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ANALYSIS OF ROLE FERCEPTIONS OF TRUSTEED,
ATMINISTRATORS, FACULTY, AND BSTWDENTE OF
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CHAPTER 1

INTROTUCTION

Thecretical Framewcork

Digturbancea over the apportlomment of campus decislon-meking
regponalbility have received oconeiderable attention over the last
decade in both professlonal journsle and in the public preea. Clark
in 1951 mentioned the high level of quarreling among individusle on
college and univeraity campusaes and called for research con academlic
governance to aid in solving the aasociated problems {1961, p. 293).
Roagearch conducted by the Carnegis Commigelon on Higher Educetion
gited confliet over bamlc campus issues ae & major problem in need of
gtudy and resolution. The Comnisaicon alec found that while thae
governance structures on campus had been adequate to meet many changes
during the last cantury, clroumstances have changed and ocurrent
governance strmotures are under attack, Public iniereate have pushad
for public control of colleges and universities, while faoculty and
etudent actlvists have demandsd control through their direct partici=-
pation {CCHE, 1573, pp. 1-2, 10). Demerath found that the moet common
complaint of college presldenta concernad thelr lack of power, parti-
cularly regarding sducational progrems (Dlemerath, Btephena & Taylor,
1967, p. 85)., Faculty members often suspect that they have been ex-
cluded from important declpions. Bilxty-three percent of Dykes' respon-
dente raported dispetisfactilicn with the facuwlty'e role in decision=-
making (1968, pp. 11, 15). Advoomtes of etudent participation in

2
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academlic decipion-making oritlcize the paternalistic attitude exhibited

by college administratore, faculty and trustees toward those peraone

the collegea are suppopedly training as intellectuals (Lawis, 1971, pp.
L496-499), Conflict over the amount of student participation in
decipicn-making wae found by the Camegie Commission. The results indi-
cated that ptudents gensrslly want more participation than faculty mem—
bere are willing to grant them {CCHE, 1973, p. 67). Thus campus oon-
atituenciea do not appear tc be satisfled with their share of decision-
making .

Conditions surrounding decision-making in institutions eof higher
learning ohanged during the decade of the sixties. Quick acticn was
often required snd new factions demanded a share in the prooess. The
traditional mechanism of consenpus huilding among colleagues through
deliberate action was vnot equal to the tasks at hand. FKNow it appears
that no clear model of academic governance le generally acceptsad.
Without & clear theory of governanpe and conEensue onl campue leauen,
mansgement of the gollege or univergity 1s more difficult and conflict
i more commen (CCHE, 1973, pp. 73, 13, 10).

Clark identified at leaet three concepts of governance that con-
tend Ffor dominance on campua--public truet, buresucracy, and the colie-
glum, By plecipg control of sducation in the hande of a lay board, the
people of & society retain control of the inetitution in order to
make 1t angwarablae to them, Thle part-time lay board ie legelly ra=-
gponniblia for the well-being of thae institution and can direct hoth
finaneclal and educational mattere if it ochooges. It is expected to
protect the interest of the public in contrast to the narrower inter-

egta of the academic commpunity. The board hires a preaident and hie



4
ataff ag full-time, trained adminietrators and delegates decipion-malting
reeponsibilitiea to them {Clark, 1961, p. 294).

Increaeged oomplexity of collegee and unlveraitier has resulted
in more reliance on the expertise of the tralned administrator, Thie
reliance has strengthened the buresucracy and brought it into more
vigorous competition for the control of the institutlion thet lay
boards exerciaed during the peventeenth and eighteenth centuries
(Clark, 1961, p. 294; CCHE, 1973, b. 31). Since institutione are too
complex for part-time lay board members to administer, the bureauwcratic
medel has been ouperimpoeed upon that of publio truet to overcowms
these deficiencies {Mason, 1972, pp. L=5). 4p Clavrk defined it, a
bureauncracy la a hierarchy of offlcers eaoch of whom has been assigned
a fixed pomition with specific dutiep and juriediction (1961, p. 294).
Effipiency through centrel cocordination ie the bureaucracy's raison
d' etre. In the spheres of their delegated responaibility, bureaucrats
cen make day-to-day decielons required to keep the inetitution func-
tioning,

However, in addition to remedying some of the deficiencies aof
the truateeshlp style of organizetional management, the overlaying
pf the buresucratic atructure creater problema. Aa Dykes pointed out,
bureaucratization of an organization brings &n emphasis on structural
superprdination and subordination. HRuleg and regulations become more
important; and ag the hierarchiocel structures develop, the university
loses ite oharacteristics of community and collegiality. The multi-
leveled bureauncratic hierarchy remcves faculty members from the

leocun of declgion-making and helghtena the faculiy's fesling of



non-participation (Dykes, 1968, pp. 13=1L).

Wen the concept of collegium gained ptrength at the beginning of
the twentieth cantury in Amerion, tha governance of higher educational
inatitutions tock on new complexity (Clark, 1961, pp. 294-95), Theo-
rigte and researchers held firmly to the conviction that profesaional
scholare should orgenize for the purpose of self-regulation (Wittis,
1970, p. 16; Mason, 1972, pp. L-5; Clark, 1961, pp. 294-95), Maaon
elaborated his theory of acadsmic governance by peinting out the con-
fiieta between the collegial model and the burseaucratic and public
trupt modela, He atated that the purpeees of an inetitution of higher
eduoation set it apart from other organizationa, bueineseer, govern-
manta and armles. Tha teachilng of gtudents and the advanoing of human
learning require individual self-direstion by the teacher/acholar.
This is antithetical to the bureaucratio model. In mddition, the
teacher/schelar'a expartise mandates participation in decision-making,
which alec makes strict application of the bureaucratic model impos-
gible (Mamon, 1972, p. 1l).

Tnfortunately the traditional gcllegial model hae loat ite effi-
piency in today's circumstances which require rapid responees to ocom-
plex problamg, Clark agreed with Dykes' raport that consensus and com-
munity wers disappearing from the campus {1968, pp. 2, L). Hhichard-
gcn'a analiyeis of academlc governance aleo found that traditional col-
leglal govermment waa no longer adequate to mest the demands of the
times (1974, p. 348}, The Carnegie Commiesion concluded that confllet
over governance may be rather marked for eome time intoc the future

(1973, =+ 77).

Tharefore, researchers and theoripta seomed to agres that the



thres oldest models of campus goverpancg--public trust, bursaucracy,
and the collegium--wers no longer adegquete to meet the govermmental
noaeda of ocolleges and univereltiss, Hichardeon described the pressnt
theoretionl confusion regarding campus governance beat, In addition

to providing & framework for the interpretation of all apparently re-
lated phencmena, theery provides insighte about what to expect in the
future, It alec assigne roles which 1n turn define expected behavior.
"It ip evident that diseatisfaction with role definition played a

major part in oreating the criaes of the past decada" {Richardsen,

197, p. 348). He continued by saying that role definitions govern
behavior within groupa. Likewipe, role definitiona affact the degrea
and type of cocperation among persona of wvarious groups or conatltuen-
cies. "The inability of the buresucratioc and oollegial concepts ealther
to prediot or cope with the events of the peat decade haa led to the
grestly reduced oredipility of these modelp™ {Richardson, 197hL, p. 3L6).
The traditional concapt of the gollegium ap & body of profapmionals
getting atandards and judging the performance of members contributad

to the separate jurisdictione spproach to academic governance, for lay
truatees and administratore were not Judged profesaslohally ccompetent

to maka decipione regerding echolarly work and sducaticnel programa.
Likowige, offten-times the acholars preferred not to epend their time
roviewing hundrede of freehmen applicatione for admipeion. Ae the
Carnerios Commispion outlined it, the rolems of cempue conatitusncien
were once agresd upon. Governors and legipletorp wers to be “quick to
help and slow to interfere” (Daniel Colt Gillman mam quoted in CCHE,
1973, p. 75). Trusteems were to attend toc the monay, buildings, grounds,

and appoint a good president., The president was expected to raiee
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money, fend off external attacks and be a good friend to faculty, stu-
dents and alumni. The facuity wee to make academic decigione subject
only to rare vetoes for good reascna, 'Their right to tenure was taken
for grantaed, §Students were allowed to run extra curricular activities,
and they wars axpeoted to stay out of moademic decisiona. In genersal,
deciaione were to be made with deliberation, and there were few crlgen
and fawer confrontations {(CCHE, 1973, p. 75)., In 1961 Clark wrote that
this divialon of labor or eesparation of Jurisdiction was a conflict re-
ducing mechanism (p. 297). But the eventa of that decade would seem to
have dieproved this atatement., Iykes mede & strong casa against the
division of respconsibilities into educational and financial categories
with the faoulty attending to ths former and ths adminiatraticn, the
latter. For, he found, the budget reflects polioy and controls prac-
tice. Dykes' respondenta felt that faculty should decide educational
matiers and perecnnel matters but that administrators should handle
financial aapecta of the inetitution. Ae Dykea pointed ocut, this
geparation is wworkable, for eduostlonal and perponnal matters ultl-
mately rely cn the funde disponsed by the aiminiptration for their
exiatenca (1968, pp. 2-3, 7-9). In addition, thes Commisesion formed to
atudy the Berkeley diasturbancee of 1966 strongly critlcized the pepara-
tlon of Juripdiction or intereet groupe' concapt of governance, The
Commiselon found that thia approach wae not sdequate to current govern=-
ance demande and thaet it narrowly limited dipcuwaeion and decigion=
making processen (Berkeley Report, 1968, p. 10, aa cited by Maason,

1973, p. 11},
If inatituticns of higher sducation attempted to Ffollow the

governance moedel based on the concept of public trust alone, colleges
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and univerpltiea would necessarily be operated on a day-to-day baele by
the trusteea. BSince thay ars part-time lay persona with other occoupa-
tione, thia would be impoeeible consldering the pize and complexity of
today's inatitutions. If the bureausratic model alone were followed,
fagulty would be the employeas &t the direction of and subject to the
orders of adminigtrators, regardlessa of the scholarly expertise of the
facul ty members, If the collegium were thes only govermance structure
employed on campus, faculty time would be apent filing records and re-
viewing and answoering mapees of lettera and forma. Sinece none of thess
can operate alone, all thres have coexipted resulting in a asparation
of decislon-making Juriadiction which was adeguats until modarn Ingsti-
tutional complexity and viewa of individual righta came along and dis-
rupted the gystem.

A govermance approach that has bean puggested to alleviate the
Juriedictional conflicta and increase efficisncies ia the shared
decigion-making or Joint affort model deacribed by the American Asec-
ciation of Univeraity Profeasors and Mason and Keeton,

In 1966 the American Asscclaticn of Univerasilty Profepaora' "State-
ment on Government of Colleges and Unilvereities" was firgt published.
Thia atatement wae the joint product of the American Aasccletion of
Univerelty Profesncres, the American Council on Eduecation, and the Aspo-~
clation of Governing Boards of Univaersitiea and Cocllsgee. The ocora of
the governance model was exprepsed ap follows:

The variety and complexity of the tasks performed by ineti-
tutions of higher aducation produce an inescapabie inter-

dependency among governing boards, adminlptration, faculty,
etudente and others. This relationghip callp for adeguate
communication among these componente and full opportundty

for appropriate joint planning and effort. {(American Apso-
aiation of Universaity Profeasecrs, "SBtatement on Goverrmant

of {ollegea and Univereltiese," 196&, reprinted in CCHE, 1973,
p. 206)
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In the phared deciplon-meking or the jeint eoffort model, =11 four con-
gtituencise are lnvolved in all important areas of decislon-making at
cne time or another, although their opinlone may carry different weights
in different issues (Statement on Govermment of Colleges and Univerai-
ties, 1966, reprinted in CCHE, 1973, p. 207), In gcnoraml, the Gtatement
focuped most on the type of decimion-meking responaibllity truatees,
andoinistretors and faculty would heve in various arsas of concemrn.
Student participetion was only sketchily outlined in 1366, but was more
fully deacribed in 1970 with the publication of the statement on "Stu-
dent Particlpaetion in College and University Govermnment." Students
were to be allowad participation in decisiopn-making because 1t wae an
sppropriate part of their education, The document racommended that
etudents' opinione be sought even on mattere that apparently only
gecondarily sffect them inoluding gquestions regarding admissions, the
academio progrem, ocourae and staff evaluation, and the selection of
adminigtretore ("Etudant Particlipation in College and Unlversity
Govermment," 1970, reprinted in CCHE, 1973, pp. 215;19}.

Inclusion of the four major campue constituencies in decision-
making wes desigmed to reduce complainte of powerlesnensss whioh have
bean heard from sll four groups. Since efficiency ie mnother geoal of
shared decislon-making, thie model wae designed to produce oloser
cooperation and Integration of decision-making in both finsnecial and

educations]l metters.

pae
Ap Richerdscn pointed out, & theory not only provides the framew-
work thaet permits interpretstion of phenotmiena, it alepo defines sxpected

bshavior and providea role definiticne that diractly affect the degrea
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and type of cooperation within and among groupe (kichardeon, 1974, D.
346)., Theoristas and practiticners in higher education are searching
for governance models that will reduce confiict and improve efficiency
of deglgion-meking on campus, Before the latter gealp can be reached,
8 theory muet be avolved that provides clear role definitione for eagh
conatituency: trustees, administrators, facuity and students. In addi-
tion, the constituencies must agree on the roles to be played by each
group., Before thip cen be accomplished, areas of disagreemsnt in rola
definition muet be identified, The purpose of the present study was to
attempt to ldentify arems of agreement and dipegresment among trustees,
adminiptrators, faculty, and students regarding role definitiona for

thepa groups,

Background of the Problem
48 Lindquist and Blackburn polnted ount, anyons conduoting & study

which usee the reputaticniet approach of apking perscns who make deci-
giona, should expect dispute smong different factions (197h4, pp. J6T-
EB}; for the phenomenon of the receding loous of power, ap identified
by Hoble and Pym, cperates when suoch a msthod is employad.

Hormally peracna at any given lavel of an organization indicate
that decipions are reelly mede at another level {Noble & Pym, 1970, p.
h31}. Thie phanomenon itpelf can help predict responasa when thae
reputationiat method ia employed. Some of the dipagresment over
degieion-making on campus can be attributed to thie receding locus of
decleion-making. DIykes found the faculty claimed that adminiptrators
mads deoisione wlthout conaulting fecuity; but when the actual daci-
elone in gquestion were inveetigated, the feoulty had been involvad

{Dykes, 1968, p. L1}. What ip important to this study im not who
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actually made decislons, but the participant's beliefe about who made
decisicne. For if members of the campus conatlinencles belleve they are
not coneulted on mattsrs they think convern them, conflicti cver
decipion-making cannot be avoided, Resentments will be generated by
this dipcrepancy between perceived current practice and the preferred
or idaal practice.

When Dykes asked hie faoulty respondenta to compere thelr actual
and ideal roles in campue decision-making, 95 percent felt that the
faocoulty'e role wap leps than what is should ideally be. Two percent
thought the faculty participated exvessively; ? percent said that the
actual role matched the ideal role, and 1 percent did not know (Dykes,
1968, p. 11).

After his analyaia of govermance, Ikenberry concluded that cur-
rant structures ware not deslgned to cope with conflict and that the
gquestion of juriadicticn wae not always aa clear as it might appear
(Ikenberry, 1970, p. 372). Hawes and Trux concluded that the roles of
administrators, faculty and studente in campue governance were poorly
defined (1974, pp. 123-134), Mason cited the findinge of the Berkeley
{ommiaalon which stated that Jurisdiclion in campue govermance wea con-
fusel and imprecise (1972, p. 58). Dykes cited specific disagreement
rogerding declmion-making rcles of faculty in perscnnel mattara.
Beventy percent of his respondents felt that faculty ehould "waually
sontrol" faculty personnel matters. Howaver, faculty opinion ie often
overridden, whioh laada faculty to think that adminisetratore view them
as employeee rather than professicnalse.

Regearch Queationse
In light of the findings of previcus reaearchers and the theoretical
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framework, the following questlons were developed to help delineate
the purpoae of this study: (1) In four-year public cclleges and uni-
veralties of Virginis do studsente, faculty, administrators snd trustess
egrae on the areap of decimion-paking currently partiolpated in by the
varicus constituencies? (2} Ia there agreement among the constituen-
oclaa concerning the preferred areas of decisicon-making for each of the
four groupa? (3) Ia there a discrepancy betwesn constituencien' per-
ceptiopa of thelr current role in declsion-making and their preferrad
role? (L) Do the conetituencies dimagree concerning the preferred
apportionment of decipion-making in inatitutions of higher sducaticn 1in
¥irginia®¥
Hypothesan

E/l. The porceptions of trustees, administrators, faculty and
etudente of four=year public instltutions of higher learning in ¥Yir-
ginia differ significantly regarding the areee of decieion-making cur-
rently participated in by each of theas conetituencies.
H/2. The reaponses of the four constituencies differ signifi-
cantly regerding the mream of decision-making preferred for each group.
H/3, Bach of the constitusnoies will perceive ite current
declplon-making role as lpvolving fewer erass of decision-making than
ite preferred role.

/L. The preferred rola delineated by each group for itself will
encompase significantly more areas of decision-making than the role

prefarred for it by sach of the other thres groups.

Definition of Terma

Decipion-making wea used in this resesarch to refer to any dater-

mination of polloy or action made by &n ipndividual, & committere with
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ropreaentativee from one or more of the four conetituencies, or an salac-
tion or vote open to the entire mombership of cone or more constituencien.

Conetituenoy referred to one of the four groupes of participante

in thip atudy: truptees, administrstora, faculty or atudents.
Group was ussd synonymcusly with the term constituency.
Trugtee referred to any member ¢of & board of visitere for the

four-=year public institutions of higher education in Virginla.

Adminigtrator was uasd to refer to offiecials of the four-year

publio instituticns of higher educstion in Yirginia. Departmantal
chairperacnn ware excluded from this clapaification whlle heades of
business and data proceseing support ayatems were included as well as
deans, vice prealdenta and directora of satudent personnel services.

Faculty wase used to refer to full-time ingtructional ataff in-
cluding departmental chairpersons.

Btudent wap used to refer to any enrcllee of the four-year pub=
lio inatituticne of higher education in Virginia regardleas of thelr
cleeaifiontion, BEoth full-time and part-time enrolleeg were included
under the rubric of student,

Bole waa usad to refer to any patterming of the mix categories
cf decision-meking ilsted on the gquesticonmalre. A role contained from
cne to six categories.

Categery referred to the asix general conoerne of decision-making
lipted on the queutihnnaire. The aix categories were aa followe:

1) Decielona Pertaining to Finance and Plent; 2} Decieions Pertaining
to Facul ty; 3} Appointment of Faoulty and Administratora; L) Declslone
Partaining to Academic Programp; 5) Decieiona Pertaining to Governance;

and 6§} Declaione Pertaining to Studenta.
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Area rafarred to the thirty specific items concerned with
declpion-malking that wers lipted on the queestlonnaira (BB& Appandix C
for the gueationnaire).
Shared Declsion-making meant that policy or action wae determined

wlth some type of partleipation from all four constituencies,

Limltetions

1, This study wea limited to the trupteep, adminiatratora, full-
time faculty and atudente of public ipstitutions of higher education in
¥irginia.

2. The names of trustess were cbtained from the liast maintalned
by the Council of Higher Bducation for Virginia., The names of adminie-
trators and faculty were obtained from the moat recent collegs ocata-
logue in print in the spring of 1977. The namea of studente were oh-
tained from directorisas or computer print-cuts maintained by the inati-
tuticne, Sinoe any of theae sources could have been slightly inaccurate,

the population was consldered te be that as listsd in these sourceas.

Bugmary
Chapter 1 containa the theoretical framework, statement of the
purpoge, repearch probleme, hypotheses, definiticn of terme and limita-
tione. Chapter 2 includee tha review of the literature relevent to
current and praferred practicas of academiec governance, Chapter 3 oon-
tains the methedology. The findings are reported in Chapter ), and

vonclualcone appear in Chapter 5.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW CF THE LITERATURE

Current Practics

Lindquist and Blaeckburn give a coneclee description of research
methodology commonly used by political seientipte and other ressarchers
interested in discovering whe makes declsione in organizations like
collegaa and univerpitiea, Hesearchere have commonly ueed only one of
the four methodg==-structuralist, reputaticnlat, decisioniset, or norma-
tive,

Lindquiat and Blackburn Tepcorted that the structuralist inven-
tories persona holding poaitions high in the bureatoratic and colle-
gial pyramide, making note of auch factore &e their rank, yeare of ser=
vios, aga and poeltions held. The authora found that etudies ueing
the structuralist appreach typilecally identified two key groupa on cam-
pus, a faculty oligarchy and a group of executive administrators. The
rageaercherg criticized the etructuralipt approech becaupe it doee not
raveal the axtent to which these groupe actually have decieicn-making
abllity. It ie likely that their actione are limited by the wishes
of their colleagues.

