaires at
each institution-.

Table 1

RESPONSES BY INSTITUTION TYPE

INSTITUTION SIZE Responses %
Under 2,501 334 25.1
2,501 - 5,000 244 16.0
3,001 - 10,000 - 338 22.1
10,001 - 20,000 351 23.C
Ahove 20,000 211 13.3
Totals 1,528° 10040

Titles Surveyed

Frequency dis ributions for the position titles surveyed and
the responses received are listed in Takhle 2.

Larger institutions tend more frequently than small colleges,
es;ecially community colleges, to employ administrat;rs in all o%
most of the maximum of 20 administrative positions to which

questionnaires were issued (provided the iﬁstitution listed the

position and an incumbent in the Higher Education Directory). As a

result, more persons working at large campuses were surveyed.

Lor ] —
s
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Takle 2
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POSITIONS TITLES SURVEYED AND RESPONSES

v B PP rae P et n s MeOaw ne o & w W e & e v Sl

JTITLE . Surveyed FResponses Rate %
1) © Trustee 256 S5 21.5% 3.6
2). " Chief Executive 2S6 10%& 4z.2 7.1
3) Academic VP ' 245 137 55.9 9.0
4> Registrar 17S 94 S3.7 6.2
5) Dir/Admissions 159 73 45.9 4.8
6> Head Librarian 222 10S 47.3 6.9

7> Dir/Inst Res 113 65 602 4.5
- 8Y Business VP 249 113 45.4 7.4

9) . Dir/Computer Ctr 149 Sda J6.2 3.5
103 Dir/Alumni 121 a8 39.7 3.1
11V Development Off 149 63 42.3 d.1
12) . Stud Serv's VP 233 117 S0.2 7.7
1¥) Dir/Counseling 100 39 39.0 2.6
1d) " Dir/Fin Aid 186 90 ag.4 S.9
15) Planning Qff a7 27 S7.4 1.8
16) - Dean/Div Head 519 266 S1.2 17 .4
17> . Chair 76 33 43.d 2.2
18)- Director 78 33 as.7 2.5

£ Totals N 3,333 1,52¢ d45.8% 10040

ot
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& Table 3
= POSITIONS SURVEYED BY INSTITUTION TYPE
INSTITUTION TYPE N Titles Responses Rate %4
Researcﬁ Urniversity,
Private - .32 SS8 250 dd.8 16.4d
ResearcﬁtUniversity, T
Public 32 S35 263 49.2  17.Z2
Private College,
Independent 32 33& 132 39.0 8.4
Private College,
Religious 3z 332 149 dd.9 9.8
State College, :
System 32 455 209 45.9 13.7
State College,
Non—System 32 453 212 d4é6.8 13.8
Community College,
" System_ . . 32 298 130 43.6 8.5
Community College, .
Non—System 3z 3¢ed 183 S0.3 12.0
Totals 256 3,333 1,522 45.8 100.0
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Enrollment ‘

.

Table 4 provides thé_distribution of enrollments a&bng the
survey respondents, arranged into five institutional'siéé.
categories.

Table 4

RESPONSES BY INSTITUTION SIZE

INSTITUTION SIZE .Rgsponses %
Under 2,501 . 384 .. - 25_1.§~;.;. -
2,501 - 5,000 244 - - 1640 -~ -
5,001 - 10,000 | 338 22.1
10,001 - 20,000 351 23.0
Above 20,000 211 13.8
Totals - 1,§2;_.:  100.0 ;:;5

Over half (55%) of the student; en;olled among 5111
institutions surveyed were enrolled at research universities.
Community colleges enrolled 2d% of the students; state col;eges
enrolled 16%; and private colleges enrolled 5% of the total _student

K . o a- -

population at the 256 institutions surveyed- : -

Years in Higqher Education

The relative experience in higher =2ducation of the survey
respondents was very high. Nearly a third of the 1,528'-
respondents had been emplbyed in a Eollege or university for ovenr
twenty years. Table S provides the distrikution of resggn;es in

- four categories of longevity in higher education. St
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Table &

RESPONSES BY CATEGORIES OF

o S e e . S o — i ———— ——————

YEARS IN HIGHER EDUCATION Responses %
1 -8 130 e.5
6 - 10 177 11.6
11 - 20 &80 a4.5
Above 20 496 32-5'
Missing 45 ) 2.9 " T
Totals ;j52E T . 100.0

Years in Current Role

Over two—thirds of the respondents had been in their current
job for ten years or less, and nearly half of.the respondents had
peers in their current role for five years or less. Table & -

reveals the distribution of responses by years the incumbents had

held their current jobs.

Table 6
RESPONSES BY CATEGORIES OF )
YEARS IN CURRENT ROLE e e
YEARS IN CUFRRENT ROLE Responses %
1 -5 722 47.3
6 - 10 394 25.7
11 - 20 3og 20.2
Above 20 S2 - 3.4
: 2 S

Missing S2 3.4 - ‘

Totals 1,228 . 100.0




Academic Discipline

Graduate degrees in education and business were most often
reported by the survey respondents. Nearly as many respondents
reported education and business disciplines as all other
-disciplines combined. Table 7 provides the frequency
distributions for the six categories of academic disciplines that
the #uestionné;re asked respondents to identify as closest to the
discipline area of their highest degree.

Tahle 7

RESPONSES RY CATEGORIES OF
ACADEMIC DISCIPLINE

ACADEMIC DISCIPLINE Recsponses %
Humanities, Law, Latters 23? 15.6
Education, Business | 66d a3.5
Social Sciences 254 : 16.6
Engineering, Science, Medicine 188 12.3
Math : 42 2.7
Other - 93 6.1
Missing a3 - - 3.2

Totals 1,528 100-0

Training in Planning Methods

¢
About 15% of the administrators surveyed reported having
. .
received a substantial amount of formal training in planning
methods, while about 16% reported taking no more than a college

course in planning methods. Over 37% of respondents indicated
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- having ;ttended conferences or seminars on planning. Twenty-seven
percent.reported having no formal training. Table € provides
response distributions by categories of training in plawning
methods; Nearly one third of the respondents repokted training at
levels ofiat least one college course to a bacﬁélors degree in a
plarning discipline.

Table 8

- RESPONSES BY LEVELS OF
-t TRAINING IN PLANNING METHODS
LEVEL OF TRA;;ING o Responses % o
None ' 417 27.3
Confereh;g or Seminar §72 37.4
0011eg€:§redit Course 251 16.4
Degreelﬁéﬁor, Internship 43 2.3
BA or,H;Qher Degree 189 12.4
Missing 59 3.7
o Totals 1,5;;— 100.0
g e

The staffing of a chief planning officer positiorn was viewed
in the research design as an indicater of an institution's level
of comaitment to a campus—-wide formal planning process.
Respondents indicated by a eigtt—to—five margin that their

-

institu}ions did have the senior planning role staffed. This was

e
LRI
’

most often the case among community college respondents and least

often so for private college participants. Table 9 presents the

St .




frequency distribution of responses to the question "Does you;

institution have a sernior administrati;e:qfficer whose principsal

duty is to coordinate institution-wide planning?" . -,
Table 9

SENIOF. PLANNING ROLE STAFFED?

—— iy s e . . S s . - -— -—— —— - ———

IS ROLE STAFFED? Responses %
Yes gd1 © 85.0
No 615 s, 40.2
Missing ) ’ 72 . 4.8
Totals 1,52& 100.0

Planning Activities

The survey results indicate that wide participation in

planning activities by administrators at all typgb of institd%idns‘”

IS e 7

is a common experience (Table 10). ) -

- - Yalee @ r .

