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THE EFFECTS OF ADMINISTRATIVE STYLE AND

COMMUNICATIONS ON FACULTY PERCEFTIONS

OF SHARED AUTHORITY IN THE VIRGINIA

COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM



Chapter 1
The Problem

Need for the Study

The present study arises from concerns ahout faculty dis-
satigfactions with how authority ia shared, or not shared, 1n the
adminlatration and governance of instituciome of higher educacion,
and from concerns about the adverse effects on the operationa and
cembers of the inetitution which may be expected to accompany such
faculty dissatisfactions, The theporetical case for shared authority
hag heen extensively docunented and appears to have relative little,
1f any, open opposition. Orpanizational psychologiste, such as
Schein (1965}, have ahown that organizational member dissatisfactions
adversely affect the productivity of the organization as a whale.
Likert {1%67) ham conducted extensive research in industrial sectings
which has demonsetrated that {even in the production-type environment)
organizations that are petceived by their members as motre "participa-
tive™ are more productive than those perceived as more authoricative.

The contemporary lirerature of higher education administraticon
and governance 1s In general agreement with the organizational
theorlete. The studies of Keeton {(1971), the Carnegle Commission ou
Righer Educatiom (CCHEY (1973), the American Amscciation of Univeraity
Professors (AAUP) (cited in Carnegie Commission on Higher Education
[ CCHE ] ), and Ikenberry (1972) are representative of studies emanat-

ing from diversified perspectrives and supperting the desirabllity of



gharing authority in the interests of both Institutional effective-
ness and member satisfactions. The necessity of applying the same
concepts to comunity colleges has been effectively argued by Monrce
(1973} ; Richardson, Blocker and Bender (1972); and Olson (1968).

Despite the extensive suppert to the desirability of shared
authority, there appears to be a prevalent faculcy dissatisfaction
with the way 1in which they see authority being shared:

An American Association for Higher Education {AAIIE) Task
Force (1967} study of 34 inatirutions Found extensive faculty dis-
content, "the main sourtce befng the desite for increased participacion
in policy making [ p. 1 ]."

Dykes' (1970} study of a random sample of 106 faculty members
of a large Midwestern university found that 95% consldered sharing in
authoricy as ar a lower ievel than Lt should be--53% were dissatisfied,
10% wvery dissatiafied, and only 28% satisfied with their role in
decision making.

An AAUP (1971} survey of all insriturlona having AAUP chapters
found the degree of sharing to be below that recommended by the AAUP

1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and Unilversities, and

endorsed by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1973).

The AAHE Task Force study alse found that "The main centers of dis-
content are i{n the public junior cellegeg and the new or 'emerging’
four-year colleges [ p. 1 |." The AAUP study did not measure faculty
dissatisfaction but did alse find the lowest levels of sharing to be
in junler or community colleges and the "emerging" public 4-year

inseitutions. Armatrong's (1975) study of Virginia inecitutions



aleo found that the loweat levels of sharing were In the community
colleges and In 4-year colleges not granting the doctoral degree; the
same study found a correlation between the lower levels of shating
and more favorahle attitudes toward collective bargalning. Although
the correlation coefficlent was relatively weak {.18), it combines
with prior findings of relarively low levele of authority sharing in
comnunity colleges and a relatively scrong tendency toward collective
bargaining in community colleges to suggest the desirability of
further investigation of the relationship. Studies of collective
bargaining have shown that: junfor colleges are seen ag the "filrst
significant battleground of unions and educaters [ Baldridge, 1971,
p. 350 1"; "the focus of union organizers 1s on the community
collepes [ Ladd & Lipset, 1975, p. 262 }'"; and sentiment for union-
fzation is strongest In community colleges (CCHE, p. 4l}.

Summaty of the General Need

There aprears to be a prevalent gap between faculty per-
ceptiona of how authority is shated and how it ought to be shared
and a concomitant faculty diseariefaction with shared authority--a
feeling by faculty thar administrators are less participative than
they ought to be. Orpganizacional behavior theory and the literature
of governance and admipistration both sugpest that these conditions
may adversely affect Institutional effectiveness and overall satlsfac-
tion of members with their membership in the institution. Among
institutional types naticnally, there is evidence that community
colleges may be most affected, Iin that they are among those with the

lowest levels of sharing and the highest levels of discontent. There



18 a suggestien that thelr more favorable attitudes toward collective
bargaining may be a correlate of their discontent with shared
authority. These factors in combination substantiate a general need
for research or other Initdatives that may aid in alcering faculty
perceptioneg of gap In ghared avthoriry and rvelated dissatiefactions,
and ultimately Iin increasing inastitutlonsl effectiveness.

Apgeagment of Prior Approaches

The research to this point, in attempting to meet the described
general need, appears to have been concentrated on several main
avenues of approach. The thrust of efforts that reflect the view-
polnt of elther faculty or faculrty assoclations has been in the
direction of tecommending more delegation of specifice authoriry to
faculty (American Association for Higher Education [ AAHE | Task
Force, 1967; CCHE, 1973), and revieed mechsnisms for sharing authority
such ag improved faculty senates. The limitarions of these approaches
appear to be: [a) there is no evidence that additional deleparions
are helng made in any significant amounts, and (b) dpubt has been
cast on the value and effecriveness of Improved mechanisns (Dykes,
1967). These approaches may be further constrained by the phenomena
noted in Olson's (1968} study of the Washington state community
callegeg: he found thar administratora desired significancly less
sharing of autherity for faculty than faculty desired they should
have.

A aecond main aveneue of approach has been the advocacy of
revised models of governance, Ae alternatives to the bureaucraric

model. Baldridge (1971} has advanced a "political’ model, Keaton



f1971) hes defined an approach for greater sgharing among the several
conptituencies 0f the college, and Richardson et al. {1972} have
advocated a "participative" model specifically applicable to the
community college. All alm at greater sharing, reduced dissatiafac—
tion, and improved effectiveness. The limitatione to that approach
geem to lie in two main factors: (a) there Is a conservatism within
academe with respect to its own affalrs {Kerr, 1963}, and (b) there
are forcea that seem to Indicate retention of sn easentfally buresu-
eratic form of orpanization. With reapect to the latter, Veysey
{1965) has noted that,
It {s hard to avold the conclusion that buteaurratic pro-
cedures become essential to continuity of efforc, once one
grants that Amerlcan univeraities should be cf Eenerous
size. Without such procedures, American academlc communitiea
would either become eccentrically authoritarian or fall
apart [ p. 316 ].
The trenda toward size, mission complexity, increasing extetnal
Influence, and the bureaucratic form seem to combine naturally to
limit the extent to which faculty can convenlently participate in
the decision making.

Need for Additlonal Alcernatives

In view of che described limitaticons on the probable effec-
tivenenas and {mmediacy of results of cuyrrent approaches, 1t would
appear dealrable to exatine other alternatives to meeting the
described general need. More sepecifically, there appears to be a

need to asseas what administrative initiatives might help produce the



dealred resulta. Te that end, the present approach considers that
the faculty perceptions of communications may be a significant factor
in faculty perceptlons of shared authority gap, and 1s a factor
expected to be scrongly related to administrative style and adminis-
trative initfatives, The immediate need, therefora, 1s to study the
exlatence, nature, and strength of the relatlonships, and, at the
same tlme, ascertaln related faculty perceptlons and attitudes.
Purpose

The central purpese of this study was to investigare the
relationship between faculry perceptlons of communications related
to declsion making and faculty dimsatisfactions with how autherity
is shared in 1nstiturional decision making in the selected Virginia
community cnlleges. The orlentation was toward: (a) an exploratory
and preliminary inveatigation of the posegibilities of a significant
relatlonship between Inatitutional communications patterns and
faculty attitudes coucerning shared authority, and {b) an inquiry
into both faculty and adminilstrator perceptions and attitudes with
regard to authority sharing and related factors that might serve, in
combination with the results of other prior research, as a practical
basis for the development of administrative initiatives designed to
improve faculty satisfactions with how authority is shared, and
thereby improve inamtitutional effectiveness.

Research Questions

Pursuant to the stated purpose and orlentation, the following
derivative research questions were determinants of the design of the

study:



1. Is there a significant relationship between faculty per-
ceptions of rhe effectiveness and openness of communilcations assoclaced
with decision making and their disssatisfections with how authoricy is
shared?

2. Are faculty perceptions of the nature of the communlca-
tions pattern significantly related to thelr petcepticne of the over-
all administrative style employed? Are chere any apecific gspects
of the adminiscrative style and communicatione pattern that tend
particularly to be associated with faculty diesatisfactions with how
authority is shared?

3. Ig a more Favorahle attitude toward collective bargaining
related to a greater degree of faculty dissatisfaction with how
aythority ia shared?

4. Are faculry percepticns of the communications pattern
slgnificantly related to theilr arttitudes about collectilve bargaining?

5. Ie there a significant difference between the viewa of
faculty and those of administrators with regard to the questions of
how authority 1s, and ocught to be, shared?

6, On what kinds of igsues do faculty perceive the largest
gap between how declsione are made and how they ought to he made?

7. Anong the varfous community colleges within the Virginia
system, atre there consistent relationships between the mean faculty
petrceptiona abour adminilatrative style and comunications, the per-
ceptions of shared authoricy gap, and desirabllity of collective
bargaining?

8. What avenues of approach, to improving faculcy



participation in declsion making, do faculty members feel have the
mast importance and potential?l

9, Are the Virginia community c¢oliege faculty perceptions of
shared authority similar to those rewvealed 1in prior studies of cther
collepesa? Do such percepticons reveal a problem requiring attention
in the intereste of Inatitutilonal effectiveneszsl

Theory

The basic orilentatlon of the study 1a one of exploratory
regearch of a problem viewed In irs perspective as a management
problem. The behavioral school of management theory was chosen as
appropriate sipnce ir ia "centered arcund the workers and their
interpersonal relations | George, 1968, p. 142 ]," and facilitates
viewlng the problem in terms of the variables of interest. Within
that field, the model provided by Likert (1967) appeare appropriate.
It results from more than 10 years of research on a theory of
crganizatlion and management based upon social sciences, The theory
and research results support the belief that organizations that are
percelved by their members asm more participative are more productive
than those perceived as relatively authoritative, The characteriza~
tion of the organfization along the suthoritarive-participative
continuum 15 derived by agcertaining and integrating member porcep-
rions of an extenasive list of organizarional varlables. The essence
of the conceptual model underlying the theory may be seen by reference
to Figure 1, taken from an earlier Likert (1961) study. While not
portrayed specifically in Figure 1, the complete llst of variables

includes communications as both a cauasal varilable ino the sense that
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Schematic patiern of relationabips between causal, imlerverung, and end-
Figure 1.
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it 1s very much a part of managerial behavior, and as an intervening
varlable eince the pattern of communicatien within the organization
willl be partlally a result of the effecta of causal variables, bhut
also & reault of Interactions of intervening varlables. From Figure 1,
it may be eeen that causal varilables act with other influences con
perscnality to contribute to the perceptions of the member, which in
turn act along with other factors on the expectations of the member to
contribute to forming member attitudes, and they in turn influence

end resules through metivation and behavior.

That Likett {1%67) amsoccilares perceptions of communications
with the characterization of an organization, as to how authoritative
or how participative it 1s, ls further reflected in the fact that a
major portion of the queationnaire used in his research 1s devoted to
communications, If one presumes that employees desire a parciclpative
management style, then the more the arganization 1s percelved as
authoritarian, the greater will be the petceptlon of & gap in shared
authority. Ferceived communications appeatr as a major factor in the
determinaticn of the Likerr characterization. From studies of
managerial styles that appear successful, where the style used
renults in highly coordinated efforts toward organizaticnal goals,
Likert has derived his "Principle of Supportive Relatiomships" to
describe the style:

The leadership and other preocesses of the organizatlon must

be such as to insure a maximum probability that in all inter-

actlons and all relationships with the orgenlzation each

member will, in the light of his background, values, and
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expectations, view the experlence as supportive and one which

builds and maintains his sense of pevsonal worth and

importance | p. 103 ].

In summaty, Likert's {1967) work 18 viewed as coneistent
with the premise that when administrative style ls relatlvely
supportive, the pattern of communications is likely to he telacively
open and multidireetional, and that those conditions will be
accompanied by relatively amall perceived gaps in shared auvthority.
Conversely, a less aupportive adminlatrative style, less open and
more unidirectional communicationa, and relatively large perceived
shared authority paps should be found together.

Concepts and Premlises of the Btudy

In brief review, this study was focused on Faculty diassatis-
factions with shared authority, the typlcal effects of such dis-
satisfaectlons, and how such effects wmay be reduced. Prlor congider-
atlons of these problems appear to have viewed them primarily in
terms of the need for delegation of authority te faculty or altered
organizational arrangementrs. Communication is cccasicnally mentioned
in auch approaches, hut it does not appear that there has been any
study which has specifically undertaken the job of trying to betrer
understand the rele of compunications in the averall preblem.

The Role of Communications

At a very basic level, it is cbvious that commumicatian is
inherent in the very concept of shared autherity. If the communica-
tions fail, there is an attendant probabilicy that the sharing of

anthority may be flawed,
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1t 18 also appatrent that sharing authority need not
necessarlly involve a delegation of decision making. For example, 1f
peraon A 1a responsible for a decision, but discusses it with B,
definer the constralnte on decislon, gets advice and comments from B,
then makes the declesion and rationalizes it to B, there has been a
snaring of authoriry through consultation whether or not the solution
of B was the decision made by A, and even though no delegation of
authority was made. In the same context, it shouwld be apparent that
while an organizaticnal arrangement or mechanism may facilitate the
A-B communication, the sharing will still fall if either parcy {=
unwilling to communicate, or falls to see the need for the communica-
tion. The previously cited Likert (1%67} theory suggests that such
communlcation 18 a significant factor in participant percepricns of
shared authority within the organization.

The way in which the administrator perceives the problem of
demands for more sharing may he a confounding factor. If he per-
celves it ag primarily a demand for increased delegation of authority
or more power, he may see it as a threat to his own authority and
influence. If so, he may then be inclined to a motre suthoricarian
atance and motivated to withhold information from the "trouble-
wakers." Conversely, if the problem is perceived as primarily a
problem in human relations, of faculty wanting to feel rhat they know
what 1s going on and why, that they have been conseulted where
necesaary and appropriate, the administrater may not see the problem
as a threat, but aas reflective of a need for better communication in

the interestes of harmenious efforts and better utilization of talents.
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If these two hypotherical cases are end polnts, the guestion 18 where
does the real asltuation lie? Te what extent are the faculry expres-
sions of deaire for increased sharing a desire for new delegations or
more power, and to what extent are they a desire for more informaticn
and more open communicatclons patterns?

I+ was an underlying premise of this study thar whar often
appeats to be a demand for sdditional faculry authority {and which
may be construed as such by administratora) may be in reality a
reflection of unarticulated, or at beat pootrly articulated, needs
for motre and better information, for more feeling of involvement,
regpect, and confidence. If that premise 18 correct, then within a
framework of fixed statuvtory delegations, there should be a4 signifi-
cant relationship between faculty perceptlons of communicaticons and
faculty perception of gap In shared authority. If the administracive
Bt¥le employed influences the pattern of comunications {a la the
Likert [ 1961 ] model, Figure 1 and accompanying text} there should
be a significant relationship berween faculty perceptlong of the
administrative style employed and faculty perceptions of communica-
tions, Within the same framework, two supgestions from prior
research may ke further explored: 1f collective bargaining 1s viewed
by faculty as being a solutlon te the shared autherity problem, there
should be a significant relationship between faculty perceptions of
gap in shared authority and attitudes toward collective bargaining;
and, whether there 1s a significant difference between the perceptions

of faculty and administrators.
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Selection of the Virginia

Community Colleges for

Study

The literature has shown the sharea authoricy problem
natlonally as generally more severe in communlty colleges. IF the
problem 1s affecting, or may affect, the Virginla system, there 1s 3
potential pracrtical value in a study that may ald in providing a
hasls for administrative initlatives. Additicnally, the Virginia
system is representative of what may become the most prevalent form
of organizing community colleges (Monroe, 197133,

The Virginia syatem ig basically a single ayatem organization-—
aily. Thug, even though there are 23 colleges, they operate under Che
game policies and proceduras which serve to standardize many of the
Likert (1967) causal varlabklees. At the same tilme, the 23 schools are
physically separated and each has a president. This provides gome
probability of variatlons in adminlstrative style and communicatione at
the local level and an opportunity for varlance of faculty perceptions.

liypocheses

In consideration of the underlying concepts, premises, and
theory, the study objectives, and a review of related literature, the
following hypotheses regarding rhe Virginia Community College Svatem
were developed. (Note: The hypothesea ate restated in restable form
in Chapter 3, Deaign of Regearch.) Through teating of these
hypotheses, it 1s hoped to lend substance and direction to the notion
that administrative initlatives may alter communications patterns to

an extent that both the pattern of sharing authority and the
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perceptions of the pattern are constructively improved, thus reducing
diggatisfactions and lwproving institutional effectlvenesa.

Hypothesis 1

The role or positicn of the institution members, i.e., whether
administrator or faculty, will be significantiy relared to thelr
perceptions of shared authority gap and to thelr atritudes toward
collective bargaining.

Hypothesilis 2

Faculty perceptlona of administrative style will be signifi-
cantly related te faculty perceptions of communications and to the
difference between faculy perceptionse of how authority is shared
and how authorlicy cught to be shared.

Hypothesis 1

Faculty perceptions of communications will be significantly
related to the difference between faculty perceptions of how authority
is shared and how autharity ought to be shared.

Hypothesis 4

Faculery perceptlons of administrative styie and communica-
tions in combination will be significantly related to faculty per-
ceptions of shared authority gap.

Hypothesis 5

Arrirudes toward collective bargaining will be significantly
related ro perceptione of pap in shared authority.