The reputaticniet approach asks persone to lndicate who makes
the decieions on thelr campua. Ueing thia approach repulte typically
in the ldentification of a small group of peracne: the prepldent and
g few penior femculty members. Lindquist and Blackburn criticiged thia

approach because of the enigma of the receding loocus of power previcusaly

15
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identified by Fobls and Pym (1970, pp. 335-36). Individuale at one
laevel or belonglng to one group 1ln an organization claimed that deoi=-
plons were made by another level or group of the ingtitution. However,
thie criticism seemed poorly pubatantiated, for Lindgquist and Blackburn
themeelven reported resulis that varied according to inetitutional type
when the reputationiat approach was used, If the receding locus of
power wers a conatant phetomenon, reeults would vary according te the
method, not the inptitutional type (Lindquiat & Blackburn, 1974, pp-.
367-683.

The third approach deascribed waa the declaioniet, in which epaci=-
fic decislone ware pelected for study. The woaknepa with this approach
wan the reaearchers' inability to study sll decieione or to satisfac-
torily sample decision-making to remove blag, Decialonist studies
typically ldentify compeating elites from pluralistie powser basee. Par-
ticipaticon in decision-msking was described as mors widesprsad when
thie method was employed {197k, p. 368).

The fourth spproach for researching govermance that wap ocutlined
by Lindquiast and Blackburn was the normative, When using thia method,
reasarchers identify the valuaee that prevall on a campus end then dip-
cover the persone or groupa on campus who bapefit from these values.
This method'a wealkneea ie ite tendency tc mscribe to all, baliefe that
are held by only a few (Lindquist & Blackburn, 1974, p, 380).

To ovearcome the wealneapes of these four methods, 1f uped indivi-
duslly, Lindquipt and Blackburn used all at onoe, as well as adding an
hiatorical perapective. They ptudled governance at & large mldwepiern
university with a tradition of a strong faculty senate. 4 68-year

poricd waps oovered (Linﬂquiat & Blackburn, 197h, pP. 369-?0).
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Uping thie combined apprcach, the researchere identifiesd an
sadminiptratively dominated oligarchy. They found that key perscns &t
the university were long tenured, perscnally and professionally esteomad,
sxperlenced in local govermment, opinion lemders on campus lssues, mem-
bera of governance committeen, and an executive adminiptrator or full
professor (Lindquist & Blackburn, 197L, pp. 368-379). In addition to
identifying an adminlietratively dominated cligarchy, the aunthora found
that adminigtrators were moet patiafied with the locua of decipion-
making on campus, Faoulty were next, and astudents were least satiaflied
(Lindquist & Blackburn, 1974, pp. 375-76).

Lindguipt and Blackburn's combined methodological approach ise
perhape the ideal for case studles or research projects with large bud-
geta, but their criticieme of the individual msthods ahould not dia-
cradit these approaches entirely. If the actual deciasion-making bahav-
lor iB the objective of reasarch, the combinsd approach ahould yield
mere acourate informaticon; but the psroeptions of decimion-making of
oocupante of kay posltione in governanoce atructuree can themgelves be
tha obJect of atudy. Although Lindguist apd Plackburn ueed a combined
approach, their results and conclusions were very similar to thope of
Eckert who employed a structuralist approach,

Eckert did two atudies of govermance at the Unlversity of Minne-
sota, The first uped data gathered from 1945-48 and 1955-58. Her re-
sults indicated that faculty, partioularly Junior faculty, womsn and
ptudenta had a minor role in etudying problems and maeking decleicns.
Turing the 1948=-55 pericd, procedures were adopted specifically simed
at broadening the membership of tha senats, but her regearch indicated

that in 1958 powerful senate committees had few members from these groupa.
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For further compariacn, Eckert took another sample of data during
the perlicd 1966-68. She acocumwlated data regarding persons’ renk,
discipline, senate committee appolniments, age, years of service, and
adminiptrative poeta held. BGhe found that departmente and collegen
controllad hiring, curriculum and other aspects of intermal lif'e, while
the preaident, hia ataff and the senate dealt with univeraity-wide
probleme. The 1965=-68 gtudy involved 295 faculty members and 103 stu-
denta and alumnl. BEckert found that 6% percent of the faculty repre-
sontativea were aealgned to-one aenate committae; 21 percent held two
committes aasignmentea; and 10 parcent held from three to six. &he rlpo
found that 63 percent of the faculty committee appointees held full
profeesor rank, whlle only 26 percent of the univereity faculty held
thia rank. Sixty-six percent of the non-student committee appointeen
hald adminietrative poats including that of deparimental chalrperson.
Lika Lindquipt and Blackburn, Eckert found that a emall group of key
pereone dominated decision-meking bodlies. These persong held senlor
academic rank and administrative positione (Eckert, 1970, pp- 308-314).
At leest in one instance then, the etrucoturaliast approach yielded eimi-
lar results to Lindguist and Blackbuim'’s more elaborate methodology.

Eckert ocllapted pome data regarding student participation in the
sonate and 1te committees although she did not have complete Ilnforma-
tion which limited compariscn with previcus yeara. Her 1969=-70 studsnt
information indicated that atudenta were allewed one representative par
one thousand studente. In 1969-70 the genate had 52 students and 110
feculty reprapentatives, The new representation procedure was adopisd
in June of 1969, Fokert investigated student participation on senste

committesa beginning in 1913 when thaey had members on five of the
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alaven committess: athletios, finance and audit, student publicaticna,
gtudent affairs and debate, Student participation declined during the
last half of the 1950'm. At that time there were student represpenta-
tivens on three of the ninetesn aenate commilttees: athletloe, student
affaira, and ROTC. After the 1969 reorganization of the senate, there
Wwere ten commnittees, and ptudents were on meven of these. Thoe three
pxceptions were the adminiptrative, Judiciasl and the faculty afflars
gommitiees {FEckert, 1970, pp. 309-310).

T™e Lindqulast and Blackburn etudy and that of BEckert provided
aome genesral Information relevant to the background of the queation of
purrent perticipation levels of the threse ocampua conestitushcisg-—-
administrators, faculty and etudents. 8Since adminiptratora peemed to
particlpate extenplvely in deciglon-making, it wae not surprising thet
Lindguipt and Blackburn found them to be the moat satiefied with the
locum of decipion-making on campua. Since most faculty members were
hot inoluded in decision-making hodlee, it was not surpriging that
foculty diseatisfaction with their role in decielon-making has recelved
a good deal of sttention in professional jJjourmals of the last decade.
There have been studiee, howevar, that glva more apecific informetion
about the aress of decision-making currently partieipated in by the four
oengtituencies gurveyed in this mtudy. More detailed treatmeant of the
truatess' current rele in academic government was found in Governance

of Higher Education: Six Prieriiy Problems by the Carnegie Commisslon

on Higher Education, and in College and University Trusteeship by Mor-

ton A, Rauh. The role of sdminiatratcore waa generally studied jointly

with that of the faculty. The major sitndlea which dealt with their

roleg were Faculty Participation in fcademic Gowvernance by Arncld R.
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Weber and Asscociates, the "Report of the Burvey Sub-gommittee of Come
mittes T" by the American Asascclation of Unlverslty Professcrs, and
Faculty Perceptions of EBhared Authority and Collective Bargainiog at
Public Inetitutions_cf Higher Educaticon in Virginia by James 0O, Arm-
atrong II, The faculty's role in governance raceived exclusive attean-

tion In Faculty Participation ip Academic Decision-—making by Archie R.

Dvkes. And finally, the rola of studente in govermance recelived de-
tailed treatment in "Btudent Partlclpaticon in the Universlty Deciplon-
meking Procesa," by Lecnard C. Hawea and Hugo H. Trux IV, as well ae

in ghould Studente Share the Power, by Earl .J, MeGrath., The Carnegle

Commigpion's study alao devoted a good deal of atiention to studentes'
role in governance.

The role of the board was thought to be of orucial importance by
the Carnegie Commiesion on Eigher Education which sponecred reasarch
concerning campus governance in 1969 and compiled their findings into

Governance of Higher Bducation: Six Priority Problems which waa pub-

lighed in 1973. They found that purpoese of instituticns of highex
education were belng axamined, campus independence was being eroded,
and conflict on campus waa intensifying, all of which pointed to the
necagalty for changes in the role of the governing beoarda of ocllegas
and uhivergities. Their general ptatement of the rolea of trustees
ineludad nine mspecte of governance. The board of trustess haa respon-
gibility for the long-term welfara of the institution, and it definee
the purpcaes to bs fulfilled and the standards to be met, Likewlge, 1t
ip the guardlan of the wmiassion of the inatitution. It alsc evaluatep
overall performance and acts as & buffer between campue and scciety.

Te board ie the final arbitrator of internal disgputes. It ia an agent
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of change in an hiptorically conpervative institution, and it hap baasic
repgponeibility for the financisl welfare of the organization. Finally,
1t provides for the governance of the institution as it appointes and
ramoves the preaident and chief administrative officere and arranges
for the mdministrative struoture (CCHE, 1973, pp. 32-33).

The Carnegle Commisaion on Higher Education summed up general
references %o the board's role, mt mors apecific information wap pre-
aented by Rauh. In his reaearch, he interviewed about seventy prepl-
dente and trusteee. His participants were not randomly aelectsd bat
ware choaen because of distingulahed success in collsge and unlverpity
governance. The purpoas of hip study wae to glarify the responeibili-
ties of boards of trustesa (Rauh, 1959, pp. 3-10).

e raspondenta diptilled the board’s role into e mindoom of four
regpongibilities. Firat, 1t was sald to selegt and change the prepident
when neceseary. Second, it held title to the property, acted as a
court of lapt rescrit, and held the charter, The investment of endow-
mente cr the delegation of this to profeselonally ekilled personn was
alao asen a6 8 major reaponeibllity of the board as it ourrently funec-
tiona, Curriculum was seen ae the domaln of tha faculty, but the
trugtees' right to intervene in this ares waa meintained (Rauk, 1969,
pp. 18=23).

ne of the key responpibilitiep of the boerd was that of chocaing
the president. The sgelaction procedure waa typically ae followe. The
board appeinted & subcommittes which worked with faculty representa-
tivep to draw up gqualificationsa. The board and faculty search commit-
teea soresned candidatea sepsrately, and the board made the final deci-

pion. Ordinarily the board doesa not selact anyone over the objaction
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of faculty recommendationa (Rauh, 1959, pp. 23-28).

In regard to faculty pelection, Havh found that most boarde dele-
gata this repponeibility to the president, deana and faculty membsers.
However, final approval ip reatained by the board (H&uh, 1959, p. 38}.

Rauh'e reapondents asemed to think that boards often do not have
an mich control over budgeting 8 ia generally beliesved. OFtan thae
budgst i presented to the board late in the apring when appointments
for the next year have already been made, sc there is little that can
ba done to change the budget at that time and still honor commitmante
(Rauh, 1959, pp. L1-L3).

Financial responeibility was generally sspumed to rest with the
board, but actual fund-raleing was often carriad omt by the praaident
of the inatitution. Buildinga and groundse was aeen as an area in which
moat boarda involwve themaelven at the cpesrational level when they would
not do ao with educationsl matters, A grest deal of the board's time
wag reportedly spent on buildings and grounde ispuer., Faculty's right
to control curriculum matters wae genarally accepted (p. 76).

The study of the role of adminiatretors in academic govermance
wag typically linked lnextrlcably with that of the faculty. Weber and
his aggociates plonesered with thelr 1967 atudy of governance atyles in
35 colleges and universitiea. They were investigating unrest on cam-
pue end blamed governance problems for the trouble. Fifty parcent of
the campupees studied were characterized by one governance styia,
gdministrative primacy. This meant that mechanisma for faculty con-
spultetion sxisted, but their views were given leas coneideration than
admipiptratlive recommendations. Twenty-five percent of the campuses

were characterized by shared authority, whioh meant that both faculty
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and adminiptration exercised effective influence in decieiop-making., A
few cempuses manifested the faculty primacy style of goverpance in which
declaslona ware made primarily by faculty, but moet of the remaining 25
percent of the campuses exhliblited adminlstrative dominance. Hers
administretors made unilateral decisions with little or no consultaticon
with faculty (Weber & Assocoiatems, 1967, pp. 14-1T7).

In the academic year 1969~70, the Survey Subcommittese of Committee
T of the Ameriocan Asscciation of Univereity Profespors ment a rather
involvad questiopmaire to colleges and univeraitiee having AAUP chap-
tare. 'The queatiomneires were mailad tc beth the pragidents of the in-
atitutionas and the chapter preeldenta. The replies from the two groupe
wore very different, so they were asked to Jointly complete ths gquea-
tionnaire. PBight hundred and fifteen usable Jolint returns were obtainaed.
hegpondents were askad to indicate the level of faoulty participation
in various areas of decipion-making. Hesulte indioated that faculty
participated at the level of coneultation which wae lees than the idesal
expregped by the American Apsoclation of Univereity Professora in the
"Statement on Govermment of Colleges and Univerplties." The range of
refponee categories were 1) Faculty Determipation, 2) Joint Actian‘£5}
faculty and adminiptratiop/, 3) Conpultatiom, L) Dipcussion, 5) Kone
Z;h faculty participatiogy {Report of the Survey Subgommittee of Com=-
mittee T, 1971, pp. 6B-69, T3, 122-23),

Ammetrong surveyed the percepticns of full-tims faculty wmembara
at public inetitutione of higher education in Virginia regarding twenty-
twe deoclaion=making areas. Theea wera broken into four categoriea:
faoulty affairs, appointment of faculty and adminletrators, academic

programe, and planning and governance. Of the 350 questicnnaires mailed



24
to participante, 215 returns were usable in whole or in part. The
faoulty perceived decisions concerning academic programes ae being
gharad batween faculty and adminietrators. However, they falt that
decislons in the other three categories fell cloger to administrative
primacy than to shared decipion-making. Thue adminisirators were per-
celved as having the larger role in deoisione pertaining to faculty
affaire, planning and governance, and appointmente { Armstrong, unpub-
lighed dismertation, 1975, pp. 49-50).

The imerican Agsociation of Univereity Profeascors study conducted
by the Burvey Subcommittee of Committee T was an attempt to aascertain
the facultiea' mctual level of participation in several categories of
campug governance, Heapondente ware to examine carefully proocsdures
and traditionm on their campusee in eelecting their answers, How well
the atudy sucpeeded in dipcovering actual practices as oppoaed to per-
cepticna of practicea may be indicated by the fact that the original
reporty filed separately by the inatitution and the American Associa-
tion of Univerpity Professors chapter presidents dlpagresd sc drastice-
ally that jolnt formuelation of the reporte waes requeptad. Participants
gelected from fiva reeponse categories: faculty determination, Joint
action, coneultatlon, disouesicn or none., In general, the leval of
faculty participation was found toc be conesultation {Report of the
Burvey Subcommittes of Committee T, 1971, pp. 68-124).

Another ptudy which dealt with the perceptions of feculty exclu-
elvely was that conducted by Dykes. He conducted perscnal interviaws
with 10L members of the college of liberal arta and aclences at a
large, midwestern university., The eample wap randomly selected and

etratifiad according to rank. It was limited to fulletime, teaching
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or research faoulty who did not have heavy administrative duties, so
departmental chalrperscona, deans, otc., were nct inocluded (Dykes, 1968,
pp. vi-wii),

Although Dykea' atudy dealt largely with the praferred or ideal
faculty role in governance, gome of hip Ffindinga did reflect the our-
rent practices. Dykee found a wideapread conviction that faculty and
adminigtrative pricorities conflict. He alav dipoccoversd a tendenocy to
dichotomiza declalocna intoc thoge dealing with educational and non-
edupational matters. The latter cutatandingly ineluded financial
affairs. 4 corollary tendency was for the faculty'e nonfinancial role
to be denigrated. His respondents complained that the current faculty
role in governance wae limited to inpilgnificant matters. Forty-one
peroent falt that the faculty was excluded from decigione in whioh they
should participate; 12 percent said they were not; and 47 psrcent said
they 4id not know. Only 28 percent were satisfied with thelr current
rola in governance, while 6] percent were diegatiefied. A vast major-
1ty, BT percent, said that some permcna partigipate mere than cothars in
oampus governance; and T9 percent eaid a1l persons do not have an aqual
chance to do po. 0lder profeppore wera thought to bs most active.
Iyken ooncluded that mach of the tension betweasn faoulty and adminis-
trators results from the view of the university ap & closed system in
which the increass of administrative influence would mean a decreass in
faculty influence. He found that faculty and administrators are saen
as adversaries {Dykes, 1566, pp. 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 18, 20-22),

MoGrath undertock the astudy of the currsnt role of atudante in
academic governmance at the request of the American Academy of Arts and

Sciencen. The regpondents conelated of gbout 900 prealdenta of Amerioan
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and Canadlan colleges and univeraities. About 875 of the respondents
gave ugable rasulte {MoGrath, 1970, pp. 5-6).

Student participation 1h ascademic govermances has exlated to one
degres or snother aince the universites criginated in Italy ln the last
part of the twelfth century, and MeGrath pointed ocut that the current
claim that ptudenta participate more than aver is not founded in re-
pearch., Studenta' current participatlon variee among inetitutional
typea and ppecific committess. Studente were found on mere committess
in amaller oolleges than in larger, ocooplex universltiss, The commit-
tee most commonly having some type of student perticipation wap the
curriculum committee, A total of 58 percent of theps committess had
some type of atudent participation, and 46 percent had studant voting
menbera., The very powsrful faculty exscutlve commlitee allowed some
typa of student perticipetion in about 23 percent of the casea, while
18 percent permitted voting by etudent members. Howaver, in pergonnel
matters etudants were not mnllowed teo partielpate significantly. Four
point peven pereent of faoulty eelection, promoiion and tenure commit-
teep allowad elther voting or non-voting ptudent membere. Three point
three psrcent metuslly allowad studente to vote, The only policy-
making body with fewer wvoting student membere wore boarda of truastesn.
Two point peven percemt permitted student members to vote, while 20
percent &llowed sume type of atudent participation, 3By the arrangement
of the date in Table I in the appendix, McGrath impliasd that the follow-
ing committeea waere not policy-making bodies mlthough he offered no
sxplanation for thia caitegorization. He reported only tha total stu-
dant participation figures for thess commitiesse and did not specify the

porcentages nllowing student voting memberships. Abcut cne-third of
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the library, public sventa, and etudent life commlttees had student
membere. Lesg than cna-fifth of the sdmiegalone and dipcipline commit-
taes included students, and only about 10 parcent of the planning com-
mittean.

MoGrath concluded that etudent participation on faculty commit-~
taes wap beooming the rule rather than the exception. Eighty-eight
point three parcant of the inatitutions reported atudsnta on at least
one faoculty commlittes, and his repults indicated a trend teward in-
creased situdent representatian [HnGrath, 1970, BD. 1, 7, 10=11, 18,
38-45, 106),

Hawee and Trux etudied ptudent particlipation in governancs ocom-—
mitteea nt a large, midwestarm univerpity. Their subjects came from
three atrata of the oollege community: students who wers not members
of committeea, student members of committees, and faculty end ataff
membere of committese. Thers was a total of over 500 respondents.

Data were cocllected through the uwee of polla; questicnnaires, telephene
interviews, and case higtory interviews ueing a schedule which elicited
detailed information, Fifty percent of the committeea had student
repregentatives. Plfty-twe pearcent of the atudent representatives were
graduate atudente, and cne-third were geniors. Hawes and Trux found
that oollege-level committees had more studeni repressntation than did
dapartmental and univerpity-wide committeea, BStudents feli under-
ropreganted while faculty thought studant reprepeptation wam adeguate,
Faoculty and studente' opiniona of each other were found to improve
after serving together on committesa. The authore concluded that the
full potential of student participation on committees for academic

governance hap not been Tealized, but that guoh participation ip a
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firnt ptep toward the integration of atudents, faoulty snd the adminig-

tration (Hawea & Trux, 197L, pp. 123-34).

Summary

In evmmation, aaseesments of current governance prectlces gaemed
to point to the divielon of labor approach, Trusteep view themselven
as malnly concerned with financial and physical resources of the col-
lege while thesy expasct administrators to conoern themselvaes with fund-
raiping, public relationa, alumni affairs and student affairs, Faoulty
and administratora apparantly comour in thie role for administrators.
Thaeee thres conetlitusncies alpo agree, genesrally, that educationnl mat-
tere are the chief concern of faculty, Students were viewed an having
a role in governance, but this rols was stlll in the process of belng
formad. Studente were most commonly found to participate in aocademic
program declpions and exiracurricular aotivitiee. Examination of the
Tegsarch concerned with the congtituenclep' preferred roles for them-

pelves and cthers highlighted problem areas.

Freferred Practice

In 1566 the "Statement on Govermment of Colleges and Univeral-
tiea" appearsd in the American Asacciation of University Profeseors
Bulletin. This document, which outlines a governance model for higher
sducation, wes Jointly formulated by representetlves of the American
Aspociation of Univernity Profepmors, the fmerican Councll on Educa-
tion, and the Asgsocistion of Governing Boards of Univerpltiea and Col-
legas, The Statement called for Joint planning and effort from govern-
ing boardes, asdministrators, fmoulty, studente and othere in order to
meet the copplex and varicus tasks of inptitutiones of higher education.