Table 10 S
PARTICIPATION IN CAMPUS PLANNING
YES - NO R
PLANNING ACTIVITY N % ~ N % e
. - - TTTTTTTTTTT Lta > SLaytt W
Served on College-Wide .- Ny
Planning Committee 1,125 76 366 24 :
Evaluated/Advised on Plan 1,186 80 304 20
Provided Technical Analysis 85¢ S7 635 1=
&eviewed/Approved Plan 57 64 ., S34 36
Fesponsible for Plan
Implementation 1,052 71 439 29
Drafted Flan Proposal 939 63 . ss2 37

None of Above - 46 3 1,44S 97
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: Necessity for Plarning
: Takle 11 reflects the ranks and mean scores for all 1,528 '
respondents, who were asked in gquestion numhber seven of the survey
. instrument to rank from 1 (Most Necessary) to S (Least NecessarV)
f‘ .the indic;ted campus enrollment conditions.
j Table 11
co N ' " NECESSITY FOR PLANNING
S ;;;; ----- CONDITION - N;;n Score :;ange 1 to 5 1
r i Fapid Decline 2.3
~ 2 Rapid Growth 2.9
3 Moderate Decline 3.3
"4 Moderate Growth 3.9
; S Stability 4.2 _ - ,

Noteworthy is the trend in these rankings from least to most
draconian enrollment conditions. This finding wouid suggest that
administrators believe quite consistently that planning ic -ust

'néeded in "bad times' and least needed in 'good times."

Feasibkility of Planning

Table 12 reflects the contrary view held ky college and
university administrators that planning is least feasible when it
is most necessa;y (during Jﬁad times") and most feasible when it is
needed the least (during "good times").
As was true in Table 11, the nature and severity of enrollment
* problems define the degree of planning feasibility. The consensus

suprorvs the opinion that severe decline or growth problems bode
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the greatest ill for carrying out institutional planning, in spite
of the consensus view that these are the very conditions urider
which planning is most rnecessary.

Tahle 12

FEASIBILITY OF PLANNING

F:ANK CONDITION Mean Score (Range 1 to 5)
1 Stability . 3.9
2 Moderate Growth : 3.7
3 Moderate Decline 3.2
d Rapid Growth 2.7
S Rapid Decline 2.3

FReasons for Planning

Table 13 provides the ranks and mean scores for seven reascus
for planning included in questioriaire item rnumber eight.
Table 13

REASCNS FOR PLANNING

- - e s, . e . e . . . e Bt . e S . s e Y — —_—

RANK REASON Mean Score (Range 1 to 7)
1 Establish Institutional Priorities 2.2
2 Ernisure Means, Objectives are Defined 2.6
I Identify Emerging Issues ’ Sedg
d Develop Programs and Services 3.2
S Improve Communication . 3.7
6 Enhence Institutional Efficiency 4.5
7 External Influences, Forces 5.5
‘ 33
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Resﬁonﬁents we?g,asked to rank Qhesé reasons for planning from
1 (most iMportant) éo 7 (least importanti- Those reasons judged
most imporéant were bneg most diréctly associated with the planning
function. Secdndary'consequgnces of.plaéning, such as improvement
in communications and campus-efficigﬁcigs; were commonly seen as
less importapt than setting campué prior;ties and having clearly
defined means and oP;ect;ve;- iy

Contingency Table Analysis ST

Cross—tahbulation of variabkles that'ére highly correlated

reveal some relationships that support the research hypotheses and

theoretical framewo;k for the research. .-.

: H
-

Table 14

) PLANNING ATTITUDE BY
- DECISION MAKING ATTITUDE

TS
','_a'; .

DECISIGN:ﬁAKING ATTITUDE

PLANNING ATTITUDE Oligarchic Pluralistic Democratic
c/p i 64.5 % 32.9 % 15.9%
Mixed i 34.7 % o 0594 % 40.9 %
1/F = - E7.7 % 43.2 %

- 100.0 100.0 %

ia 4

%4 " 100.0 %

Planning attitude and decision making attitude were re—coded

-

to form composite variakles with three Eategorles- The categories

of planning attitude ares
ori the planning atéitude'scales), Mike

Inncremental—-Remedial (values 7 — 9).-

H

.
T

The categor
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Comprehensive—Prescriptive (values 1 - 3

d:&values 4 - 6) and

ies of decision
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making attitude are: Oligarchic (values 1 - 3 on the decision
making attitude scales), Pluralistic (values 4 — &) and Democratic
(values 7 - 9). Takbkle 14 provides the distribution of responses
for these categuries when comkined through a contingency table
analysis. ' i
The relationship of decision making and blanning attitudes
clearly.;ndicateé that attitudes are parallel and consigtent along
these dimensions.
Table 15

PERCEPTION OF CAMPUS PLANNING PRACTICES
BY PERCEPTION OF CAMPUS DECISION MAKING

PERCEIVED DECISION MAKING

PLANNING PRACTICES Oligarchic Pluralistic Democratic
C/P 31.2 % 10.4 % 8.3% {
Mixed : £0.9 % 73.1 % 45.0 % '
1/R 7.2 % 16.5 % a6.7 %

) 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 %

Table 1S5 illustrates that the range of -differences in
categories is less extensive, with more administrators falling into
the Mixed category of perceived campus planning practices and more
in the Pluralistic category of perceived campus decision making
p;ocesses- This finding.tends to sdﬁport the theoretical
assumption that the decision making environment on college campusés
is most often pluralistic in nature and that planning processes ave

apt to mirror the underlying decision making values and processes

that are predominant.




Takle 16 reveals the relationship between the perceived

limitations to planning on a campus and the way the campus planning

"+ processes are viewed on the comprehensive-prescriptive to
incremental-remedial continuum.
Takle 16

PERCEPTION OF CAMPUS PLANNING PRACTICES
BY PERCEPTION OF CONSTRAINTS ON THE PLANNING PROCESS
) PERCEIVED CONSTRAINTS CON PLANNING
f*TPLANNING PRACTICES - Minor Moderate Major

Y Y .F.:-‘. e
>

NN o4 41.5 % 10.0 % d.d4%

‘Mixed Sd.5 % 74.7 % S7.7 %4

CI/R ) 3.9 % . 15.3 % 3€.0 %

% 100.0 % - 100.0 %

strong relationship hetween one's

S At el

3

-;'”percéption of the severity of the limitations to planning on the

» - campus and one’s perception of the nature of planning beiqg

.

by |50

i;v" te
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.conducted
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PERCEPTION OF CAMPUS PLANNING PRACTICES
BY PLANNING ATTITUDE

—— —— ——— - -— —— — s e - — ——

PLANNING ATTITUDE

;.. PLANNING PRACTICES C/P Mixed I/R
33.2 % 8.4 % 21.0 %
S55.9 % 77.8 4% 4%.1 %
10.9 % 13.2 % 30.9 %
100.C % 100.0 % 100.0 %
36
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In contrast to the comparisons of planning and-decision maiking

attitudes, this tahkle reveals that a fag greater percentage of
administrators perceive their campuses? éctual planning processes
to be Mixed or Incremental-Remedial than Comﬁrehensive-
Prescriptive, almost regardless of their underlyiﬁg plarnning
éttitude.' Similar results occur when actugl planning orientation
is compared to planning attitude. )
Finally, when planning attitudes are con;reé to
administrative roles, and subsequently perceﬁéi&n of campus
planning practices are compared éo roles, an4;vén more dyramatic
shift occurs; 41 % of chief executives hold comprehensive-

pr2scriptive attitudes compared to only é6 % incremental-remedial.

However, only 16.7 % of chief executive officers verceive their
- e R

campuses to plan comprehensively, while 65-7,%.;ee their campusesit_'
using mixed approaches and 17.6 % see their Eampuses as planning _
in incremental-remedial ways. More than any other role category, .

chief executive officers perceived their campué as planning with

incremental-remedial approaches.