Definitlion of Terms

The folliowlng definitlons are used in this study.
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Administrative Scyle

A characterization of administrative behavicr with trespect
to the degree to which such behavior 1g percelved as engendering
matual confidence and trust hetween adminiatrators and faculty, as
being supportive of others, and as conveying a feeling of openness
with regard to exchange of opinions on problems; operationally
defined by administering and scaring an adaptation of Section 1,
"Leadership Processes Used,” of the Likerr (1967) guestionnaire,
"Proflle of Organization Characteriatics."”

Adninisctrators

Those administrators listed as sueh In the catalogs of the
Virginiz community colleges, not including the presidenta, divielen
chalrmen, and some minor administrative positions where the position
did not carry faculty rank.

Attltude toward Collective

Bargaining

The membetr's degree of preference for collective bargaining;
operationally defined by scores of summated rating scale responses to
a direct queation adopted from the prior study by Armetrong {1975).

Communicariona

The member's percepticon of the character of the pattern and
flow of Information and communication of the institution related to
decision making In terms of the degree to which 1t is percelved as
relatively open and multidirectional; operationally defined by
administering and scoring an adaptation of Section 3, "Character of

Comounication Proceas," of the Likert (1967} gquesticnnaire.
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Faculty

The full-time instructicnal ataff, not including those who
hold adminiatrative appointments even though they may teach and have
faculty rank.

Faculty Disgsacisfaction with

Shared Authoricy

An artitude toward how authority is shared within the
member ‘s inastitution, the degree of which is assumed to be related to
the shared authotity gap; further, operationally defined by the
scores of the responses toc a direct question utilizing summared
rating scale resppnees for selectlon.

Shared Authority

Concept that the declsion making inherent in the processes of
governance and administratlon is shared by the members of the
institucion: in this case, the administrators and faculty. The degree
of sharing 1s characterized as falling along the following continuum
{AAHE Task Force, 1967).

Administrative dominance. The administraticn makes decisions

essentlally on a unilareral basis, with the faculty exercising
liztle ar no idnfluence.

Admindatrative primacy. Authority resides primarily with the

adminiatration, bur the faculty is actively consulted and 1ts views
are glven careful conslderatlon. If there iz a division of opinion,

adminietrative views ate given greater weight,

Shared suthority. Both faculty and adoinistration exercise

effective influence in decision making.
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Faculty primacy. Authority resides primarily with the

faculty, although provisiona are made for prior consultatlion with,
and airing the views of, the admlnisrration.

Faculty dominanece. Unilateral decision making authority Is

vasted Iin the faculty,

Shared Authority Gap

The difference between the member's perceptions of how
auvthority 1s shared and how it should be shared; operationally
defined by the scorea of responses to questione uslng summated rating
ecales to determine the member's perceptions and the resultant gap.
Detall of design and use are in Chapter 3, Design of the Research,
herein.

Assumpt ions

The following assumptions were made for this study:

1. A sample of 10 of the 23 community collepea is repre-
sentative of the Virginia community college as a whole.

2. A random sample of approximately 15 faculty members and
5 adminfetrators from each college {8 representative of the total
Faculty and administrator population of that cellege.

3. Perceprions of faculty and administrators are at least
related to actual practice, and that limited inferences about reality
may be drawn frem analysis of perceptions.

Limitations

The study waa limiced to the Virginia Community College
System and 1ts members as reflected in the current schocl catalogs

as of the time of the study. The study was concerned with member



perceptions and attitudes which may not reflert actual practices
within the aystem and irs instirtutions.

The study should be considered as exploratory, and perhaps
preliminary te other needed research. Any statistical finding in
suppotrt of the hypotheses should be viewed as merely strengthening
the credibility of the hypotheses in that they have "survived a
chance of disconfirmation [ Campkell & Stanley, 1966, p. 64 ]."

Overview of Study

The remainder of this report ¢f the study 1s structutred as
follows: In Chapter 2, the pertcinent literature Is reviewed. 1In
Chapter 3, the dezign, methods, and procedures for the study, the
starlatical hypotheses, and the methods for analysis are defined an
discussed. Chapter 4 contains the analyais of results., Chapter 5
contalns an overall sumsary of the research, and discussicon aud con
¢lusions relating to the research resulta., In the imuediately
following chapter, the review of the literature is made with a view

to furcher illumination of both rthe preceding Chapter 1 defining

20

d

background, putposens, and dimenaions related to the atudy problem and

the succeeding chapters related to research design, procedures, and
methods, and te the resulte obtained and conclusions drawn from the

gtudy.



Chapter 2
Review of the Literarure

Introduction

The behavioral school of management theory has gained con-
siderably in stature, actlvity, and acceptance wirhin industry in the
past 40 years since Elton Mayo {(cited in Schein, 1965) discevered the
now rclasaic "Hawthorne Effect" in his studies of the Hawthorne Works
of Western Electric in the late 1920s. The work led teo the then new
hypothesis that “motivation to work, productivity, and quality of work
all ate related to the nature of the sopcial relations among the workers
and between the workers and their boss [ p. 30 ]." which, in turm,
led to the redefinicion of industrial payehology as induscrial
"social" psychology.

In 1938, Barnard (1966} set forth the premises that organiza-
tion 1s a syatem of consciously coordinated activities in which the
executive 1ls rhe most strategic factor. Another premiee is that a
central function of rhe executive is the establishment and maintemance
of a syatem of communicaticone required to convey geals and purposes,
and implement coordination of accivities.

Since that period, industrial research based on behaviorally
orlented theoriesa has proliferated and produced evidence of the
validity of swch theories. While recapitulation of all such work 1s
not appropriate here, it should perhaps be noted that the work of such
theorista and researchera se MacGregor, Blake and Mouton, Atgyris,

21
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§imon, Jerzberg, and Likert {all cited in Schein, 19653, and George,
1968) have all contributed marerially to the general view that con-
aideration of the socifal and psychologlical aspects of management are
necessary, and that the more participative appreaches to management
will more often produce the desired results. For those desiring to
obtaln 5 more detalled overview of the accomplishments and meaning

of their work, George's Hiamrory of Management Thoupght, 1968, and

Schein's Organizational Psychelogy, 1965, are excellent starting

points for viewlng thelr contributions in perspective. It ie within
such perspective, and in light of the purposes of cthis gtudy, that
the Likert {1961, 1967) model and thecry previoualy dilacussed in the
Theory Section of Chapter 1 was chosen and is viewed as a major
work.

Within the literature of administracicn and governance of
higher education, there is wideapread agreement with the principles
of behavioral theory, and wirtually no publiashed disagreement. Yet,
ironically, the theories that emanated almost wholly from academe
apparently are not being implemented there (see Chapter 1, The
Problem). Neither 1is there any evidence of extensive research within
higher education that would test application of the theories to
higher educacion administration and povernance In a manner that would
parallel the work which has been accomplished In industrial settings.
The moat prevalent pasture appeara to be one which can be summarized
as philosophic agreement with behavioral theory while adhering in
praccice te the more tradicfonal and more authoritarian management

atyle, and with 1t a more unidirectional communicaticns pattern.
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The seatch of the litetrature of governance and administration
of higher education as it relates to shared authority revealed no
studies which aspecifically undertook to assess the tole of communica-
tions in the shared autherity problem. No pertinent study was found
which embodied a prior hypotheals with regard to communications.

Although there was no discovery of directly comparakle
gtudles, filve works were selected for review on the basis that they
contribute one or more of the following to the present study purposes:

1. dinformation abour faculty and administrator attitudes and
perceptions related to shared authority:

2. vpertinent findingas about the role of communications
{even though such findinge were incidental te the purposes of s main
study}

3. puartinent findings regarding administrative style and
ita effecte} and

4. pertinent information sbout any of the above, apecifically
in (a) community colleges, and {(b) in the state of Virginia.

In addition to meeting the above criterlon, each of the selected
studiea was alsc viewed as alding both the design of the present
research and the interpretation of results.

The studles are reviewed individually inaswmuch as it appeared
that more meaning and perspective would be obtained than by reviewing
a single tople across all five mstudles, thus losing some of the
integrity of the individual atudy. This approach also allows review
of the studles in the chronological order 1in which they occurred, which

may provide additional perapeccive.
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In the review of each study, the study aml ics reaulta are
first briefly asynopaized and then followed by a short discussion
relating the reviewed study to the present research, Following the
reviews of the five studies and at the end of Chapter 2, 1s a
Supmary which contains a discuwsion that undertakes to integrate the
overall import and applicability of the priocr studles to the present
effort.

A Policy Statement by Profesaors {1967)

The self-characterizacion of Faculty Participation in

Academie Goverpnance (AAHL Task Force, 1967) is thar it is "a policy

acatement by professorse about their role in the governance of ingtitu-
tione of higher educaticn [ p. v ]." Based on obeervations of and
concerns about growing unionism, some actwal Efaculry strikes, and
"faculty unrest and demands for nore effective representation in the
affairs of the college and universicy [ p. 5 ]1," the Task Force set
out te examine contributing factors and to reconmend procedures "for
inproving faculty participation in canmpus government | p. & ]." To
do o, they visired and conducted interviews at 34 institutions
{nenrandom sample)}, in various parts of the country, with leaders,
officials, and knowledgeable persons. They alsoe interviewed unilcn
and profeasional aegociation officisis, and performned a review of
reievant literature, The following pointe are drawn frow their
findings and recommendations:

1. The faculty discantent was confirmed, the main source
being desire for inereseed participation In policy determination with

econonlc factors appearing ae secondary. Junior colleges were one of
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the "main centets' of discontent.

2. Campus governance syatems should be based on a "shared
authority" concept.

3. TIssues for shared authority should include--educational
and administrative policies, perscnnel administraticon s#conomic
matters, public questlone affecring tole and funcrions of the institu-
tlons, and procedures for faculty representation in governance.

4,

There are three alternative approachea to faculry-

administration decizlon-making in campus governance. Thege

include infotrmation shering and appeals to reasen, the use of
neutral third parties, and the application of political,
educational, or economlc sanctions. The greatest reliance
ghould he placed on information-sharing and appeals to
redson.

Neutral third-party Intervention, such as arbitration,
can be used conatructively when an lmpasse arises between
faculty and administration., Sanctions should be applied only
where vital issues are involved and other methods of resolving
disputes have falled. Although the strike is a weapon of
laat resort, there are no persuasive reasons to deny faculty
members the right to use this sanctdon [ p. 2 ].

5. &An internal ovganization, preferably an academic senace,
is the preferred mechaniem for the concept of "“shared authority,"
relying upon information sharing and appeals to reason as a preferred

approach.
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&. "Formal bargaining relationships between the faculty and
administration are moat likely to develop if rhe adminisrrarion has
Failed to establish ar support effective Internal organlzations for
faculty representation [ p. 3 ]1."

Disrusgsiaon

As A policy statement by faculey, the study is conaldered
significant in 1te confirmatrien of faculty discontent with shared
auttiority and of comumunlty colleges as a matter of particular ceoncern,
and its affirmation of shared authority as the concept upon which
governance should be hased., Of equal interest 18 the strong aupport
to "information sharing and appeals to reason’ in preference to
sanctions and third-party arbhitration as approaches to shared
declaion making. which appears to support the concept of a strong
raole for communicaticns,

Finaily, rthe study results link collertlve bargaining to the
shared authority problem as a potential development "if the adminis-
tration haa failed' in what is aeen as their job in ensuring shared
authority. This latter conditien, in the context of orher study
findings, 1s viewed as affirmation that solution to the shared
authority problem 18 viewed sz a matter for administrative initiatives;
otherwise, farulty will likely be led to ceollective bargailning.

A Study pof a University through a Change

of Administrationz (1967)

Of the several studies included within the present review,

Power, Presidents, and Profeasors (Demerath, Stephens, & Taylor,

1967) im perhaps the most cleosely related to this study in that 1t
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includes simlilar maln variables In essentially the same model of

expected relacionships. Power, Presidents, and Profesacrs 1s the

report of the collaborative studies of Demerath, Stephens, and Taylor
{1967) at the University of North Carolina, Chapel H1ll, North
Carclina. The focus 1 management and organizational behavior; the
core of interest is a lengitudiral study of rthe university over
4 years through a change of adminlstration. A queationmaire was
administered inirially and after the change (4-vears later) te all
full-time faculty. "The principal idea tested was that change of
adminiatrative style produces changes In the participation, the vlews,
and the sentiments of the organizacion members [ p, 13 ]1.™ They
felt that the construction of the study was such that "any differences
on the outcome variables—-faculty influence, general excellence, and
satigsfactlone, all as rated by faculty--conld be attributed to the
new administrative style | p. 165 ]." The new administrative style
wad characterized 1in summary as having four noteworthy features:
I. Known and regularized chammels of communication and
authority, open and used, hetween faculty and bureaucratic
officials.

?2. Chancellor and team of top deans comparaclively
vouthful, socially skilled former professors whose oblectives
were those of the faculty, on the whole.

3. Orderliness of procedures for policy-making and
execution, especlally through strengthened departments and
hard-warking officials,

4, Collegial power facilitated by approprizte bureaucratic
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authority and process, superseding patrimonial relations and

the authority of tradition [ p. 166 ].

The authors' hypotheses wete that faculty perceptlons (a} of theilr
influence on policles, {h) of the excellence of the institurion, and
{c) their cwn satisfactions would all become more favorable, All
three were statistically confirmed and provided the foundations for
their concluding chapter on "The Case of Collegialized Management

[ p. 215 1. Faculty participaticn and comunicatlions {(aB percelved
by faculty) were regarded as intervening variables and measured in
bath surveys; both were found to have staristilcally significanc
improvements.

Discuasion

The parallels with the present study are evident: a chanpge of
administrati{ve gtyle, which mey be viewed ar in part a collection of
administrative initiatives, wes accompanied by significant changes in
faculty perceptions of communications, degree of faculty participation
in decision making, faculty satilsfactions, and faculty apptaisal of
the excellence of the institution. Unfortunately for present purpcses,
the strength of the relaticnshlp between faculty perceptions of
comunicacions and shared authotity was not measured.

A4 treview of the four "noteworthy features" attributed to the
new (and more aucceasful) sdministrative style with a view toward
aassesslng the eggsentisl elements underlylng the features 18 insttuc-
tive, A view might easlly be that the factors of "koown and
regularized channels,” the match ¢of objectives of administration and

faculty, "orderlineas of procedures for policy making and execution,”
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"strengthened departments," "hard-working officials.," and "appropriate
bureaucratic authority and process" are in themselves not different
from the classic principles of Weberilan (cited 1in Blaw, 1967, pp. 28-
32) bureauctracy and, as such, are not likely to satisfy or inaspire
professors. It must be their applicaticn In combination with the
remajining elements thar produces the desired effects,. The remaining
elements reduce to open- and used-channels of communicatlon aaod
authority by "sacially skilled" aidminierrators, which might allowably
be redescriked as a human relations orilented approach to the exerclse
of authority employing open- and skilled-communications. (Hote: The
viewpoint described here does not substantially depart from the
analvseis of Demerath et al. [ 1967 J as to how essgentially bureau-
ctatic approaches ere combined with a cclleglal approach ro form a

new concept of management deacribed at length in thelr chapter on
"Collegialized Management.") Of interest to the present study {a

the fact that the changes in percepticns were brought about without
reallecations of statutory authority between faculty and administra-
tion, major changes in written policies, or new organizational arrange-
ments or mechanisms for facilitating faculty participation.

Faculty Particilpation in Academic

Decigion Making {1968)

Dykes' (1970) research of the College of Liberal Arte and
Sciencee of a large Midwestern university provides some Insights into
aspects of the participation problem not well revealed by other
studies, Aas summarized by Wilson's “Foreword," Dykes undertook to

ascertaln "the faculty's conceptions of its ‘proper' role in decision
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making, 1ts satisfactions and diassatisfacrions with the perceived
status quo in campus governance, its reazsons for participating,
impediments to the process, and how the process operates [ p. 1ii 1."
Impetus for the study was In consideration of the essentiality of
effective faculty participation, prafessorial dissatisfactions with
bureaucratization and hierarchial parcterns of authority, and trends
toward collective bargaining. In the study, Dykes quotes Wilson's
view that colleges and universities oupht to he "subject to the same
intenslve analyais and study which have been brought to bear on
variouas forms of business and induscrial enterprise [ p. vi ]|" and
notes that the need "remalns as unfulfilled today [ p. vi ]" as when
the remark was made (1957), The study was conducted by structured
interviews with a random sample {n = 106} of 20% of the college
faculty (stratified by rank). Results of Interest include the
following:

With regard to the "proper" role of faculty in decialons. a
substantial number felt that the faculty should usually or always
determine academic affairs (86%) and perscomel matters (692).
Relatively few felt that faculty should determine finsncial matters
(11%), capltal improvements (21%), or student affairs {(24Z). 1In
case of the latter three areas, there was a prevalent feeling that
faculty should recommend and administraetors decide. With reference
to public and alumni relations, 512 of faculty sald faculty should
not usually be involved (p. 2)}.

The responses reflected an amblvalence--the faculty want an

active role in decisicns, but show a reluctance to give "the time and
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energy such a role demands { p. 10 ]."

51% said more decigion making power should reat with faculry;
another 44% said the faculty rele {s nat what it should be ideally,
but ig about what one can realistically expect; only 2% egld ir was
"Just about ripghct [ p. 11 ]."

47% of faculty did not know whether therewere decisiona being
made In which they (in their opinlon) should be iovelved (p. 12).

53% were disgatlafied, another 10% wery dissatlsfied and
only 2BX satisfied with the faculry rele in decision making (p. 15}.

"A feeling that the faculty is not kept adequately informed
and a corollary susplclion thar iImportant decisions are frequently made
without faculty knowledge or consultation are the meost important
sources of faculty dissatisfsction [ p. 15 1." Othets noted the
"wvacuum between faculty and top-level administrative officers . . . .
[ the ] elopged 1ines of communicariop [ p. 195 ]," and the difficulty
cf upward communlcation.