All four major constituencies ware to participate at soms point in
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important declsion-meking aresas. However, the voice of each in any
given declgion would be in relation to the reeponeibllity each group
had for that area of conocern, Ko attempt was made to cutline sach com-
ponant’'e degres of responeibility in specific areas. Thie was toc be
laft to the persons on the individual campuses, bul examples ware given
for the pake of esxplanation. 8Since the faculty has the largeet reepon-
aibility for ourrioulum, 1t would have the largest voloe in matters
concerning this arsa while the other three componentsa would have a
amaller r»ole. Although this particular document devoted minimal atten-
tion to the role of etudents in decigicon-making, they were definitely
ineluded aa one of the groups that was expected to participate in cam-
pus governance, Later, in 1970, the Amerlcean Asaociation of Univerasity
Profeasors publiehsd a statement on "Student Perticipation in College
and University Govarmment™ which fully treated the pubjeot of the atu-
denta' role ("Btatement on Government of Collegee and Tniversitiesn,”
first publighed 19866, reprinted in Carnagle Commiggion on Higher Eduoa-
tion, 1973, pp. 206-08; "Student Participation in College and Univer-
aity Government," firat printed 1970, raprinted in Carnegie Commieslon
on Higher Education, 1973, pp. 215-19).

Aa Keston pointed out, sharing decision-paking can talkte two
forme. Firet, decisions can be made Jointly., Second, the lebor can
be divided and apecific decisions allocated to one group while othern
are aasigned other governance repponsibilitiea (Keeton, 1971, p. 1,87,
e governance gtructure suggesied by theorlete which afforde the most
obvicus cpportunity for joint declpiop-making or joint action wae tha
penate, McGrath proposed that a senate of gtudenta, faculty, adminis-

trators, and trustees be formed on campusss. He contendsd that a
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gtructure like the penate which providee a chance for all tc diecuss
and Jointly declde would operate with leea conflict than atructures
where constituent groupas meet and make declsions which then muet be
reconcilad with decisiona that have been made by other groups {McGrath,
1970, p. 105).

Senatea of no mors than 50 members were supported by the Amerlcan
Agaociation of University Professore. They recommended that senates
have faoulty, administrator and atudent membera with the preasident pre-
piding, It wae believed that the presldent would be leas likely to
vato things he participated in formulating (Mason, 1972, p. 75; "Stu-
dent Participation in College and University Government," reprinted in
Carnegle Commisaion on Higher Education, 1973, p. 219). Lawry was
particularly interested in the uee of sanates, for he believed this
governance atricture was more efficlient, composed of more lnformed per=-
eone, and assured faculty a atronger role in governance than they nor-
mally have without a penate (Lawry, 1971, pp. 377-80).

If the divipion of laber were the prefsrred approach to govern-—
ance, decentralization would provide one means of implementaticn. Kee-
ton preferred decentralization because of the diversity it allows. He
felt that diveraity was vitally important during a time when central
ceordination, eapecially central control of funde, can press for homo-
gopization (Keeton, 1971, P. 35). Decentralization was alac very
atrongly urged ag the preferred governancse approach by Tkenberry. He
felt that the current fecus on more central forume for diescugepion and
decision-making wae not appropriately orianted. He urged that naw
govarnance ptructures ba formed to broaden participation at the couras,

Program, and departmentsl levels; for 1t is st theee levels where
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peracone are actively interepted and will participate enthusiastically.
In addition, decantralization places control in the hande of thoase moat
direotly affactad by decisiona and those most knowledgeable of the prob-
lems and their msolutione (Ikenberry, 1970, pp. 371-7h).

Although the jolnt effort, the shared decision-making or phared
authority model of academic govermance, seemed tc be gonerally accepted
by thecrists and researchers, working out the details of each oconsti-
tuency'e role was atill 1n proceps at the time of thia writing. Al-
though Corescn obklled for a olarification of the role of trustees aa
aarly as 1960, ths preferred role for trustees hes received lesm atten-
tion in the literaturs than that of the faculty and studente {Gnrsun,
1960, pp. 57-58).

In broad terms, the "Statement on Govermment of Coliegas and Uni-
varpities" aselgned the bomrd four responuibilitien, Truetase were to
ipsue ptatementa that define pelicies and procedures of the inetitu-
tion, They were to husband the endowment. They were also to obtaln
the needed capital development and operating funde, and they were to
attend hroadly tc personnel policies, DPudgeting for long=range and
ghori-range nasde wee conBidersd central in the boerd's formal respon=
gibility, but it waa alep eeid to be an lmportant part of the preai-
dent's adminiatrative authority and of the educationsl funotion of the
faoultys; eo trusteem wers to share this mrea of governance with other
facticna., The board was alao mgelgned a share 1ln decislion-making in
the area of facllitles as were the other constituencles (“Btatement on
Governmant of Collegep and Univereities," 1966, reprinted in Carnegie
Commigslon on Highar Education, 1973, pp. 208-210).

Bome of Ravh'e reepondents felt the board could more actively
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participate in decleione concerning academic programa, personnsl poli-
ciea and atudent affairs if its members had or were provided the back-
ground necegeary (FRauh, 1959, p. 65). By contraat to Rauh's board mem-
bere and preeidentn, almoat one-hslf of the faculty surveysed by the
Carnegie Commiesion on Higher Education in 1969 said that trustece’
crly reaponeibilities were to raips monay and gain community support
{Carnegie Commigsion on Highser Educatlion, 1973, p. 33, footnots 1),

Az & repult of thip 1969 research, the Carmegle Commieslon on
Higher Education had many recommendations concerning the preferred role
and ccompoaition of governing boarde. It was reocmmsnded that faculty
membera, students and alumni ghould participate in nomineting some of
the board members, but faeculty and students should not aerve as members
of boarde at institutions where they are enrolled or amployed. Tha
Carnegie Commliepion on Higher BEducstion aleo recommended that faculty
and studente ehould gerve on beard committess or have parallel commit=-
tees with provieiona for joint consultation. It was aleo recommendad
that trustess should geek active presidents and then giva them the
ataff and the anthority neceseary to provide lesadership in & period of
changs esnd conflict. They further specify an advisory rols for faculty
and students in the prooeass of appeointing the president and reviewing
hia perfomance (Carnegie Commipeion on Higher Edusation, 1973, pp. 25,
33, 38). Keeton suggested another plan for increasing the participa-
tion of faculty and studente in the actlivities of the board. He ba=
lieved that the board ehould hold public meetings where atudents,
fagulty and othere could attend. He propoeed that students and faoulty
be able to help shape the agende of board meetinge and that they should

peloot aome of the board membars (Keeton, 1971, p. 34). Thus, disagres-
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mant over the praferred role of the governing board In scademioc govern=
ance was readily apparant,

Ae wap the came in attempting to apcertain administration's gur-
rent role in acsdemic govearnance, it was difficult to separate prafer-
snoes concerning their ideal rols from dlecusasiona including the pre-
ferred role for faculty. In line with their shared decision-making
model, American Apecciation of Univerpilty Prcofessors'statsmente indi-
cated that the administration would participate in all major decisions
but that their sghare would be partioularly sirong in regard to scme
areas. It was said to be the reaponaibility of the prespident to appoint
deans and sdminiatrative officers with the advice and consultation of
the appropriate faculty and with ptudent coneultation where feasible.
The preelident was alpc aeen as tha chisf plamming officer, and it was
thought by the American Aspociation of Unlvargity Profaesors that the
adminigtration and faculty ashould make long=range plana and convey
these to the board so it can carry cut ites duties, BStudente were alpo
to contribute to plane for financial and physical resources ('Statement
on Goverrment," 1966, reprinted in Carnegie Commlsgion on Higher Educa-
tion, 1973, pp. 208-211; “Student Participation,” 1970, reprinted in
Carnegie Commimpion on Higher Bducation, 1973, pp. 218-219).

The preferred rele for feculty members in governance hap recelved
a graat deal of attention in recent yeara. The imeriocsn Asscclation of
Univaralty Profemseore' YStatement on Govermment of Collegesa and Univerei-
tleg" indicated many apecific areae in which the faculty should have
the major declpion-making responsibility. Mason'se work, which waa
clasalfiad as an elaboration of the Amsrican Asecoiation of Univerpity

Profagpors' policy atatement, pirongly supported tha faoulty’s right
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and reaponeibility to participate in govarnance. He pointed out that
faculty participation apsured that the academic purpcees of the inpti-
tutlion would remain uppsrmoat. It woape alec expected to act as a cheok
on adminletration's role, end it would employ the intellsctual resources
avallable {Mason, 1972, pp. 55-56). HKeeton urged a strong faoulty role
in governance and justified their partigipation on the grounda thet
thelr expartise uniguely gualifisa them to make many declaions that
others cennct. He sleo pointed cut that their cooperation ip esassntial
to the effective operation of the inetitution and that human beinge
have the right to participate in shaping policies that affect their
lives and well-being {Keeton, 1971, pp. 11-12), The atudy on 35 cam=-
pusaa conductad by Weber and hies zascciates found govermance to be a
problem and recommended more faculty participation as a remedy for un-
rapgt, threatened strikes and unicnization {Weber st al., 1967). Thua,
these thaorisets and repearchers indicated that the faculiy role in
governance was not pubstantial enocugh,

In the view of the American Assogiation of Univergity Frofesescra,
prizary reapeneibility for curricula, inatructicnal methode, sub)ect
matter, ragearch, faculty etatus, and student life that relatesm to the
educational program ehould reet with the faculty. It was preferred by
the Americmn ABsccimtlon of University Professcora that the faculty and
board cooperate in the peslection of the presildent. 1In & raport by
Committee T publighed 1in 1972 on "Faoulty Participation in the Helec-
tion and Hetention of Administrators," it was etatad that the faculty
ehould have a etrong voice regarding the pelection of nondemic deans
and a leps strong volce Iin the selectlion of cfficlale who adviss the

prasident directly. However, in both casee it wes recognized that the
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president should have the final deciplon, Similarly in the view of the
American Aasocletion of Universlty Professors, the faculty should aelect
departmental chairparscna but the dean sheuld have the final choice.,

It wan roopmmendsd that a dean not select a chelrparson over the objecs
ticn of faculty ("Faaulty Participation,™ 1972, reprintad in Carnegie
Compiesion on Higher Education, 1973, pp. 220-2l; Maecn, 1972, pp. T9-
B0},

Whan faculty wae conpulted directly in the 1969 Carnegis Commis-
sion study, 89 percent said faculty should participate on governing
boerds, while only LO percent sald that government should be conducted
entirely by faoulty and studente. Sixty percent of the faculty did not
think that faculty penates or couneila were acceptable worksble mechan-
igms {Carnegie Commipsion cn Higher Eduecatien, 1573, p. L5)}.

The major foous of Iykes' interviawp with 106 members of the col-
lege of arte and epiences of & large, midwestern university was to
asoertain their view of the prefeorred role for fasulty in academic
governance, Participants were questioned about academic affairs, per-
gonnel matters, financisl matters, capltal improvement, atudent affairs,
and public and alumni relations. Responaep were broken down into five
partgs 1) The faculty should alwaye or almost always determine, 2} The
feculty should usually determine, 3) The faculty should recommend, )
The faculty should not usuwally be involved, and 5) The faculty hap no
role. Eighty-aix paroent of the reapondentd felt that the facultiy
ghould either determine or usually determine acedemio affaire decisiona
while the remalning group felt recommendation was the ccrrect faculty
role.  Sixty-nine percent said that the fasulty should determine or

usually determine persennel mattersg, while the remaining 3l percent
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said recommendation was the correct rcole., 0On the question of capital
improvement, 21 percent favored determination of aome type for the
faoulty, while 75 percent preferred recommendation ap the fasulty's
role. Beventy-three percent preferred a minimum role of recommenda~—
tion regarding student affairs, while 25 percent said the faoulty ahould
not uaually be invelved with that category of governance. In publie
and alumni reletione, 4, percent preferred the role of reccmmendation.
Fifty=ocne percent paid that the facuity should not wsuwally be invelved,
and 5 percent paid the faculty had no role in public relationse. Appoint-
ment of new faculty was mplhgled out ag the peraonnel area in whioch
feoulty should most often dominste. The further an lpsue was perceivad
g8 being from acedemic affalirs and the educational program, the lees
interasted tha faculiy was in having an influential role in thoae deoi-
picna {Dykes, 1968, pp. 1-8).

Argumente upholding studente' righte to participate in academic
governance have taken almilar tracka, although the exant role to ba
played was less generally agreed upon. MeGrath pointed cut that etu-
dents have always had the informal mechaniams of persuasion, petition
and pressure. Studentse have heen able to influence curriculum by re-
fusing teo take certain gourses, and they have iInfluenced regidence hall
lifs by refuaing to live in dormitories, MeGrath atrongly wrged formal
incluaion of studenta in governance. The most occopalling reascn in hie
view "rests on the genorally accepted political propoaition that in
free pocloties all thope affected by & mocial policy have an inalienabis
right to a voice in it formulation" (MeGrath, 1970, p. 51). He argued
sgainet pereona who would deny students the right to participate in

governance because of their lmmaturity. Studentp who are congidered
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intellectually and morelly mature enough to sptudy and nnderatand Plato's
Republia, Aristotle’'s Poeticae, Shakesphore's Hamiei and MacBeih, and

Freud's Introduction to Ppychoanalysia should be able to maet the chal-

lenges of mondemic governance, MoGrath contended. He aaid that the
guasation ie not whether atudents should participate, but how they should
participate, He supported election of student representatives by stu-
dents and felt that atudenta should comprise one-third to two-fifths of
coomittee members. To overcome repigtence to ptudent partiecipation
baged on the argument that they are irregular participants and that
committee work interferea with thelr atudiees, he proposed that students
{like faoulty membars] bte given credit for committee participation and
that studants relying on employment to help earn their way through onl~
lege should receive pay for their work {McGrath, 1970, pp. 20=21, 5l-
53, 70=-71, 82, 98-9%, 10i).

Keeton pointed out that atudenta can negatively influesnce a cam-
pup through disruption and that their cooperation is abaciutely esasn-
tial to the operation of educational inetitutions. He falt that atu-
dente ghould be incorporated into governance, for they have smany poai-
tive ocontributlione tc make. Howewvar, he was oppoged to one or two atu-
dent representatives on govarning boards. He felt they could not
roepragont the full range of rapidly changing student opinion, and he
pradicted that their prepence might get the bocard into actione that
ghould be left to management. Finally, he believed that having a few
etudent reprepentatives could fool people into thinking that student
deeires were being met (Keeton, 1971, pp. 15-20, 33-34).

The American Apgociation of Univeraity Profeseosra' statement on

“ftudent Participation in College and Univerpity Government"” pulled the
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pupporting argumente together and proposed mpeciflc areas in which atu-
dents ghould have a wvolice, Partioipation in campus govarnment wag Boen
as part of the ptudenta' education. They alec olted the greater like-
lihood of responaible student involvement when they participate through
orderly processep and to the degree apprepriate in particular clrecum-
gtancea. PFinally, the imerican Asseclation of Univeralty Profepmscrs’
joint effort model ptends on the premise that all four campue groups
mipt participate in order to have a sound academio government. It wae
recompended that gtudents have & predominate voloe in eome decisions
and that they bs consulted in areas thet aecondarily concernm them., It
was propoeed that students should have a voice in all academic program
deciplone inecluding echeduling of olaeses, and course &and faculty
evaluationa, In sddition, it waa felt studentn ghould participate in
formulating regulations concerning their personal livea and discipline,
Budgeting and phyeicsl regourcea wera alpo coneidersd to be appropriate
areas of ptudent involwvement, The American Asscciation of Univeraity
Profespors alsc recommended that atudente be given either voting or
nen~voting memberghip on departmental, college and universlty-wide
pellcy bodies, Specifically, it was preopoaed that ptudenta participate
in the selection of the preaident of the inatituticn and administrative
officials ("Stuﬂent Participation," 1970, reprinted in Camegie Commiap-
sion on Higher Education, 1973, pp. 215-=19),

In their 1969 survey of faculty and atudent prefarences, the
Carnagie Commission on Higher Education found generally that students
walited a larger decimion-making role than faculty wers willlng te give
them, PForty peroent of the faoulty said they were willing to ghare

govarnance decisionse, et least ae a way of loproving undergreduate
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gducation, But they did not want to share all declaions with all piu-
dente, The faculty wae willing for studenta to vote on dlacipline and
ooneult formally on matters related to academic programe. In order of
preference, atudsnts wanted to participate in the areas of discipline,
copntent and provieion of couramee, degree requirements, admiesicna poli=-
ciaep, and faculty appointment and promotion regulatlons., Undergradu-
atee epeoifically named residence hall life ap the area they were most
intereated in. Amcng etudent respcondenta, a voting role was desired by
43 percent of the undergraduates and 42 percent of the graduateg.
However, a majority of the students favored lewsa than a voting role.

A majority of faculty were willing tc permit students a voting role in
discipline, but thsy denied studenta a role in appointment and promotion
of faeculty. Faculty wers more willlng to share governance with greduats
atudents than with undergraduatea. The Carnegie Comipgion coneluded
that gtudentas do not want to take over governance, but they do want to
participats in decielons about academic life either through voting,
formal consultation or informal consultation {Cernegie Commiapicn on
Higher Education, 1973, pp. 46, 63-67).

In their 1975 aurvey of faculty preferencea, Ladd and Lipaet found
that faoulty were more poaltive toward student participation in govern-
ance than they had baen earlier., The 1969 Carnegie Commission on Higher
Education results showed that & percent of the faculty favored student
voting on faculty appolntment and promotion. In 1975, 1L percent
favored student votipg in thia area. Likewise, the perpantage of faculty
which felt studeantsa had no role in appointments and promotions dropped
from 55 to 28 percent. Admissions, curriculum, degres requirements, and

diascipline showed aimilar shifts (Ladd & Lipset, 1976, p. 12).
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Summary

A roview of the literaturs which dealt with prescritbing the pre-
ferred rolee for campus constltuencles uncovered possaible confliote in
role definitionse. Trustess would like to axpand thelr current role to
inolude active partiocoipation in edupational and psrpormel policies.
Adminietratora were apparently not conanlted about their own role, and
faculty preferred to subscribe clope limita to the roles for sdminie-
trators and trustees. On the other hand, faculty preferred to expand
their own role to include vigoroue faculty particlpation in almoat
every majJor type of decisicn faced hy collegea and undversities. Al-
though a formal role for students in academic govermance was inoludsd
in the phared modele propogad, dipegraemant over the extent of that
rola exigted. Jtudente preferred to particlpate in more aresas than

faculty oared to allow.



CEAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

An ex poet facto deeign wap employed o asceriain the perceptions
of current governance practices at four-year publio inetitutione of
higher educatiocn in Virginia. A gquestionnaire (see Appendix B} wase
mailed to truatees, adminietratores, faculty and studenta. The parti-
cipants were alsoo asked for their preferences concerning declaion-

making on their campuaes.

Bample
Thore were 15 four-year, public collegen and univermities in

Yirginia. Since 1t wap depirable that all 1% be represented in the
study, the sample was ptratified according to constituency and ineti-
tution.

Bince one of the boarda of visitore served iwo collegen, trus-
tece wera selectad from fourteen separate lists. Adminigtrators and
faculty were seslected from fifteen lists, Five inetitutione refussd
to release liate of studente' namep Bo the atudent sample wap taken
from only ten colleges., Tharefors, the student sample ocannot be con-
gidered representative., There were T9 trustees, Tl adminiatratora,
7T faculty, and 50 atudanta originglly selected to participate in the
ptudy. OQf the 280 in the mample, 210, or 70 percent, replied. There
ware 178, or 63.6 percent, usable returne, while 32, or 11, psrcent
of the total sampla, Were not usable {ase Table 1),

A
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Yalidation Bample

{Of the 280 questionnaires sent, 5l wers chopen apg a validetion
pample uplng a Aatratified rendom pampling procedura like that employed
when tha total sample wae selectad., The validation sample ¢oneiasted of
one trugtee from sach of the 1l boards. There were also 15 administra-
tore and 15 faculty members, cone frem each of the institutions in the
population, In addition, one atudent wae selected from each cof the
ten institutione which provided the namea of their enrclless. It waa
hoped that all 5l; of the validation pample would rappond, thereby pro-
viding & complete eet of responsss againet whioh to compars the answers
of the remaining cr general sampla.

One week before the atudy was to end, only 36 {66.7%) uaabla
ropliea, five (9.3%) unusable replies, and 13 {24.1%} no responsea had
been tallied, Thcee who had not responded were telephoned and urged
to do se, They were told that they had been selected as part of tha
validation sample, and ita importance to the atudy wap explained. A4a
a reault, five wmore ugable quantionneirea were received, Therefore, a
total of T& percent of the validation sample providsed usable replies
and 2L, percent, or 13 persons, gave unusable repliea. One of the non-
regpendenta refused to participate because she believed the gqueation-
raire asked for information thet belonged strietly to the board.