Regression Awnalysis

The regress‘on models have been tested in the pilot study

”

(19835) and have been found to provide a useful means for examining

G

and predicting plarming attitudes and orientations. These models

are shown kelow:
Y1 (PLAT) = A (ENRDLL) + B (TYPE) <+ C (YRQE) + D (DISC) +
E (TRNG) + F (TITLE) + G (YRRU) + H (ACTIV) +
I (DMAT) + J (PAPP).
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Y2 (PAPPY = A (ENROLLY + B (TYPE) + C (YPHE) + D (DISC) +
E (TRNG)> + F (TITLE)Y + G (YRRO) + H (ACTIV) +
I (PCPP) + J (PADM) + K (PLAT).

Y3 (APOR) = A (ENROLLY + B (TYPE> + C (YRHE) + D (DISC) +
E (TRENG) + F (TITLE) + G (YRRON + H (ACTIVY +
1 (PCPP) + J (DMAT) + K (PADM) + L (PLAT) +
M (PAPP)Y.

Planning Attitude Model

Each model.has a continuous measure dependent variable. The
variables were each given an acronym or short name, required to
label variakles for computer grocessing. The variable names and
SPSS/PC+ lakels used have been defined in Chapter I1I, Theoretical

Framework. The planning attitude score, labeled PLAV, was

calculated using the SPSS/PC+ COMPUTE instruction. The first five'
of the six response items for question number 11 on the su}vey
questionnaire (questions 11A thrcugh 11E) were summed to arrive at
a composite score. Question 11F, the sixth response item in the
planning attitude scale series of questions was used to assess the
validity of the composite score. 'Thig question asked respcndents
to_indicate their at@itude about the ideal approach to planning” .
along the continuum from comprehensive-prescriptive to incremental-
remedial. The scores for question 11F, the Retter Approach to
Planning, were regressed on the composite score for questions 11A
through 11E. ‘ C

The results indicate that the sum of the five separate itéms
is a very goéd predictor of the straightforward question about the

respondents? attitudes concerning the best planning approach.

Table 18 reflects these findings.
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Table 18

MULTIPLE REGRESSION
CSummary Tahle

PLANNING ATTITUDE SCALE
Dependent Variahkle PLATAE
Attitude ALkout the BRetter Approach to Planning

Step Variakle Mult R R= . F Sig F Beta Iwn

1 PLAT1 . 52647 27717 539.9 . 000 .S52¢47

2 PLATS - «61024 « 37239 417.4 <000 .34155

3 PLAT4 .64027 . 40994 325.6 . 000 .23834

4 PLAT3 .65465 .42857 263.4 .000 16413

s PLATZ 66162 .43774 218.6- . .000 «12797 §

Similar results were found for the perception of campus
planning practices scale, PAPP.
Table 17

MULTIPLE REGRESSION
Summary Tahkle

PERCEPTION OF PLANNING PRACTICES SCALE

) Dependent Variable PAPP6
Perception of Campus Actual Practice
Ret the Better Approach to Planning

Step Variahkle Mult R R _F . Sig F Beta In

i PAPP1 « 600683 « 36081 T776.2 « 000 «60063

s 2 PAPPS « 68220 « 46539 613.7 « 000 « 36576
3 PAPP3 « 70712 «S0235 475.1 « 000 22299

aq PAPP4 « 71704 e S1415 3725 «000 . « 14261

S PAPP2 «71832 « 51597 2777 « 000 05672

The scores for variakles PLAT1 through PLATS were summed to
create a new single score for the planming attitude scale. This
new variable was labeled PLAT and hecame the measure of the
respondents? planning attitudes. The results of regressing PLAT on
the separate items in the planning attitude scale, PLAT1 through N
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PLATS, are listed in Table 20.

Table 20

MULTIPLE REGRESSIQN
Summary Tabhle

PLANNING ATTITUDE SCALE
Dependent Variable PLAT’
Attitude About the Better Approach 'to Planning

Step Variable = Mult R S F Siq F Beta _
: PLATG «6410. v .4108 2322.8 - +000 .6410

-

Similar results were found for the PAPP scale.

Table 21
MULTIPLE REGRESSICON
© Summary Table

PERCEPTION OF PLANNING PRACTICES SCALE
R Dependent Variable PAPP

‘Perception of Campus Actual Practice
Re: the Better Approach te Planning

Step Variable Mult R R2 _F Sig F Beta _
1 PAPP& -6390 -4743 3010.9  .000 - 6350

Finally, the scale score for planning attitude,.PLAT, was

regressed on the single item measure for plaming attitude, PLATG;

and the scale score for péﬁception of actual campus practice, PAPP,

was regressed on the‘single item measure for perception of actual
campus preference for the "better" approach to planning, PLATG.

The results are shown in table 22.
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fable 22

MULTIPLE REGRESSION
Summary Table

PLANNING ATTITUDE SCALE
Deperndent Variahkle PLAT
Attitude About the Better Approach to Planming

Step . Variakle Mult R RrRZ F .Sig F Beta In
1 PLAT1 7454 .5556 4163.9 000 7454
2 PLAT2 .8519 «7258 4406.7 . 000 -S035
3 PLAT3 .9212 -24&7 6222.3 . 000 4004
a PLAT4 - 9623 . 9259 10400.1 . 000 «3452
5 PLATS . .98593 «9737 30577.7 . 000 «2847

Similar results were found for the PAPP scale, as reflected in

Table 23.
Table 23
MULTIPLE REGRESSION
Summary Tahle
FPERCEPTION OF PLANNING PRACTICES SCALE
Dependent Variable PAPP
Perception of Caqnpus Actual Practice
Re: the HBetter Approach to Plarnning
Step Varianle Mult Rz F Sig F Beta In
i “APP1 « 7667 . 5878 4749.3 « 000 7667
2 rAPP2 «85%6 « 7333 4588.6 - .000 «4674
3 PAPP3 . 9298 .8645S F7078.1 .000 « 4066
d PAPP4 - 9678 9366 12300.1 - 000 +3449
S PAPPS - 9874 « 9749 25880.3 « 000 - 2516
Redgression Model 1 - ¢

The research hypothesized that administrators? attitudes akout
planning were predicted by the variakles in Model I. Table 24
reveals that, although statistically significant, the model fails

to exnplain approximately 72 % of the variation in the scale score

a1
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*“ for the outcome variable, Plarning Attitude.

The background variables, both institutional and personal,

“ were included as contirol variables. The model sought to find a
high percentage of explained variation above, or in addition to,
the variation in planning attitude scores that was explained by
campus enrollment size, instifution type, the respondents' years
experience in higher edication, their roleland yeafé in roie, their
‘t;aining in planning methods and their academic disciplines.’

L Model I postulated that attitudes about ﬁlanning were closely

':associated with attitudes about decision making values and

-

processes and with involvement in planning activities on the

campuse. The model also included the outcome variable fe Model 11,

'éiperception of actual campus planning practices, for the purpose of

¥ .

%ﬁassessing their relationsk:'p, although perception of actual

fjpractices was not assumed to explain plenning attitudes.

4x

' Table Zd4 reveals that there is little association between

““involvement in campus planning activities and one's p}anning

A;fattitudc score. Conversely, there is a veny str;ng ass&ciation

Ffbetween administrators®' planning attitude and decision making

rsattitude scores. Over 22 % of the variation in planning attitude
scores is explained by variation in decision making attitude

- scores. The clear association found between decision making and

planning attitudes warrants further exploration in follow up

research to be conducted by the Institutional Plarnning Project.