The atudy revealed a disturbing diacrepancy between what the
faculty perceived its role in decision making to be on the campus
under study and what ite role {g in reality, and a "widemspread senae

" This was attributed noc only to aize and

of suspiclon and mistrust.
complexity of the institutionm, but te a "setiouz communications
deficlency, accentuated by the nature of the campus, not only hetween
the faculty and the administration but among faculty members them-~
gelves [ p., 41 1." In this regard Dykes concludes that "adminiatra-

tors—-who have hetter access to Informatlon concerning instictutional

decisiona—-—must aasume the Initiative 1n making information available
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to the faculty [ p. 41 1.V

"The faculty members interviewed attributed to the administra-
tion vastly more power than it actually possesses [ p. 42 ]."
Discussicn

The study resulcs are viewed as illuminating the present
gtudy in several sspects. The faculty desire more decision-makinyg
paower and more influence; but, at the same time, it is not clear
because of thelr reservarions about the demands on their time and
epergy, that they could accommodate increases if rhey were granted.
They are dlsmatisfied with their partlcipaticn and suspicious and
miatruatful of administrators. They attribute cause gpecifically te
communications deficiencies. That they frequently do not know they
are participating, or that something 18 happening 1in which they should
patticipate, or what the Iimits of the adminiatrators' authority are,
all appear to be prima facie evidence of communicaticons deficlenciles.
The Dykes (1970} conclusion about needs for adminlstratlve initiatives
{g In accord with the premises and underlying hypotheses of the
present study.

A Study of Selected Washington Community

Lolleges (1968)

This analysis focuses on perceived digapreements among
various groups of the membership of rthe instftutien, the causes and
effecta of such disagreements, and the extent to which certain pre-
selected varilahles accounted fer the perceived disagreements, There
were four community colleges randomly selected, and all full-time

peraonnel! were administered a pretested and prevalidated 63-item
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Likertc-type scale for measuring differentlal attitudes, A 73%
response wasg obralned and the questionnaire was followed by structured
interviews with 16 respondents (Olsen, 1968). Among the many
findings of cthe study, the following are of aspecific interest.

"Administrators——including or excluding presidents--desire
significantiy leass participation in governance hy the faculty than do
cither the faculrty or the supporting sraff [ p. 125 ]."

"0f all major component groups considered, acadenic Faculty
deaire the greatest participarion in governance by the faculty and
adninistratore--preaildents excluded—desire the least | p. 115 ].“

“GCenerally speaking, the views of vocational-technical faculty
closely approximate those of administratera [ p. 115 ]."

Faculty desirea for participation wetre found to be sipnifi-
cantly related to desired teaching level, highest degree held,
immediately previous teaching asslgnment, and faculty age (26 to 35,
mare: 35+, less) {pp. 116-117).

Qf the respondents interviewed, 14 ocut of 16 believed the
participation isaue to be eritieal, and 10 felt that it was pgrowing
(pp. 123-124).

The "overwhelming majority" of interview responges indicated
cauaes of disagreement a2 in three broad catepories:

(1} Those which pertained in one way or another to the

existing diatribution of authority in communlity celleges.

(2} Theae which pertained to the evolving transiticnal

character of our emerging state system of community
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collepesa; and
{3) Those which pertalncd to the problem of communica-
tion and information flow within the Institution [ p. 125 ].

Wich further reference ro the third item, communicatlons and
information flow: '"There was a rather general consensua acrpss all
major categoriea that deficiencles in communication exiszted beotween
faculty and adminfsrration and that this contributed directly to
feelings of mutual distrust and lack of understanding of the other's
position [ p. 129 }."

The revealed dimagreements among institurion components were
generally regarded as constructive. A& further questicn almed at
"sollciting reapondent recommendations for future resolution of the
dipagreements as previously discussed [ p. 136 ]," revealed that over
50% of the responses "emphagized the necd to concentrate on defining
the parameters of and esteblishing the atructure for effective faculty
participstion In community college governance [ p. 136 ]1," while only
three of the 16 respondents cited improvements Iin communications, and
three cited "the need fer a change in administrative style [ p. 138 ]1."

Olaon's Interpretstion of results identifles the main problem
ae adherence to a "e¢laseieal or traditfional approach to adwinistra-
tion [ p. 140 )" which 1s aurhoritarian in nature, production
oriented rather than pecple coriented, and "assumes by virtue of its
gdministrative behavior that the pattern of communication flow in an
erganization {a esgsentially vertical with the resultr that the crucial
importance of lateral communication 1s largely ignored | p. 142 ]1.“

Qlagn commenta further:
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Yet, although there apparently exlsts a widespread feeling

in all sectors of highet education wichin the state that the

prevalling style of administraticon in cur community celleges

is classiclal or traditional im tane and, morecver, that this
style just 1isn't working very well and is in need of subatan-
tial change, there does not appear to exist In the fileld at
this time elthet a mature awsreness of exactly why 1t isn't
working or, equally 1lmportant, a clear perception of the
essential interrelatedness of thls root cause with sther
cauges often mentloned.

For example, though the complaint that communicarions and
information flow in a particular community college are bad 1is
heard repeatedly in the field, one rarely encounters an
individual who accurately percelves this as a symptomatic
factor which growa directly out of the adwinistrative medel
currently employed, Usually a communication problem is
attributed to the administrative behavior or personality of
a particular individusl with the inference being made that
if this individual were replaced, hopefully, the problem
would be solved [ p. 143 ].

Olson almo concludes that If "the prevalling adminigtrative
structure and style continue unchanged: 1t could result in the
'injured' parties seeking equity outside the normal educational
channels [ p. 146 ]," and increaeing ¥esort to legal and statutory

means between the faculty and adminietration as oppoalng factlions.
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DPiscussion

In summary, the 0Olson (1968) study confirms a desire by
faculty in the Washington atate syatem for more participation. The
desire is nor fully supported by administrators, and the resulting
situation i3 generally regarded as critical and growing. Percelved
causes Iineclude the alleocations of authority, statues of the state
system, and communicationa, The latter was seen to be pervasive and
contriburing to feelings of mutual diatrust between faculty and
adminiatrators which agrees with the previcusly discussed finding by
Dykes (1970). The disagreementa are seen ag constructive; and the
most frequently mentionad approach to golution 1s newly defined
parameters and structure for participation, i.e,, allocations of
authority and mechanisms. Olson's interpretaticn is directly to the
point: administrative style needs revision but there 1s not a general
awareness of why present style does not work and how, as a root
causal factor, it interrslates to other often listed causes. He
recognizes communication as & aignificant aspect of administrative
gtyle, but notes that faculty moat often see it ctherwise, as an
aspect of an individual administrator's personal rraits and charac-
teristica, Finally, Olson's conclusion thar, 1f the problems are not
soclved internally, the faculty may seek equity "ouwtside the normal
educational channels" through resort to "ilegal and statutory wmeans,'
lenda support ta the assessment of cther studies thar faculty membhers

may resort to collective bargalning as a temedy,
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A Study of Public Institutions of Higher

Education in Virginia {1975)

Armstrong’s {1975) purposes were to determine faculty per-
ceptions of the implementacicn of the ghared authority concept and
to see 1f faculty faver collective bargailning as a means of sharing
authority. A mailed questlonnaire to a random sample (n = 350} of
faculty, stratified by institutional type, provided 215 usable
returna. Armatrong used the AAHE Task Ferce--developed continuum
to characterize the degree of participation, with decision areas
characterized after an AAUP model, He undertook to examine the
relatfionships between the varisbles of institutional type, age, alze,
and perceptions of shared authority: and between faculty rank and
departmental affiliation and bhoth of the two maln varisbles, perceived
sharing of authority and attitudes roward collective bargaining.
Results of interest include the following:

Overall, the faculty perceived decision making as "somewhere
between administrarive primacy and shared authority [ p. 532 1" except
in the area of academie programs in which they felt authority was
shared.

"In two-year cclleges the concept of shared authority was
percelved as being practiced least . . . , [ They ] could have been
eagily classified as exhibiting asdministrative primacy [ p. 53 ]."

The institutional age was related to parceptions of shared
authority--the clder, the more the perceived sharing (pp. 533-54).

"Inatitutlonal size had no significant relacionship to per-—

ceived practices of shared autharity [ p. 54 ]1." ({(There were
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interactions——older, larger—--between slze and age.}

Academic rank and departmental affiliarlon were not signif-
lcantly related to overall shared authority perceptions (p. 66)--
although departmental affiliation was significant {n decisions per-
taining to faculty affalrs and appolntments, and rank was significant
only to appointments (p. 75).

The correlstion between perceptions of shared authority and
attitude toward collective bargaining had a coeffilcient of .18,
aignificant at the .05 level, which ''seemed to be fairly independent
of institutional size, academlc rank, and institurional age { p. 90 1."

Instituticnal age, alze, academiec rank, and departmental
affiliation all were aignificantly related to favorabkle attitudes
toward cellective bargalning at the .05 level--i.e., oclder, less
Favorable; larger, more favorable; higher rank, less favorable;
social sclence, education, humanities, more favorable (pp. 96; %8).
Discussion

The Armstrong (1%975) study shows that the Virginila
community colleges apparently experience relatively lower levels of
shared authority than other types of public ipnstitutions in ¥irginia,
a finding consistent with previously discuased studies of other
pupulations. A relatively weak correlation between levels of shared
authority and atritudes toward collective hargaining was found. The
study thus provides a reference level of the sharing of auvtheority and
a distribution of the attitudes roward ceollective bargalning as of
the time of the study.

It ahould te noted here thet there is a fundamental difference
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between the Armstrong (1973) approach to examining the relationshilp
between attltudes toward collective bargaining and perceptions of
shated authority and that used in che present atudy. Armstrong uses
the AAIE continuum to study levels of percelved sharing without
raference to any idedal or desired level. Thus, he would expect a low

11

level of sharing, for example, "Administrative Primacy,' to produce
favorable attitudes toward collective bargaining, whether ot not that
area of decisjon appears to faculcy as appropriate for equal sharing
or “"Administrative Primacy."” When, in effect, he hypotheslzea that
the shared authority score shovld be the numerical equivalent of all
respondents selecting the "Shared Authority' response in all decision
areas, it implies that the concept of shared authority embodies
equal sharing In all areas of decislon, a concluslion which 18 not
supported by the findings of Dykes (1970) or the AAHE Task Force
{1967), and is not consistent with the AAUP (1971} recoummendations.
The probable effect of the particular approach raken would be ro show
a weaker apparent relationshlip between how authority is shared and
attitudes coward collective bargalning than wmay actually be the case,
or than may be ghown ip the present study which proposes to Ereat
attitudes toward tollective hargaining as related to differencea in
perceptlons of ideal and actwal sharad aurthority. These differences
atre belleved to produce the pressutes that generate favorable
atticudes toward collective bargalning rather than simply the absolute
level of sharing.

Summary

All five of ethe reviewed studies, which span the period of
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1967 to 1975, show a faculty desive for participation In the decision
making within thelr institutions and a concomictant faculty dissatis-
faction with how authority Ls shared. Within the range of types of
Insriturions, the AAHE Task Force {1967) found the Z2-year colleges
among the lowest levels of aharing and highest levels of diaconcent.
Armstrong's (1975} findings related to Virginia public colleges were
similar. Olson (1968} chararterizes the shared authority problem in
the communicy colleges of Washlngton as growlng and perhaps critical.

The role of communicarions is discussed in four of the five
atudies. The AAHE Task Force (1967} study sees "Informatien sharing
and appeals to reason" as the preferred approach to faculty-
administration declsion making. Demerath et al., (1967} show that a
new administracive etyle, a astrong aspect of which Is regularized
open communications, produces perceptions by faculty of more participa-
tion and faculcy satisfactions. The Dykea (1970} Brudy deals with
a serious communication deficiency: faculty cften do not know about
decislons in which they feel they should be involved; they feel they
are not Informed, not consulied, and that communicaction linea are
"elogged" and difficult. The Ol=zon {19683} findinge on cormunications
are similar in genera! to those of Dykes, and both found poor
comiunications contributing to lack of confldence and truet in
administrators.

The Demerath et al. {1967) study shows a relationship between
adulnlatrative style anid Initiatives as cansal varlables, faculty
perceptions of communications and facuvlty satisfacticns as Intervening

variables, and the end result variable of Institution excellence.
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The AAHE Task Force (1967) study touches on need for adminiarrative
action, and the Dykes (1970) atudy 1s very aspeclfic in suggesting
that the administrators, who have more Iinformatlon, "must assume the
initiative." The main thrust of Olson's {(1968) Iinterptretation of

hie mtudy reaults ie a plea for revised adwmlplacrarive style, a
sipnificant aspert of which 18 seen by him as hetter conmunication.
The studies of the AANHE Task Force, Olson, and Armstromg (1975}

all indiecate the possibility of a relatlonship becween the way in
which authority is shared wicth fagulty and faculty lnclination toward
collective bargaining,

While the immediately preceding paragraphs relate to areas
of consiestency and agreement between the several studles, and with
theoretical considerations, the presence In aome of the studies of
sone posslbly confounding complexicies should alse be acknowledged.
Among these are;

Dykes' (1970} finding of an "ambivalence™ of faculty view-
point, that the faculty want an active role in declsions, but show a
reluctance to give "the time and energy such a role demands," 1s
perplexing and suggests the desirability of teying to find cout more
ahout this aspect of the problem,.

Dlaon's (1968) finding of 4 basic difference of opinion between
faculty and adwinistrateors as to what extent authority should be
shared suggeats that this factoer may well contribute to the shared
authority problem, and as applied herein substantiates the desirability
of inclusion of such inquiry within the present study,

Olson's finding that faculty respondents often see communications
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not as an aspect of the administrative system or sryle emploved, but
rather as an aspect of the personality of the administrator is
ttoublesome. 1t may indicate the possibllity of some misdirection or
bias in responses related to communicatlions,

Notwithstanding the complexities, the revicwed literature is,
overall, viewed as supportive of the need for the present study and
of the central hypotheses; and asr consistent with the adopted Likert
(1967) theoretical model, and with the general approach of the study.
In particular, the studies highlight the apparent Importance of
communications to the problem of the study, and role and imporcance
of administrative style, thus providing a framework within which the
resulta and concluslons of the present study may be viewed. The
teviewed studles also helped to shape the design and methodelepy of
rhis study, as will he seen in the following chapter describing in

detail the deeipgn of the present rescatch.



Chapter 3
Deslgn of the Research
Overview

The purposes of the atudy required determinarion of the
relationshipe among apecified faculey and administrator atcltudes and
perceptions within the Virginia community colleges, There appeared
to be no practical opportunity Efor experimental manipulation of
varlabies within the population of interest. Accordingly, the
resegrch was conducted as an ex past facto design, urilizing a mailed
sBurvey questlonnaire to a random sample of faculty and administrators
to determine thelir sttitudes and perceptions as of the time of the
Burvey.

Sampie

The population conslsted of rthe faculty and administrators of
the 23 rolleges of rthe Virginla Community College System (VCCB). To
facilitare the maln purposes of the atudy and at the same tilme
accommodate subsidiary purposes requiring hy-college comparieons, the
following sample procedurea, all of which employed tables of random
numbers for randem sample selectlons, were emplovyed.

A random sample of 10 of the 2] colleges was deslred. FPriler
approval of the VCCS5 for conduct of the study within the VCCS had
specified that the approval of the president of each partleipating
college would be required. To ensure & final sample of 10 colleges,
15 colleges were randonly selected and their presidents were contacted

43
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for approval. OF those contacted, 12 signified approval of thelr
participation, two declined, and one failed te respond. A sample of
10 was randomly selected from the 12 agreeing to participate. (Note:
The random sample of colleges did not include the larpest college In
the VCCS which, with about 45,000 students, iz over 2 times as large
as the largest ineleded with the study, and the next largeat in the
ayeLem. )

For each of the selected 10 colleges, approximately 5 adminis-
tratora, 15 faculty, and 2 division chairmen yere randomly selected.
(Note: The sample of division chairmen was drawn reparately from
ather adminisrrarores to examine whether thelr attitudes and perceptions
differed significantly.}) The curtent catalop listings of the colleges,
appropriately numbered, were used for the random selections. The
) described procedure provided a ramndom sample of 10 colleges, and an
initial sample of 50 administrators, 20 division chairmen, and 130
Faculty members,

Of the inicially selected total sample, 41 cut of 50
administrators (822) responded, 94 out of 150 faculty (63Z) responded,
and 16 out of 20 divisien chalrmen (802} responded, providing an
overall response rate of 151 out of 220, or 69%, Of the 151 responses,
146 were either wholly usable, or fully usable for main variakle
purposeg, The usable sgample wag 864 of the 1inirially selected
sample, Awong the 10 colleges, the mean overall usable reaponse rate
wana 66,.%% with a standard deviarion of 12.8% (range = 4B%}.

Inatrumentat ion

To gather the exlating perceptions and attitudes of Facuitry
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and administrators as of the time of rhe study, a questlonnaire
employing summated raring acales (Kerlinger, 1973) was developed for
mailing to rhe selected sample. A copy of the questionnaire is
contained in Appendix A and the apecific sections of the questionnaire
are further described in the following paragraphs.

Section I contains questions to determine the respondent's
perceptions of how authority 1s shared in his imstitutieon in each of
several declsion areas. The declsion area groups are hased on a
deaign developed and used by the American Assoclation of University
Professors (1971) in their survey of inetitutdonal practicea with
regpect to sharing. The AAUP design was abridged and condensed 1o
order to accommodate to the speciffca of the community colleges of
Virginla (for example, references to tenute are eliminated), and to
reduce questionnaire length Iin the interests of fostering higher
reaponge tatea. Eliminated areas were, in part, based on the prior
studies Indicating trelatively low faculty interest in some decislon
areas (Dykes, 1970). The summated rating scales used to determine
the depree of participation were thozse develeoped and used by the AAHE
Task Force {1967) and agaln employed by Armstrong {(1975) in his study
of the public colleges of Virginia.