The non-validation sample conglated of 726 participanta. Usable
replies ware provided by 137, which wae 60,6 percent of this sample.
Nineteen, or 8.4 percent, gave unusable responsesa; and 31 percant did
not reply. Mherefors, the replise for the validation sample hefors
telaphoning and the responses for the non-velidation sample were simi-

lar (pes Table 1).
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There were thirty items on the gquestiocnnaire, but participants
wera to glve two sets of responees to amch, making a total of eilxty
anawera. Thirty of the answere concerned current practioces, and the
other thirty dealt with preferred practicea. Responses for the valida-
tion and non-validation participants were gompared by means of Chi-
sgquarae on each of the pizxty anewera. Significant differences were ob=-
tainad in only two casen,

The validation and non=-validation samplea differed in thelr per-
geptions of current practices in the area of short-range budgZetary
planning {question one}. The Chl-pguare for thip difference was
20,8L7L0 with 9 df end a aignificance level of 0.0133 (Bee Table 2).
The Cramer's ¥ of 0.3} lndicated that the differences were strong.
However, the Symuetric Lembde of 0.02 indicated only mlight improve-
ment in the predictive ability when either the sample or the answer
wag known,

Preferred pracilce responmas for the validation and non-valida-
tion samplas wers alac ocmpared by Chi-pguare on all thirty deciaion-
making areas, The Chi-sguare of 20.51663 with 10 df and a mpignificance
level of 0.0247 was cbtained for the preferences on queation four, con-
ptruction and renovation of academic and non-ascademio buildings. The
Cramer's ¥V .of 0,33 indlcated & rather strong difference betwesnh the
groupe, 'Ths Symnetric Lambda of 0,026 indicated improved predictive
ability when either the mample or the answer was known {see Table
3).

Obtaining slgnificent differencea in twoe of sixty casea meant that
there were no pignificant differences in 96,7 percent of the answera.

It waa likely that even in thes two signifiocmnt cases the difference wan
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Table 2
thi-Bquares, Cramer'sm ¥'s, and Zymmetiric Lambdas for Percelved Current
Praotice Differences Between Yalidation

and Non-velidation SBamples

Degreen of Cramer's Symmetric
Quaetion Chi=fquare Freedom Significanca v Lambda
1 20, 84740 9 0.0133 0.34223 0.01875
2 13, 05600 9 0.1601 0,27083 0.02158
3 6.38155 6 0. 3850 0,18890 0.00709
N 6.99432 B 0,5372 0.19823 0.00658
5 5.55396 10 0,8512 0.1766h 0.0
6 6.,26291 10 0.7927 0.18758 0.02367
7 7. L6557 9 0.5068 0. 20480 ¢.00575%
8 10,12229 8 0.2565 0. 23847 0.00667
9 6. 78619 8 0.5598 0.15526 0.02721
10 6.9951), £ 0,3213 0.1582), 0.0
11 16.2164L5 9 n,0625 0.30183 0.02013
12 12,3430 10 08,2627 0.26333 0.00571
13 6., 49800 10 0.7718 0.19106 0.0
14 3.39715 B 08,9070 0.13615 0.0
15 7.35129 10 0.6919 0.20322 0.0
16 7.15095 10 0.7111 0.20043 0.0058%
17 L., 60042 9 0.8677 0,16076 0.0
18 9. 74,078 1¢ 0.4628 0.23L03 0.00730
19 10,0773 % 0. 366 0.23759 0.0
20 10,22861 10 0.4207 0.23372 0.01389
21 B.16L66 ;] 0.5170 0.210117 0.00670
22 12,114,838 10 0.271h 0. 26089 6.01220
23 9,ABOBT i 0,195, 0.2:3561 0.0
2l 6.5564) 11 n,8338 0.19192 0.0057%
25 13, 60702 11 0.7555 0. 27648 0.00641
26 3.14165 11 0.6088 0.22662 0.0
27 15. 50688 12 0,0770 0.33104 0.025132
28 10.41037 10 0.4053 0.2418)4 0.00667
29 8.20670 12 0.7688 0.21472 0.0
30 13.02755 11 0.2915 0.27053 0,00559
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Table 3
Chi=-Bquaresn, Cramer's ¥V'a, and Symmetriac Lambdas for Preferrsd Practioce
Differences Batween tha Validatiomn

and Mon-validatlon Samples

Degrees of Cramer's Symmetric
Gueation Chi-Bquare Frasdom Significance v Lambda
1 11.64535 13 0.3095 0.25578 0,03371
2 6.5457h 10 0.7675 0.19197 Q,.D1176
3 8.4,811%5 T 0.2921 0,21828 0.00671
L 20,51663 10 0.0247 0. 33950 0.02597
[ 5.18230 10 0.8787 0,17063 0.00841
& 10.73683 12 0.%5516 0, 24560 0.0
7 17.35033 14 0,2380 0,31221 0.02778
] 13.97197 g 0.1233 0,208017 0.01786
g 6.78036 g 0.6600 0,19517 0.0
i0 L.57635 10 3.9176 0.1603 a.0
11 12,53021 17 0.4041 0.26532 0,014560
1g 10.984L63 10 0. 3587 0,2L8L2 (. 00555
13 6.39695 12 0.8948 0,18g57 Q.0
1L 6.18158 9 0.7216 0.18635 0.0
15 10,05756 g 0, 3458 0.23770 0.0
16 17. 36752 10 0.0666 0.31237 0.01370
17 9.528L7 10 0. 4828 0,23137 0.0
18 T.72036 9 0.5626 0,2082¢ 0.01156
19 T.39306 10 0.6879 0,20380 0.00575
20 7.8L879 9 0,5495 0.209%9 0.00629
21 6,05209 9 0,737 0,18439 0.00617
22 9,17852 8 a, 3275 0.22708 0,.01198
23 10, 281,28 T 0,1730 0. 24037 0.0
2l 13. 37874 g 0,14h62 0.27416 0.01183
25 12, 10440 g Q,207% 0. 26077 D, 00645
26 10.36325 g 0.3219 0.24129 0.0
27 19. 50688 12 0.0770 0,33104 0,02532
28 T.30470 g a, 6054 0.20258 0.0
26 16.83717 13 00,2069 0.30756 0.0
30 6.06239 B 0.641Y4 0.18440 0.01156
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the respult of chance and not related to the validation/non-validation

partlitioning.

The Questlconnaire

Thirty iteme concerned with decielon-making arear were salacted
for inclusicen in the questicnnaire, Theses items Were based on thope
used by the American fAsacciation of Universlty Professors in ite 1571
etudy, and those used by Armatrong in hie 1975 survey {"Report of the
Survey Subcommittee of Committes T," 1971, pp. 68=124).

T™e guesationnaire wee malled to the partiocipants along with a
gover letter explaining the purpose of the study, and instructions for
tha completion of the ilnatrument {see Appendices A, B, and 0}, A amelf-
addreasesd, stamped anvelops was enclceped, and participanta were asked
to return the questionnairs asz poon am poaelbls. Approximately two
weoks after the first mailing, a reminder letter was ment to each per-
son who had not yet responded (see Appendix D}, Two weeks after the
reminder letter was mailed, s second gquepticpnairs, return envelope,
and a letter urging them tc complete the instrument were amsnt {eee
Appendix E),

Participants were asked to mark the group or groups currently
participating in each of the thirty decision-making areae. Similarly,
participante were asked to mark the group or groups that they wonld
proefar tc make the decieiona in each of the ereas. Five pelections
werg avajlable for heth tha current and preferred practice responsea
truetees, adminietrators, faoulty, studentep and shared declsicn-making.,
Participants coculd chack from one to all four of the oconseiituencles.
The fifth cholce, shared decielon-meking, was savallable for the con=-

venlenes of the participantsg and wae to be marked when they wanted all
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four groups checked, Bince participants could select varlicus combina-
tions of cne to four congtituencies, & total of 15 anewers wae poselble.

Ths thirty Lltems on the questionnalre dealt with aix categoriea
of dacision-meking: decigions pertalning to finence and plant, deol-
Blons pertaining to faculty, appointment of faoulty and administrators,
deoiplcna pertaining to academic programs, decisionp pertaining to
governance, and declsions pertaining to students. For ease in compari-
son and diacussion, reseponses were grouped intoc thepe ocategorias.

4 ten=-digit identification number was aselgned sach participant
and waa placed in the upper right-hand corner of the gquestionnaire,

Ap previously mentioned, participante were stratified according
io comptitusncy. The numbers and percentages of thoame giving useable

responfpea appear below (sse Table L),

Table L

Conetituency Counte and Percentagee Reesponding

—
——— —

Hﬂu ﬂf HD! Hith
Qriginal Ueable Parcent with
Conetitusncy Sample Replien Ueable Replliea
Truetees 79 iy 5&%
Adminiatratora Fin 53 72%
Faculty 7 L8 62%
Students 50 33 66%

Total 280 178 L%




Anzlyais
To teat tha firet hypothepis, it was nepapsary to computa Chi-

stjuareg on the current practice responsea for each of the thirty
degipion=-making areas, Since the hypothesie stated that perceptions
would differ with regard to each area, 1t waa not poasible to pool the
responaes for the thirty items. Crsmer's V's and Symmetric Lambdas
ware alsc calculated to discover the partioular etrength of each Chi-
gquare. Sinoe there were four constituencies and fifteen poesible
reaponae categories, the croeas tabulation matrix wap four by fifteen,
On each of the thirty itena, from one to hine of the reapones cate-
goriee wore not choesn and were, therefore, not printed by the compu-
ter, The unuesd responea categories changed from 1tem to item, Most
of the cross tabulation matriciea had thirty-pix or forty cellp with
an N of about 170, When Chi-aguares werae computed for the hybpothepis
ong data, twanty=three were found to be eignificant. Howevar, the ax-
pected frequenclep were smalier than desired in many casese. To im-
prove the relimbility of the Chi-aquares and make dats patterme mora
diacernibla, the reepanee categories having less than about eight or
nine peroent were groupad lnto a category called "other." Since tha
anawers for the thirty decipion-making arsap were necepsarily treated
indepandently, the regrouping of the data wae performed on each indi=-
vidually with ne diatortien of the material. Wwhen Chi-squares were
performed cn the thirty aste of regrouped deta, twenty-one were found
to be elgnificant. For purpopes of thig research, more conaervative
indicea of silgnificance yielded by the twenty-one Chi-equares per-
formed on the regrouped data were uaed,

Tha eegond hypothepis was tegted in the way used for hypothesais

L9
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one, The data analyzed were the preferred practlice responses to the
thirty deelsion-meking areaa.

To test hypotheeslr three, the number of timee each conetituency
indicated it wap lnvolved in current governance decleicns was tallled
and comparad to the number of timee each group preferred to be included.
S8ince thirty areas were conaidered for both current and preferred prac-
tice, the number could range from zerc to thirty for both, Talliss
for each participant were made and divided by thirty to obtain an
average per gqueption. There averages were In turn totaled snd divided
by the N of the appropriate group to obiain a group average for cur-
ront and preferred. T-testa were performed on the repults for each of
the four groups.

Ona-way analyala cf variance with ite aspociated contraates be-
twaen groups was uged to test the fourth hypothesis. Four sets of
analysep were performed, one for each congtituency. The number of
timer & constituency preferred participation by its own group was com-
pared to tha mmber of timese it indicated sach of the other thraae
groupa ghould participate. To teat the hypotheslm, the threa T-iteets
for each conptituency were examined.

The 0.05 confldence level for aignificance wae used throughout

thie repearch.



CHAPTER L
FINDIKRGS

Introduction

The purpcaa of thia study was to identify arean of conflict and
agraament between cconatltuencies regarding the rola sach cocuplea and
ghould occupy in campua governance. Four reseprch gquestions were posed,
Do students, faoulty, adminisptratora, and truatees agree on the areas
of depielon-making currently participated in by the various constituen-
pipa? Ia there &agrsement among constituencies concerning the prefarrad
areas of declaion-making for sach of the four groupe? Ies there a die-
crepancy between the constitusncies' perceptlons of their current role
in decislon-making and thelr preferred role? Are the constltuesncies
in confliat over the preferred spporticnment of declalon-meking on cam-
rpus? In order to answer thege questions, four hypctheses wWera con-

ptructed and tested.

Hypothesis One
The firast hypothesia that was formulated tc help anewer tha ro-

aearch queationea atated that the perceptiocna of truatees, adminipira-
tora, faomlty, and studente of four-year public inatituticne of higher
education in ¥Yirginis would differ eignificantly regarding the arean
uf decielon-making currsntly participated in by each of theass occnati-
tuenpies, Tests ware performed on each of the thirty decislon-malting
areap., [wanty-cne of the Chi-squares were pignificant at the 0.05

laval or better.

51
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Dagiplong Pertalning to Financs and Plant

The first category of governance examined by the guestionnaire
denlt with matterp pertaining to finanoe and plant. Of the flve areans
under thie catsgory, three yielded significant resulta when constitu-
anoy peroaptlone were analyzed by Chi-pquare, Item one, short-range
budgetary planning, had a Chi-equare of 39,61200 with 12 4f and wes
aignificant at the 0.001 level. The Cramer's V wap 0,27, indicating
that the Chi-square was strong. The Symmetric Lawmhde was .17 which
ahowed that differences betwesn constituencisa ware diatinot, for when
either the comnstituency or the answser was lknown, one would have a 17
percant improvement in their ability to prediet the other. Resulta
for item two, long-range budgetary planning, were pimilar, excsept that
the percentage of improved predictability indiocated by the Symmetric
Lambda wag & percent, which was ptill very good. The Chi-equare of
36,7689y was elgnificant at the 0.0000 level with 9 df, A Cramer's
¥ of 0.38 showed thet the Chi-aquare was strong. The last aignificant
ltem was nuober four, which concerned the construction and renovation
of Doth academic and non-academic buildings. The Chi-gquare of LO.36662
wae gignificant at the 0.0001 level and had 12 df. This too waa a
atrong Chi-square ae indicated by the Cramer'm ¥ of 0,28, The degres
of difference betwesn conatituencies waa alao supported by the improved
predictabllity indicated by the Symmetric Lambda of 0.09. The two
itemp which did not result in eignificant Chi-Squarea were numbers
thrae and five which concerned inveetment of the endowment and fund
raising decleiona {aeee Table G).

pation l: Ehort-rangs t Planning. One=third of the

reppondents indicated that truetees and adminiatratore make the ghort-
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Fhi-S8gquares, Cramer's V's, and Symmetric Lambdas for the Conptituencies’

Percoptiona of Current Governance FPraotices

. . - - ——

Degrees of Cramer'n Bymmetrlc
Gueatlion Chi=-Bquars Freedom Significance v Lambda
1 39.61200 12 *(, 0001 0.27390 0. 17427
2 39. 76884 9 *0, 0000 0.27523 0,.05505
3 11.21976 9 0. .
" LO. 36662 12 *(3, 0001 0.27572 ¢,08511
5 11.904L8 1z N.H.
6 82.656L6 12 #0. 0000 0.3945, 0.22222
T 8L.20l32 1P *0, 0000 0.39822 0.23346
8 31. 721,70 9 *0,0002 0.24L5h? 0.12609
9 19. L4217 g *(, 0217 0.1918g 0.06579
10 10.17662 g n.8.
11 35.1988L ¢ *0, 0001 0.26042 0.11161
12 37.56921 15 *0, 0010 0.26828 0.13492
13 18,1839, 9 *0,0331 0.1866) 0,0L6T3
11, 1543408 12 n.8.
15 23,0272 9 *0,0061 0.20825 0,07203
16 23.01776 ] *0, 0062 {. 20820 0.0L4L450
17 35, 26096 12 0, 000k 0.25769 0.09333
18 16.271316 12 n.a.
15 16,A7088 12 n, s,
20 26,01566 12 +(, 0002 0.22665 0.0L9T7
21 6.75132 9 N.8.
22 35. 28548 1z *0, Q004 £.25851 o.07i2L
23 60. 64221 9 *0, 0000 0.41215 0,14685
2L 18.68240 15 n.a.
25 37. L4057 1z *0, 0002 0.27756 0.09346
26 17.21809 g +0J, 045N 0.18110 0.05217
27 20. 39342 9 #0. 0156 0.19766 0.09746
28 16,53159 12 n.a,
29 27.07382 15 +0,0281 0.22973 0.09836
o 23,18187 15 #0,0152 0.25637 0.07656
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range budgetary decisiona, Thie view wap held by slightly over one-
half of the truateess, about two-fifths of the pitudentn, three-tenthe
of faculty, and about one-peventh of the adminietratore. Almost ag
many perscnse, 31.8 percent of the total, perceived administratore as
making short-range budgetary decisicne without participation by other
groups. One-peventh of the etudents selected this repponee aa did one-
fifth of the trusteea, one-third of the adminietrators, and half of
the facuity. Fourteen parcent of the total pample perceived that
truateen, edministrators and faculty shered declasion-making in thie
area., However, more trustees {14.0%} and adminiatrators (24.5%) be-
liaved thie to be true than did faculty (6.3%) and studentes [9.L%)

( see Table 6).

Question 2: Long-range Buigetary Planning., The second ltem on
the questicrnmaire asked for percepilons of decision-making practice in
the area of long=-range budgetary plenning. Here, ae wae the case with
percoptione of ghort-range budgetary planning, the largept peroentage
of the sampla, [5.1 percent, indicated that trustees and administrators
made long=range budgetary decisions. Approximately cne-half of the
truptess, faculty and studente held this perception, while about cne-
third of adminiatratora did soc. The gecond largest peroentage of the
total pample belleved that adminlstrators made long-range hudgetary
decipions without participation from other groupa. About 28 percent
of administrators and L5 percent of faeulty expreaped this perpeption,
while only 6.3 percent of mtudenta and .7 percent of trusteee agreed
with this view. Trustees, adminiastratore sand faculty wers perceived
aa sharing declasiong ip this area by 13.7 percent of the total sample.

About one-fifth of the truptesa and adminiatrators held this perception,
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while 9 percent of atudente dld and only 2 percent of faculty agreed

(see Table 6).

Buention L Construction and Renovetion of Academic and Non-

academic Bulldinga. When reeponses regarding current perceptions of

governance prectice in the area of constructicn and renovation of both
academic and non-academic buildings wers compared, the largest portion
of the total {37.3%) perceived that trustees and adminiatrators made
thees deciplena. Thia perception was shared by slightly over one-
fourth of thae trustess and adminietratora, two-fifths of the studanta,
and half of the faculty. The responge wlth the second largeat porticn
of the totel sample wag administrator, which recelved 22.0 percent.
T™ip was the preferred reaponee for about one~fourth of the students,
faoulty and adminigtratora, but only a tenth of trustess selscted thie
anewer (sos Tabla &),

Degisions Pertaining to Faouliy

Four of the five decision-naking areas in the ocategory of faculty
affalre wore obperved to have aignificant Chi-aguaree, indicating that
the constltuencies' porcepiions wars diatinetly different. Parceptiona
concerning the promotion of faculty, item gix, were significantly dif-
ferant at the 00,0000 level. The Chi-pqguare waes 82,65646, and 1t had
12 4f, This Chl-saquare wae vary eirong as indicated by a4 Cramer's V of
0.39, In eddition, the Symmstric Lambda indicated an improvement of
22 percent in predictability when eithar the constitueney or the answer
waa known. Item Beven on the gquestionmaire, granting of faculty tenure,
had a Chi-equare of 8L.20432 with 17 4f and was significant at the 0.000
lavel, Thisa Chi-square wae alao quite strong, having & Cramer's ¥ of

0.40. The Symmetric Lambda showsd a 23 percent improvement in predic-
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tability, Lilkewise, perceptions concerning the determinaticn of faculty
aslarles wers pignificantly diffarent at the 00,0002 level. The Chi=-
aquare was 31,7470 with 4 df. The atrength of thie Chli=-square was alpo
good, for the Cramer's V waas 0.25. 'The Bymmetric Lambda of 0.1l3 indi-
eated & very gocd improvemsnt in predictsbility. Item nine, teaching
load, had a Chi-sguare of 19,4217 with 9 df and wans algnificant &t the
00,0217 level., Ite etrength was sufficient as shown by the Cramer's ¥
of 0,20, Knowing either the constituency or the anawer lmproved one's
ability to prediot the other by a very good ¥ percent mm meen by a
Symmetric Lambda of 0.07., The only decision-making area in the cate-
gory of faeculty affeirs that did not yield algnificant differences among
conatituencies'! perceptione of govermance wag item ten, the apsignment
of individual classes to faculty {Eeﬂ Table 5).

gueption 64 Promotion of Faculty. Over 27 percent of the total
sample eaid that trustees, adminigtratore and frculty share decisione
conoerning promotion of faculty. Over half of the trustese answerad
in this fashion, and about one~fourth of administrators and faculty
agreed. Only 3 percent of students held this perception. Almost ocne=-
fourth (23.6%) of the pample responded that adminiatrators and faculty
meda facuity promotion decisione. About one-third of the administrators
and faculty, ocne-seventh of the truateess, and one-tenth of the studente
angwered in this way. BSome sharp dlepagraetient was epen on thle quep-
tion, fer half of the etudonts, and a fourth of the faculty thought
adminiatrators mede faculty promeotion decisicna. In gontrast, only
abtout 1} percent of trustees and sdminiptrators beliesved this to be true.