4z
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Table '24d

MULTIPLE REGRESSION
Summary Tahkle
Regression Model F

PLANNING ATTITUDE
Dependent Variahle PLAT
Attitude About the Better Approach to Planning

Step Variable Mult R R= F Sig f Beta In
1 ENROLL = .0Sdd .0030 4.5 . .033 .05d4
2 TYPE3 T - - -.0353
3 TYPE2 . -.0%804
4 TYPE1 . 0931 +0087 3.3 - .010 -.0147
5 YRHE . 0931 .0087 2.7 021 .0013
6 DISCS o . .0046
7 DISC3 . : . 0533
=] DISCd : -.0475
9 DISC1 .010%

10 DISC2 .1183 .0140 2.2 .018 .0294

11 TRNGd . .003d

12 TRNGZ . -.0130

13 TRNG3 . . . .0114

14 TRNG1 . 1354 .01383 2.0 - . .014 © .0926

15 TITLE1Q i3 -.0167

16 TITLEZ2 o . .0171

17 TITLE3 — ) . 0264

138 TITLEQ .1439 L0222 1.9 . .013 <1111

19 YRRO .1605 . 0257 2.1 . <004 -.067%

20 ACTIV 1712 . 0293 2.3 . 001 -.0662

21 DMAT <5006 « 2506 23.9 «000 . 4306

22 PAPP .S5313 .2823 26.9 . 000 .1852

c - el - . -
Because the association between these variables is positive,

one can conclude that administrators with "oligarchic" decision

making attitudes are highly likely to be strongly comprehensive-—

prescriptive in their planning attitudes. Similarly,

administrators who bh: “democratic” decision making attitudes are
highly li%nrly ce ha tremental-remedial planning attitudes.

25, i
This finding is furthe: 'lustrated in Table ? which shows the

results of.contingency table analysis of these two variakles.

43
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Regression Model 11

The research hypothesized that role and experience factors, as
well as both perception of constraints upon pl%nning in the campus -
environment and perception of the prevailiﬁg campus degision making
values and processes, would explain in large part how
administrators.perceive planning on the?r campuses. Table 2S5
reveals that the effects of role and experfence (TITLE,_Y?Hé, QRRU)
are not great, whereas the effects of perceived constraints upon
planning and the perceived dominant dgcision ;aking approaéﬁ at the

campus are very siguificant.

As was true ovi regression Model I, Model 1l explains only
about 35 % of the variation in the szores of the outcome variable,
Perceptior of Actual Planning Practices. Some 65 % of the
variation in this measure is unexplained by the model. Th; model S
does predict the outcome variable at a significant level for the
statistic F. However, the large unexplained variation in the
outcome, or dependent, variable indicates that solely knowing the
characteristics of the model’s variables does not lead to a full
explanation of how such perceptions are apt to vary. N

One may speculate that perceptions of campus plarming
practices will vary with actual variations in campus planning
anprotches that were not revealed by the measures used in this
model. The Institutional Planning Project will attempt to discover

other plausible explanations for this variation in perceptions

during the campus site viszit phase of the project.
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Table 25

MULTIPLE REGRESSION
Summary Takle
Fegression Model II

PERCEPTION QF PLANNING PRACTICES
Dependent Variable PAPP
Perceptidon of Campus Actual Practice
Re: the Better Approach to Planning

Step Variable Mult R R= _ F Sig f Beta In
1 ENROLL .0703 .0049 7.5 006 .0703
2 TYPES ' .0331
3 TYPE2 . -.0029
a TYPE1 .0775 - 0060 2.5 .057 «0090
S YRHE .1143 .0131 4.0 <001 -.0351
6 DISCS .0327
7 DISC3 .0477
8 DISCA .0234
9 DISC1 -.0007
10 DISC2 . 1369 .0171 2.6 .003 .0291

11 TRNGA .0327
12 TRNG2 . —.0105

13 TRNG3 -.0035
14 TRNG1 <1417 .0201 2.2 .006 .0624 {

15 TITLEY -.0840

16 TITLE2 .0257

17 TITLES .000%

18 TITLE4 1678 .0262 2.4 .001 .0439

19 YRRO 1964 . 0336 3.2 - 000 - 1157

20 ACTIV 3032 0413 3.2 .000 -.0579

21 PCPP .5346 2853 . 8.7 .000 5100

22 PADM .5785 3346 3d.4 .000 .2367

23 PLAT 5937 .3525 35.6 000 1417

Regression Model XII -

Table 26 reveals that the variables in the model still only

account for 34 % of the wvariation in the outcome variable labeled

Actua? Planning Qrientation.
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R j"‘i 5f Table 26
LS MULTIPLE REGRESSICN
SO i Summary Table
SR T _ -_Pegresszon Model III
ST T PLANNING ORIENTATION
DU . Dependent Variable APOR

Perceﬁtion of Campus Actual Practice
e Re: the Better Approach to Planning

It

Variakle F Sig F Beta In

1 ' ENROLL S.7 . 003 +0751
2 :;.e'prvpss -.0031
3*m,_vb”*}YP52 - -.0549
4 .zhni TYPEL 2.9 .019 .0013
S ——-h—~YRHE 3.1 . 003 -.0510
& - -DISCS . 0235
7 - pISE3 . 0596
8 = - DISCa -.0153
9 .~ -  DISCi1 « 0032
LI 2.3 .011 . 0407

. 0203

-.0170

«0010

2.2 . 00% .1003

-.0616

. 0239

.0170

2.3 « 001 0932

3-0 « 000 -« 1032

3-2 -000 "-076-7

15.1 +000 .4132

: 30.0 . 000 <3400

‘.ssao ¥3w$£3411 33.¢ » 00 «2131

28698 . 194.7 . 000 © 27504

9958 7095.5 - 000 .604%

..

ze . s

_-,The fesearch had hypothesized that one’s planning orientation

reflected one s att1tudes about planning, tempered by one's
perceptzonskof the real WOrld poss1b111t1es for carrying out those

- " g g - K e —
- ,',. ,,

‘fundamental bel1efs- Therefore, Model III comkined the scale

$1w#$awﬂm» W@*&y?@ﬁmuaﬁ
scores for plann1ng att;tude (PLAT) and for perception of actual
u B ,.L.
plann:ng practlces (PAPP) to create a measure for planning
- :i"teli‘ - .‘-f E
mee e .::':'.j‘..-:.:."' = ":}’ ' . ._;'.’.'," 46
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orientation.

The results of the regressing Actual Planning COrientation on

.

the variables in the model appear in Table 26- Regressioﬁ“:

analysis does not support a conclusion that one's role or orne’s

experience materially aid in explaining variation in the outcome

variable, actual planning orientation. Further, the model fails to

explain approximately 66 % of the variation in these planqiﬂg

orientation scoress. e "fi? : -

RPN S a0l ., s

However, the model does clearly reveél that, of *he var;ables

in the model, perception of campus constrainfs upon planning (PCPP)

and koth attitudes akout and perceptions of actual campus decision

making processes (DMAT and PADM) are good ﬁredictors of

administrators? planning orientations.

Controllin§ for Institution Si:ze

Recause the pilot study indicated thaf'institution'sfze may

e

function to suppress the relationship between the outcome var1ab1es

ce e S e .-....... P
el - o

and the med1at1ng variables in the three regress1on equat1ons, the

erdadi g ;.
models were testei while controlling for .campus enlollment s:z

.‘.:-

Such a function would disguise an actual relat1onsh1p between the

outcome and the madiating variables in the model. If such a

functiorg, were at work, contr0111ng for 1nst1tut1ona1 size would

o et o

result in higher R2 values for the equations- When the equations

were again tested for groups of administrators from 1nst1tut1ons

.,«' -;-‘,. At _,.kt V"z e

of, respectively, less than 5,000 student§ and greater than 20,000

students, the results were virtually 1dent1ca1 to those obta1ned
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d7

At bh ot ot caeavamn e e




P L T L T T VR RS IS W)

when all respondents were included in the analysis.

Planning Attitude (PLAT), Perception of Actual Planning
Practices (PAPP), and Actual Planning Orientation (APOR) were found
in this analysis to have nearly the same une:plained variation when
responses from szmall institutiong'were analyzed separately from
large institutions. For egample, the K= value for Model III, when
responses from small -institutions only were inci;ded, was 3732,
whereas this value was .3d11 when all responses were included in
the analysis. This means that .62d42 of the vgriatioﬁ in the Actual
Planning Orientation Score is explained only by the responses to
q&estions that comprise the scale score, (variahkles PLAT and PAPP),
rather than by the mediating variables in the regression model.
For Model I, the R= value for planning attitude (PLAT) was -3356.
and.for'Nodel I1, the R® value for perception of campus actual
planning practice (PAPP) was .3612, when only small institution
rresponses were included.