Sectionn IT.A. {8 a vepetltion of the gpame deriszion areas and
scales as in Section I, but asks the respondent to indicate how, in
his opinion, aurhority ought to be shared, Section II.B. Includes
three direct gquestlons for purposes of Internal and external com-
parigons. The £irst two questionsg, ll. and 12., were taken directly

from the Dykes (1970) study and gquestion 13, was devised specifically
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for this study.

Section I1I was designed to determine the respondent's per-
ception of the characterlatics of his institution with trespect to
the administrative style ecmployed and the communlcations related to
declsion making, and was adapted from Likert's (14967) '"Profile of
Orpganizaclonal Characteristics" to meet the specific needs of the
present study. The primary purpoBe of Scction IV was to determine
the respondent's atcltude toward collective bargalning and, in the
Interests of comparability, used a question and scale similar to thar
employed by Armstrong (1975). To avoid blas, however, that might
result from focusing solely on collectlve hargalning and because the
anawers were of Lloterest, addfitional questions to determine attitudes
toward other mechanisms for sharing authority were also included,

Section ¥ included three questions Iintended to ascertain orher
artitudes pf Interest, Queetion 1 had as its primary purpose the
determination of the rank lmportance as viewed by faculty of {a) addi-
tlcnal delegatione of authority to faculty, (b) better communications,
and {(c) better organizacional arrangementz for sharing. Questlons Z.,
3., and 4. were intended to provide barkground or reference material
with respect to how rhe members cf the institution saw the effFective-
ness of the institution and the zatlsfactions of the members. In
addition to the information gathered through rhe questionnaire, the
respondent'e higheat degree held, academic rank, and whether the
teaching area was academirc or vocatlonal-techmical was ascertained
from the college catalog listings and entered on the return gquestion-

nalre.
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Validity Considerations

With respect ro internal wvalldity, there was no experimental
manlpulation, but an ex peat facto analysis of measured variable
relationships. 5Since both theory and prior research indicated the
probability thar bath administtative style and position (whether
faculry or administrator} would be cxpected to direetly or indirectly
Influence acttitudes ahgut shared authority gap, and since the factora
of rank, highest degree held, kind of teaching activity {whether
arademle or vocational-rechnical), and unknown facteors associated
with a specific schonl were considered as possibly influential, all
of those facrors were used as rontrol varlabhles. With respect to all
other factors that might influence the dependent variables, Intetnal
validity was dependent upon randomization of the sample.

I respect to external wvalidity, the study did not undertake
to be closely representative of any population other than that of the
Facultiea and administrarions of the colleges of the Virginla svstem.
it was intended that users of the results ahould draw their own con~
cluslons, in light of the stated limitatione of the study, the nature
cf the results, and comparisons with prior research results, as to
applicabilicy of the findings to cother populations.

Reliability of the Questionnalre

In the interests of maximizing the relfability of the guestion-
naire, the various sections relating to the main variables were drawn
from previpusly uaed instrumenta. Since several sources were used,
each will be discussed separately. The "Shared Authority Gap"

queations were structured on the basis of condensing and abridging a
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structure of decislon areas that had been used by the AAUR (1971) in
a survey of all colleges and universities having AAUP chapters. The
decision areas were each coupled with the scale to measure location
of perceptlion on a continuum of degrees of shared authoriry that was
developed by the AAHE Task Force (1967) and used in thelr survey of
34 institutions, and applied again by Armstrong (1975) 1n his scudy
of all public higher education 1lnstitutlons In Virginia. Agalin, no
specific reliabilicy figures are avaijable; however, rthe scales
appeared functionally adequate.

The "administrative Style and Communications" questions and
scales are drawn from the secticns of corresponding title of Likert's
(1967) '"Profile of Organizatilional Characteristics,” and have been
modified only semantically to accommodate differences 1n academic and
industrial cterminelogy. An early version of the questionnalre
structure was published by Likert in 1961, Between 1961 and 1947,
the guestionnaire was used with several thousand employees in a
series of induscrial research progtams and expanded, modified, and
refined to reduce possibkle bilas. The revised questionnaire was then
rerested and a finding of a Spearman-Brown split-half reliability of
+.97 from one teat group and +.99 from another test group was
reported, Likert concludes that the instrument "can be used as a
reliable instrument to measure the nature of the management system
of any organization in which there 1s at least a2 minimm level of
contrel and coordimation [ p. 122 ]." The "Collective Bargaining
Question" had heen previously used in Armstrong's (1975) study of

institutiona in Virginia. The remalning questions were either drawn
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from the licerature or developed as relatlvely simple direct
quesrions.

The integrated questionnaire was administcered as a test to
81x personsa who were both doctoral students and community college
faculty members or administrators, This resulted in several minor
suggestions for improvement of arrangements or semantics, which were
loncorporated in the final gquestioanaire.

The shared authority pap score has been theorized as a
measure of faculry dissatisfaction. Since thils constituted a main
variable and the specific gquestions urilized to determine shared
authority gap had oot been extensively tested, questions 11, and 12.
were included for comparlacn with the shated authority gap scores.
Question 12. asked directly for feelings about how the faculty's
dctual tele In decislon making compares with an idealized conception.
QQuestion 13. addressed directly faculty satisfacricns and dissatigfac-
tlons with the faculty role in decislon making. The response results
were compared with shared autherity gap scores that were trichotomized
as High (3 to 12), Hedium (1.5 to 1), and Low (0 to 1.5), and showed
the Following relationships:

Quegtion 12.

n =141
Raw c¢hi saguare = 75.8
Significant level = .0000, & degrees of freedom;
Question 13.
n= 138

Raw chi aquare = 54.37
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Significant level = .0000, & degrees of freedom.
The resgults were Interpreted as supporing reliabilicy of the shared
authority gap score as a measure of faculty dissatisfaction with
ghared authoricy,

Data Gathering

The questiconnaire was mailed to the selected sample. A copy
of the inltial ctransmittal letter=, and the follow-up letter that
was sent to those who had not responded as of 3 weeks after the
initial letter, are contalned in Appendix B.

Scoring

In general, predetermined aumetical values were assigned to
the summated rating scales checked by the respondents to determine
scores. Detalls and specific values are contalned in Appendix C.

Statistical Hyporheses

The hypotheses are stated {n null form. The expectation from
theory and prior research was that each would be rejected In favor of
the alternaclve hypothesla. The 5% level of significance was chosen
for testing each hypothesis with, additionally, the amount of shared
variance used as an Indicator aiding interprecation of resulrs.

Hypothesis 1

Positjon (whether faculty or administrator) will naot be
significantly related to: {a) Shared Authoricy Gap, or (b) Attitude
toward Collecrive Bargaining.

Hypotheais 2

Fetcelved Adminiecrative Style will nor be significantly

telated to: (a) Percelved Communicatlons, or {b) Shared Authority Gap.
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Hypothesis 3
Percelved Communications will not be gignificantly related
to Shared Autherity Gap.

Hypothesgig 4

Percelved Administrative Style and Communlicatlons In combi-
nation will rot be signiflcantly related to Shared Authorlcy Gap.
Hypothesis 5

Shared Authority Gap will not be significantly related to
Attitude toward Collectlve Bargaining,

Statiatical Analysis Procedures

The apsumption was made that the summated rating scales
employed represent approximately equal intervals of attitude ot per-
ception values, and that parametric statistics could be used without
major error. Computations were performed using SES8: Scatistical

Package for the Soclal Sciences {(Hie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, &

Bent, 1975), Version 7, as installed in the IBM (International
Busfness Machines Cerporation} System/370 at the College of William
and Mary, Williamsburg, Virginia.

The raw data recalved on all verlables was checked for normal-
ity of distribution uslng efither the SPSS (Nie ar 21., 1975} sub-

L))

program "Condescriptive'" or "Frequenclea," as appropriate. Multiple
regression, using subprogram "Regression," was selected to determine
the relationship among main variablees and control variables on the
basis that:

1, It allows study of the relatlons of several independent

variableg to a dependent variable, thus, allowing use of several main



52

variables plus other conktrol variables.

2. An n-way analyaie of wvariance would have, in this study,
had substantially unequal, and some empty, cells; and, In converting
variabkles from crontinuous to nominal, would have loat variance, In
addirion, incorporation of rthe desired number of control wvariables
would have made interpretarion difficult, if not impractical,

In addirion to the maln vardable of communicatlona, the
relationships of positien, highest degree held, rank. kind of teaching
(academic ar vocational-technlcal), scheel, and administrative style
to the dependent variable of shared authority pap were examined. Also
examined were the relationehip herween position, shated auwtherlty gap,
and attitude toward collective bargaining. Dummy varlables were
created, as necessary, to facilitate the use of nominal wvarlables in
the regression analyais in accordance with the procedures of SPSS
{Hie er al., 1975).

Welghting the Sample

Since the random sample drawn was of approximately equal slze
for each of the 10 colleges even though the size of rhe colleges
varled, It was necessary to apply a weighting system to the sample
from each of the 10 ceolleges that allocates weight to the sample
aceording to its relative size. 1In essence, the system employed
agcertaing the total eligible population (P) within the definitions

adapted for this study and the eligible population at each specific

college (Pn}. Thus, the fraction F represents the initial weighting

=
B
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fraction and

Py + P, -—+ p_=F.

This, Lln turn, is multiplied by gﬁ where

5t = total sample, and

Sn = pample from a specific school.
The net effect is that the real sample size from smaller colleges is
effectively reduced while the real sample size from larger schools is
effectively increased and rhe aggregate sample slze remalns approxi-
mately the aame. The weighting system was applied using SPSS (Nie
et al., 1975) Welght procedures to all computaticons using the aggregate
sample and intended to be generalizable te the population of the system
while computatlons Internal to 8 single echool or between schoole
were made weing unweighted data.

Sumnary

The research was conducted as an ex poer facto study of the
attitudes related to shared authority and perceptiona, as of the time
of the study, of 3 rendom sample of faculty and administrators of the
Virginla Community Collepe Syatem. A mailed questicnnaire using
summated rating scales was employed to determine the attitudes and
perceptions related to the variables of interest. The Inltially
gelected random sample which included 220 personnel of 10 colleges
yielded 146 usable responses.
The questlonnalre was designed to meaaure the respondents’

perceptions of gap in shared suthority, the administracive stvle

employed, the pattern of communications at his institution and
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attitude toward collective bargaining. Additional control variahbles
were rank, highest degree held, position, teaching activitry, and
spacific school., Additional questions were included to prowvide
Insights into related respondent atticudes.

Multiple regreasion analysis wae the principal merhod vtilized
to analyze the data with a view toward statlstical acceptance or
rejection of the hypothesized relationships. The combined specific
hyportheses form a construct that expects that position, administrative
style, and communicatfons will be significantly related to perceived
ghared authority gap (in a framework of fixed delegation of adminis-
trative authoricy to faculty and filxed policles), and that attitude
teward collective bargaining would be related to percelved shared

authority gap.



Chapter 4
Analysils of Results

Introduction

A gperified in rhe preceding chapter, Design of the Research,
multiple regression analysie was the primary statistical method used
to test the hypotheses and several other relationships asscciated with
the research questiona. The use of multiple regression introduces the
queatlon of the order in which the independent wvariables ate hrought
into the regression equation; a queation which, as Kerlinger (1973)
notaes, 1s aften baffling to experts in the fleld, but which is of
impartance because it will affecr the apparent degree to which the
variance of the dependent varilable is accounted for by the varilarion
of any specific¢ independent variable. As Kerlinger further notes,
thete 18 no "correct merhod" for decermining order of entry of
variakles; it 1s problem dependent and related to the theory behind
the problem. Accordingly, before proceeding to the analysis of results
of the individual bhypotheses, the general approaches taken with
regard to the order of entry problem and to presentation of regression
resulte are briefly discussed in the followlng paragraphs.

Drder of Entry of Variables in

Regresaion Equations

The main variables of the study are measures of the perceptions
and attitudea of respondents. Other variables will function as inter-
vening variables between reality and perception. For example, given

35
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an actual administrative sryle, both loglc and theory 1lndicate that
the actual style operates through such intervening individual factors
as backpround, personality, and expectations to form perceptions and
attitudes. Applying that generality roc the present study, the control
varisbles of rank, highest degree held, kind cf teaching, pogition,
and speclfic epollege were. when used, introduced firast on the premise
that such factors operate on the dependent variable atrirude or
perception prior to or through the selected main independent wvari-
ables. Similarly, the main variable of administrative style. which
wae hypothesized as influencing communicatione directly, and shared
authority gap both directly and through its Influence on communica-
tions, was brought in before communications, but after the other
listed rontrol wvarishles, While these approaches wete tgken on the
basils of theoretical considerations, 1t was recognized thar the inter-
relationships of the causal, intervening, and end result variablea {is
complex and there is much interaction and feedback, Thus, in addi-
tion to regressions that treated order of entry generally as descrihed,
othet regressions were run in the Interests of providing other per-
spectives on the relacionshipa berween the varlables of interest. and
the resulrs of the alternative tests arve presented where they were
applied.

Terma Used in Presenting

Regreggion Reaults

A relatively complete trestment of multiple regression
analyais may he found in any one of several sovrcem [Li, 1964; Nie

et al,, 1973), However, the following terms are defined here for
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R
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]

F ratlio

Throughout Chapter 4,
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The correlation coeificlent between
the dependent wariable and the
Independent variable,

The correlation between the
dependent variable and two or

more independent warlables.

The coefficient of determination:
the proportion of the variance of
the dependent variable accounted
for by the independent variahle,

or varlables.

Inferential staristical tool for
determining the statistical signif-
icance of the lipear association

of the wvariables.

Degrees of freedom associated with

the regreseion terms.

Tescs of llypocheses

in stating or testing hypotheses or

tesearch question, or in presenting the rosults, the relationships are

all in terma of, and as measured by, the scored responees to the

quearionnaire used in the study.

In this secrion, the names of

variables used in analyses are capltalized for purposes of easy iden-

tification and te aveid any confuslon between the variable name and the

more general meaning of the word.

For example, Shared Authority Gap is
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the colliection of scores tesulting from the questlonnalre responses.

Variable S5czles and Scores

With the exceptlon of the first hypothesis relating to the

effects of Position, the varlable scores are arranged such that all

hypotheslzed relationships zre expected to be positive. While the

complete design of scales and scoring is contalped 1n Appendix C, the

following is presented for reader convenlence in reviewlng the

atactistical analyvses and results that follow.

Variable Name

Shared Authority Gap

Adminlarrative Style

Communications

Attitude toward Collective

Bargaining

Position

Activity

0 = no gap, 3 = whole descriptar
diffetrence; for example, berween
Shared Authority and Administrative
Primacy (6 = Two whole descriptors),
Range 1 through 15; ! is the most
participative Btyle, 15 ia the

most autheritarcian.

Range 1 through 15; 1 1s the moat
apen, multidirectional, and 15 is
the mogt ¢luged, unidirectional.
l--5trongly Agalnat, 2--Against,
J--Neutral, 4--Favorable,
S--5trongly Favorable.
Administrators, Faculty, ot
Divieion Chairmen.

Academle or Vocatlonal-Technical

{for faculty).
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Prellminaty Hegressions

The hypotheses were Btated in terms of the expected effects of:

1. Pogltiom on Shared Aurhoricy Gap and Attltude toward
Collective Bargaining;

2. Adminigtrative S5tyle on Communicatione and Shared
Authority Gap;

1, Communications on Shared Authority Gap;

4. Adminierrative Style and Communicat{iona on Shared
Authority Gap; and

5. Shared Authority Gap on Attitudes toward Collectiwve
Bargaining.

While rhese relationships can be, and were, tested by a setries
of regreseions treating each individual hypethesis, it wae considered
desirable in the cames where Shared Authority Gap was the dependent
variable to also combine all independent variables expected rc have an
effect, Including a number of dummy varlables representing highest
degree held, kind of activity {whether academic or wocational-
technical teaching), college, and rank, intec a single regresasion
equation for the purpeses of evaluating the overall effect of the
control variables.

Since the first hypothesis only deait with the full sampie,
that ia, both faculty and administrators, while the remainder were
related to faculcy perceptions and attitudes, two such regressions
were run, the firat with the full sample and the second with the
faculty only, and eliminating the dummy variables distinguishing

faculty and adminiatrators. In each case, the srepwlise regression was
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utilized bringing in the dummy variablea firat and simultaneously, and
then Adminiastrative Sryle, and, finally, Communications.

The regresslon results from the full sample regresslon ate
shown 1n Table 1. The results shown In Table 1 indicate that only the
dumny variables distinguishing faculty from adminlstrators and divialon
chalirmen, and the dummy variables ldentifying the kind of teaching
activity have appreclable individual effects while the remaining dummy
variables have effects 5o small as to not warrant further individual
attention.

To further assegs the collective efferts of the dummy wvari-
ables over and above the eifects of Administrative Style and
Communicationa, an additional stepwise regression of Shared Authorircy
Gap with Administracive Style and Communlcarlons only was performed

with rthe results shown in Table 1.

The Regresslon E? Erom both regressions were then used to cal-
culate the sguared part correlation of .073 which indicates that the
collective dummy wvariables contribute an lncrement of only 7.3% to the
varlance of 39.5% sccounted for by the main variables of Administrative
Style and Communicaticons; further, Table 1 suggests that a major por-
tion of the increment would be due to the effects of Positlion and
Activity.