Guesgtion 7:; Granting of Faoulty Tenure. Item saven on the ques-

tionmaire agked that participepnts indicate which group or groups
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participated in faculty tenurs decieiona. About one-fourth of tha par-
ticipante felt that trusteea, adminlistrators and faoulty participated
ln this area. About one=half of the truntees anewered in this fashlion,
aa did elightly over one-fourth of the administrateora. However, only
cne-fifth of the faculty eharad thle perception, and only 3 percent of
atudents agreed with this view. The Tesponse, adminiptrator/faculty,
received the pecond largest portion {23.2%) of the total. One-third
of the faoculty held thie perception along with about 28 percent of the
adminiptratore, and slightly over ocne~plxth of the truatess ap well =a
6 percent of the studsnts. The third most common reaponse for the sam-
ple in general was adminiptrator, which received 1li.7 percent of the
total. This perception wae shared by lees than l} parcent of trusteas
and adminiptrators, 15 percent of faculty, and one~half of studente
(mes Table &).

Question B; Determination of Faculty Balariea. Another area

clagaed under the category cof faculty affaire, the determination of
faculty amlariesg, ylelded eignificant resulte. Almost two-fifths of
the sample perceived that trustess and edminiptrators determined
faculty ealaries., Over cne-=half of truestees and about cne=-third of

the other thres groups thought thie to be the case. Ae on previous
queantionn, the reasponse, adminiptrator, got & sizeable portion of the
total==30,3 percent, One=half of the faculty expresped this peresption
along with a fourth of the adminietrators and a fifth of the trustess
and students. Dieagreement was slpc aaplly digcernibla in regard to
the responsa of adminietrator/faculty. Roughly 7 percent of trustees,
faoculty, snd students marked this response, while a portion of adminig-

trators over three tilmea as large, 23.1 percent, selected this responae.
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Guestion 9: Toaching Load. The constltusncies did not agree

upon the groups which determine detalle related to a profeseor's teach=-
ing load. Two-fifths of the tovtal sample marked the responee adminis-
trator, and one-third answered adminietrater/faculty. Almost three-
fifthe of gtudents responded administrator, while about two-fifthe of
adminiptrators and faculty shared this parception. About 30 percent
of trustees shared thims view (use Table £).
Declpiona Pertaining to Appointment of Faculty and Adminiptratora

As in the previous governance category, perceptions of partici-
pante differed significantly on four of the five itema regarding our-
rant govearnance practicens. Conatituenciea did not agrae upon the
groupsa which currently make decigions in the area of selaction of the
president, which waa item eleven. The Chi-square for thie guestion wase
35,1968L which wap plgnificant at the 0.0001 level and had 9 4f, A
Cramer'a ¥ of 0.26 indicated that this Chi-pquare was rather strong,
and the Symmetric Lembde indicated improved predictive abllity of 11
percent, which is mlec gquite good, When pergeptions wers compared coh
the queation of which groups currently select academic deana (item
twelve )y a pignificant differance of 0.0010 was cbserved for the Chi-
pquars of 37.56921 which had 15 df, A 0,27 Cramer'se V subatantizted
the etrength of the differsncep ag did the Symmetric Lambda of O,13.
Porceptiona concerning the aselagtion of the heada of student services
programes alac differed significantly. The Chi-aqusre wap 185,18394
which was gignificant at the 0.0331 level with 9 4f. The atrength of
this Chi-square was not ae great aa most othera, for the Cramer's V
wag 0,19, one point below the preferred level. However, the Symmetric

Lambda showed a very good improvement in predictive ability of 5 peroent.
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Item fiftesn, salectlon of new feoulty, alas waa found to havae
aignificant repnlta. The Chi-square of 23,027L2 wap ajignificant st the
0.0061 level with 9 4f, Thip Chi-pguara wae sufficiently strong, hav-
ing a CQramer's ¥V of 0,21, The Lambde of 0,07 agsin indicated substan-
tial improvement in pradictive ability {aaa Table 5}.

The only item of this category thaet did not show signiflcant
differencen between constitusney percepticns was number fourteen which
dealt with the selection of departmental chalrpersona (sse Table 5),

Question 11: Selection of President. The largeat part of the
total sample (39.3%) felt that truptees select the president., Ower
thres-fifthe of the studente held thla perception ss did half of the
trustess, BSome difference of opinicn was seen by the faot that only
c:-r:m-fuurth of the faculty and administrators egreed with thie percep-
tion. An evan sharper diffarence of opinion wap esen when the reaulte
for the response, phared declslon-meking, were examined, Ovar one-
fourth (20.3%) of the pample bellieved that all four groups shared thie
deciglon., This portion wes true for trustees and faculty as groups,
but almost one-half of administrators marked the shared response, whila
only 3.1 percent of atudents did so {ses Table 6).

guesticn 12: Sselpction of Aocadsmic Deana, With regard to the
selection of acmdemic deans, the reepomee, truates/administrator,
received the largest percentege of the total sample with 21,7 percant,
Roughly a third of trustees and atudents marked thls answar, whila only
a fifth of the faculty and s seventh of the administretore responded
in this wey. The pecond largeet portiom of the total {24.1%) indicated
that adminiptratore made thess decisions. The breakdown here was

faculty, 31.3 percent; trustses, 25.0 parcent; studenta, 25.0 psrcanti
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and adminiatrators, 15.1 percent. Shared decislon-making was the re=-
spocnae chopen by almost 15 percent of the pample, However, administra-
tore had by far the largespt percentage with 32.1 percent of thim group
anawering this way. Fewsr than 10 percent of truptees and faculty
marked ghared, and only 3.1 percent of ptudents did so {see Table 6),

Guestion 13: BSelaction of Heads of Btudent Services Programs.

Almpat half of the entire sample perceived that admlnistrators pelect
heads of estudent servipes, while a fifth sald trustees and adminiptra=~
tors both perticipated, and one-aeventh said all four groups partici-
pated. EHRoughly 11 percent of the trusteea, 15 parcent of ths faculty,
and 26 percent of the administrators said that students share these
decialone with the other three groups. However, none of the studante
held thie perveption (see Table 6).

guegtion 15: Selection of New Faculty. Over cne-third of the
ganple parceived deolsiona in thia area as belng made by adminlstrators
and faculty, 18.6 percent believed that administrators made thesas deci-
eionpa, and 13.0 percent paid truetees, adminiztretors snd faculty all
participatad. About two=-Ffifthe of trustees, sdminisirators and faculty
gald that adminietratore and faculty selected new teaching staff, whils
two-fifthe of atudents eaid adminiptrators alons made thess deoclpions.
About 17 percent of administrators and faculty pald that irustees par-
tielpated in thia cholce. Only 11 percent of truetese felt that their
conatituency phared in seleoction of faculty, snd an aven emallsr peroen-
taga of students, 3.1 percent, percelwved thet trustess participated in
this ares {ses Table &).

Daclpiona Pertalning to the Academlc Progrema

Three of tha fiva arsas under the ocategory of acaedemioc programe
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had significant Chi-sguarsea, numbhere elxteen, aeventeen, and twenty.
The two aress of decisions that d1d not ashow significant differences
between perceptions of constltuencies ware detsrsination of coureses
within variocua curricula and determination of inetituticnal admissicon
reguirexents (aee Table 5).

Ttem milxteen, satabllshment of new sducational programa and cur-
ricula, yieldad a Chi-square of 23.01776 with ¢ df and a eignificance
level of 00,0062, The atrength of the Chl-square was sufficient as
ghown by & Cramer's V¥ of 0,21. & very good (9%) improvement in predic-
tive abllity was lndicated by the Symmetric Lambda. Thus differances
between porceptions of the conptitusncles were dietinct. Agreemsnt wase
alpo lacking among oonstituencles' perceptlons of which groupe currently
make decisiona pertaining tc the typee and levals of degrees offered
by their institutions. The Chi-aquare for thie item (number paventeen)
wae 35,.26096 with 17 4f and & 0.000), pignificance level. The atrangth
of the differance waa high ae sean in the Cramer's ¥ of 0.26 and the
Bymmetric Lambda of 0.0%, The lapt significant item under the category
of academlc programe wap mumber twenty, which dealt with oredit and
digtributicn requiremente. Perceptions were significantly differant
at the 0.0082 lavel for the Chi-equars of 26,81566. 'The diffarences
woere strong as geen in the Cramer's V of 0,23, and a Symmetric Lambda
ef 0.05 (ase Table 5).

Question 16: Eetablishment of New Educational Programa and Cur-
ricule. Although the responmes for this item wers algnificantly differ-

ent, a semaller percentage of the whole group cencentrated their answers
in the major reeponee clapeificationa., As a result, 31.6 percent wara

eoattered in emall clustera throughout repponpes that were grouped into
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the "other" claseification. Truetee/adminintrator/faculty participse-
tion received the largest portion of the sample {26 .6%). Thim segment
was compoead of a third of the truastess, a fourth of the adminiptrators
and faculty, and e fifth of the students. From one-fifth to cne-third
of the faoculty, administrators and trustees believed that students
gharad dagiaiona in thie arsa with the other thres gromps. However,
none of the students marked the ressponse shared for thie question.
Likewise, & third of the truptaea percelved truptees as sghering new
program deoiasicna with administratora and faculty, while only a fourth
of thess twe groupe held that perception {eee Table 6).

Question 17: Types and Levels of Degrees Offered. The saccnd

item in thile category to ghow substantial dipagroswent among conatituen-
cies' reaponees was number geventesn, Over two fifthes of the reaspon-
dents perceived that trustees, adminietrators and faculty made thepe
daciaiona. Approximately half of the trustees and sdministrators ang=
warad in this way, while two-fifthe of the faculty snd one-fifth of
the students spresed, The largest pearcentage of students, one-third,
perceived that truetees and administrators made these decisicna, while
only & percent of faculty and adminiptrators agreed, By contreat, a
tenth of feeulty and administrators, and & fifth of trustees percelved
that all four groups ghared thase decislons, Hona of the studentes
agreed with this apsepsment (see Table 6).

gueption 20: Credit and Couree Distribution Hequirsments for

Graduntion, Ths final queaticn in thie category that was gignificant
was item twenty. Over two fifthe of the sampls said that adminietratora
and faculty make these decipicna. About 16 percent gaid the faculty

decided, and 14,0 percent maid truetess, administrators and faculty all
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thres participatad. The largast segment of the trustes gample {41.9%)
said that adminigtrators and feouity made these decislons. BSimilarly,
subptantinl numbers of adminiatrators (L1.5%) and faculty {50.0%)
agread with thip perception; but the perpentage of atudents answaring
this way dropped to 34.Y4 percent., By far a larger percentage of
studentas (31.3%) than truetees [7.0%), adminiastratora {1.9%), or

fagulty (1l0.9%) perceived that administrators made these decislona

{see Pable 6).

Daeoisicna Pertsining to Goverpance

The fifth category of decimions concernsd governance per ea,
Two of the thrae iteme in this category indicated that congtituencies
held different perceptions cf current deciaions. Item twanty-two,
sslection of membership in campus-wide committees, and item twenty-
three, determination of membershi{p in gollege or universliy senates,
ware aignificant at the 0.05 level or better. The only question which
did not reveal aignificant differencen of parcepticne was number twenty-
one, melsction of membearship in departmental comittees {gee Table 5).

Parceptione concerning the pelection of mepberghlp in campus-wide
acmmittees differed significantly at the 0,000L4 level. The Chi-sguars
wag 35.20548 with 12 df., The strength of thie Chi-pguare wae gquesgtion=-
able, for the Cramer's ¥ was 0,16. However, knowing either the oon-
atitusency or the anewer improved one's ability to predict the other by
8 percent according to the Symmetric Lambda. 5o, the results seemed
sufficlently different (mee Table 5).

Perceptiona of which groups detarmine memberghip in the college
or university senate differed very etrongly. The Chi-equare of 60.6L221

wap elgnificant at the 0.0000 level with 9 Af., The Cramer's ¥ of 0,41
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indicated that the differencea were very etrong. Supporting thla
atrength was a vary good percentage of improvement in predictive abll-

ity as indicated by a Symmetric Lambda of Q.15 {eee Tadle 5),

guestion 22: Belegtion of Membership in Campus-wide Committees,
The largeet portion of trustees (34.1%) eald that edministratere,

faculty and students determine tha memberphip of campus-wide commit-
teag., One-fourth of sdminietratoras sgread with thip perception, whils
only one-tenth of faeculty and atudents agreed, The largest segment of
adminigtratore (28.8%) perceivad that administrators and faoculty deter-
mined this membership. One~fourth of trupteep, a third of faculty and
more than e third of atudente held thip perception. Owver a fourth of
faoulty believed that faculty determined this membership, while only
11.4 percent of trupteasnm, 7.7 percent of administrators, and 3.1 percent
of students marked the same response (mee Table &).

Guestion 23:; Determination of Memberahip in the College or

Univeraity Senate. Almost half (L6,2%) of the total sample pald that
faculty determine senate membershlp. Two-fifthe of trustees, one-half
af adminiatratore, and almeat two-thirdas of faculty percelved faculty
ag making thege determinatiosne, Studente disagresd with this percep-
tion, for only 5.9 percent marked this reaponas (sea Table &).
Dacisione Pertaining to Studente

The sixth category of decimions pertained to studenta, and the
reaulte of five of the mpeven guestiona ware found to have gignificent
differences. 'hs two itema that showed no pignificant differences were
numbar twanty-four, atudant publicaticne, and number twenty-eight, non-
academic dimcipline (pes Table 5),

Significant differences were obtained, however, for percepticne
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conoerning who makes decigions relating to realdence hall living (num-
bar twenty—five). The Chi-sgquare for this ltem was 37.44057. It was
gignificant at the 0,0002 leval and had 12 df, The atrength of this
Chi-squars was gsubatantlal according to the Cramer's V of 0,28. Predic-
tive ability was improved by 9 percent ap shown by the Symmetric Lambda
(pea Table 5).

gueation twenty=mix asked for perceptione of whe currently makes
decipions about which speakera and lagturere to invite to campus. The
pignificence level of 0,045 was obtained for the Chi-aquare of 17,21B809
with 9 df. Cramer's V indicated that the strength of the Chi-aquars
wes not as groat ap waa deaired, for the ¥ wap two points below the
prefaerred level of 0.20. However, the Symmatric lLambda indicated that
predictive ability waa improved by 5 percent when sither the conetltu-
ency or the anewer waa lnown. Thisa would tend to indicate that the dif-
farancaes wera pubstantinl enough to raly upon (pes Teble 5),

Agreoment seemed lacking amcong conetituencies' perception of who
makaa deciaiona about academioc dlpoipline. A gignificanse level of
0.0156 was obtained for the Chi-square of 20.39342 with 9 4f. The
strength of this Chi-aguare wae sufficlent am esen by the Cramer's ¥
of 0,20, A very good improvement in predictive ability when either
conatituency or anewer was obtéained was shown by the Symmetric Lambda
of 0,10 {ges Table 5).

4 10-parcent Improvement in predictive ability wae alsgo indicated
by the Lambda for item twenty-nine, decisions pertaining to athletica,
The Chl-square of 27.07302 wag significant at the 0,028l level with 15
df. The differences were atrong ae indicated by the Cramser's ¥V of 0,23,

The final item that wap tepted under hypcothesls one was numbex
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thirty on the guestlonpaire which dealt with selection of student
represantatlves to departmental, esenate, or campua-wide ocommittesn,
ConAtituencien' perceptions differed at the 0,0152 level. 'Ta Chi-
saquare was 29.18187 with 15 df, According to the Cramer's ¥ 0.26,
the etrength of the differances wam good., Thie finding wee supported
by & Symmetric Lambda of 0.08 (see Table 5},

Queation 25: Hegidence Hall Living, GQuestion twenty-five amked
for percepticns about remidence hall living, Tha largest segment of
both fasulty {(50.0%) and students {L48.1%) held that administrators
alone wmade decisions pertaining to this area. Twenty-nine percent of
adminiptratore agreed with this view, but ancther 25,0 percent of ad-
ministratora seid studenta share these decisions with adminiptrators,
{ver ocne=third of trusteea perceived that adminiptratore and atudsnts
shared these decimiona, while the faculty pesrcentage dropped to 22,7
percent, and the ptudent portion wae only 12.9 percent. 4 aixth of
the sdministrators indicated that faculty as well as administratore
and etudente particlpated in residence hall 1iving decision=, but only
8 percent of truateesn, 2 pearcent of faculty, and 0.0 percent of ptu-
dente agresd (see Table 6).

Question 26: Speakers and Lecturers to be Invited to Campus.
With regard to inviting speakers and lectursra to ocampus, almost twe-
fiftha of the sample asid that administrators, faculty, and studentme
all participate in their eelection, Half of the trustees &nd cover cne-
third of sdminiatratore and faculty agreed with this view, while only
a fourth of atudenta perceived current practice in this way. Absao-
lutely none of the trustees marked the reepcnae, faculiy/student, while

cna=fifth of the other three groups chose this anawer. The responss,



71
shared, was marked by about cne-fifth of all groupe except students
who allocated 1t one-eighth of thelr support {@ee Table 6).

Queation 27: Academic Disoipline. Remulta pertaining to academic

disolpline aleo differsd pignificantly. A third of the anawera fell to
the responme, adminiatrator/faculty/student. The largest group percen-
tege for thie repponse was that of administratora with 6.2 percent
gelecting thie anewer., & third of truasteeps, and a little over a fourth
of faculty and students concurred. Another third of trusteea (32.6%)
Bolected the answer shared decleion-making, tut they were the only con-
etituency that voted sc heavily for this responpge, The other three
percentages fell at about 13 percent (pee Table 6).

guesticn 29: Athletice. Perceptions of declpione pertaining to
athletice were more widely acattered than most of the other results.
T™wanty-sight percent of the total sample marked administrator, 21.1 per=
cent wers clasped as other, 18.1 percent marked trustee/administrator,
13,5 percent marked shared, 9.9 percent marked trustes/administrator/
faculty, and 9., parcent chope administratnrff&uulty. A fourth of
truateea perceived that decisions pertaining tc athletica were ahared
by ull four groups. About one-e#levanth of adminietratora and faoulty
had the same perception, but only 3.1 peroent of atudenta agreed with
thia view, The largest portion of faoculty (37.&%) and of administra-
tors (30.0%) perceived that adminlstrators made athletic deciaions,
while the largest part of studenta (43.8%) indicated that truateesa and

administratore share these decisions (eee Table 6],

Queation 3031 Selection of Student RHepresentatives tc Departmen=
tal, Campus-wide or Senate Committaes., Percepticne alsc clashed with

regard to which groupa select atudent representatlivens to varioun
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commltiees. The regponsee with the largeat percentage of answers was
administrator/faculty/etudent. However, only 9.1 percent of studenta
chope thip answer, whila 35.56 percent of faculty did ao, Only L.5 per-
cent of atudentn marked the reeponse, studsnti approximataly a fourth
of the othar three constituencies selected thie angwer.

Summa rry

When the resulte for the thirty eeparate iteme that conosrned
hypothesia cne wers tested, twenty-cne of the analyesa yielded signifi-
cant differences batween parcepiions of oonetituenciea. Theas twenty-
one Chl-pquares were significant at the 0.05 lavel or better; and
Cramer's Vipg and Symmetric Lambdas confirmed the atrength of the dif-
farences batween groupa. 'Therefore, the hypothesis was confimmed in
over tWwo=thirds of the teats and releoted In one-third of the cases.
Conptituenciee' perceptions cof which groups currently maks decisicona on
canpua differed in relation te the decipion-making area under gquesticn,
Conptituencies do not perceive that the pame groups participate in all
areap of decipion-making. HRather, the partioipating groupse wara peen

to sghift with the area under examination.

The eecond hypothesis etated that the repponses of the four con-
atituencies would differ amignificantly regarding the aress of declsion-
making preferred for each group. PFParticipante' reepcnees were compared
on each of the thirty declplon-making aress lieted on the questiomnnaire.
Bsventeen of thes thirty Chi-pquares required to test thie hypotheels
ware plgnificant at the 0,05 leval or better.