The same set of analyses was performed for responses from
administrators from 'institutions larger .than 20,006 students. In
these test., the R® value for Model III, actual planning
orientation (APOR), was .3d15. The R2 value for Model I, plénning
attivude (PLAT) was .2956&. The R® value for Model II, perception
of actual campus planning practices (PAPP) was .3d15&.

These results indicate that the regression models generally
fail to explain the basis for variation in administrator attitudes

and perceptions about their campuses? approaches to planning.

¢ IO e T - o B - - - o
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-FINDINGS AND CONCLUSI®GNS
The survey reéults indica@é that there ic a wide range of
attitudes held by college and dniyersity-admin;éprators about
planning values‘and processes. Similarly, a&ministrators’
ferceptions of thefr-CAEpusz gf§ua1.ép$roaches to p}anning tend to

vary widely.

‘Broad participation in planning activiti;s was found to be a
commor experience among ali tyfes of survey respondents. By and
large, noteworthy agreement exists on the ranking of thg most and
least important reasons for planning in our wnation’s colleges and
universities. Broad agreeﬁent was also found oﬁ the enrollment and
financial conditions-thaéT;;enhost and least conducive to
successfully conducting ingtitgtion—wide planning.

The Institutional Planning Project research design included a
supposition that planning practices would vary among institutions
of such disparate sizes. It was also hypothesized that the
perceptions of these praqtl%es’that are held by campus
administrators would also vary significantly. The survey findings
appear to bear out this supposition, especially with respect to the
perception of time constraints upon planning imposed by the campus
environment. "

An inverse relationship was found between the conditions

under which planning was believed to ke most necessary and the

relative feasibility of successfully conducting planning. When
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stable or moderate growth in enrollment and financial conditions
characterize an institution'’s status, college and university
administrators consider planning to he most feasible. Conversely,
rapid decline and rapid growth conditions were seen as those when
planning was most needed. This dilemma will ke further explored in
‘the site ;isit phase of the project, with the aim of discovering
how {gstitutions experiencing each of these enrollmeﬁt and
financial trends have actually responded through their planning
processes.to the proklems and opportunities téat these conditions
presented.

The reasons campuses plan were ranked, on halance, from
direct and traditional purposes as most important, to secoﬁd—
order reasons and good-manayement effects of planning as least
important. Estaklishing priorities for the campus was ranked
first, followed by setting specific means to accomplish campus
okjectives, identifying emerging issues that may affect the
campus,:and providing a framework for developing and improving
pr;grams- Improving communication and efficiency and responding to
external agencies were ranked as the leas; important reasons for
planning.

Campus decision proresses were most often perceived at all
types of institutions.to he contralled centrally by an elite group
of decision makers. This group?’s membership was seen as stable and
& clear and persistent distinction was perceived on campuses

between this group of central decision makers and those who do rot

exercise great influence over campus policy. Unity of interests.

SN
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amoﬁgncampus leaders iy support of the institution®s chief goals
was ;érceived to be strong at all types of institutions, although
it was strondest at private colleges and weakest at research
universities.

‘ This findinq'pill also be explored further in the gite
visits. It seems to suggest that large, more plu;alistic
ipsti%utions may require planning procecses-that involve a wide

range of groups, whereas the more integrated campus culture of
sméliér, private colleges may call for a more top-down and

s e =t

centrally-directed planning process.
© -Similarly, site visits might explore in greater depth the

finding that points to a possible.relationship between the culture

Py

oftéommunity colleges and the perceived influence of individual

o = .

faéﬁ}iy and staff members on campus leaders. In spite of the

ceqtfélized decision making nature of college campuses perceived by

most respondents, individuals were seen to have substan’ial

influence on campus leaders.

i

-

S Institational fype appears also to affect how campus

hR

S

.
adm:

istrators perceive constraints upon the planning process.

]
A

Time constraints appear to he greatest for research universities,
while resource constraints appear most significant for state

colleges and understanding of the subject and implications of

policy decisions are viewed as more constraining by community

colleges and state colleges. The possibility of reaching common

ol iy

agrgement on institutional goals was not perceived to be a

sidﬁificant constraint by respondents from any of the four types of

a1
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institutions. | o

Attitudes among all respondent%sgenerally favor systgmatic,
long—range, comprehensive planning précesses that use analytical
and technical problem—solving and decision methods. However,
administrators tend to pevrceive that their camguse; approach

plannihg in a far more incremental, short-range, and laissexz faire

manner, and are driven by political or market cpnsi&erétions in
making policy decisionse. |

Respondents® attitudes vary significantl; from their
perceptions of how campuses a;tually.respond to s;; planning
procress and value issues: response to change, reducing risk and
uncertainty, explicit goal definiéion, methods of reaching
agreement on goals, the campus?! main objective in'planning, and‘the
campus® preference among the continuﬁm of possibie:pianning
‘approaches. The coritrast between these perceptiong by campus
leaders about their own campus planning processes and their beliefs
about what is the kest or correct way to plan also points to a
fertile area of inquiry during the project's tampu; site visits.

-The sata offer no opportunity to resolve théﬁauestion of
whether any particular approach to planning is the "ideal"
approach. The dehate over the relative appropriateness of
technical/analytical versus market/political planning methods will
probably persist as long as attitudes vary about the merit of these
approaches.

Planning orientations among college and university

administrators, from presidents to registrars, are quite diverse.

Sz
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These orientations seem to be rooted both in the perceived

realities of the rampus planning environment and the individual'’s

prefgrence among decision making styles and governing processes.
It appears unlikely fhat any one planning system or approach will
suit the needs ofuéll types of institutions or the preferences of
all administrators.

Actual campus planning practices are perceived to hbe more
- pluralistic and markey-oriented than respdndents believed were the
ideal or correct approach to planning: Confi;mat;nn and
elaboration of this finding should be ehtained during campus site
visits.

There appears to ke broad scale participation in planning at
all administrative 1evelg.

There i; general agreement on the most and least important
reasons for plamming.

The dilemma between the perception of conditions under which
planning is most feasikle (during "good times"”) and most necessary
(during'"bad times"), may suggest éhat formal planning be actively
pursued chiefly duriﬁg periods of campus statility or gradual
growth in enrollment and finances. This also‘suggests that crisis
management will prevail during periods of rapid growth or declime,
and that more systematic approaches to planning may ke less y
practical during such stages of a campus® life.

Finally, the site visits should further explore the degree to
which administrators perceive that it is practical and wise t¢

vary the campus planning approach to accommodate the stylec of rnew

a
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NATIONAL CENTER FOR POSTSECONDARY GOVERNANCE AND FINANCE

6525 Belcrest Road, Suite 430, Hyattsville, Maryland 20782 {301) 454-1568
Richard P. Chait, Executive Director; Nolen Ellison, Chairman, National AGvisory Panel

A National Survey of
Planning Perspectives and Practices
in American Colieges and Universities

The National Center for Postsecondary Governance and Finance s conducting a three-year research project
on planning perspectives and practices in American higher education institutions. Joint sponsors of the project
include the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges, the American Association of S:ate Colleges
and Universities, the Association of American Universities, the Council of Independent Colleges, the National
Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education, and the National Association of Independent Colleges
and Universities and the National Institute of Independent Colleges and Universities.

The National Center is a research consortium of four universities headquartered at the University of
Maryland’s College Park campus, near Washington, D.C. The Center was established on December 1, 1985 with
funding from the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Educationa. Research and Improvement. The Center's
mission is to conduct research on the effectiveness, efficiency, and equity of governance, management and finance

practices in higher education. Findings from the Center’s research will be made available in forms useful to higher

education practitioners, policy makers and scholars.