A second and Blmliar set of regressions were chen petformed
using only the faculty sample and eliminating the dummy wvariable for
Positlon, elnce the regression file contained only faculty. The
reaults are ghown in Table 2 and are siwmilar to those in Table 1 in

that only the dummy variable for Academic Teaching has an appreclable
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Table 1
Regreasion Summary: Full Sample

{dependent variable--shared authoricy gap)

With control wvarlabkles
[ Regression F ratie = 4,437
23 and 116 degrees aof freedom

significant at better than the .005 level ]

Multiple R square
Independent variahle R R zquare change
College 9 .123 .015 015
Administrators L241 058 .04
Division chalrmen . 365 133 75
Academic teaching Al8 L1713 L0402
Vocational cechnical teaching 420 176 ,D01
Profesnor 434 . 188 012
Asgoclate professor 450 L 203 014
Agpgilstant professor 450 . 203
Instructor L4511 L204 .001
Agsliatant lnetruector 452 204
Doctaral degree L452 L2045
Master degrae AST . 209 D05
Bachelor degree L4509 211 .00n2

College 1 459 . 211
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Multiple R square
Independent variable R R square change
Collepge 2 . A60 211
College 2 . G60 L212 .001
College 4 L A63 214 002
College 5 LB71 .221 D07
College 6 . 581 231 009
College 7 Lh81 .231
College 8 .4H81 .232 001
Adminfistratiwve atylea .636 03 173
Communicationa® .684 468 ,063
Without control variables
[ Regression F ratio = 44.673
2 and 137 degrees cof freedom
significant at better than the .005 lewel ]
Admin{strative style® .526 .277 277
Communications” .628 .385 118

With the exception of administrative style and communications, all

of the variables are dummy variables.
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Table 2
Regression Summary: Faculty Only

{dependent variable--shared authority gap)

With control variables
[ Regresslon F ratlo = 2,427
21 and &4 degrees of freedom

signi [1cant at better than the .005 level ]

Multiple R square
Independent variable R R square change
follege 9 L83 .0D9 009
Academle teaching 270 073 064
Vocatfonal rechnical teaching 273 L7 .001
Professor L318 . 101 027
Asgoclate professor . 345 . 119 .018
dggistant professor .46 .120 .001
Instructoer . 346 .120
Apsistant 1nstructor . 346 120
Doctoral degree A 121 001
Master degree .365 .133 012
Bachelor degree . 3169 136 .03
College 1 » 369 136
Cpllege 2 370 137 . 001

College 3 370 137
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Takle 2 {centlinued)

Multiple # square
Independent variable R R square change
College & 371 .137
College 5 . 384 . 148 .010
College & . 384 . 148
College 7 .390 .152 004
College B A . 160 08
Adminiatrative style” 601 .361 .201
Communications® .665 LB43 .082

Without contrel variables
[ Regression F ratlio = 28,482
2 and 83 degrees of freedom

eignificant ar better than the 005 level ]

Administrative style® , 549 . 301 .301

Gnmmunicationsa .h38 LA06 1086

SWith the exrception of adminiatrative style and communications, all

of the variasbles are dummy variables.
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gize cEfect, the remalning dummy wvariables having, individually, very
gmall effect,
A second faculty stepwise regression of Shared Authority Gap

with Administrative 5tyle and Communleations only prowvided the results

shown in Table 2. The two regrosslon E_Es were used Lo determine a
squared part correlation of .027 indicating that the collective dummy
varlables contribute an increment of only 3.7% over the 4#0.6% variance
explained by Administrabive Style and Communicallons, and that a

large part of the 3.7% would probably be due to the Activity dummy
variable.

With the perspective of rhe relative effects of the dummy wari-
able and wain variables thus determined, the individual hypotheses werc
then rested in a series of separate regressions. The summaries of
those Lests are presented in Tables 7 and B toward the e¢nd of thisg
chapter, and are mentioned here for the convenience of those who may
wish to refer to them while reading the {mmediately followlng
narrative presentation of the results of tests of the hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1

Restated. The hypothesis was that the Position of the Virginia
community college member, whether faculty or administrator, would be
glgnificantly related to his perception of Shared Authority Gap aond ta
his Attitude toward Collective Bargaining., More apecifically, it was
expected that administrators would perceive a smaller Shared Authority
Gap and be less inclined ko Collective Bargaining. The alternate or

null hypothesla for both cases was that there would be no significant
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relatlonship with Posictlon. Regresslons were performed for both cases
uaing the full file af regponses and dummy variablea for adminlsrra-
tors, and division chairmen referenced to Faculty.

Shared Authority Gap regressed with Positlon. This provided

the following results. The dummy wariable representing adminiscracors

was entered first providing an R of ,220 andEE of 048 with an F
ratioof 7.0%3 (1 and 139 df) which is significant at better than the

.01 level. The dumny variableg For dilvision chairrpen were then

entered. The E? change was .079 (simple R = .228) and the F ratio of
10,069 {2 and 128 df)} was sipnificant at better than .D05. The regres-
gion coefficlenta {both significant} obtained show rhat administrators
acored Shared Authority Gap l1.14 lesa than faculty members, and divi-
glon chaitmen scored the gap as 1.69 less than faculty. The nean
Shared Authority Gap ascores were: Faculey, 2.90; administrateora, 1.76;
and divigion chalrmen, 1.21.

Attltude towatd Collective Barpalning regressed with Positlon.

This revealed the following results. The R and g? for administrators

were .162 and .026 with an F ratio eof 3.765 (1 and 132 4£), not signif-

icant at the .05 level. For division chalrmen the simple R and E?
change were .204 and .060, respectively, with a regression F ratle of
6.510 (2 and 128 df), significant at better than the .0053 level. 1In
the regregeion combining both dummy variablee, the F rario for the
regregaion coefficient for administrators of 6,71 and 9.039 for divi-
sion chaitmen (1 and 138 df) were both significant at better than the

.11 level, The regression coefficlents were: administrators, —-.664%;
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and division chairmen, -1.121.

Hypothesis 1 summary. The hypothesls that Pesitdon would be

gignificantly related to Shared Auchority Gap was accepred an the basils

of the E? of .048 and the related F ratic test indicacing that the null

hypothesis could be rejected with less than a 1% probabliity that the
relationship was due to change. The regression coefficients indicated
that Administrators perceived smaller gaps ln Shared Authority.

The Lypothesis that Posltion woyld be

glgnificantly related to Actitude toward Collective Bargeining was not

accepted oo the basis that rhe ﬂz of .026 had a greater than 3% proba-
bility of belng the reault of chance as indicated by the F ratlo tesrt.
When both administrators and division chairmen were combined, cthe com-
bined positions were significancly related to Attitudes roward
Collective Bargalning, accounting for .026 and .060 shared vsatrilance,
respectively, significant at bettetr than the .01 level.

Hypothesis 2

Restated. The hypothesis was that faculty petceptlons of
Administrative Style would be significantly related to faculty percep-
tions of Communications and Shared Authority Gap. More specifically,
it was expected that relatively high numerical scores on Administrative
Style reflecting relacively more authoritarian Admipiatrative Style
would be found with relatively high Communications scores indicating a
relatively cloased and more unidirectional Communicationg pattern, and
with relatively high acores on Shared Authority Gap, reflecting rela-

tively larger gaps. Conversely, 1t was expected that the relatively
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low scotes on the liated variablea would be found together. Regressions
were performed with the full sanpie of faculty with resultas as shown.

Communications repressed wlth Administrative Style. This

resulted in an R of .818 and an R of .669 with an F ratio of 169.67

{1 and 84 df), significant at betrer than the .005 level. A full file
{faculty, administrators, and division chalrmen} regression wae run for
comparison, using the dumpy control variables for School, Position,
Activity, Rank, and Highest Degree Held introduced first and aimultan-

ecusly, then Adminiscrative Sryle. The resulting simple R for

Administrative Scyle was 800 and the E? change wasa .445 with a regres—

sion F ratio of 13.577 (22 and 117 df}, significant at better than the

005 level. The multiple_ﬂ? for the total equation was .719, The
regression coefficlent for Administrative Sryle had an F ratio of
185.047 {1 and 117 df), significant at better than the .005 level.

Shared Authority Cap regressed with Adminiatrative Style.

This resulted in an Rk of .549 and an EF of .30l with an F ratic of

36.239 (1 and 84 df), significant at better than the .005 level. A
full file regreasion was performed with control variables introduced
before Administrative Style, using the procedutes described in the pre-

ceding paragraph. The resulting slmple R for Administrative Style was

.526, the E? change was ,173 with a regression F ratio of 13.714 (22
and 117 df), signifircant at better than the .005 level. The multiple

E? faor the regression was .405. 5Since the dara had indicated some dif-

ference in view between thoge faculty whose Activity was characterized
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as academic and those whose Activlry was characterlized as vocarional-
technical, en additlenal faculcy regressicn was performed introducing

dummy control variables for Activity beforc Administrative S5tyle. The

dummy control variables for activity had a multiple R of 272 and E%

of .074 with an F of 3.312 (2 and 83 df), significant at the .05 level.

Administrative Sctyle had a simple R of .549 and E? change of .257 wich

a regression F ratio of 13.523 (3 and 82 df), significant at better

than the .005 level. The resultant multiple E? for the combined vari-
ables was .331. The regression coefficients indicated that for a glven
perception of Adwinistracive Style, vocatlional-technical faculcy would
perceive a significantly smaller Shared Authorilty Gap. For example,
for an administracive score of 5. B, which is near the mean for all
Faculty, the corresponding predicted Shared Authoricy scores would be
academic faculey, 3.14, and vocatlonal-technical, 2.42. The overall
faculey Shared Authority Gap score was 2.91,

Hypothesis 2 summary. The hypothesis that faculty percepticns

of Administrative 5tyle would be significanrly related to faculty per-

ceptions of Communicaclons and Shared Authority Gap was accepted on the

trasls of the E? of .6H% for the Administrative Style—-Shared Authority
Gap relacionship, and the related F ratio statistlcs indicating that
the null hypothesls for both relationships could be rejected with a
probabllity of less than .5% that the relatlonships occurred through
chance. Tt was aiso found that the relatlonshlp between Shared
Authority Gap and Administrative Style is significantly affected by

Activity, the academle faculty perceiving a larger Shared suthority Gap
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than vecational-technical faculty for a given perception of
Adminjistrative Style.

Hypothesis 3

Restated. The hypothesls was that faculty perceptions of
Communications would be slgniflcancly related to faculty perceptions
of Shared Authority Gap. It was expected that high Bcores on
Communications f{ndicating relatively closed and unidirectional
communlcations would be found along with relacively high Shared
Authority Gap Scores, and, conversely, low scores for both variables
would be foupd together.

Shared Authority Gap regressed with Communications. This pro-

duced an R of .636 and an Ez af .404 wicth a regressjon F ratile of
57.0%2 (1 and 84 df), significant at better than the .005 level. The
same variables were again regressed, but with the dummy variakles

representing Activity entered simultanecusly bafore Communicatieons.

The Activicy dummy variables had a multiple R and E? of .272 and .07,
respectively, and an overall ¥ ratioc of 3.312 (2 and 83 df), being
aignificant at the .05 level. The regression coefficients Indicated
thar for any given petception of Communicatrions the resultant Shared
Authority Gap score would be approximately .3 less for vocatlonal-

technical faculty than academlc faculry. Communicatione. entered next,

reaulted in an EF change of .335, simple R e¢qual to .636, with a

regresaion F ratio of 18.923 (3 and 82 df), significant at better than

the .005 level. The combined variables multiple 5? was 409,

Hypothesis 3 summsry. The hypothesis that faculty perceptions
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of Communications would be significantly related to faculty percep-

tione of Shared Authority Cap was accepted on the basis of the E? of
.404 and the related F ratic statistics indicating that the null
hypothesis could be rejected with a probability of lesa than .5% that
the relaticnship could have accurred through chance. When the regres-
sicn was controlled for Activicy, it was found to be a significant
effect, accounting for about 7% of the wariance 1in Shared Authoriry
Gap, the wocational-technleal faculty percelving a smaller gap for a
given level of perceived Communicatlons. However, Communications
remained significantly and positively related at better than the QD)
level and accounted for abour 34% of rthe varlance in Shared Authority
Gap,

Hypotrheais &

Restated. The hypothesis was that faculty perceptions of
Administrative Style and Communications in combination would be signif-
icantly related to Shared Authority Gap. The reviewed theory suggested
that Administrarive Styile may act both through Communications and
directly on Shared Authority Gap. Accordingly, a regression that
entered Adminiattrative Style firsc, then Communications, was first
performed.

Shared Authority Gap regressed stepwise with Adminlstrative

Style and Compunicatlons. Thia resulted in the following: the entry

of Administrative Style first simply duplicated the results shown for

the same two variables in Hypothesls 2--an 52 of .301, significant at

becter than the .005 level. The stepwise entry of Communications
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resulted 1o an E? change of ,106 (slmple R = .636) with an overall F

ratic of 28.482 (2 and 83 df}, erignificant at better than the .005

level. The multiple_ﬁ_2 for the two variables was .407. After
Communications was entered, the F ratio for the final regression
coefficient for Administrative Scyle dropped to 352 (2 and 82 df)
which 1 nor quilte significant at the .05 level.

Shared Auvthority Gap regpressed stepwlse with Communicarions

and Administracive Style. This {(with Comhunications entered firsc}

produced the following results. The entry of Communication=s first

duplicates the reswlts of Hypothesls 3—-an E? nf 404, significance

hetrter than the .005 level. The entry of Adminlstracive Style after

Communiicatlons produced an_E? change of .003 with an F ratio of 28,582
{2 and 81 df), significant at better than the .005 level. The multiple

E? far both variables was .407. Apain, the regression ccefficlent for

Adminlstrative Style became not esignificant at the .05 level when both
varlables were in the eguation. (It is of interest to note that in
this inatance, for all practical purposes, Communicarione alone is as
good a predictor cf Shared Authority Gap as are the two varlables in
combinacion.}

Since Hypothesis 4 was centrel to the study
intereats, additional regressjons were petformed. The first of these
had the purpese of considering both the effects of Activity and possi-
ble interaction between Adminlstrative Style and Communications. The
order of entry wasa: (a) dummy varlables for Activity, (b} Adminlstrative

Style, (c) Communicatione, and (4] a variable representing the
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interaction of Administrative Style and Communications which was
simply the product of the two variable values,

Shared Authorlity regressed stepwilise with Activicy,

Administrative Style, Communications, and Interaction Varizble. This

provided the following results. The Actilvity dummy variables had an R

of .272 and__l_l_2 of 074 with an F ratio of 3.312 {2 and &3 df}, signif-

icant atc the .03 level. The addition of Administrative Style produced

an E? change of .257, and an overall F ratic ol 13.5328 (3 and 82 df),

gignificant ac better than the .005 level. The addition of

Communications produced an EE change of .082 with an overall F ratio

of 14.235 (4 and Bl df), significant at better than the .005 level.

The Interaction variable produced an_E? of .004, overall F ratic of

11.405 {5 and 80 df), aignificant at better than the ,005 level. With

all varisbles in the eguation, the ner resulting multiple E? is .417,
the major contributors beilng: Activity, .072; Administrative Stvle,
.237; and Communications, .082, Among those variables, only the
regresaleon coefficient for Communications has an F ratio (7 and 193 df),
significane at better than the .03 level. Thie hypothesls wase expres-
sed in terms of faculty perceptlions and attitudes. However, the full
file regressions pregented earlier in the Chapter in the Preliminary
Regreaalons section show that the same general relationships are con-
firmed when the sample Iincludes administrators and division chairmen

as well as faculry.

Hypothesglse 4 summary. The hypothesis that faculty perceptiona

of Administrative Style and Communicotions in combinatrion would he
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slgnificantly and poairively related to Shared Authority Gap was
accepted on the basls of the initial regresslon resulta showing an R
of .301 for Administrative Style, an additicnal E? change of .106 for

Communications, and a multiple ﬂz of .407 for the combilned variables,
with the overall F statistics for the regression showing rbe combina-
tion of variables significant at better rhar the .005 level. While
the hypothesis was accepted, a second set of regresaions, entering
Communications first, showed that Communications alone, accounting for
40_4% of rhe variance in Shared Authoriry Cap, wae nearly as good a
predictor as the combined variables atr 40,7%, Administrative Style
adding only .3% teo the variance aceounted for. When dummy control
variables for Activity were introduced, they accounted for about V.4%
of the wvariance in Shared Authority Gap and Adminiecrative Style and
Communicatipns contribured ap addirional 33.9%. An Interaction vari-
able for Administrative Style and Communicatlons was statistically
aigrificant but of small magnitude, adding only .4%. The final combin-
ation accounted for a toral of 41.7% of dependent variable variance.

Hypothesis 5

Restated. The hypothesis was that faculty Arritudes toward
Collective Barpaining would be posirtively and significantly relared to
Shared Authorlty Gap, and that faculty members perceiving relarively
larger gape in Shared Authority would be more favorably disposed to
collective batrgaining.

Attitude toward Collective Bargaining regressed with Shared

Authority Gap. Thils, using the total faculty sample file, resulted in
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an K of .207, and R° of .043 with an T ratio of 3.746 {1 and 84 df},
which was not significant ar .05 level.

Hypotheslis 5 summaty. The hypothesis of the study was not

accepted and the null hypothesis was accepted on the basls of the

regreselon statiastics eatimare of a greater than 5% chance that the

L0413 E; could have cccurred through chance.
Statistical Tests Related to Research

tjuestione

The research questions postulated In Chapier 1 were pnot all

incorporated intec the walp hyporheses. The section that follows
relates to the questions not dealt wich by the hypotheses and gives
a description of the statistical procedures and results applicable
to each queacion.
Question 1

What were the faculty and admniniatrator petrcepticons and
attitudes with respect to the main wariables, and were they sgipnifi-
cantly diffFervent from each cther? A T Test for each of rhe main
variables testing whether the faculty mean was significantly differenc
from the administrators mean was performed and the results are shown
In Table 1. While there was an expectation of direction of dif-
ference for each of the varlables based on the literature, the two-
talled significance was nevertheless used since it lg more conserva-
tive and no formal prior hypotheses were stated.