Docieslong Ferteining to Finance and Plant

Conatituwenciea preferred significantly different governance groups
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in three of the five declalon-making areas that were categorized under
the heading of finance and plant. Items two and thres, long-range bud-
gatary planning, and investment of the endowment and other private funda,
did not show statistical differences among the responpep of the consti-
tuencles, However, praferences did differ pignifiocantly with regard
to short-range budgetary planning, conptructlon and renovation of aca-
demic and pon-academic buildings, and fund raising (ees Table 7).,

With regard to short-range btudgetary planning, preferred practice
regponaes differed at the 0.0000 level of plgnificsncae for the Chi-
pquare of 66,5302} with 15 df. A Cremer's V¥V of 0.36 ipdicated that
thiz Chi-square was very atrong, and the Symmetric Lambda of 0.1B very
highly pupporte this indication, for an 18 percent improvemeant in pre-
dictive abllity is excellent.

The findings for item fowr, construction and rencvation of aca-
demio and non-acedemio bulldinge wers mnlpo very statistically asignifi-
cant. The Chi-aguare was 34.L6988 which was epignificant at the 00,0006
ievel with 12 df, The Cramer's V of 0.26 indicated that the Chi-pguare
wed Btrong, and the Symmetric lLambda indicated that knowing either the
conatituency or the mnewer would incresss the likelihood of correctly
predicting the other by 12 percant, Thia is a substantial increase.

The finsl pignificant item under the category of finance and plant
weg numbar five, fund-relping. The Chi-aquare of 29,27374 wae slgnifi-
cant at the 0.0036 level with 12 df. The Cramer's V of 0.2} supported
the etrength of the difference, Prediotive ability wep incre&ased by 11
percent acgording to the Symmetric Lambda, All of these etatistical
findinga suppert the interpretation that the conatituenciea’ preferences
were diatinctly different regarding these three governance aresa (pee

Tabla 7).
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Table 7
Chi-Squarep, Cramer's V's, and Symmetric Lambdaa for the

Conatituenoieg' Freferred Governance Practices

——
—

— i o
S ——

—

Degresans of Cramer's Symmetric
Queption Chi~Square Freedom Significance ¥ Lambda

1 66.5302), 15 *0, 0000 0. 35800 0.18282
2 14.33211 9 n.8.
3 15.52780 12 n.4a.
L 3L4. 46966 12 *0, 0006 0.25998 0.11586
5 29. 27374 12 #0036 0. 24100 0.10762
& h43.17081 12 *(3., 0000 0, 29094 0.13169
T 3T7.08569 12 *0,0002 0, 26887 0.09717
i 28.63385 15 *0,.0179 0,23626 0.08678
9 9!h5638 9 N.B.
10 22.12592 9 *3,0088 0, 20768 0.05263
11 57.72577 g *0, 0000 0.3384L3 0.17241
12 2540451 12 *2,0130 0.22385 0.097h6
13 39.18643 12 *0, 0001 0.27801 0.15768
1y 14.37340 6 n.d,
15 7.23906 12 n.s,
156 24, 7008k, 12 *0.0031 0.23995 0.059049
17 18, L4400 9 *0.0304 0,18961 0.07522
18 28.65363 12 #0, 004, 0.23634 0.11789
19 17. 50067 1z I, &,
20 22.30783 15 TR
21 21.12332 1z *0,0h86 0.20472 0.06926
22 36.94603 12 *0, 0002 0,.26995 0.11814
23 T7.90741 12 *0, 0000 0.47315 0.26429
24 17.13052 12 n.a,
25 10, 40167 9 n.g
26 16, ;8158 g .9
27 8. L4067 9 n.e.
28 27.19910 1t %0,0272 0.23512 0.0660)
29 8.43657 9 n.s.
30 16,04745 12 n.a.

®p < .05
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gueation 1: Bhort-range Budgetary Planning, The largest pegment
of the total sampls (23.1%) preferred that trusteses, adminiatrators,

and faculty share short-range budgetary planning declaions, Thia group
reprepented about a fourth of the administrators and faculty, a fifth
of the ptudente, and a paventh of tha trusteea. A much largsr portion
of the trusteee [53.7%) prefarred to exolude faculty and leave short-
range dudgetary planning to the boards and adminigtrators, About 17
paraoent of trustess preferred to leave such decialicne to administrators
only. About one-fourth of administratore and faculty agreed with thins
view, while only 3 percent of students did so. The largest segment of
students (33.}%} preferred that all four groupa ghare these dacleions.
One~fourth of adminigptrators, and a aixth of trusteea marked the shared
reaponaa, but only one-twelfth of faculty chose four-group sharing {ees
Table B).

anstion g: Congtruction and Renovation. In the area of con=

ptruction and rencvation, a plurality of the sample {37.6%) indicated

that all four groups should participate, The largaeat portion of trua-
teea (39.0%), administraters {43.1%), and students {51.5%) praferred
four-group eharing., However, only 20.0 percant of faculty chease this
responae, and twice as many faculty (40,00} preferred for atudente to
ke excluded from the dacipicn-making, A4 subatantial number of truatess
(31.7%} preferred to limit these deciplons to truptees and adminimtra=-
tora, and from 15 to 20 percent of the other groupe agreed with them
(nee Table B),

Quegtion 5: Pund-raiaing, Agaln, the largest bloock of the sam-

prle {36.9%) chope phared decisicon-making, and the largeat portion of

trustees (L,0.0%), adminiptrators (47.9%), and studants (39.4%) answered
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Table § —= Continued
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this way., The biggept single faculty reppocnpe oategory was trustee/
administrator, whiach recelved ;3.7 percent, While none of the students
and only 2.3 percent of the faculty preferred to limlt participation to
trugtess, administrators, and faoulty, 17.5 percent and 11.8 percent of
trustees and adminigtratorms, respectively, preferred this configura=-
tion {pee Table B).

Decigions Fertaining to Faculty

Preferred practice responees differed on more iteme in this cate-
gory than in any other category, Four of the five ylelded significant
differencas amcong oonetitusncies' responeea. Item nine on the gques-
ticnnaire, teaching load, was the only question that did not result in
ptatietically significant differences {see Table 7).

The queasticon of which groups conetituencies prefer to make decl-
plons concerning the promotion of faculty repulted in differences that
wore slgnificant at the 0,0000 level. The Chi-square was L3.17081 with
12 4f, The Cramer's V of (.29 showed that the differences wera strong.
The Symmetrio Lambda also supported this poncluelon, for it indicated
a 13 percent improved predictive ability when elther the constituency
or anawer was known (sse Table 7).

Preferences regarding which groups should be concerned with the
granting of faculty tenure differed significantiy mt the 0,0002 level.
Tha Chi-square for number geven was 37,08569 with 12 d4f, Cramer's V
indicated that the Chi-sguares was subatantlally strong. The V was
.27, The Symmetric Lambda sgein indicated that the differsncas were
substentinl, for prediectability wea improved by 10 percent {[see Table 7).

Item eight, determinstion of faculty eslaries, aleo had a algni-

ficant Chi-pguars, It wae 28.63385 with 15 df and was eignificant at
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tha 0.0179 level, A Cramer's V of (.24 and & Symmetric Lambda of 0.09
pubetantints the strength of the differencea {pee Table 7).,

Finally, item ten, asalgnmment of indlvidusl classes, ylelded a
Chi-gpquare of 22.12592 with 9 df which wap significant at the 0,0085
leval. Although the differences wers not aa sharp on thip item, the
ptrength of the Chi-aquare waa sufficient as shown by a Cramer's V of
0.21 and s Symmetric Lambda of 0.05 (see Table 7).

Queation 6t  Preomotion of Faculty., With regard to the promotion
of faoulty, the greatest number of responpea {27.1%) went to the answer,
adminietrator/faculty, Tie was the most popular reaponas for the
adminietrative end faeculty groupa, sach awarding it about one-third of
their number. Howevar, leoaa than a alxth of students and truetesp
chose thie responee. Trustess favored including themselvea in tha deci-
slonsa, for well over two-fifthe of thalr reaponses went io the trustee/
adminiptrator/faculty option. MNene of the atudents melacted the
trustee/adminiatrator/faculty response, but 27,3 percent of them
aalactad the adminiutratur/fauulty/atudant option. However, the larg-
egt mumber of ptudent responses (30.3%} were allocated to shared
decipion-making (mee Table 8),

Guestion 7: Granting of Faculty Tenure. When prefarsnces about
the granting of tenmure were examined, it wae found that the largest
part of the sample (22.2%) seleoted tha trustee/administrator/faculty
regpenee, This waa by far the most popular anawer that trustese gove
{1,3.9%), and one-fifth of the administretors and one-gixth of the
faculty conorrrad with thia praference, However, nons of the atudents
geleoted thie reaponae. The largest percentage of the atudent sanple

choae the reply, administrator/faculty/astudent {27.3%). Administrators
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and faoulty, on the other hand, gave a plurality of their support to
the response adminiatrator/faculty (ssa Table 8),

Queption 8: Determination of Paculty Salaries. Where the dater-

minatlon of faculty salariea was conoerned, the moat popular respones

among trustess and adminigtrators was tmsteefadminiﬁtratnr which re-
ceived 7.6 parcsnt of the truatee answers and 30.0 percent of the
adminigtrators'. Feaculty, on the other hand, gave a plurality of their
selectiona {(28.3%) to the rapponss of sdministrator, The reat of the
faculty praferences were distributed almost evenly among the regponsea
shared, truatee/administrator, administrator/faculty, and trustee/
adminiatrator/faculty. Studente did not show an overwhelming prefer-
enca for any respopse, for four of them recelved from nine to twenty-
one percent of the student vote. Howsvar, the student plurality of
24.2 percent went to the reeponee trustes/administrator/faculty { o8
Table 8).

Quoeticn 10;: Aseignment of Faculty to Individus] Clapses. 4
larger percentage of the total seample {48.0%) preferred for adminie-
trators and faculty to participate in the apsigmment of classes. Each
of the oconatituencies gave a plurality of their responses to thie pre-
ference: trusteea and atudente, two-fifthe; and administratora and
faculty, cne-half. The second moet popular response among trusteen
and adminietratora was adminietrator. The reepenpe favored amecond by
faculty and etudente was faoulty {see Table 8).

Deciaione Pertaining to Appointment of Faculty and Adminiatrators
Three of the five areae dealing with appointment of faculty and

adminiptratora were found to have statistically eplgnificant differences

when regulta were analyzaed. Theope were itema eleven, twelve, and
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thirteen. Responses did not differ pignificantly on item fourteen,
gelegtion of departmental chairpsarscns, or on number fifteen, pelection
of new faculty (see Teble 7).

Tha Chi-nquare for item eleven, zelection of the preaident, was
57.72577 with 9 df and was significant at the 0.0000 level. A high
Cramer's ¥ of 0,3 lndicated that the differences were guite strong.
This was substantiated by the Symmetrio Lambda of 0,17 (see Table 7).

Preferences regarding who should pelect academic deans alpo dif-
fered significantly, The Chi-square for this gquestion {twelve) wap
25.40L51 with a significance level of 00,0130 snd 12 df. The Symmetrie
Lambda indicated that knowing either constituenoy or anewer improved
the likelihood of correctly predicting the other by 10 percent. The
differences were also shown to be aufficlent by the Cramer's V of 0,22
{ssa Table 7).

Conatituencies 4id not agres upon whe should select the heads of
etudent services programs either. Repuits on this item (thirteen)
differed at the 00,0001 mignificance level. The Chi-pguare was 39.18643
with 12 &f. 'The strength of the difference was suuutantial as shown
by tha Cremer's V of 0.28 and the Symmetrio Lambda of 0,16 {see Table 7}.

Queption il: Belection of President. Wwhen the results for the

entire sample were considsered on thip item, 48.2 percent were found to
prefar that the president be seslectad with the particlpation of all

four groupa, 4 full tweo-thirds of administratora preferred this approach
ag did almept half of the faculty, a third of the trusteeeg, and a fourth
of the piudents. However, a plurality of the trustee reaponsaes [52.5%]
indicated thelr preference for restrloting preaidential selection to

the trusteem alone. About 15 percent of the students concurred with
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this praferencea, but lesa than & percent of faculty and adminietrators
agreed with this view {see Table 8),

gQuestion 12: Selection of Academic Teans, The reaponse shared
deciplon-meking recelved the largest percentage (29.6%) of the total
sample, It was the moat frequently preferred repponae for students
{24.2%), adminietrators (46.2%), and faculty (29.5%}. Trustess, how-
aver, proferred mhared decleion-making cnly 12.5 percent of tha time,
and they chose truptee/administrater 25,0 percent of the time and
truptee/adminiestrator/faculty 20.0 percant of the time., Truatse/
adminiptrator/faculty wae the second moet popular responss of faculty
(22,7%} and studenta {18,206}, but the second choice of adminiastratora
wap administrator/faculty {see Table 8).

Quesgtion 13: Belection of Heade of Student Bervices Programa,
The largast portion of the total sample (27.6%) and of administrators

(4t 0%) preferred for thepa sslections to ba made with the participa—
tlon of all four conetituent groupe. However, the largast part of
faculty (3%5.6%) and trustees (39.0%), asbout cne-third of each, pre-
farred that administrators alone make these decisione. Put adminip-
tratora and atudents gave leas than 16 percent of thelr support to the
rasponga, adminimtrator, GBtudents gave the largest segment of thair
respenpes (21,2%) to the adminlatrator/faculty/etudent answer, but this
preforance was minimally supported by truatees (L.0%) and faoulty {2.2%).
Bimilariy, the second moet popular responee of the trustees, trustes/
adminigtrator, was only favored by 4.0 percent of adminiatratora, L.4
parcent of faoulty, and 12.1 percent of ptudents (mee Table 8).

Dacleiona Pertaining to the Academic Programe
Repulte on three of the five questiona that dealt with acadsmlo
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programa were found to have significant differences when teated. The
two that did not show significant results were numbara ninetesn and
twanty on the gquestiomnaire, which asked for preferences concerning
which groups should determine inatitutional admission requiremente, and
credit and distribution requirements for graduation, reepectively {see
Table 7).

4 plgnificance lavel of 0.003]1 was obtained for the Chi-sguare of
29,7098l for item sixteen, establishment of new educationel progrems.
The guffiglency of thepe differences wae subatantiated by the etrength
of the Cramer's V of 0.25; and the Symmetric Lambda of 0,06 {gee 'Mabls 7).

The Chi-eguare for item meventeen's resulte was 18.L141,00 with 9
df, Thie waa eignificant at ths 0.0304 lavel, but the Cramar's V indi-
cated that the atrength of the differences wae not quitae as high as
dagired, for it waa 0,19, one point under the preferrad level. However,
tha Symmetric Lambda of Q.08 wae very good, which allowed the reaearcher
to conelude that the differennee among aonetltuency responses wae sub-
etantial enough (see Table T).

Finally, reawlts for item eightesn, determination of ocureas
within the wvariocua curricula, differed at the 0.004), oonfidence lavel.
The Chi-aquare was 28.65363 with 12 af, PBoth the Cramer's V of 0.2)
and the Eymmetric Lambda of 0.12 lndicated that the differences shown
by the Chi-square were actual (eese Table T).

Bueation 16: Eptablisbment of New Educational Programa and Curri-

cula. Fartliecipation by all four governanoe groups was favored by a
larger percentage of the total sample (L41.9%) than were other responses.
Bhared deolplop-making wis alac the primery choice of all four conati-

tuancies. Wall cver twe=fifthe of students, adminigtratorp, and
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truatees preferred asharing these deciaicns, whlle threa-tentha of
faculty did ao, The sacond preference for trustees {30.0%) and adminis-
trators (19.2%) was trustee/administrator/faculty. Faculty's second
highaet percentage fell to the response adminlstrator/faculty which re-
peived 21,3 percent of thelr asupport. Both adminiptrator/fagulty and
trustes/adminietrator/facuity received only 3.0 percent of the student
guppsrt, On the other hand, ptudente gave thelr pacond largeat per-
centage to sdminiatrator/faculty/studant, whioh received 27.3 percent
of their repponsep {zee Table 8).

Question 17: Types and Levels of Degrees Offered. When deci-
pione pertaining to the types and levels of degreae offered ware to be

pade, trupteee, administrators, and faculty preferred that thoee thraa
constituencisg participate. This was trus of one-half of trusteen,

oveT two=Flfths of adminigtrators, and one-third of faeculty., In con-
tragt, the largeet ampunt of ptudent spupport (h}.ﬂ%} was glven to the
responas, shared decieion-meking. Shared decisicn~meking wae the aesccnd
cholee of the other three oomatituenclem: 27.5 percent of trustees,
32.7 porcent of administrators, and 23..4 percent of faculty made thia
ghoioe (mae Tabla B},

wptlon 18: Determination of Courses wlthin the Yarious Qurri-

gula, A plurality of the tctal esmple (26.3¥%) preferred for adminle-
trators and faculty to make decieicna pertaining to course offerings.
This was the most favored reasponse by trustees (37.5%) and aaministra-
tors {(29.l96). However, tha primary cholce of faculty respondents
(31.9%) was that faculty should meke puch decisions. Students, on the
other hand, gave most of their support (LB.5%} to the respcones

adminigtrator/faculty/etudent {aee Table §).
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Degleslons Pertaining ito Governance

Three items on the questionnaire addrese the igaue of governanoce
per ge. All had statistically significant results when analyzed. The
Chi-sguare of 21.12332 with 12 df was elgnificant at the 0.0L86 level
for item twenty-one, The atrength of the differences was minimally
acceptable as indicated by the Cramer’a V of 0.20, However, the Sym-
metric Lambde of 0.07 was very geod, The difference among constituan-
ciea' preferences wore even more proncunced on the other two queations
in this aection., The Chi-square of 36,94603 with 12 df was significant
at the 00,0002 level for item twenty—-two, determination of membership in
cappus-wide commlttees., Cramer'a V¥ was 0,27 showing that the differ-
ences were rather strong. The Symmetric Lambda of Q.17 alsc supported
the gtrength of the differences indicated Ly the Chi-egquare and the
Cramer's ¥. Item twenty-threas, determination of membership in gollege
or university senates, had & Chi-pquare of 77.90741 with 12 df and a
gignificance level of 0.0000, The differencesa indicated by these
figures were very strong according to the Cramer's ¥V of 0.47 and thse
Symmetric Lambda of 0.26 (sea Tabls 7).

Question 213 Determination of Membership in Departmental Comdt-

tgeg. The two mopt frequent reaponesea chosen by participants when quep-

tioned about whoe determinea membsrship in departmental committees were
faculty and faculty/administrator, Each received about one-third of
the total pample responees. These wers alac the mopt preferred ro-
gponesa of each of the four conetituent groups. About one~third of
truptees galected the fapulty answer, and apother ocne-third selected
adminiatratorffaculty. About threse=tenthe of adminiatrators and stu-

dente Aseleoted vach of thsas two responses, while closer o two-fiftha
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of faeulty seleotesd each of theme two anawers (see Table 8).

Guestion 32:; Beleotion of Membersghip in Campua-wide Committesn.

The mopt favored regponss in the area of pelsotion of membsrahip in

campus=wide commlttees by trustesea, adminiptratoras, and students waa
administrator/faculty/student, One=third of administrators and trua-
teas choas thie responee while two=fifthe of etudents did sc. Paculty,
onn the other hand, preferred toc exclude students, for 38,3 percent of
them marked the adminigtrator/faculty response. Thip answer regeivad
about one=fourth of the ptudent and trustee support asnd throe=-tenthe
of administrator suppert. 'The second cheoles of the faculty reapondents
wan for faculty alone to detsrmine this memberghip. Almost 30 percent
of this group anpwered in this fashion. However, the rasponse, faculty,
raceived no ptudent support, 8 percent of the adminietrators' and 15.1
percent of the trustaes' {see Table 8).

gueation 23: Determinaticn of Msmbersghip in the Collsge or Unie-

vergity Senate, The largeat percentage of participants (L414.8%) pre-

forred for faoulty to determine the memberphip of college or univergity
penates, Three=fourtha of the faculty chope the faculty reaponse along
with one=-third of trustesa, two-fifthe of mdminiciratcre, and ocnly one-
twentiath of ptudenta. The aacond choice of trustees and adminietra-
tore, phared decieion-maklng, received about one-fifth of thelr gupport,
but thie anewer wae eelected by only 10.5 percent of atudents and 2.9
percent of faepulty, The pecond cheice of faoulty participants was
adminiptrator/faculty, whlch received 1l.3 percent of thair answers
{@ee Table 8).

Dacislone Pertalning to Students

Geven of the iteme on the questionnalre dealt with areas of concern
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to atudents, 8ix of the peven did not yleld eignificant differsnces
apong conptituencies' proferred practice responees. The six arsas
manifepting no atatistical disagreement were student publicationa,
regldence hall living, epeskera and lecturaers invited to campus, BoA-
demic dieeclpline, athletlios, and the sslection <f atudent representa-
tilves to departmentzl, \sepste, and campue-wide committess which alao
have faculty, administrative, or board of visitors members (pee Table
7).

Item twenty-eight, non-academic dlscipline, waps the only ltem
under sptudent affalrp that was found to have signiflcant differenceas
among oonetltuency preferences, The Chi-aquare waa 27.19910 with 15
Af and a esignificance level of D0,0272, The atrength of the differences
wes subatantiated by the Cramer's ¥ of .24 and the Symmetrlc Lambda
of 0.07 (sea Table 7).