The Center’s research agenda includes three broad programs: 1) national trends and external factors that
affect campuses, 2) internal campus governance, management and finance processes, and 3) concepts in
organization theory that have relevance to higher education practice and research. .

The attached survey is the initial step in a three-year research project dealing with institution-wide planning
processes. The major goal of this project is to develop practical guidelines and recommendations for
administrators and policy makers responsible for institutional planning. The guidelines will address the design,
implementation and assessment of planning approaches and processes. Recommendations will be based upon
project findings about factors that affect planning in a variety of institutional settings. Theinformation developed
in this project could be of significant assistance to administrators seeking to initiate, improve, or evaluate
institutional planning activities and it could aid scholars attempting to develop realistic planning methodologies.
The National Center will prepare and disseminate assessments of the potential strengths and weaknesses of
current planning theories as well as practical guidelines and recommendations derived from the research.

Your institution is among the 256 colleges and universities selected to participate in the survey research
phase of this project. In addition to this survey, project activities include a comprehensive review and analysis of
case studies and empirical research on institutional planning experiences. Alsc, an in-depth examination will b=
made of planning perspectives and activities at 16 institutions of different types and governance patterns.

Your personal participation in this research is very important. To assure that the findings are valid and that
the recommendations developed from the research are useful to the American higher education community,
please take 15 minutes to respond to the questions enclosed. No special knowledge about planning is required. No
specific data or facts are required. Please complete the questionnaire even if your campus has no formal
institutional planning process. '

Thank you for supporting and participating in this study.

£S5

Exscutive Office: University of Maryland, College Park

" Research Centers at: Arizona State University; University of Maryland, College Park: Teachers College, Columbia University; University of Wisconsin, Madison
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NATIONAL CENTER FOR POSTSECONDARY GOVERNANCE AND FINANCE

6525 Be' rest Road, Suite 430, Hyatteuille, Maryland 20782 (301) 454 1568
Robert O. Berdahl, Acting Executive Director, Nolen Ellison, Chairman, Nationa! Adwisory Pane!

Control Number

The Institutional Planning Project Survey on
PLANNING PERSPECTT'ES AND PRACTICES

Introduction

Research and literature on planming reveals that the perspectives of faculty, staff and trustees about the effectiveness and desirabibity of
planning practices are apt to vary by institution and by planning situation. This survey seeks to develop a better understanding of these
perspectives.

The study focuses primarily upon broad, campus-wide planning issues. Such issues include. defining the academic rmission of a campus,
developing or changing a campus' programs of instruction, research, and service, and coordinating academic plans wath a campus’ long-range
operating and capital (facilities) budgets and fund-raising programs. Therefore, the study addresses stra* gies and approaches taken to position a
ccllege or university to carry out its formal mission, achieve v nr policy objectives, and pursue long term goals that have broad implications for
the institution.

This study does not focus on other, less global, planming activities, such as those dealing with annual operating budgets, design anc
construction of buildings, student admissions and retention, campus t. - isportation, computer and :nformation systems, or affirmative action and
eq Jal educational opportunity, except when a campus treats them as components of a broader planning effort.

1. How many YEARS have you held a FACULTY, ADMINISTRATIVE or TRUSTEE ROLE with any institution? — Years

2. Which of the categories below is closest to the DISCIPLINE AREA of your HIGHEST DEGREE?

O Hum. nities, O Education, O Social O Engineering, O Math 3 Other
Law, Letters Business Sciences Science,
Medicine

3. How many YEARS EXPERIENCE do you have in your current position?

4. lf you have had any speciaized TRAINING in PLANNING METHODS, please indicate the highest level.

O None O Conferunce, O College O Degree Minor, O Bachelors or Higher
Non-Credit Credit Internship Degree Major
Seminar Course

5 Does your institution have a senior administrative officer whose principal duty 15 to coorduate institutivr wide planmng? O Yes 3 No

6 Pleasechecka!” » ‘*he planming activities isted below in which you have personally participated at any postsecondary educ ation institution..

O College wide plamuing O Ewvaluate and offer O Provide statistical or
committee member advice about a plan other technical analysis
of 2 planning issue

O Review and approve a O Hold administrative O Draf: g plan proposal
plan responsibility for
plan implementation 1 None of the above

ERIC 66
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7. Various possible states of a campus’ enrollments are grouped into five types below. Please rank them from one to five according t'o (A) how
necessary plannin: is in each of these five situations and (B) how feasib'e planning is in - ~~h of these situations.

1 =Most Necessary 1 =Most Feasible

decisions and those who do not.

Concentrated at the Top

Power (is) (should be)

concentrated at the top of the institution for
Jnrly all kinds of 'ssues.

ERIC
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SHOULD BE (your attitude)

C. Location of Power to Influence Policy

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
IS (at your campus)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

SHOULD BE (ym& a't7titude)

5 = Least Necessary 5 = Least Feasible
(A) Finances and Enrollments (B)
Necessary Characterized by Feasible
to Plan to Plan
— Rapid g-owth —_—
_ Moderate growth —_
— Stability —_
—_— Moderate decline -
— Rapid decline —_—
8. Please rank from one to seven the following reasons for conducting campus-wide planning.
1=Most Important 7 = Least Important
— To improve communication, cooperation and coordination among campus organizational units.
— To establish institutional priorities.
— To enhance institutional efficiency.
— To develop and improve programs and services.
— To ensure that the institution has defined specific means to accomplish its mission, goals and objectives.
— To identify emerging issues and to assess and adapt to changing trends and conditions in the campus’ external environment.
— To provide evidence to trustees, state coordinating boards, and accrediting agencies that the campus has a mission and has a program to
pursue it.

9. Below are five pairs of statements about DECISION MAKING. Please circle one of the numbers on each scale. Indicate where on the scale
your institution’s approach to * -oad, campus-wide planning decisions actually IS and your attitude about what ideally, the approach to
planning decisions SHOULD BE.

A. Stability of Group Influence

Stable and Persistent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8B 9 Fragmented and Non-Persistent
Policy issues come and go with time, but IS (at your campus) T]he Scli'OU_P_ Wﬂ? t)h(e }?ri?éegt ;nﬂugr:;:e otnha

. . policy decision (is) {sho e) varied as the
::;r s]?;n;ﬁ g;(:;gﬂ(\ts) {should be) in control of 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 issue . be decided changes.

' SHOULD BE (your attitude)

B. Identity of Influential Persons

Stable and Persistent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Variable and Issue Dependent
There (is) (should be) a clear and persistent IS (at your campus) - e.g:m 0"?{ kqo‘gstthhe B?U;Z(agdu"f‘;\gse‘;

s . inter are affected, there (is) (sho

distinction between those who influence 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 no way to tell who will have a controlling

influence on a decision.

Diffused Among Groups

Power follows leadership. No one group (is)
{should be) nearly always able to dominate
the decision inaking process.




D. Unity of Interests

A Common Interest Unites 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Campus Leaders Support
Campus Leaders ARE (at your campus) Basic vilues do Oth:nxl)e;‘ljng lntgrezts
. ic valu not unite leaders around a

t‘;‘rj‘e;snéa::;;};?::‘i tt;ce))r:r‘nf:\r?:::fer:ts of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 common interest. Instead, leaders (are)
SHOULD BE (your attitude) (should be) in competition to influence

the institution as a whole. decisions which affect their own groups.

E. Individual’s Influence Upon Decision Makers

Small 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Great

Institutional decision makers generally (are) ARE (at your campus) Individual faculty or staff members can

(should be) not swa#ed by inc?ividual faculty influence institutional decision makers and

or staff member's efforts to influence them. 1 2 3 4 5 &5 7 8 9 (are) (should be) frequently successful.
SHOULD BE (your attitude)

10. Below, four factors are listed that may impose LIMITATIONS TO PLANNING. Please give your opmnion of how these lmitations affect the
conduct of planning at your campus on broad, campus wide academic 1ssues. Please circle a number on the scale between each pair of

statements.
A. Time for Analysis .
Enough 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Not Enough
There is usually adequaie time for analysis There 1s rarely adequate time for analysis

before making decisions. prior to making decisions.