Table 3 ipdicates that for all of the mailn varisbles except

Administrative Style, for which there wam no significant difference



Table 3
Admlnlegtrator-Faculty T Tests far

Main variables

16

Two-

Administrators Faculry tailed

T slgni-

Variable n® m sd n m ad value cance
How decisions

are made 38 10,325 1.618 B8 11.053 1.736 -2.22 028
How decislona

should be
made A8 9.604 1,393 85 B.316 1.749 4,05 . 000

Shared author-
ity pap
Communications
Administratlve
atyle
Atticude
roward
collective

bargaining

38 1.765 1,203 Bo 2.888 1.952

1| 5.766 1,506 90 6.648 1,985

38 5.63% 1,148 90 5.787 1.957

38 2.4B1 1,390 B? 3.1Z1B1.342

-3.99 . Q00

-2.45 .016

0,47 .639

-2.46 . 015

“n =« number in sample; m = mesn; sd = gtandard deviation
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between administrator and faculty perceptions, the perceptions and
attitudes are significantly different wich less than a 3% probabllicy
that the difference occcurred through chance. Tranalating some of
the figures of the Table into verbal descriptors, it is evident that
both groupe saw decislons as made Iin the Administrative Primacy
category, the difference being that faculty perceived them as fairly
centered in thar category whereas adminlstrators perceived them as
nearer to Shared Authority. Faculty felt that deciesions should he
very nearly centered in the Shared Authority category, while adminis-
tratorse felt that decisione should be made in the upper part of
Shared Authority nearet Administratlve Primacy. The mean perceptlon
differences are the hasis for the larger Shared Authotrity Gap per-
celved by faculty as compared to the gap petcelved by Adminlatrators.

The common perception of both groups with respect to the
Administrative Style employed 1s that 1t 1s vety nearly centered
between the end polnts of the authoritarive-participative continuum,
but slightly to the participative side of center. The two groups
differ on Communications; faculty placing 1t slighrly toward the more
closed slde of the center of the contlnuum and administrators placing
it slightly on the more open side of center. With respect to Attitude
toward Collective Bargaining, the mean of the administrators is about
half-way between Heutral and Against, while the score of the faeulry
is about 1/8 of the way between Neutral and Favorahle.
GQuestion 2

Are there significant differences in the faculty Shared

Authority Gap subscores among the several decision areas? The mean
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subscores for faculty for each decieion area are shown in Table 4%,

T Teats were performed for all possible palrs of the subareas
with the results ae shown 1n Table 5. Inspection of Table 3 indlcates
that the two higheat scores from Table 4 are each signilficancly higher
than each of the two lowest scores: the area of Academic Planning and
Policy, and the area of Professlonal Dutles are each significantly
higher than Academic Operations and Student Affaira. Faculty Status
1s gsomewhere In between the higheat and lowest, signifiecantly diiferent
only Erom Student Affailrs., cthe lowest.

Question 3

Te what extent do faculty perceprions of the elements, or
subareas, of Administrative Style and Comnmuniecations predict Shared
Authority Gap? Can such predictors provide suggested directions for
administrative Initiatives and Improved communlcations?

Several factore combined to prevent a preclse anegwer to this
question. There were five subareas vf Administrative Style and six
subareas of Communicarions, or a total of 11 independent variables.
These 11 variables had a mean intercorrelaticon ratic among themselves
of .77 which 15 & higher correlation than thelr mean correlation with
the dependent wvarilable (.51). An effecr of this relatively high
multicollinearity 1s that the relisbility of partial regression
croefficients a8 an indicator of relative importance 1s lessened
{Nie et zl., 1975). Secondly, the causal paths among the variables
18 unknown and, consequently, the exact meaning of results from a
stepwlae regresslon bringing in variables iteratively from moset

powerful to least powerful 1s not clear.



Table &

Faculty Mean Gap for Declsion-making

Subareas

¥

Wunber and decision area

ad

Arademic operatione--such matters as
degree requlrements, curricula,
academlc standards and performance

Faculty status~--such matters as
appointments, renewals, promo-
tions, and dismliesals

Academic plannlng and policy--such
matters as new programs, degrees,
personnel and facilities, plans
and allocations

Professlonal duties--such matters
as teaching loads and aseign-
ments, communliy mRervice
activities

Student affairs--such matters as
academle discipline, extra-
curricular artivitien, and

student govermment

BB

87

B5

8%

86

2,386

2,819

3,364

2.031

2.379

2.195

2,597

2.671

2.046

an s« mmber; m = megn; sd = gtandard

devisrion



Table 5

T Test, Palirs of Declsion Subareas

80

Academlc Profas-
Faculty planning sional Student
atatug and policy duties affalrs Subarea
T = -1.65 T = -2.60 T = ~3,%9 T = 0.47
* " Academic
B4 102 11 .011 B& 000 B5 636
operations
T = 0,97 T = +-1.69 T = 2,23
* Faculcy
g1 L34 85 .095 B2 .0z8
staltus
Academic
T = 0,65 T = 3,12
% planning
83 .516 B1 L 003
and policy
Key:
Profes-
T = 4.18
T = y sional
B4 L GD0*
duties

n degrees of freedom, significance level

*p < .05
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In view of the confounding factors, a serice of standard
regressions and a serles of stepwlse tegtessions were petformed for
acrademic faculty, vocational-technical faculty, and for the total
faculty while controlling for Activity. The represselons were examined
for conslstency among them with respect to the regression coefficients
and coptributfion of the independent variables to shared varlance with
the dependent variable.

The subareas are a2 defined in Secrion IIT eof the questionnalre
at Appendix A. For convenience in treviewlng results, they are defined
in abbreviated form:

1. Administrative style

i. Adminietrator’'s confidence and trust In faculty.

ii. Faculty confidence and trust In adwministrators.

ili. Administrator's suppartive behavier toward othets.

iv. Adminiatrator's behavior such that faculty Feel free to
discuss thingas with division chaitmen.

v. Extent to which division chalrmen seek and yse faculcy
opinion and ideas on ptoblems.

2. Communications

i. Interactdon and communication on achieving organizarional
objectives.

ii. Direction of information flow.

i11. Downward communication characteriastics.

iv. Upward communication characterilstics,

v. Sildeward communication characteristies.

vi. Paychological clasenees of adminiatratore to faculty.
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The regresslon resulis indicate that among the listed 11
variables, the Communicatienz wvariables 2.1iv., and 2.vi. were most
imporcant, and probably of about equal ifmpartance, followed by 2.v.
and 1,11. The complete serles of regreasions were too lengthy for
complete desceriprion here but the following examples af results pro-
vide an Indication of the importance and contribution of the named
variables. In standard regressions contrelling for Activity, the
variablea 2.iv., 2.v., 2.vi., and 1.1ii. alone account for 45.3% of
the varlance in Shared Authcrity Gap as compared to the regression of
all 1l varlables accounting for 47.6%, in both cases the rogressions
being .005 significance level and conctrelled for Actiwvicy. In a
stepwise repression approach, varlables 2.1v., 2.v., and 2.vi. alone
gecount for 43.9% of the variance ip Shared authority Gap as compared
to 47.6% for a regression with all variables brought into the equa-
tion, both at .005 level of significance. A regressinn of
Commutilicarions with the elements of Adminlatrarive Style showed that
1.i1, and 1.1ii. contribute 06%% of the 73X total variance accounted
by all five elements. It, therefore, appears that faculty trust and
confidence In administrators, administrater's supportive hehavior,
upward communicacions, psychological closeness, and lateral communica-
tione are the most Influential.

Question 4

Te the reliationahip between farulty perceptions of
Communications and Attitudes toward Collective Bargalning a stronger
relationship than that between Shared Authority Gap and Attitudes

toward Cellecrive Bargaining?
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As shown In the test results of Hypothesis 5, the latter

relationship (Ez = .043) was not significant at the .05 level. The
regression of Attitude toward Collectlve Bargaining with
Communications resulted in the following:

R = .268,

&Y = 072,

F ratlo of 6,48% (1 and B4 df}, significant ar hetter than the .025
level., It was concluded that faculty perceptions of communications
are positively end significantly related to attitudes toward
collective barpaining, the relacionship beilng stronger than that for
Shared Authority Gap.
Question 5

With reference to the underlying premige of the study that
Faculty may be more concetned with more and better communlcations
and information than with new delegations of authority or revised
organizational mechanisms for sharing, deo the faculty responses to
Section VI of the guestionnaire indicate significant differencesa?

Sectlon VI addressed means of lmproving participation and
asked the respondent to rank order, In terms of their opinlon as to
relative lmportance and potential, ltema related to the following
avenuea of approach: (a} reductlon of influence from outside the
institution, (b) new delegations to faculty, {r) more communication
and consultation, {(d4) more availability of time for faculty participa-
tion, (e) better organizational arrangemente ar devices, and (£) other

{as apecified by the respondent). & Kendall Coefficient of
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Concordance, W was caleculated to be .36, The chi-sguare egquivalent
was detetmlined to be 163.8 with 5 df, significant at the 001 level
(Calfo & Miller, 1970).

The respondents rank order scores were transformed to normal
gcores, using the procedures and table of Normal Scores for Ranks
provided by Li (1964), iIn order that standard statiasctical procedures
for normal populations might be applied. The normalized scores had

the followlng wmeans, standard deviations, and standatd errors:

dumber Item Mean Standard Standard
and deviacion error
item

1. Heduction out-

gide influence -. (80 .73 079
2. New

delegations 302 525 057
3. Hore

comnunications .539 L6115 066
4. More faculry

time .68 .729 078
5, Better organlza-

tion mechanism .112 642 - 068
6. Gther -.971 . 785 .085.

T Testa of all possible pairs for significant differences were
performed. The results related to the present queation show that the
item score for Communications is significantly above elther New

Delegations or Better Organizational Mechanisms. For the former a
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mean difference of .324 had a T value of 3.79 (36 df}, significant at
the .000 level. The latter with a mean difference of ,526 had a T
value of 5,40 (87 df), significant at the .000 level. The T Tests
for rhe Communlcations item showed Communications significantly above
all other items, the poorest significance level belng .007. Faculrey
Time 1s signifirantly above all but New Delegations, from which it
does not differ significantly. Wew Delegations, in turm, ls not
significantly above {T = 1.B5, B4 df, .068) Better Organlzational
Mechanisms at the .05 level of confidence. HNew Delegations is
gignificancly above Reduction in Outaide Influence (.000 level), but
Better Organizational Mechanisms 1s nor (.1{3 level). The respenses,
therefore, are viewed as indicating that faculty preference for more
information and communicatlons is significancly strongetr than their
preference for elther revised orgapnizarional mechanisms or unew
delegations of authority.
Questicn &

With reapect to the theroretrilcal premfses of the study
that faculty percelved Shared Authority Gap affects both faculty
satisfactions and Inatiturlional effectiveness, do the scored
reaponges on the guestionmaire for Shared Authority Gap show a sip-
nificant relatlenshilp to scored reuponses to guestlons related to
member satisfactlons and perceived Inatitucional effectivenesa?

Ta test the gquestion, the scered responses to Question V.3,
of the questionnaire were first used. The guestion was:

Conaidering all factors, including your work and worklead,

galary, opportunity for promotien, general environment, the



86

qualicty and impact of the educatlional programs, and your
participation in the affairs of the institution as a whole,
how do vou tegard your membership in your inatltutlon ase
a whole?
The respondent was asked to check nne level of a five-~level summated
rating scale ranging from llighly Sacisfactnry to Highly Unearisfactory.
The Sacisfaction scores were ropressed stepwise, first contrelling for

Activity, with Bhared Authority Gap scorea, The multiple R for the

complete regression was ,539, E? was ,291, the F ratlo of 11,34l

{3 and 82 df) was significant at betrer than the .005 level., The

E? contributed by the control variables for Actilvity was .019, thus,
Shared Authority Gap accounted for 27.2% of the variance in faculty
Satisfactions.

To investigate whether Administrative Style and Communicatlons
had significant effect on Satilsfactions over and above itg contribu-
tion operating through Shared Authority Gap, Adwministrative Style and
Communications were entered into the regression, in combination,
stepwiee afrer the control wvarilables, for Activity, and Shared

Authority Gap. The resulcing regression showed the following:

multiple R of .744, R® of .555, F ratio of 20,175 {5 and a1 df},
gignificant at better than the .005 level. Communications had econ-
tributed an additional 16.3% and Adminiscrative Btyle 10.1% over
what Shated Authority Gap alone accounted for in the varilance of
Satlsfactions, for a total of 53.6% shared wvariance.

It wag apparent that there is significant relationship between
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Shared Authority Gap and faculty Satisfactions as measured by
questicnnaire responees, Administracive Style and Communications are
also mignificantly related to such Satlsfacrions over and above their
effects on Bhared Authority Gap.

The pecond half of Question 6 redquired testing the scored
responses related to Inscitutional Effectlveness for a significant
relationshlp with Shared Authority Gap. Question V.Z. of the questicn-—
nalre asked respondents to rate their Institution in compariscn with
other community coalleges on three items (Faculty Comperence,
Administrative Competence, and (uality of Educational Programa) by
checking a rating on a five-step scale ranging Ffrom Excelient to Poor.
The mean of the individoal responses to the three Lltems was computed
and used as an lodex to overall Instirutiomal Effectiveness.

The Institutional Effectlveness index was regressed stepwlse
with the contrel varisbles for Activity entered first and, then,

Shared Authority Gap, for all faculty responses. The regression

produced a multiple R of .ﬁ??._ﬂz of .230, F ratio of 8.245 (3 and

83 df), significant at better than the .003 level. To determine
whether Administrative Stvle and Communicatlons would have additionmal
gignificant effect over and ahove that of Shared Authority, those

two varlables were added in combination in the next step after the
Actlvity control variables and Shared Authority Gap. The resultant

regression produced a muitiple R of 667, E? of .445, F ratio of

13.009 (5 and 81 df), significant at better than the .003 level. The

diatribution of accountahility for the variance in Instituticmal
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Effectiveness was Actlvity contrel variables, .04B; Shared Authority
Gap, .181; Communicartionse, .216; snd Admlnistrative Style, 000,

It was apparent that both Shared Authority Gap and
Communications had a significant and positive relationship with
perceptions of Institutrional LEffectiveness at hetter than the .005
level of significance, and that Shared Authority Gap accounted fot
approximately 18.1% and Communications 21.62 of the wvarlance In
Institutional Effectivenesa (39.7% together) as rated hy the faculty
responses used to compute the Institutional Effectiveness index.
Question ¥

Is the difference between the mean petrceptions of [aculcy and
administrarors of how decigions are made significantly related to
mean faculty perceptions of communications? The question was posed
in the interest of exploring whether the difference between the
perceptione af the two groups about decision making was itself an
indicater of poor communlcatlons. To test the relatlonship, the data
were aggregated by college and rhe means of the variables of inrerest
for each college computed. The difference between the means of
faculty response scores and administractor response scores on Section 1
of the guestionnaire (How are decislons made?) was computed and wiil
be called here, for zonvenlence, Difference. The Differences were

regressed with the Communiratlone means (farulty perceprion) for

each college. The resulting R was .211, 52 was 045, F ratloc was
LA73 {1 and B EE], which was not aignificant at the .03 level. The

expectatlon that mean faculty perceptlons of Communications by
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college would be significantly related to the mean Differences by
callepe was not confirmed,
Question B

Are the mean faculty perceptions of Administrative Style and
fommunicatlona by college significantly related to the faculty mean
perceptions of SBhared Authority Gap by college? Are the Shared
Avthority Gap faculty means by college significantly related to mean
faculty Attirude toward Colleccive Bargaining?

To test these relationshipse, the means of the varlables of
interest by college were first computed. GSince prlor tescs had
indicated that academlc faculty and vocational-techmical faculty often
differed significantly In their attitudes and perceptions, a new
varlable representing the percentage of academlc faculty to total
faculty 1in the samples by college was computed and is, for conven-
lence, designated Per herein.

The mean faculty Shated Authorlcy Gap was regressed stepwise
wlth Per entered first, then, the means of Administratlive Scyle and

Communicatlons together entered on the second step. The resulcing

tegressions show that Fer alone has an R of .811, an EE of .658, an
F ratic of 15,418 (1 and 8 df), significant at better than the ,005
level.

At the second atep, Admindstratlve Style had ipnsufficient
potentlal effert for entry and Communications was automatleally
entered alone. The resultant regression had a multiple R of .8356,

Ez of .69V, with an F ratic of B.112 (2 and 7 df), significant at
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the .025 level. The 52 change contributed by Communications was .04(.
To further ascertain the relative strengcth of the Communications

means, the Shared Authority Gap means were regressed with the

Comnunications means alone. The tesulting R was 601, E? .361, and

F ratio 4.526 (1 and B df), whlch was not guite significant at the
.05 level.

It is apparent that there may be a significant relationship
between Communications means and Shared Authotity Gap means, but the
small sample size {n = 10 colleges) affected ¥ ratios and the
relationehip did not meet the .05 asignificance level criterion of
the etudy and the relationship was not confitmed. The warlable Per,
for percentage of academic faculry to toral faculty in che samples by
college, was significantly related to mean Shared Authoritky Gap,
alone and in combinaticon with Communicatione and they acreounted for
65.8% and 4.,0%, reapectively, of the variance in Shared Aurthority Gap
means in stepwise regression. Similar regressions were rum to test
for a significant relationship between the faculty neans of Shared
Authority Gap and Attitudes rtoward Collective Bargalning, but none were
found significant at the .05 lewvel.

Sources of Faculty Diseatisfacrions

with Decision Making

Quearion II.B.13. of the gqueasrionnalre asked for a free
tresponse to the question, "In your opinion, what conttibutes most
to faculty dissatilsfaction with respect to declaion-making on your

campus?" The response rates in terms of percentages of the total
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sample who reesponded to the guestlon were: faculty, 77%; administrators,
82%: divislion chaltmen, 69%.