Queastion 20: HNon-scademic Discipline. The reaponse, adminiptrator/
atudent, received 2.1 percent of the totsl sample praferences. This
ragpones wag the primary choice of all four conetituencise, Owver half
of the ptudents marked this prefarence along with mlmonst two-fiftha of
faeulty and adminiptrators, and cne-third of truatees. Although over
a fifth of truptess preferred that adminlstrators slone handls pon-
academic dieecipline, only 3.0 parcent of studenta, (.l percent of
adminiatratora, and 8.9 percent of faculty concurred in thie view. The
gecond cheoice of adminiatretors was for non-sacsdemlic disolpline deoi-
aione to be participated in by all four oomatituencies. The ascond
choloe of faoulty aend atudente wae for atudents alons to handle non-
apademic dipeipline., Faculty gave 17.8 percent of their support to the
ptudent raepones along with 21.2 percent of the student group {see Table

8).
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Summary

In order to test the ascond hypotheais, Chi-squares, Cramer's ¥V'a,
and Bymmatric Lambdas were performed on the reesulta from thirty aeparata
decipioh=-making areasd, Beventeen of thage were found toc have ptatipti-
cally slanificant differences betwean the preferred practices expressed
by the oconatituenciea. The tests indicated that the obaerved differ—
snoes were subatantial., & majority of the iteme in sach governance
ocategory wap Blgnificantly different, sxcept for the category of student
affairs in which only one of eseven iteme yielded significantly different
raguilie. Hypothasie two wae confirmed in aeventesn of the thirty aub-

teets and rejected in thirteen of them (pee Table 7).

Hypothesis Three
The third hypotheais stated that esach of the conatituencies would

percoive ita ourrent decipion-making rele as involving fewer arsae of
decigion-making than ite preferred role, The hypotheala was confirmed
by the reeponaee of two of the constitusnolag, faculty and atudentse;
and it was not confirmed By the regponpes of the other twe gronpe, trus-
teena and adminietrators. The me&sn score for current trustee participa-
tion was 0.4667, snd their mean score for preferred practice waa 0,L826.
The tast for difference yielded a T-value of —0.56 with 43° of freedom
with a probability of 0.5B0, Thua, trusteee did not prefer sigmifi-
cantiy more areas of decleicn-making than they currently perceive them-
Balves ae participating in (ses Tables 9 and 10).

Adminiatratore' mean response for current participation was 0.8340,
and their preferred practice mean was 0.8327. The test for aignificance
¥lelded a T-value of 0.06 with 52° of freedom which had a probabllity of

0.954. Thereforse, the difference between adminiptrators' percepticne



Tabla 9

Qonetitusncy Mean Responaea for Thelr Own Groupse' Current and

Praferred Rolesa in Academic Governance

|

51

Current Freferred Bumber
Mean Maan of Caspes
Truatees 0. L4667 0.4826 L
Adminiatrators 0.8340 0.8327 53
Faculty 0.5236 0.69593 LB
Students 0.1646 0.5808 33
Tabla 10

T-Values, Degrees of Freedom and 7 P=-Tail Probabillities Between

Current and Preferred Holee for Trustess,

Adminigtrators, Faculty, and Studenta

Truateas
Admind atratorg
Faculty

B8tudente

T Degreas T Proba=-
T-Yalue of Freedom bliity
-0.56 L3 0. 560
-0.06 52 0.954
-5.41 L7 0,000
12.85 az 0.000




Q2
of their current and preferred govermance roles was not atatietloally
plgnificant (gee Tables 9 and 10).

By contraat, the faculty did nct seem patipfied wilth their level
of participation in governmance, The mesan response for facul ty current
participation was 0.5236, while their preferred practice mean wsag
0.6993. The teat for difference yielded a Tevalue of -5.41 with hTU
of freedom which had a probability of 0.000, Therefors, faculty would
prefer to participate in more areas of devieion-meking than they per-
ceive that they participate in currently {ees Tablea 9 and 10).

Btudente' Teeponeee indicated that they viewed their asituation
in the pame general way as the facultiy viewed their own, The mean of
studante’ perceptione of their current level of participation was
0.1645, while their preferred practice mean wee 0.5808. The taat for
differance yielded a T-value of 12.8% with 32° of fresdom which had a
probability of 0,000, Therefore, atudents see thelr ocurrent level of
participation aa much emaller than that of the other groups; and they
would like more participation in governance matters (see Tables § and

10},

otheaies Four
A Tourth hypotheale sought %o angwer the questione concerming tha

conflict over who should participate in whet govermance aresa. It
atated that the preferred role delineated by each group for itself would
encompeee algnifioantly more areas of decision-making than the role pre-
forred for it by each of the other three groups. To test this hypothe=-
pip, the mean number of times sach conatituency was preferred by 1ta

ownl members, and by membera of sach of the cthar three congtituenclisep,

were ocmpared., When the preferred role for truptaes wap snalyzed, the
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one-way analysls of varlance yislded a significant F ratic of 2.883
with a probability of 0,0373. Trustees preferred more participation by
truatees than did the other three groupn as seen by the meane for the
prafarred trustee role: +rustess, 0.4826} adminietrators, Q.4L48L;
faoulty, 0,3618; and ptudents, 0.4020, Blgnificant differences betwesn
gpacific groups were eshown by the T-values resulting from ccontraste.
When trustee and administrator preferences for the prefarred role for
trustees were compared, a T=-value of 0,795 with a probability of O.428
resulted, ao this test waa not slgnificant at the regquired 0.05 level.
Trustea and faculty preferences were compared, and a T-value of 2.7Lé
wae gignificant with a probablliity level of Q.007. The difference
betwesn trustee and student preferences waa not aignificant. The T-
value was 1.660, and the probability was 0,099 (see Tables 11, 12, and
13}. Thersforse, desplte the slgnificant F ratic sphowing overall dif-
ferances, only one of the three relevant T ccontraste was pignificant
for thip aspect of the hypotheais.

When the preferred rele for adminietrators was examined, 1t wap
found that adminjptratore do prefer a larger role for themselves than
the other three groups allccate administratora., Thie can be observed
by axamining the mesns for the preferred role for adminiptrators:
trupteen, 0,7818; administrators, 0.8327; faculty, 0.742l; and students,
0.7818. Although the difference which existed was in the direction
predicted by the hypothesis, the F ratle of 1.637 wae not significant
with a probability of 0.1826. When the responses of adminietratora
and truatees Were compared, the T-value of =1,21]1 wes obtained. The
T was not pignificant with a probability of 0.227. Admipistrator and

faculty responeea were compared and were elgnificant; having a T-vaelue



Tablae 11

9l

Mean Levels of Governance Partloipation Aeslgmad Each Conatituenoy

by Iteelf and the Othar Thrsee Groupe

& ————— - —_ - ————————————

Truatea Adminiptrator Faculty Student Total
Trustes
Proferred 0,4826 0. 4484 0.3618 0.4020 G 4249
Adminietrator
Preferred 0.7618 0.8327 0, Th2h 0,7818 ©0.7863
Faculty
Preferred 0.5780 a.TH40 0.6993 0.6949 0.6818
Student
Prafarred 0.3326 0.4755 0., 360k 0.5808  0.42B7

Table 12

F HRatios, Probabllitiea and Degrews of Freedom for Each Conetituency'sa

Praferred Role ln Contraet to tha Role Preferred for It

by the Other Three Groups

F Ratio Frobabllity Degrees of Freedom

Between Group 3

Praferred for Within Group 1T7hL
Trunteea 2,883 0.0373 Total 177
Between Group 3

Preferred for Within Group 174
Administratora 1.637 0.1826 Total 177
Between Group 3

Prefarred for Within Group 17L
Faculty 6.416 0. 0004 Total 177
Between CGroup 3

Praferred for Within Group 174
Students 13.329 0.0000 Total 1Tt




Table 13

95

T-Valusp, Probabilities and Degrees of Freedom for the

Prefarred Governance Role for Each Group

——

Degraee of
Sroupa T-VYalusg Probability Freedom
Truptee Trustea
Frefarred Admin. 0.°795 0, L28 1T
Trugtea
Faoculty 2,746 0.007 174
Truetas
Student 1.660 0,099 1t
Adminietrator Admin.
Preferrad Trustee -1,211 0.227 174
Admin,
Facul ty 2,201 0.029 174
Admin,
Student 1,114 0.267 174
Facul ty Faculty
Prafarrad Trustee -3.048 0,003 17L
Faculty
Admin, 1.177 0.2l 17L
Feeoulty
Student 0,101 0.920 174
Student Student
Preferred Trustea -C.5LB 0,000 174
Student
Admin, 2. Lh5 0,015 174
Studant
Faculty -5.016 0,000 174
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of 2.201 with a probabllity of 0.029. Bimilarly, adminiptratcor and
student responesep were compared and ware not found to be aignificant,
for the T-value was 1.1l with a probability of 0.267 {pes Tablen 11,
12, and 13). Therefore, when this part of the hypothesis was tested,
the cne-way analyasis of verlance did not reeult in a significant F
ratie, and only one of the three T contrasts wae elgnificant at the
0,05 level.

Findinga ooncerning the praferred role for facultiy were somewhat
different from thoge for the firet two groups. The meansg did not show
faoulty allocating & larger role tc themmelves than the administrators
agalgnad faouwlty. For the preferrsd faculty role the means ware trug-
tee, 0.5700; administrator, 0.7TWLD; faculty, 0.6993; and atudant,
0.6949, The one-wey analyasia of variance yielded a significant F
ratio of 6.416 with a probabllity of 0,000l;. When T-teete were per-
formed which contreated faculty apnd truateesn, faculty and administira-
torg, and faculty and students, eignificant results were cbtained in
only one of the analyaes. The T-value of -3.0L8 for the faculty amnd
truetes comparimon was significant with & probability of Q0.Q03, The T
for faculty and edminiptretors of 1,177 was not significant with &
probability of 0.2L1, Feoulty and stmdent comparison yilelded & T-
value of 0,10l and a probebility of 0.920 which was not plgnificant
(ses Tables 11, 12, and 13), Therefore, the only tesat regarding the
faculty preferred role that was significant and supported the hypothe-
#la waa the diffesrence between faculty and trusies preferences., Faculby
dld aspign themselves significantly more areas of decleplon-making than
trustees asaigned them.

When the four nonetlituencies' mean responses for the preferred
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role of atudente were compared, the hypothepla wap confirmed by every
teat. The ptudentp' mean for the preforred student role was larger
than tha other three. The trustee mean wag (0,3326; the adminietratoras’
waa 0.4755; the faculty's was 0.360L; and the atudenta' was O,S5808.

The cne-way analysis of variance yielded an F ratlo of 13.329 and a
probability of Q.0000, Wien atudent and truatee responaes were com=-
parad, a T of -5.548 and & probability of 0,000 were aignificant. The
T-value cbtained by contraeting student and adminiptrator reasponeea
wad algo significant. The T-value in this cass wae -2, 45 with &
probability of 0,015, Similarly, the T-value cbtained when etudent
and faculty regponses were oontrapted was slgnificant. The T waa
-5.01% and the probability, 0.000, was significant (gee Tablea 11, 12,
and 13).

All of the teets regerding the student role in governanoge support
the hypothesia. Studenta did prefer & larger role in goevernance than
any of the other conetituencies preferred for them. In summary, six
of the twelve T-testa were aignificant. Thia hypcetheaia waa only
partially acecepted, The only pub-part that was totally accepted wac

that dealing with the preferred reole of studenta.



CHAPTER G

STMMARY AND CONCLUBIONS

The purpoae of this gtudy wae t¢ ldentify areas of agreemsnt and
disegreement among trusteses, adminietrators; faculty, and studenta re-
garding role definitions as perceived by theas groups. & stratified
randon sample of 280 participants from four-year public inatitutione of
higher education in Virginia waes gelected according to eonstituency end
inatitution. Fifty-four randomly selected individuals were ocontacted
peracnally to provide wvalldation of the entire sample. Differenoean
between the validation and nonvalidation samples were not aignificant,
po the repults of the total sample wers conmldered wvalid. Replies were
recelved from 210 (75%) of the participants. Of these, 178 (&%) were
usable, while 32 (11%) were not,

4 queationnaire contalning iteme related to thirty governance
areas was congtructed. Thaese thirty arsap were divided into aix cate-
gories regarding decisione pertaining to1r finance and plant, faoulty,
appointment of faculty and adminietrators, acadsmiec programs, governance,
and ptudentp. Particlpents were agked for thelr perceptions of which
groups currently participate in each of the thirty governance areas and
which groupa thay would prefer to have participate in themse game areas.

Four research queeticns were possd. The firpt asked if studenta,
faoculty, administratora, and trustees in four-year publiec collegee and
univernitiea in Virginia agree on the sreas of deciplon-making currently

participated in by the various conatitusncles. Repulta indicated that
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thay do not. Chi-equares were performed on current perceptions for
gach of the thirty governance arees, Constituencies' perceptiona dif-
fered at the 0,05 slgnificance level on twenty-cne of the items. In
the firet ocategory, decieions periaining tov finance and plant, three
of the five areas showed significant differences when participants'
peroeptions were compared. 'The three areas upon which conatituencies
did not agres were responaibility for short-range budgetmry planning,
long-range budgetary plamning, and construction and renovation of aca-
demio and nonacademic buildinge. Although in saph of thepe three arsnn,
the plurality of the respondente perceived that truastees and adminig-
trators sphared these decieiona, opinicn wes diverse enough to show that
thera is no clear-=cut idea about who makea these deciplone. PFrom this
it can be concluded that members of the varicusa conatituenciea included
in the college community do not agree on who guides the financial
affaire of their inetitutiona. Conaldering the vaet amcunta of monsy
invelved, thie finding could have perious gconeequences for the fiscal
well-being of colleges and univeraitien.

Constituenciea’ perceptions of responaibility for declaione per-
taining to feoulty did not egree elther. Four of the five aream in
thie category showed dlpagreement: promotion of faculty, granting of
tenure, determination of faonlty ealariens, &nd determination of teaching
loada., Frow thie, ons can conclude that the colliegial model of govern-
ance in which faculty are reaponaibls for decleions involvipng faculty
issuen, i3 no longer univerpally percelved as functicning on campuser
of four-ysar public inetituticne in ¥Virginia, Further, it would seem
that no eingle pubatitute has been developed to talke the place of the

collegium.
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0f the five areas in the category of deciplone pertaining to
appointment of faculty and administratora, the various constituencies
digagreed upon who currently eselects new facuity members, presidenta,
academic deans, and deans of student pervices. Only the seleotion of
departmental chairperscne showad no slgnificant dieagrasment.

Ferceptiona of who currently makes academio program decisione
alec wore diverae. The three epecific areae showing significant die-
agreaement dealt with the responeibility for eatablishing new eduocsa-
ticnal programe and currlicula, for determining the degrees to be
offered, and for determining credit and distribution reguirements.
Therefore, it ip apparent that membera of the oollege community do not
agree upon which group or groupse malte declelons that set the tone and
determine the direction and character of lngtitutione of higher educa-
tion in Virginia,

Similar resulte were found when conatituencies' perceptions re-
gurding who currently makes deciaicns pertaining to governance were
compared, Farticipante dieagreed on two of the three areas examined:
gelection of membership ln campus-wide committeep, and determination
nf memberehip in college and universlty senates, Determination of mem-
bership in departmental committess ghowed no pignificant differences
among constituenciep' perceptions. Thus, agreepent wae found among
conatituencien regnrding,the gelection of members of local committesa,
By contraet, participante disagreed about selecting the memberghip of
governance bodiee which pertaln o the entire instituticn., It appears,
therefora, that people are more likely to agree aboul governance pro-
cedures invelving emaller segmente of the ocollege communilty then they

ara about theas invelving larger, more oomplex units or osegments of
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the college community.

A gimilar pattern wam revealed when examining the results for
the final category, declgione pertaining to students. Five of the
peverny areap had ptatiptigally significant resuita, which meant that
conetituencies dipagreed on these five areas: repidence hall living,
speakers and lecturers invited tc campus by atudent organizationa,
academic disclpline, athletice, and sslectlon of student representa-
tivea tc senata, departmental, or campus-wide oommittees, Therefora,
it pan be conoluded that the members of the college community are in
o better agreemant regarding governance areas pertaining to student
affairs than they are about the othar five categories.

The frequency of digagreement among comstituenocles conecsening
who currently makep declsions in institutions of higher sducation in
Virginla peinta toc the conclusion that the members of the acadsmic
commnity do not share common concepis of decision-making practices
on campus, It is poeeible that procedures are not clearly spelled out.
It ig also poseible that reaponaibllities are not definltely sasigned,
which would mezan that specific pergona are not being held acoountahle
for the various operaticona of the ingtituticns, ©On the other hand,
procadures and responsibilitles may be olear to thoee direotly con-
cerned, but not generally commmnicated to the constituencies at large.

The gecond reasarch queetion asked if there wap agreement among
the conatituencies concerning the preferred areas of declasion-making
for each of the four groups, Here too, the anewer was no, Heventeen
of the thirty Chi-gquares parformed on the data related to this issue
were significant at the 056 level,

Conetituenoiea ahowed no significant dissgreement regarding the
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areag of long=range budgetary plamming and capital development, but
participanta did dissgree about who should make deciaiona regarding
short-range budgetary planning, constructlion and renovatlon of academio
and nonacademic buildings, and fund razising, Therefore, Lt seeme that
constituenoles showed little more egreement of who should handle the
financial affaira of the inptitution than they did when indicating who
they perceived as currently sssuming thege regponeibllities.

Although conetituencies' preferencea dlffered gignificantly on
thrae of the five financial areas, the moet popular responass for
theae areap indicated thet either trusteesa, administratore, and faculty
or trusteee, admipiatrators, faoulty, and studenta should make these
decinions together. Thie indicates & broadening of the traditicnal
view that trustees and asdminiatratcra should be primariiy responeible
for the sllocation of financial resources.

Constituencies' preferences regarding deciasions involving faculty
affaire were eleo markedly different. The areasa of promotion, tenure,
faoulty smlaries, and aesignment of individual clase loads evoked dlver-
gent preferences from the four groupg. It aeeme rather clear that the
respondents were unwillipg to limit the power to make thepe decigiona
to only the faoulty. The moat popular responass in thia category indi-
cated a preference for scme type of ghering among at least administra-
tors and faculty, and aften truetees and/or students were included as
well.

In three of the {ive areae in the category of decisions pertaining
to appointment of faculty and adminjetrators, conetituencies alpo dia-
agreed when apked to name the participants they preferred. Preferred

procedurea for the pelection of presidents, academic deane, and heads
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of student mervices ghowed gtatiatically significant differences. The
mogt popular reasponae indlcated gome feeling that all four groups
should ghare these decislons. The constituencles agreed that the
pelection of new faculty and departmental chalrperpons ghould be made
by adminietratore and faoulty jointly.

Repponaea in the fourth category, decisions pertaining tc academic
programs, were alpo significantly different. Three of the five areans
ylelded etatiatically elgnificantly different perceptions of who should
be involved in such desigions. In particular, the groups did not
agree upon who gshould develop new educational programs or curricula,
determine the degrees to be offered, or approve courses within the vari-
cung curricula, The two areas which ghowed no aignificently different
preferences pertained to the determination of ingtitutional admiepion,
credit, and distribution requirementa. Inh both cases, all copgtituen=-
ciea gave a plurality of their responees to the administrator/faculty
choles.

In the category of decielons pertaining to governance, conatituen-
ciep phowed no aignifiocant differences regarding their preferred groups.
They tended to agree that either the fasulty alone or the faculty end
administratore should aelect the membership of departmental commltteen,
Howevar, they could not agree upon who should aelect membera of
inatitution-wide committees or members of college or universlty senates.
A8 was the cape with responses to questicne of current practice, con-
etituancies did not agree upon who should select the memberghip in
governing bodlee that represented the entire inatitution.

The category of governance areas dealing with student affairas

did not follow the same pattern s the previous five ocategories. Only
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one governanos area ahowed atatistionlly significant differences among
congtltuencies. Thise wap the area of nonacademic disclipline, Conati-
tuencies did not elgnificantly dieagree about whoe phould nake decipionse
pertaining to ptudent publicationp, repldence hall living, speskers
invited to campus by ptudent orgenizetiona, academlc diacipline,
athletice, or the pelecticn of student representetivee to departmentsal,
genate, or campus-wlde committeesa, It oan be concluded that the con-
atituencles were cloper tc agreement on wheo should make deciplone per-
taining to studenta than on the other aspects of inetitutional govern-
ance.

Hegulte indiocate that participante! answers vary according to the
area of govermance under question, At no time did eny constituency
vote strictly for themselves ap the regponeible decision-makerg in any
category. At least 10% of the reeponeea to 27 of the 30 itemp indicated
that the respondenta would prefer a governance pattern that provided
for participation by all four constituencies: +trustees, adminiptrators,
faculty, and atudents. At the same tlme, 2 similar repponse was ob-
tained aon only 15 of the 30 items when reapondents were guaried concern-
ing current practlce on their campus, Thiz reaponse pattern might
Doasibly explain the more general agreement among the oconsetituencien?
regponding tc preferred practice as compared to current procedures.