B. Knowledge

Sufficient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Not Sufficient
We usually know enough about the subject We rarely know enough about the subject
matter of policy decisions, their implications matter or future consequences of policy
and their likely outcomes to plan decisions to be sure plans are realistic.
reahstically.

C. Resources for Planning

Readily Available 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unavailabie
Sufficient resources for pla.ining (e.g., Sufficient resources for planning (funds,
{ ands, data, computers, research, authoriy data, computers, researcﬁ, authority and
und analytical talent) are usually available analytical talent) are usually either lacking
and accessible. or are not accessible.

D. Institutional Goal Consensus

Possible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Not Possibt’
Agreement on noals for an institution is Wide agreement ¢ ‘Joals is practicaiy
possible and pr bable if the goals are clearly impossible because of competirg group

defined. interests, changing needs, and changing
views of what ought to be done.

11 Beloware six pairs of statements about PLANNING PROCESSES AND VALUES Please ciscle une of the numbers on each of the two scales.
Indicate what the planning processes and values actually ARE a: your wistitution and your attitude abuut what they SHOULD BE when
dealing with broad, campus-wide academic issues.

A. Response to Change

Systematic and Long-Range 1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Incremental and Short-Range
Comprebensive plans, computer models ARE (at your campus) Incremental plans, continuows adaptation,
and systematic analysis (are) (should be) . and bargaining (are) (should be) used to
used to meet deadlines, forecast futures 1 2 5 4 5 6 7 8 9 maintain the ﬂex_nl.):lln’ty necessary to

. SHOULD BE (your attitude) discover anu ‘a2 advantage of

and anticipate changing requirements. emerging opportunities.
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Quantitative Analysis

Quantitative methods (are) (should be)
used to reduce risks and uncertainties by
forecasting policy outcomes. Marginal
adjustment plans fail to consider needs for
major changes.

Explicitly
Goals (are) (should be) defined explicitly
and stated in precise terms,

By Quantitative Analysis of I-eeds
Consensus agreements (are) (should be)
achieved through quantitative analysis of
needs and resources and through objective
ranking of institutional priorities.

Optimum Choices

Planning’s main objective (is) (should be)
identifying and choosing the measurably
best responses to emerging issues.

Comprehensive/Prescriptive

Planning (is) (should be) lonz-range,
comprehensive and detailed, to avoid the
fragmentation and mistakes of trial and
error approaches.

Thank you for parucipating Please return your completcd question-.aire in the enclosed envelope today.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

B. Reducing Risks and Uncertainty
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
ARE (at your campus)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
SHOULD BE (your attitude)

(el

C. Defining Goals
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
ARE (at your campus)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
SHOULD BE (your attitude)

D. Reaching consensus on Priorities
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
ARE (at your campus)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
SHOULD BE (your attitude)

E. Main Objective of Planning
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
IS (at your campus)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
SHOULD BE (your attitude)

F. Better Approach to Planning
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
IS (at your campus)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
SHOULD BE (your attitude)

Marginal Adjustments

Successive limited comparisons and
marginal adjustments (are) (should be) used
to reduce risks and uncertainties.
Quantitative methods over-simplify . ality
and often ignore things not easily quantified,
which can increase short and long-term
nsks.

Implicitly
Goals (are) (shou'd be) known implicitly
and stated in general terms.

By Bargaining and Compromise
Consensus agreements (are) (should be)
achieved through bargaining and
compromise over institutional prio-ities and
the priorities of variocus groups within the
institution whose interests are at stake.

Satisfactory Choices

The main objective of planning (is) (should
be) discovering acceptable, and
judgmentally appropnate responses to
emerging issues.

Incremental/Remedial

Planning (is) (should be) short-range, limited
in scope and adaptative to avoid the time,
mformation costs and precedural rigidities
of comprehensive apnroaches.
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October 31, 1986

&NAME 2&

&TITLEB& , '
&INSTS - | -
&STREET/0& . -
&CITY& &STATEX &ZIP&

Dear &NAME1l&:

The National Center for Postsecondary Governance and
Finance ‘is conducting a:survey on planning perspectives and
practices in American higher education. Enclosed are two
surveys. One is for you to complete and the other is for a
member of your governing board. .

As you wililsee from the inféfﬁation sheet we have

“enclosed, our project is an ambitious ome. It is very

important that we have the opinions of presidents and
trustees included in our research. Therefore, we would
eppreciate your taking time to complete the surve, yourself
(it will only take a few moments and requires no data or
detailed knowledge of planning methods) and to select a
member of your board of trustees ‘to also complete the
survey. - o)

[y

[

ST R

The second survey form enclosed should be completed and
returned directly by the trustee you select. Two postage-
paid return envelopes are provided for ycuar and your
trustee's use. ’ -

If you would like aluitional information about our

‘project, or about. the National Center, or if you would like

copies of the results of the survey, please write to us; or
you may simply return a note with your completed survey, or
call the Center. We will be pleased to hear from you.

Thank yod‘for your help ahﬁ fdr your particibation in
the ins;itutional planning preject.

Sincerely,

Frank A. Schmidtlein
e -»s" Project Director
Rese ' .h Staff L
Jon H. Larson o
Toby H. Milton

Jane Fiori
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Sponsoring Associations ) _-;i;.ag,:
Institutional Planning Project :

Dr. Dale Parnell, President
American Association of Community
and Junior Colleges . o =
On2 Dupont Circle, N.W., . ) D
Suite 410 B OIR
Washington, D.C. 20036 ' ) _ ) i

Dr. Robert M. Rosenzweig, President
Association of American Yniversities . .
One Dupont Circle, N.W. - R
Suite 730 . e
Washington, D.C. 20026

Dr. John D. Phillips. President

National Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities L
122 C Street, N.W. -
Suite 750 .

.Washington, D.C. 20001

7

Dr. Harold Delaney, President

American Association of State
Colleges and Universities
One Dupont C1rc1e, N. W.

Suite 700

Washiniton, DQCQ‘ 20036

Dr. Allan Splete, President

Council of Independent Colleges . -
One Dupont Circle, N.W. . SR
Suite 320 (‘,' - ’ . et B
Washington, D.C. 20036 o . T S

Dr. Samuel Myers, President J TR EACLE
National Association for Equal o b R
Opportunity in Higher Education : . KRN
2243 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W, . R

Washington, D.C. 20007 \ : «-fT7Mﬁh"t;n
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' Dr. Dale Parnell, President

refer them to me. :

= Resenrch Centers ab: Arizona State Unicersity: Uniceraty ot Maryland, Collese Pari; Peaainers College. Coiumara University: Unicersity of Wicomsin, Ma

PoTn -

ATIONAL CENTER FOR POSTSECOARY GOVERNANCE AND FINANCE

4528 Belcrest Road, Suste 430, Hyatzsville, Marviand 20782 (301) 453-1568
Richard P, Chait, Executive Director: Nolen Ellison, Chairman, National Advisory Panel

October 27, 1986

American Association of Community.
and Junior Colleges

One Dupont Circle, N.W.

Suite 410

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Dr. Parnell:

Enclosed is a-copy of the National Center for Postsecondary
Governance and Finance's Institutional Planning Pruject Survey. We
greatly appreciate your association's willingness to he one of the
sprnsors for this project and believe that your support will help us
obtain the responses needed to successfully complete our research.

in the next few weeks, we will be mailing approximately 3500
surveys to administrators and faculty at 256 educational institutions.
As results from our survey data analyses become available, we will keep
you informed. Our hope is that this research on planning perspectives )
and proc dures will make 2 valuable contribution to the higher SR
education community.