The responses were reviewed and categorized and the pumber of
regsponses in each category counted., The resulis are presented in
Table 6. The reader should view the results with the followlng con-
cerna in mipd: the difficulties of Inrerpretation and caregorizarion
of free regponses, and the possibilicies of blas resulting from the
overall context of the questionnaire,

Sources of Overall Saciafaction,

Dissatisfacrion and

Recommendat {ionsg

for Remedial

Acrions

Question V.4, of the guestionnalre asked for a free response
to the question, 'Whar matters contrlbute most to your satisfactlons
or dissatisfactions, and what remedial actions would you recommend?"
The number of members regponding to this question and that number as
a percent of the total sample responding to the questlonnaires as a
whole was: faculty, 68 (79%); administrateors, 28 (72%}; and division
rhairmen, 11 {69X}.

The facters contributing to overall sariafactlons and
digsatisfartions were numerous snd diverse, and it is not deemed
pertinent to provide here a complete tabulation, but, rather, a mote
general summary. WIith respect to faculty satisfactions, the mest
frequently mentioned scurces were assoclated wich teaching, teaching

conditions, classtoom autonomy, academic freedom, and the social and
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Institution Members' Opinfons sa

of Faculty Pissatisfactions

Neclsion-making

a2

to Sources

wirh

Humber and percentage

actributing cause

of commenta

Lo BOUFCE

Adminis- Divigion Humber
Sources Faculry trators chairmen percent
Poor communications--
lack of informa-
£i3.83 (29.3) (36.4) f19.97
tlon 13 12 4 29
Faculty apathy, dia-
interest or lnef-
fectivenena of
{ 9.6) (26.8) (27.1) (15.6)
participation q 11 3 23
Adminfstration too
{ 6.4) { 4.1)
autharitarian 3] 6
State level influence
( 7.4) ( 4.9 { 9.00 { 6.8)
or declslans 7 2 1 190
Lack of consulta-
(20.3) (14,4687 (17.8)
tions with faculty 20 6 26
Consulted but input
(12.8) { 7.1 (10.3)
ignored 12 3 15
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Table & {continued}

Number and percentage of comments

attributing cause to gource

Adminis- Mvisfon Number
Sources Faculry trators chalmen percent
Ineffective or inade-
( G.6) (7.0 { 8.2}
guate leadership 9 3 12
Quality, Timing or
(11.7) { 7.2} {27.3) (11.6}
lack pt, declsfons 11 3 3 17
Impotent commltteea
or faculty memhber-
([ 6.4} { 2.4} { 4.8)
ships 6 1 7
Lack of sultable
mechanisms for
{ 1.1) (00.7)
patticipation 1 1
Tocal {all 10D0%) 94 41 11 146
Number of members
regponding 0 32 11
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professional associations {38 out of 63 comments). Only seven comments
out of the &3 reflected satisfacrions drawn from the administrative
relationships or Erom communications ot censultation.

The single most frequent dissatisfier was salary, mentioned
15 cimes out of 84 total comments. Items receiving 4 to & mentions
each Included program funding supporc, teaching conditions and clase
gaizea, level of workload, nethods of asglgnlnpg workload, plantc and
physical conditions, atate level influence, and promoticn policy.
Related ro the central interestrs of this study, there wete 10
complaints relarive to administrative style or compecence, 7 relative
ko lack of trust or confidence in administraters, and 12 that related
to poor communications, lack ¢f consulfatlion, or disregarding of
faculey Iinputs for a total of 29 out of B3 that trelated to adminile-
trative stvle, communications, and sharing of authotrity. Of the
gpecific recommendations for remedial acrions, 7 of 23 related to the
same factors.

Summary and Intevpretatiocon of Scatistical

Results
The preceding sectlone of Chapter 4 have presented the

atatlgtiral analyses of the study data as applied to the hypotheses
of the study, and to a series of questiona derived from the research
interests Introduced in Chapter 1. The feollowing sectlons will
summarize the regults obtained from the statistical analyses. All
hypotheaee, reseatrch questlions, and results are 1in terms of the
attitudes and perceptions of the members of the Virginia Community

College System ae measured by thelt guestionnaire responses as of the
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time of the study.

Reaults of Tests of Hypotheses

and Anclllary Tests

The study hypotheses formulated at the beginoing of the
regearch were estated In Chapter 1 and restated in Chapter 3 in teat-
able form., The hypotheses were tested uslng multiple regression
analysis. In view of the srated exploratory orientarion of the study,
questions that were anclllary to several of the hypotheses were also
examined. A summary of results of the tests of the hypotheses is
contained in Table 7, and a summary of the ancillary tests results is
contained in Table B. The combined tables reflercr the followling
regulte with respect to the specific hypotheses and the ancillary
questions.

Hypothesis 1

Posltion held was found to affecr shared authorilty gap per-
ceptilons, administrators and division chalrmen both petcelwing smaller
gapa in shared authority chan faculty membetrs. The effect of
Posltion held on atcitudes toward collective bargaining For faculty
and administrators was not signlficant ar the criterion level of
selgnificance (.D%). When administratorse and division chalrmen were
combined and compatred to faculty, the effecr of positicon was signif-
icant, the faculcy having significantly more favorable attitudes
toward coilective bargaining.

Hypothesls 2

The correlaticn becween faculcy petceptions of administra-

tive style and perceptions of communicatiocna was .82, the former
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accounting for 67% of the variation in the latcer. When the relation-
ship was contrelled for the variables of college, position, activity,
rank, and highest degree held, and the percepricns of administrators
and division chairmen were included, perceptions of administrative
atyle accounted for 45% of the wvarlance in perceptlons of communica-
tlens, while all of the varilables combined accountad for 72X.

The correlation between faculty perceptions of administrative
atyle and perceptions of shared authority gap was .35, the former
accounting for 30X of the varlance ©of the latter. When the same
relationghip was controlled for the kind of teaching activity, per-
ceptions of administrarive style accuunted for 264 of the variance in
shared authority gap perceptions, and the control varlables about
7%, for a toral shared variance of 33%. For a given perception of
administrative style, vocational-technical faculty perceived a
aignificantly amaller shared authoriry gap. When the perceptions of
administrators and division chairmen were included with thoge of
faculty and the relationshilp reexamined while controlling for college,
posltion, acrivity, rank, and highear degree held, perceptions of
adminiscrative =style accounted for abour 17% of varlance in percep-
tlons of shared authority gap and the control variakles about 233%.

Uypothesis 3

The correlation between faculty perceptions of communications
and perceptlione of shared authority gap was .64, the former accounting
for 40% of the varlance In the latter. When the relationship was
controlled for the kind of teaching accivity, the combined variables

accounted for 41% of the variance in perceptions of shared authority,
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the perceptions of communicaticne comtriburing about 34% and the con-
trol variables about 7%,

Hypothesis 4

The multiple correlation between the combination of faculry
perceptions of administrative style and perceptions of communicaticns
and perceptlons of shared authority gap was .64, the combined vari-
ables accounting for about 41% of the wariance in shared authority gap
perceptlons, an amount not appreciably more than that aecounted for
by effects of perceptions of communications zlone. When the relation-
shlp was controlled for teaching activity, the total shared variance
was about 427, with administrative style and communlcarions in combina~
tion accounting far about 34%, An Interaction warlable, testing for
posgeibhle interactrive effects between adminisrrative style and com-
munications, was statistically significant but contributed less than
1% to the variance shared with perceptiens of shared authority gap.
Further investigation of the relationship including the perceptions of
adminlstrators and divieion chairmen and controlling for the effects
of college, positilon, activity, rank, and highest depgree held resulted
in the combination of adminiastrative style and communications account-—
ing for about 24% of the total for all variables of 47% shared vari-
ance with perceptions pf shatred authotriry gap.

Hypothesia 5

The correlation of .21 and ahared variance of _04 for the
relationship between faculty atctitudes toward collective bargaining
and perceptions of shared authority gap were net significant at the

criterion .05 lewvel.
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Research Question Results

The fpllowing results were obtained:

1. Differences In faculty and administrater perceptions and
arritudes——two-talled tests for significant differencea between
faculty and administrartor scores on the main variables revealed that
the difference in petception of administrative style was not signif-
icant at the .05 level. Borh groups perceived 1t as nearly centered
in the authoriratian-participative cantinuum, All other differences
were glgnificant at the .03, or better, level. Faculty menbers per-
celved decizsiong as made ar & higher level of adminlstrarive primacy,
perceived a larger shared authorlty gap, communications as wore closed,
and were more favorable in their attitudes toward collective bargain-
ing. Faculty algo thought authority cught to be shared more than did
adminiatrators.

2. Differences in faculty perceived shared authority gap
among subateas of decision making--T Teste of faculty scoree of pairs
of decisien subareas showed that the two subareas having the largest
gapsa, the areas relating toc decisions about professional dutles and
academic platining and policy, were significantiy different from the
two lowest, those related to decisions about academle operations and
student affazira, all differenriated at the .0l level or better.
Declsione about faculty status was between highest and lowest groups
differing significantly only from the loweat, decislons abkout student
affairs at the .03 level of significance.

3. BRelative welght of faculty perceptions of elements of

adainistrative styvle and communications--the regressions performed
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suggested that among the 11 elements, those related to faculty trust
in administtators, te administrators' supporcive behaviot, to the
psychological closeness of administrators and faculry, and to upward
communicarion had mest influepce. In combinat{on, they aeccount for
about 44% of rhe wvarlance shatred with shared autherity gap ascores as
compared to about 4BY% of the variance shared with a1l 11 variables.

4, Relatlonehip of faculty percelved communications to
attitudes toward collective bargsinlng-—a correlation coefficient of
.27 and coefficient of determinarion of .07 were gignificant at the
.029 level. A significant and positive relationship 1s Indlcated.

5. Faculty preferences for improving participation decisicn
maklng--faculty rankings of the several approaches to lmproving
participation were converted to normal scores for statistical
analysla. The results of T Tests indicated that more communicarion
and consultation was the most preferred avenue, significantly higher
than all other avenues at the .007 level of significance or berter,
including both new delegations of suthority and betrter organlzational
arrvangementa (both at the .C00 level).

6. Relatlonship of faculty petceived shared authority gap to
faculty overall satisfactions and percelved institutional effective-
ness--a regreasion of faculty scores for sacisfaction with membership
with perceptlona of shared authority gap Indicated a significant
relationship at the .0D05 level of significance and with a coefficlent
of determlnation of .27. A further regresslon that added administra-
tive style and communicatlons scorea stepwise and in combination after

shared authority gap determined that communication contributed an
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addirional .16 and adminietrative style .10 to rthe final combined
coeffirlent of determination of .54, slgnificant at the .005 level of
significance. An index of faculty perceptlon of insticutlonal effec-
tiveness, the mean of faculty perceptions of faculrty competence,
aduinistrative competence, and quality of educarlonal programs, was
constructed and regressed with farulcy perceptions eof shared authority
gap. A coefficient of determination of .23, significant at better
than the .0%5% level was cbtained. Again, adminietrative atyle and
communications were added in combiparien and atepwlse to the regrea-
gloen. The resulting regresslon was significant at the 0053 level.
The overall coefficient of determination derived a .18 contribution
from shared authority gap, .22 from communications, and .00 from
adminilstrative style for about .40 total.

7. Relationahlp of perceived communicarcions te differences
In weans of faculty and administrators' perceptiona of how decisions
are made--the by-pchool means of the differences were regressed with
the by school means of faculty perceptions of communicatlens. The
reguleing coefficlent of determipnation of .05 wae not significanc ar
the .05 level,

B. Hypothesea 4 and 5 retested on the basis of the means of
the variables by college--the means of the main varlables by college
were computed along with a variable (Fer) representing the ratic of
academic faculty to total faculty at each echool. tleans of shated
authotity gap were regressed stepwiese controlling first for Fer, then
entering the meanes of admindstrative style and communications together.

The reaulting regression provided a coefficient of determination for
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Per of .66, and for communicatlons .04, for a total of .70, siganificant
at the .025 lewvel. Regresslon of the shared authorlty gap means with
the communicationa means alone rvesulted in a coefficlent of derermina-
tion ef .36l which was not guirte slgnificant {1 and 8 df) at the .05
level, Thus, there may be a fairly strong by-school relationship
between faculty mean perceptions of shared authordty pap and communilca-
tiona, but the present atudy failled to confirm 1t ac the .05 level.
Similar regresslons of the means of atcitudes toward collective
bargaining with the means of shared autherity gap by schoal failed

to substantiate any relationships significant at the .05 level.

Free Responge Queatlons

The questions soliciting free responses obtained the following
summary results.

1. Sources of faculty dispatisfactions with participacion in
decision making--of faculty reply to the guestionnalre as a whole, 77%
responded to thils partlcular question. The mest frequently mentioned
sources of dissatisfacrions were lack of consultation with faculry
mentioned 20 times (20.3%); peor communications and lack of informarion
13 times (13.8%); and faculty input ignored 12 times (12.8%}), for a
total of abour 47% of the 1tems mentioned that related to communica-
tions, upwatrd or downward. Among adminietrators and division chair-
men, about 1f3 of the items mentioned relarted to poor communications
or lack of information. Within the same groups, about 1/4 of the
mentioned itema related in one way or anorher to Faculty apathy, dis-
interest or other aepecte of faculty ineffectiveness in particlipating

in decision making as a soutce of digsatisfacticen, whereas only 9.6%
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of faculty comments saw this as a source,

2. Soutces of overall faculty satlsfactlons, dissatisfactions,
and reccmmended remedies--of the total of faculty questlonnalre
reapondents, 68 {75%) respunded to this question. With reference to
satisfactions, the most frequently mentioned sources were related to
the teaching process and associated factors and to the soclal and
professional asscclations (60% of the tocal comments}. Only 11¥%
attribured satlsfactions to the processes of adminiastration, con-
sultaticn, or communications, The most frequent dissatisfier was
salary which accounted for 1B8% of the comments. Sources that all
received 5% to 7% each of the total included program funding, teachlng
conditions and class size, levels of workload, methods of assigning
workload, plant and physical conditions, state level influence, and
promotion policles. About 35% of the complaints related to aspecks
of administrative style, communlearions, amd sharing of authority.
About 310% of rthe faculty recommendations for remediez related to the
game factors.

Sumnary aand Overview BResults

The statlstical analysis of the study data conflrmed the
principal hypotheses of the study regarding the relationshipe among
the variables of faculty perceptions of adminisrrative atyle, com-
municaticns and ahared authority gap. Ancillary analyses confirmed
the undetlying premises of the study. The analyses failed to confirm,
at the cricerion .05 level of significance, the hypothesized relatlon-
ship between faculty perceptions of shared authority gap and attitudes

toward collective bargaining. However, faculty perceptions of
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conmunlcations were found to be significantly related to collective
bargaining attitudes. In the final chaptor, the study 1= summarized,
the conclusions drawn from the analyees are set forth and discussed
in the light of thecry and prior research, and recommendations for

the future are developed.



Chapter 5
Summary, Conclueions, and Recommendations

Introduction

The study arose from concerns about prevalent faculty dis-
satisfactlions with shared authority and the expected adverse effects
of suech diasatisfactions on member's owverall satisfactions and on
institutional effectiveness. Community colleges were of particular
interest because of the lower levels of sharing and higher levels of
faculty discontent teported in the Iiterature. From those con-
giderations, a general need for research was definmed. Prior
apptoaches conaidering revised modelis of governance, more delegations
of authority to faculty, and revised crganizational mechanlsms were
viewed as not immediately promising of results, leading te the con-
ciusion that additional alternatives were desirable.

The Approach

To that end, the pregent atudy coneldered that communlcatlons
might well be a significant factor in faculty percepticne of shared
authoricy gap, and would itself bhe & factor strongly related to
adminiatracive style and initiatives. The principal purpoee of the
study, then, was to study the nature and strength of the relation-
ships, and at the same time ascertaln the relaticnehip between
faculty perceptions of shared authority gap and thelr attitudes
toward collective bargaining. The orientation was dual: firsg,

toward ascertaining the atated relationshipe; snd second, toward

1086
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exploration that might provide a rational basls for both administrative
iniciatives and further research.

The ¥irginia Communicy College System was chosen for the
gtudy on the basis of its artributes considered In the framework of a
theorecical model of expected relationships drawn from the behavioral
achool of management theory. Underlying premises of the study were
that communications are peceesarily inherent in the concept of shared
authority and would, therefore, affect perceptiona of shering; and
that what appears to be a conslstent demand by faculty for new
delegations of authority to faculry, or new organizational arrange-
ments, may be In reality demands for better and more cpen comuunica-
ticns.

From those central premimes and c¢onsilderationa, the specific
hypotheses related to the Virginia Communitry College System were
formulated. The maln thrust of the coclleccive hypotheses expected
that within a fixed framework of delegated authority the perceptions
of faculcy about communications would be atrongly related to percep-
tions of adminietrative style and that perceptions of shared authority
gap would, in turn, he strongly telated to perceptions of communica-
tlone. Additionally, it was expected that the perceptlons of faculty
and administrators about shared authority would be significantly
different, and that faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining
would be mignificantly related to thelr perceptlons of shared
authority gap.

The Literature

There were five atudies, apanning 1967 to 1975, reviewed, and
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all reflecred a faculty desire for authority shating and concomicant
diasatisfaction with how they saw authority being shated. Of the
atudies, four discusged rhe role of communications. Communications
were seen as genetrally poor, difficult, and contributing to lack of
confldence and trust in administratora. Qf these studies, three
recognized communicatlons as a major tool in authority aharing, but
none measured a relationship between communicatlons and shared
authority. A study embodied a conceptual model silwmilar to the preasent
study and affirmed a relationship between administrative style, a
major aspect of which was the communications pattern, and perceptiomns
of shared authority. Several srudles suggested a relationship between
faculty disaatisfactions with shated authority and attitudes toward
collective bargaining. Administrator-faculty disagreement about how
much authority ahould be shared was found in one study. Overall, the
literature lent credence to the need for the atudy, imporctance of
communiications, and the role of administrative style in esrablishing
the communilcations pattern.
The Deailgn

The stuwdy waa an ex post facrte design using a maliled quesion-
naire to determine the artitudea and percepticons of a random sample
of faculty and administrators of the Virginia Community College
Syatem. The initially selected cample of 220 persens frem 10 colleges
ylelded 146 usable responses.