The third guestion posed at the outset of this ptudy asked if
there were a discrepancy between the constltuencieg' perceptlons of
their current role in decipion-making and thelr preferred role. Thers
wag & ptatistically significant discrepancy for studenta and faculty
members. Both groupe indicated that their ourrent role in decision-

making encompasesd fewer areap than they would like to partiocipats in,
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Thue, nelither faculty nor atudenta sppeared tc be satipfied with thelr
current level of participation in declsion-meking, and wanted to expand
their role to include more declelon areas. It seema likely that dip-
gatiefeotion on the part of faculty and studentsa may continue until 8
governance modal is adopted that permita them a wmore aatisfying role.
It is possible that the ghared model proposed by the American Assocle-
tion of Univeraity Professzre could be sucoeaafully used for, ag thise
atudy clearly indiocated, conatituenoles recognize that a group’e luvel
of participation varies among the varioup govermance Arean,

The fourth and final question pored &t the cutaet of this respearoh
agked if conptituencier disagree concerning the preferred apporticnmeant
of decision-making in inetitutiona of higher educaticn in ¥irginia. To
anewer this guesation, twelve compariscne were made, 8ix of which were
gignificant. Truateea preferred a larger role for themeelvea than
faculty preforred for trustees. Faoulty membera alsc wanted to eircum=-
poribe the adminiptrators' role more than adminiatrators wiphed to
alicw, Trusteea and faculty diesgreed over the appropriate level of
participation for faeulty, with feculty wanting a larger role for them-
selves than truetecp were willing to grant them. Student preferencea
for their own rele contraated slgnificantly with the prefersnces for
the student role that were expreppsd by the other three groupa. Stu-
dents vonalstently wanted a larger role than the other groups were
willing to allow them. Similarly, the faculty consiptently wished to
limjit tha rolee of the other three conatituencies. Therefore, it seceme
that the faculty engd the ptudents are the most diapleasad with their
role in deolsion-making, and any modification in the governanoe model

aimed at decreaning dipagreement oight well take faculty and student
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dippatiefaction into account,
Implications for Further Research

The results of thlis etudy raise queatlons that would appear to
have implicaticns for further research. ©Bome of these would seem to
aenter sround & basle guestion of whether the apparent dieagresmente
conceming ourrent reasponsilbllity for decleicne resulta from actual con-
gaptual differencee or from the abeence of policies and procedurea which
are known and understoocd by the varioup constituencies cof the inptitu-
tions. Por example:

l. Are these clearly established pollicleg and procedures which
are followed 1in puch situationa as the sslection of new
faoulty or of & new president?

2. If such policiea and procedures exiet, are they apecifioanlly
agalgned to individuale with concomitant acoocuntability for
implemantation?

3. Ia it possible that asuch policies and proceduresp have been
developed but not effectively communicated teo the various
congtituencies involved?

It might alsc be intereating to study the poesible reletiionehip
between the governanoce connepte lndlcated as belng preferred by membera
of the varicus oonptituenciep of an inetitution and the knowledge and
understanding of higher educaticn generally and of the probleme of
governance in thelr own inptitution partloulariy. In other worda, might
a clcpar consensud be produced by an effective intreingtitutional pro-
gran of infermation and educatlon cencerning inetituticnal problems and
gOVernanca rasponﬁlbilitiea?

Finglly, scme intarepting questicone emerge concerning the
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relaticnshipa between the smount of agreement in regard to respohalbili-

tiees for governance of an institution and the governmance structure of

that inatitution. For example;

1.

Do the conetituents of ingtitutlona with a simple cperant
governance model develcp a higher level of agreement than
thope of ipptituticona with complex modela?

ire there pignificant differencea in the degree cof under-
atanding of governance procedures and respensibilities among
inatitutione of higher education and, if so, are such differ-
ences related to the governance model of the inetitution or

to gome other factor(s)?



REFERENCE LIST

Amatrong, J. ¢., II. Faculty Perceptions of Shared Authority and
Collective Bargasining at the Public Inetitutions of Higher Educa-

tion in Virginia, Unpublished diseertation, The College of Wil-
liam and Mary, 1975.

Carnegie Commisesion on Higher Education., Govermance of Higher Educa=-

tion: Six Priority Problems. New York: MeGraw-Hill Book Com-

pany, 1973.
¢lark, B. R. PFaoulty and authority. AAUP Bulletin, 1961, L7, 2%3-302.

Cormon, J. J, Governmance of Colleges and Unhiversitiss. New York:
MoGraw-Hill Book Company, 1960.

Demarath, N. J., Stephens, R, W., & Taylor, R. Fower, Pregidents,
and Professore. HNew Tork: 1967,

Dyken, A, R, Faoulty Participation in Academic Decision Making. Wesh-
ington, D,0,: fmerican Council on Education, 1968.

Eckert, H. Participation in univeraity pollcy making: & aecond lock.

AAUP Bulletin, 1970, B6, 308-31i.

Paculty Participation in the Selestion and Retention of Adminiptratorss

Reprinted Carnegile Commission on Highsr Education, Govarnance of

Higher Education: BSix Priority Problemsa. New York: McGraw-Hill

Book Company, 1973.
Hawaga, L, C.; & Trux, H. R., IV. Biudent participation in the univer=-

plty declglon-making process. Journal of Higher Educaticn, 197L,

2, 123-34.
108



109
Ikanberry, 5. 0. Reatructuring the govermance of higher sducatlion,

A4UP Bulletin, 1970, 56, 371-Th.

Keaton, M. T. BShared Authority on Campus. Washingion, D.C.: American

Asaooclation for Higher Education, 1971.
Ladd, E. ©,, Jr., & Lipset, 5. M. Studente in campus deciaion-making.

Chroniele of Higher Education, March 22, 1976, p. 1Z2.

Lawry, T. 5. A feculty senate at a emall college: whyT? AAUP Pulletin,
September, 1971, 57, 377-80,

Lewig, G, P. The glow road to ptudent liberation, AAUP Bulletin, 1971,

S 495=99.
Lindguiast, J. D., & Bleckburn, K. T. Middlegrove: the locua of campus

power at a atate university, AAUP Bullatin, December, 197, 5O,

36?_TB-
Magon, H, L. follege and Univergity Govermment: A Handbook of Prin-

eiple and Practice. New Orleans: Tulane University, 1972.

McGrath, E. J. Should Studente Share the Powerf: A Study of Thelr
Role In College and Univerpltiy Govermance, Philadeiphia: Temple

Univeraity Press, 1970,

Koble, R., & Pym, B. Collegial anthority and the recedipng locus of
power. British Journal of Bogiclogy, December, 1970, 21, L31-45.

Revh, M. A, Cocllege and Universlty Trusteeship. Yellow Springs, Ohios
The Antloch Prese, 1959.

Keport of the survey subocommittee of committese T. AAUP Bulletin,
Spring, 1971, 57, 68-129.

Richardeon, R. C., Jr. Governance theory; comparison of approachea.

Journel of Higher Education, May, 197k, 45, 3hi=Sl.




110

Statement on Govermment of Colleges and Unlverslties., Heprinted Carmne-
gie Commission un Higher Education, Governance of Higher Educa-
tiont Six Prioriiy Problems., New York: MoGraw-Hill Book Com-

pany, 1973.
Student Partilicipation in Oollege and University Govermnment. Reprinted

Carnegie Commiseion on Higher Education, Govermancse of Higher

Educatlion: 8ix Priority Problems, New York: MoGraw-Hill Book

Company, 1973.
Weber, A, R., gt 8l. Faculty Participation in Academic Govermance.

Washington, D.C.: Americen Aepociation for Eigher Biucation,
1967.

Wittes, 5. People and Power: A Study of Criges in Secondaxry Schools.
Ann Arbor: Universlty of Michigan, 1970.



AFPPENDIX

111



112

Appendix A: Initigl Letters to Partieipants

113 Mimopa Drive
Willlamsburg, Virginia 23185
Merch 30, 1977

Ilear Member of the Board of Vigitorai#®

Ag part of my doctoral studies at William and Mary, I am asking
members of the college community in four-year public institutions in
VYirginia to indicate thelr perceptions and preferences concerning aca-—
demic governance. I hope that with your help I will be able to find
waye to improve the decision-making effectlveness on campus.

Participanta for thias study have been melected at random, and

nelither individual nor institutional namee will appear in my diseeria-
tion.

Pleasa complete the encloged questlcnnaire and return it to ne
ag Boon a8 popeible in the anvelope provided.

Thank you for your aselptance wlth the ressarch for my dieserta-
tion, It would ncot have been possible without your help.

Sinceraly,

Betty Pird

Encloeures

F.8., Pleage gee lnstructions on reveras side,

*The pame lotter was sent to adminiptratore and faculty wmembera,
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113 Mimeea Irive
Williameburg, Virginia 23185
March 30, 1977

Iear Student:

For the last decade studenta and faoulty have baen lnalpting
upon thalr right to participate in academic declalcn-making, since
their lives are directly affected by campus policlea and ralings.

As part of my dectoral gtudiep at William and Mary, I am asking mem-
bters of the college communlty in four-year public instltuticns in
Virginia, tc indiocate thelr percepticns and prefarences concerning
academic governance, I hope that with your help I will be able to
find waye to improve the declaion-making effactivenass on campus.

Participanta for thies ptudy have besn selscted at random, and
neither individual nor inetitutional namep will appear in my die-
gertation,

Pleass complete the enclopsd questionnairs and retwrn it in
the envelope providad, It is vitally important that I have your
regpongeg by the middle of April o I can graduates on time.

Tank you for your aspistance with the research for my dia-
aertation., It would net have been posaible without your help.

Sincerely,

Betty Bird

Enclogures

P.S5. 8Sea Ilnetrmctione on reversa gida.
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Appendix B: Instructions

CAMPUS COVERNANCE QUESTICHHAIRE
Inptructions

The term "decleion-making" 1s used in this reassarch to refer to
any determinaticn of pelloy or action made either by an individual, a
commlttee or an aleotion open to the entlre memberashlp of & group, e.g..
an slection in which the entire student body, entlirs faculty, all ad-
minigtrators or all trustees can vote,

Baoch of ths following thirty ltema hae an 4 and P part. Fleass
read the inatrucilons for each part carefully, for each part has its
own frame of refarence,

A, Current Prectice: When answering the A part of each queption,
indicate what you think current practice is on your campup. I1f you
think a pingle group dominates the decipion-making in the arsa of campus
governance apeclified, placs a check mark in the column for that group
ontly. If you think two or three groups ghere deciplon-making in the
srea under guastion, place s chack mark jn tha appropriste column for
each group that particlpates in the procees. If all four groups, true-
teen, adminlatratora, faculty and studenta, contribute formally to the
deciplons in the area under question, place a check mark under the column
honded "Bhared Decileion-Making."

Pleapsa anewer the A part of each gueation to the beat of your Imow-
iedge. Make no attampt to mecertaln actual policy or practice dioctating
which groupa can participate in decielon-making in given areas on your
campus, It is your personal perceptiong that I am interested in.

B, Praferred Fractice: WwWhen anawering the B part of esach item,
indi¢cate the group or groupe, on your campus, whlich you fasl should
dominate declalon-making in the area under question. Tou gan indicate
in part B that you prefer thet ona, two, or three groups participats in
decision-making in the area specified, by plecing a check merk in the
appropriate columm or columne, If you would prefer that all four groupa
ehare decimicn-making in the given area, place a check in the fifth
column, "SZhared Decipion-Making."

Semple Question

If you think ourrently on your campus, deciglons regarding selec-
tion eof the "Outatandlng Teachsr of the Ygar" ara dominated by trustees,
you will mark part A a2 it ip below. In addition, if you would prefer
that the trustees and sdminiptrators share decisiocna regarding eelection
of the "Cutetanding Teacher of the ¥Ysar," you would mark part B as it
oappaars bslow,

Shared
Adminis- Decislon-
Trusteae tratorsz Faculiy Btudents Meking
1. Cutetanding Teacher of
tha Year
A. Current Practice .'Hf

B, Preferred Practice g: .74
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Quaptionnaire

Ho.

CAMPUE GOVERNANCE QUESTICHNNAIRE

I. Decipions Pertaining to Finanoe and Plant

. Bhort- Budgetary

Planning [one to three
YORTB )

A. Currant FPraoctlcs

B. Preferread Practice

Long=-Range Budgetary
Planning {four or more
years}

A. Current Practice

B. Preferred FPractice

Investment of Endowment
and Other Private Funde

4. Current Practice

B. Preferred Praciloe

Conatruction and Reno-
vation of Academic and
Hon=Acadenmic Buildingse
A, Curreni Practice

B, Preferred Practice

Fund Ralaing

A, Current Practioce

B. Preferred Practics

Adminis-

Truateans trators

Sharad
Decision-

Faoulty Students Making




G

10,

11,
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I1. Decieions Fertalning to Faoulty

Sharsed
Adminie- Decieion-
Trustees trators Faculty Students Making

Promotion of Faculty

A. Current Praoctice

B, Preferred Practica

Granting of Faculty
Tenurse

A. Durrent Practice

B, Profarrad Praatioe

Datermination of Faculty
Salariea

A. Current FPractice

B. Praferred Fractica

Teaching Load {deter-
mining the numbar of
houre and other duties
a teacher must perform)

A. Current Practlca

B. Preferred Practice

Assignment of Faculty
to Individual Clzagee

A. Currant Prantice

B. Prefarraed Practice

III. Appointment of Faculiy and Administrators

Belaction of Prepident

A. Current Practicsa

B, Preferred Practice




12.

13|

1h.

15,

16,

17.

Balectlon of Academic
Daann

A. Current Practlce

B, Praforred Practioce
Selantion of Beade of
Student Sarvices Pro-
grame {e.g., Dean of

Students, Director of
Housing)

4, Cuorrent Practice
B, PFreferred Practice

Selection of Depart-
mental Chairperscna

A. Current Practice
B. Preferrad Practice

Selection of New
Faculty

A, Durrent FPractice

B, Preferred Practice
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Bhared
Adminig- Deoiplon=-
Trustees tratorg Faoulty Studente Making

IV, Decieions Pertaining to the Academic Programs

Establighment of New
Bducational Programs
and Curriouls

4, Current Practice
B, Freferred Practicae

Typep and Levels of
Degraen Qffared

A. Current Practice

B. Prefearred Practice




15.

19.

20,

21.

22.

Datarmination of
Courpae within the
Various Currioula

A. Current Practice

B. Preferred FPractica
etarmination of
Inetitutional Admis-
aion hequiremente

4. Current Practine

B. Preferred Practice
Credit snd Course Dig-
tribution Heguirements
for Greduation

A. Current Practice

B, Preferred Practice
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Shared
Admini g- Decieion=-
Trustees trators Faoulty Btudsnte Making

V. Decisiona Pertaining toc Governance

Selection of Member-
ghip in Departmental
Committeen

A. Current Practioe
P. Proferred Practlos
Saelaction of Member-
ghip in Campus-wide
Committean

A. Current Practioce

H. Freferred Practice
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Bhared
Adminia- Decieion-
Trupteas trators Faculty Btudents Making

2%, Determination of Mem-
bership in the College
or Tniverslity Ssnate
(Write NH/A in answer
alot 4 1f your institn-
tion has no Bﬁnatﬂ.)

A. Turrent Fractlce

B, Preferred Praciice

VI. Degisicns Pertaining toc Studentp

2l,. 8tudent Publications
{Policles, #llonation
of Resocurces, Contents,
eta.}

A. Current Prectice

B. Freferred Practice

2h. Repidence Hall Living
(Policies, Aeplgrment
of Btudents, etc.)

A, Current Praoctice

E. Preferred Practlose

26. Bpeaksrs and Lecturers
to be Invited to Cam-
pus

A. Current Practice

B. Praferrad Practice

27. Academic Diacliplina
{determining and
affixing penalties for
cheating, plegiariem,
and failing grades)

A, Current Practioce

B, Preferred Practice




28,

29,

30,
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gharad
Adminia- Dacialon-

Trustees trators Faouliy Students Making

Non-academic Dipci-
pline (determining
and affixing penaliles

for infringement of
goclal and reeldencsa
hall rTules)

A. Current Prectlce

B, Prefoerrad Practicea

Athletice (Policies,
allocation of re-
BOUTCEE, etc.}

4. Current Practice

B. Prefarraed Practice

Selection of Studsnt Reprepentatives to Departmentsl, Campusg-wide or
Senate Committeee which alpo have faculty, administrators or truptee
members., {Place N/i in anpwer slot A if students are not currently
placed on thege committees. Anewer the B part as you wish it would
be, despite the absence of the practlce of ptudent representatives.
Write N/4 1n anawer alot P if you do not want atudent members selected
for thess committees,)

A. Current Practice

B. Preferrsd Practics




Appendix D: Two=-Wesk Lettar

113 Mimoga Drive
Williameburg, Virginis 23165
April 16, 19717

Dasr Fartiolpant:

About two waeke Bgo, I sent you a queationnaire asking for
your perceptions and preferances regarding academic governance on
your cempups.

As you recall, I am collecoting this data for my doctoral
disaertation in Higher Bducational Adminietratiocn,

I an receiving excellent ccoperation, and I thank you vary
muech if you heve already sent in your reply. If you have not malled
the oompleted queastionnaire, pleage do sc me soon as peeeible in
order that I may code the data and begin the analyaia,

Thank you agaein for your help.

Sincerely,

Batty Bird
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Appesndix Et Four-Week Latter

113 Mimoea Drive
Williamgburg, Virginia 23185
April 27, 1977

Dear Participant:

About four woeks ago I malled you a gueationnaire aeking for
your perceptlons and preferences conoerning governance on the cam-
pue with which you ara affiliated. Those of you who have reapondad,
I thank very aincerely.

For thoge perecne who have not yet raesponded, I enclope an-
other copy of tha queationhaire and return envelopa., FPleass take &

fow mimitas to mark the ahswera, glving me your perceptions and pre-
farenaes.

I urgently need your repilep by May 1l so they can be proceased
by the computer on May 16, Thank you for your help, Beet wishee for
8 pleseant summer.

Sincerely,

Hetty Bird
Enolopuraes

P.S5. Bee instructions on reverge pide,
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ANATLYSIS OF ROLE PERCEPTIONES OF TRUBTEES, AIMINISTRATORS, FACULTY, AND
STUDENTS OF FOUR-YEAR FUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF EIGHER EDUCATION IN VIRGINIA

BIRD, BEITY, Ed.D.
THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY IN VIRGINIA, 1978

ADVISOR: DONALD J. HERHMANN

The purpose of thie study was to ldentify areas cof sgreement and
dleagreement among trusteen, administrators, faculty, and students re-
garding role definitionsa for theee groups., A stratified random sample
of 280 participants wep pelected accoerding te conetituency and inetitu-
tion. Subjecta were chosen from four-year public ingtitutiona of higher
education in Virginia.

A gquestionnaire contalning thirty areas of decision wae conetructed.
Thege thirty areas were divided ints 8ix categories pertaining toc fipance
and plant, faculty, appeintment of faculty and admlnistratora, academic
programa, governance, and students. Participants wars apked for thelr
perceptions of which groups currently participate in each of the thirty
governance areag, and which groups they would prefer participate in
these same areas. The data were analyzed by means of Chi-equare, one-
way analyale of variance, and the t tast.

Four reeearch questicne were poned, The firet agked if atudents,
faoulty, administrators, and trusteea in the sample agree on the areas
of declplon-making currently participated in by the varicue constituen-
cies. Conatituencies 4id not agree upon who currently makes governance
deciplona ir any of the aix categories.

The pecond research queation aaked if there wap agreement among
the constltuencies concerning the preferred areas of decipion-maling

for each of the groups. The results lndiecated that conptituencies did



not agree in the firet five governance categoriea. However, there wae
little elgnificant diasagreement regarding who should participete in
decielons pertaining to atudents.

The third reeearch quention &sked 1f there was a discrepancy he-
twaen the congtituencleg' perceptione of their current role in decimion-
making end their preferred role. There waa a setatietically eignificant
digorepancy only for students and faculty. Both of theae groups would
have liked to particlpate in more areas than thelr current role allowe.

The fourth questicn asgked if conatitusncies disagree concerning
the preferred apportiomment of decigion-making reapongibility in inati-
tutione of higher sducation in Virginia. To answer thia queastiocon,
twelve comparisons were made, sBlx of whioh were elgnificent, Truatees
preferrsd a larger role for thempelves than faculty preferred for true-
tees. Faculty membera alse wanted tec circumecribe the adminletratore’
role more than adminiastrators wished to allow, 1In addition, faculty
deaired & larger role for themaelves than trustees were willing to
grant them. Further, student preferences for their own role contrasted
significantly with the concepts of the atudent role as expremasd hy the
other three groups. Studente congistently wanted a larger role than

the other three groups were willing to allow them.
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