If any of your members have questions about the survey, or would
1ike more infarmation about our projsct, please do not hesitate to

Once again, thank you for your intcrest and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Frank A. Schmidtlein
Project Director

C
FAS/gps

Copies of this letter also went to: Bob Rosenzweig, AAU; John Phillips, JAICU;
Hurold Delaney, AASCU; Allan Splete, CIC; and Samuel Myers, NAFEU. K
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DATA FILE FURMAT

DATA LIST FI*ED FILE='GOODPLAN.DAT® TAELE

/1D 2-5

ENROLL 7-11"

DISC 21 YRRO 22-23
NECESS1 TQ NECESSS 3I3-37 FEAS1 TO FEASS 38-42 REASON1 TO REASUN7

TYPE 13-14 TITLE 16-17 YRHE 19-20
TRNG 24 PLANVP 25 ACTIV1 TO ACTIV7 24-32

.43-4% PADM1 TO PADMS S50-54 DMAT1 TO DMATS S5-59 PCPP1 TO PCPP4

60+-63 PAPP1 TO PAPP& &d4-69 PLAT1 TO PLATE 70-7S.

VARIAEBLE LABELS

ZENRQLL
/TYPE
/TITLE
/YRHE
/DISC
/YRRQ
/TRNG
/PLANVP
JACTIV1
/ACTIVZ2
/ACTIV3
/ACTIV4
/ACTIVS
/ACTIVE
JACTIVY7

/FEAS1
/FEAS2
/FEAS3
JFEASA
/FEASS

'Fall 1965

ID "Respondert’s ID" -

FTE 9

'Institution type’
"Respondent?’s title"
'Years experience in nigher education?
YAcademic discipline’?
‘Years experience in current role?
*Training in -planning methods’
J)Senior planning role stiuffed??
*?Served on college-wide planning committee’
J’Evaluated and offered advice about plan’
2Provided technical analysis of planning issue’
'Reviewed and approved a plan’
'Responsible for plan implementation’
‘Drafted a plan proposal?
'None of the above’
/NECESS1 ‘'Necessity
/NECESSZ ‘’'Necessity
/NECESS3 ‘’'Necessity
/NECESS4 . 'Necessity

/NECESSS | 'Necessity

'Feasibility
'Feasikility
‘Feasibility
*Feasikility
‘Feasibility

for planning during rapid growth?

for planning during moderate growth?®
for planning during stability?

for planning during moderate decline’
for planning during rapaid decline’

of planning during rapid growth?®

of planning during moderate growth®
of planning during stapility?’

of planning during moderate decline’
of planning during rapid decline?

/REASON1 'To imprcve communicatiown, cooperation and coordination?
/REASONZ 'To establish institutional priorities?

/REASON3  To enhance institutional efficiency’

/REASUN4 *To develop and improve programs a.d services’

/JREASONS 'To ensure
/REASON& *To identify emerging trends in the campus environment?®
/REASON7 °To pro* ide eviaence to external agencies?®

'Perceived actual stability of group influence?

/PADM1
/PADMZ2
/PADMS3

/PADM4
/PADMS

"Perceived actual identity of a ’power elite’"

specific means defined to accomplish goals’

Perceived actual location of power to influence poliry?
“.'erceived actual unity of interest among leaders?
'Perceived actual influe-ce upon leaders by individuals?
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/DMAT1 'Attitude about the stahility of group influence!

/DMAT2 "Attitude about existence of identifiable 'power elite'"
/DMATS Attituace about location of power to influence policy?
/DMAT4 'Attitude abkout degree that leaders interests are unified!’
/DMATS "Attitude about individuals®' influence on leaders" -
/PCPP1 "Perc'd planning constraint 'time rneeded for analysis'"
/PCPP2 "Perc’d planning constraint 'knowledge reg'd to plan’"
/PCPP3 "Perc'’d planning constraint 'resources req’d to plan’"
/PCPP4 "Perc’d planning constraint 'goal consensus possibility'
/PAPP1 'Perceived actual campus approach to responding to change’
/PAPP2 'Perceived campus approach to reducing risk/uncertainty’
/PAPP3 'Perceived actual degree of explicit goal definition? .
/PAPP4 ‘'Perceived campus approach to *each1ng covnisensus on goals?
/PAPPS 'Perceived campus view of the main objective ©f planning’
/PAPP& 'Perceived campus view uf the better approach to planning?
/PLAT1 ‘'Attitude re: apr.oaches to responding to change’

/PLATZ ‘'Attitude re: approaches to reducing risk and uncertainty’
/PLAT3 'Attitude ret! approaches to defining goals'

/PLAT4 'Attitude re: approaches %o reaching consensus on goals’
/PLATS ‘Attitude ret: the main okjective of planning’

/PLATE  'Attitude re: the better approach to plamming?.

VALUE LABELS

/TYPE 01 'Research University-Private’
02 'Research University—-Public?
03 'Private Liberal Arts College-— Independent’
04 'Private Likeral Arts College—-FReligious®
‘05 'State College~System/Nonunion?
0& 'State College-System/Uhiion?
07 *State College~Nonsystem/Nornunion’
0% 'State College-Nonsy-tem/!U'-ion?
09 'Communiity College~System/Nonunion?
10 "Community College-System/Union’
11 'Community College~Nonsystem/Nonunion’
12 '"Community College—-Nonsystem/Union?

/TITLE O1 'Memker, Board of Trustees'

02 'Chief Executive Officer!
293 'Chief Academic Officer?
04 'Registrar?!
05 'Director of Admissions’

¢ 06 'Head Librarian?

’ 07 'Director, Institutional Fesearch?
08 'Chief Business Officer!
09 'Director, Computer Center?’
10 'Director, Alumni Relations’
11 'Chief Development Office=?
12 'Chief Student Services O¢fficer?
13 'Director of Counseling’
14 'Director, Financial Aid? .
1S 'Chief Planning Officer’
16 'Dean’
17 'Chair?
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13 "Director?
/DISC i "Hum, Law, Letters®
2 'Educ, Bus?
3 'Soc Sci?
4 'Engvr, Sci, Med’
S "Math?
6 'Qther?
JTRNG 1 *None® :
2 'Conf, nion—-credit seminar’
3 'College c¢redit course?
4 'Deg minor, internship?
S "BA or higher degree major’
/PLANVP 1 'Yes?®
2 "No?
/ACTIV1 to ACTIVY 1 *Yes?®
2 "No’?
/PADM1 ,DMAT1 1 ?'Stable, persistent’
% 'Fragmented, non—persistept’
/PADMZ2 ,DMATZ 1 'Stablz, persistent’
? *Variakle, issue~dependent?
/PADM3 ,DMAT3 1 "Concentrated at top?
9 'Diffused among groups’
/PADMd4 ,DMAT4 1 "Interests_unite leaders?®
9 'No common interest exists’
/PADMS ;DMATS 1 ?Small?
9 *Great’
/PCPP1 1 'Enough?
% "Not enough’

/PCPP2 1 'Sufficient?
9 *Not sufficient?

/PCPP3 1 "Readily availahle®
9 'Unavailable?

/PCPP4 1 'Possible’
9 'Not possible?’

/PAPP1,PLAT1

/PAPP2,PLATZ

1
9

1

'Systematic, long range’

*Incremental, short range’

'Gluantitative analysis?
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~e 9 "Marginal adjustments?

¢

"/PAPP3,PLATS 1 'Esplicitly’
9 "Implicitly?

/PAPP4,PLAT4 1 "By analysis of needs’?
. 9 'By bargaining, compromise’
/PAPPS,PLATS 1 "Optimum choices’
: ‘9 Y.,atisfactory choices’
‘/PAPP&,PLATE 1 'Comprehensive—-prescriptive?
- 9 *Incremental-remedial’.

‘MISSING VALUZ ALL (O).

Y

_TITLE YInstitutional Planning Project’.

SUBTITLE 'Data File Format and Description’.
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