The questiponnaire employed summated rating acales to measure
reapondent 's perceptiona of gap in shared authority, the administra-

tive Btyle employed, the pattern of communicationa at his insticution,
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and attitude towsrd collective bargaining. Alsoe collecred were data
on related attitudes and perceptiona, and several attribute variables.
Multiple regreseion analyeis was the principsal statistical teeol used
to test the hypotheses and research questions, with T Teats alse used
oo some of the latter.

Principal Findings

The underlying premlises and hypotheses of the study, with
regard to the relacicnehlps among the variables of faculty percelved
administrative style, communications, and shared authority, were
supported. More speclfically:

1. The faculcy did perceive a gap in shared authority. They
perceived decislons as made in the Administracive Primacy mode, and
believed that declsions should be made in the Shared Authority mede.

2. The faculty mean rankings of slternative approaches to
improving faculty participation in decislon making indicated more
communnicatione ard consultation as having the most lmportance and
potentlal, asignificantly above all other approaches.

3. Faculty perceptiona of shared authority gap were
significantly related to theilr perception of the communications
pattern., Faculty perceptlions of communications were, in turn,
aignificantly related to their perceptiona of administrative style.

4., Faculty perceptions of shared authoriety gap were found to
be mignificantly relaced to thelr percepticna of inscitutilon effective-
nesa and to thelr own overall satisfactions with institutional member-
ship, as expected. Further, 1t waa found that adminlstrative atyle

and comsunicatiocnm had significant effect on satisfactions and
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perceived institutional effectiveness, over and above the effecta of
shared authority gap.

The hypotheslzed relatrionship between faculty perceptions of
shared authoricy gap and atrtitudes toward collective bargailning was
net supported at the .05 level of significance. Had the relationship
heenn statilatically significant, it would still have beem a tather
minor effect. Tt I8 not apparent that faculty dissatisfgctiona with
shared authority contribute materially te favorable attitudes toward
collective bargaining. An unpredicted relationship between percep-
tions of communicatrions and attitudea roward collectlve bargalning
was discovered, indicating that where communications are perceived
ag relatively closed and unidirectional, faculty attitudes will be
more favorable toward collective bargaining.

The hypotheasized effect of poaltion, whether faculty or
administrator, on perceptions of shared authority gap was supported,
administratotrs perceiving a smeller gap in shared aurhority than did
faculty members. Further, administrators and faculty differed
significantly as to how decisions are made and on how declsions
should be made, the faculty perceiving less and desiring more faculty
sharing than did edministrators.

Discusgion of Findings In Relation to

Theery and Prior Reaearch

The discuasion that follaws undertakes to serve the dual
orientation of the study toward: {a) administrative initiatives that
might be suggested by the findings, and (b) the implicationa for

future remearch. Toward those ends, foundational matters that appear
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comman $0 both orientatlons are diacussed first and then followed by
separate discusslions addressed to each of the two purposes.

The Shared Authority Gap

The means of the perceptlons related to shated aucliority are
ghown, on a reproduction of a portilon of the continuum uvsed in the
questionnaire, on Figure 2, The graphic presentation of the varilous
perceptions about decislow making provides perspective on two points
of intereest:

1. The faculty apparently percelve a need to shift decieion
making from about the center of administrative primacy to the central
area of shared authoricy.

2, Adminiatrators and diviaion chairmen do not perceive a
very large need for change--the way declaions are made 1s a relatively
small distrance from how, in their view, they should be made.

1t should also be noted that the perceptions and preferences
partrayed in Figure 2 are based on the means of the five decision sub-
areaa, The faculty perceived gap for the subareas of declsion making
relaring to professional duties and academie planning and pollcy are
larger than the neans, and, consequently, the faculty dissatisfac-
tions and the gap between faculty and administrator viewpcilnta with
reaspect ta those decislon areas alone may be expected to bhe larger
yet than thome portrayed in Figure 2.

The difference in perceptiona between faculty and adminlstra-
tore as to the reality of how declslons are actually made, and the
differences in viewpoint as to how decisions shouid be made, may be

apurces of conflict and tension between faculty and adminiastratvors.
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Certainly, the differences in perceptions are in themselves indicatcore
of need for more communication aimed at more mutuallcty of percepticns
as to what ia happening, and, hopefully, more agreement about what
gshould happen. The difference of opinicn between faculty and adminis-~
trators about how much authority gharing there should be agrees
generally with the findings of Olson (1968) with respect to the
community colleges in the state of Washington.

Effects of the Faculty Perceived

Shared Authorilty Gap

The findings of the study appear to support the thecretical
expectationa with respect to inatitutional effectiveness and member
satisfactions. Faculty perceptions af gap accounted for 27% of the
varfance 1n overall faculty saclafactions with instituticenal member-
ship and accounted for 23% of the varlance in their perception of
institutional effectivenesas. This, in part, replicated the finding
of Demerath et al. (1967} that when faculty perceived a greater
participacion in decision making, their satisfactions and estimates
of institutional effectivenesa both increased, and 1s 1in agreement
with the Theory Section in Chapter 1 herein.

At the same time, the hypothesized effect of shared authoricy
gap on attltudes toward collective barpaining was not supported by
the data analysis. Had the relationship been statistically aslgnifi-
cant, it would still have bLeen a rather minor effect, the perceptlons
of shared authority gap accounting for approximately 4% of the
variance 1n attltudes toward cocllective bargaining. It is apparent

that attitudes toward collective bargaining are mainly determined by
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othetr factors. It may aleo be that facuwlty have perceived that
collective bargaining is not really supportive of the objectives of
sharing of authority In the declaion making assoclated with educa-
tional lasues, as hags been suggested by the Carnegie Commisaion on
Higher Education ({1973), Steger (cited in Monroe, 1973}, and
Richardson et al. {19721).

Relative Import among Subareas

of Decigion Hﬂkina

Analyeis of the faculty respongses with respect to the gap
between how declslons are made and how they should be made revealed
some differences among the decision subareas. The gap berween actual
and 1deal declasion-making medes were larger for decislons related to
profegeional duties and academic planning and policy than for
decisions related to student affairs and academic operations.
However, the difference in mean acores between the two groups of
decision subareas only represents approximately 1/3 nf cne verbal
descriptor difference (i.e., 1/3 of the distance between Shared
Authority and Administrative Primacy). Considering the kind of
meaaurements made, the degree of difference in relative importance
aof the areas ro faculty should probably not be considered large.
Rather, the pergpective that faculty have a fairly subatantial interest
in greater sharing in all areas may be the more important one, with
the differentiation indicating the areas in which the largest

increases in sharing ia desired,
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The Bole and Pattern of

Communiicationa

With regard to role, the original premise of the atudy, that
faculty might favor more effective communicatione and wmore rcongulta-
tion 1n preference to delegations of addiricnal areas of authority
te faculty or better organizational arrangements between faculty and
adminlstrators, was supported. Faculty perceptions of the quality of
communicatione wae found to account for approximetely 40¥ of the
variance in the faculty percelived ghared auvthority gap, What was not
forecaet was the even larger impact of communications that the data
analysis suggesra, Adverse effects oo institutional effectiveness
and member satisfactlons expected from gape In shared authority was
one of the stated concerna of the study. The hypotheses considered
only the effect of communications on such end results through 1ts
effecta on shared authority gap as an Iintervening varfable. The
study results show, howevet, that while faculty perceptions of shared
authoricy gap account for 272 of the variance in owverall satisfac~
tiens, communication can account for an additlonsl 16¥ (and adminis-
trative style an additional 10X} afrer the effects of shared
authority gap is accounted fot, or a total shared variance of 54%.
Similarly, faculty perceived shared authority gap accounted for 182
of the variance in perceived institucional eEfectiveneas, and com-—
munications added 22X more accountebllity, bringing the total to 40X.
Of lesper importance, communicationa perceptions accounted for approx-—
imately 7X of the varlance in attftudes toward collective bargaining.

In iight of the apparent multiple effects of communicationa, some of
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which are rather strong etffects, it would appear from the present
study reaults that communications 18 not only a key factor in per—
ceived shared authority gap, but the pattern of communicacions is of
fundamental and pervasive importance to institutional effectiveness.
The data would alesc tend to support the view that faculty desires for
increased shatring are not so much a deerire fotr increased power as
they are a plea for better information, more consultation and accord
to profeasional status--a '"human relations' approach to management,
more in the veln described by Demerath et al. (1967).

Aglde from the role and effects of communications, the queation
of how the pattern is currently perceived 1s of some interest. By
applying the mean acoree of faculty perceptiona for subelements of
communicatlona to the queatlonnalre descriprors, a verbal profile of
mean faculty percepticons can be obtained. Faculty see "littrle" inter-
action and communication gimed at achleving the objectives of the
organization. The directicn of information flow 1s described as
"mogrly downward.'" Downward communication is viewed as: being
initiated primarily at the top or patterned on communication from the
top; giving faculty only the informacion the adminlatrators feel they
need; and being sometimea acceptable and sometimes viewed with
sugplcion. Upward coununication is percelved am "limited" with only
twoderate responsibllity on the part of faculty to initiate upward
communicationa; the informaticon that the admiunlstration wanta to hear
flowa and other information may be limited. They see a slight to
moderate need for a supplementary upward comeunicaticon system.

Sideward communicatlons were characterized as falr to good.
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Peychulogical closeness of administrators to faculry was described as
between "failrly close" and "can be moderately close 1f proper roles
are kept." Administratots' understanding of faculcy problems was
placed between "some knowledge and understanding' and "understands
problems quite well." The perceptions of administrators and faculry
about each other were petrcelved as belng between "moderately

]

accurate" and "often In errer on some points.' The overall faculty
(o0 = 91) mean communication score for all subareas was 6.45 which
places it almost in the center of the Likert (1967) continuum
between the relatively clesed and unidirecrional pattern end and

the open, multidirectional end,

The Role and Pattern of

Administrative Stryle

Ar the intuitive level, the role of administrative style,
the leaderahip proresses used in achieving organizational goals,
appear almost obvious, While science and technology were required
to put a man on the moon, the pronouncetment by President Kennedy
that defined it as 2 natlonal objective and the supportive behavior
that fellowed were no less Important and neceasary,

The results of the present study are supportive of thet
intuition: the relatilonship berween faculty perceptions of adminis-
trative style and patterns of communicatlon was atrong, a4 correlatilon
of .82, and 67 shared wvariance. When the relationship was examined
for the whole sample, including percepticna of administrators and
division chairmen, and contralling for five attribute variables,

administrative style atill accounted for 43% of the varlance in
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perceptions of communicatiens. And, as the preceding sectiona have
argued, good communications are important to organizational effeccive-
NeBE.

It is nort intended to suggest that the agudy findings teflect
that the only problems are te establish good downward communications
and to advance an open ear toward upward communications. The
Yambivalence" of faculty attltudes toward participation found by
Dykea (1970} appears to exlst in the Virginia system, along with
some problens of lateral communications, as reflected by the responses
to the open-ended guestlons of the present study (see Table b). But
even In those problems, it appeatrs likely that initlatives for
remedial action must come from the top administrators, since an
adequate alternate source is not readily visible.

The pattern of adminiatrative style ae perceived by the
faculty membera at the time of the study can slso be approximated
by application of the mean scores for the elements of administrative
style to the corresponding deseriptiona of the questionnaire.
Administrators were described as having subatantial but not complete
confidence and trust In the faculty; they are perceived as still
wilshing to keep control of deciaions. The faculty confidence and
trust in administrators was characterized as suvbservient. The score
for the extent to which administratora display supportive behavior
placed it in the edge of the "dimplays supportive behaviotr quite
generally" near the "displays supportive behavior in condescending
manner and situations only" category. Adminlatrative behavior was

percelived as making faculty Ffeel rather free to discwaa things about
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thelr job with their division chairman., Division chairmen were per-
celved as usually getting the ldeas and opinions of faculty 1in solving
job problema and trying to make conatrnctive use of them. The over-
all mean faculty score for the several elements was 5.79 which was
better than the communicatione score and placed 1t slightly to the
“"participative" eide of the center of rhe auvthoritative-participative
continuum. In the case oif adminlstrative style, the percaptions of
administrators did not differ significantiy from theoee of the faculty.
Ag in the case of communicatrions, prior research results would
indicate the desirabllity of efforts toward achieving a more
participative administrative style. The present study findings
aupport that viewpoint. There Is alsc the distinct possibility

that a succegsful administrative efforc in improving the comuunica-
tlons pattern might alsc result in more favorable perceptions of
administrative astyle. To put 1t another way, rhe combined adminia-
trative style and communicationa scores may reflect that faculty feel
thar the administration is not really so much auvthoritarian, bur are
the archirects of a relatively closed communicatlons policy. Hence,
opening of the communicatione pattern might well lead to a shift in
petceptlon of adminietrarive atyle toward partiecipative. Such an
effect would not be unlike the phenomena deacribed by Demerath et al.
{1967} wherein a large part of the change In administrative style
seemed to be a more open and effective pattern of communications.

The Elements of Adminlatrative

Style and Communications

Aa refliected In Chapter 4, the effort of the atudy to asseas
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the relative importance of the elementa that comprised these two main
variables did not aucceed in providiang answers of any precision
because of the problem of the multicollinearicy among the #leéements.
A judgment was made on the basis of a serlea of iterative regressions
that the two factors of administrative style that are most 1lmportant,
and that predict communlcatione nearly as well as all five factors,
are:

1. the extent to which faculty have confidence and trust
in adminlstrators, and

2. the extent to which administrators display supportive
behavior toward cthers.
Among the communications elements, the two elements that predice

shared authority gap well are:

1. upward communicationa pattern—-the adequacy, accuracy,
and the faculty's feeling of responsibility for initiating accurate
upward communicaticne, apd

2. the pasychologiral closeness of administrators to
faculty--the understanding by administrators of the problems of
faculty and the accuracy of the perceptioms by faculty and adninis-
trators of each other,

The four elements listed were found to account for 442 of the variance
in faculty perceptions of shared authority as compared to 48% of all
11 elenencs.

Conclusions

In view of prior theory and research, and the findinga of

the present atudy, conclusions are drawn, They are as follows.
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Pagaibllities for Adminiasrrative

Inltiatives

The moat deairable initiative iz that suggesated In the
previously cited comment of Wilson {eited in Dvkes, 1970} that
colleges ought to be "subjected to the same Iintensive analysis and
study which have been brought to bear on vatrious forms of busilness
and industrial enterprise [ p. 1if }." It is apparcnt that there
exists within academs a substantial theoretical base suppotted by a
body of empirical findings that can prescribe a sclence-hased
aystems approach to establishing a more participative and more
effective management system for adminietering collegea. It would
appear that this kind of appreach, which has been applied effectively
in industry, 18 not generally being applied in colleges, Olson’s
{1968} study of the Washington state community college ends with an
eloquent plea for & revision of administrative style and structute.
The desirability of Olson’s recommended actlon appears well-supported
by the Demerath et al, {1967) study--the recommended kind of adminis-
trative style works and produces the desired results. For those who
might wish to follow, the style ls defined by Demerath at al. in
their chapter on '"Collegilalized Management,”" to which Likert's (1967)

The Human Organization would provide an excellent supplewent.

Congidering that the literature of higher education sdminis-
trarion and governance has widely advocated greater faculty parcici-
pation, and cthat the basis for meeting such an objective in
organizationally effective ways hsa been avallable but not generally

applied, it ia probably reasonazble to asgume that no immediate and
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widespread movement toward wholly tevised management systems 1a likely
te develop. Accordingly, the thrust of portions of the preaent atudy
hae heen in the direction of developing & diagnosrie besls for
assesalng where the potential might lie for more limlted administra-
tive initlatives, particularly, within the community college system,

The data from this investigation suggests efforte almed
generally at Increasing faculty truar and confldence in adminis-
traters, at more suppettive behevior of adminiatrators toward
facrulty, and at more administrator-faculry contact, in communications
and consultation, with emphaslas on open and responslble upward com-
menicarions, Thils would include speclfic and conacious acriens on
the part of adminlstrators and top leadership to ensure that:

1. Faculty know what decisiong have to be made and what the
consgtraints and 1imits on declsion are.

2. Faculty are consulred prior ro the decisions, and
encouraged, or even regulred, to provide thelr loputs.

3. Faculty are provided directly with informarion as to
the decislon made, snd a rational baais for the decislon, indicacing
wherever poasible how the faculty 1input wae utilized and, if Faculty
recomendationes werenot accepted, why it was necessary ot preferakle
tc make the decision that was made.
5hould it be found deafirable to initlate such an effort Iin a limited
number of decision areas, the study data would suggest concentration
on: matters relating to professional dutlea such as the asalignment of
duties, teaching loads, and community setvice activitieg, matceras of

academic pianning and pelicies such as programs and personnel and
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facilities plans and allacations; and faculty status matters such as
appointments, renewals, promotions, and dismissala.

The differing perceptions of faculty and administrators as
to both the reality and ideals of decision making appears as both a
prablem and an opportuniry. It is a management problem to the extent
that it reflects the lack of a common basis far proceeding as & team,
but is an opportunity for Further communicarion, and the generation
of mutual confidence and trust, in jointly and cooperatively
exploring the questions of "How are we doing this?” and "How should
we be doing 1t?"

The development of a specific and wotkable program of adminis-
trative iniclatives in the communications area embodvying the aims of
the preceding paragrapha is not an easy task, nor one amenable to a
"epookbook" of directions for discribution and implementation. It
requires, first, the full acceptance of top- and middle-management of
the nature of the problem, the need for improvements, and the concep-
tion of how the improvements are to be made, {In planning for shifts
In adminisetrative style, Likert [ 19867 ] recommends, and the Demerath
et al. [ 1967 ] study rends to support the view, that causal vari-
ables be consldered first. As applled here, the central causal
varlables would include the policies, actions, behavior, and image of
the admninistration.) If the top- and middle-adminiatrators can
agree, an appropriate group can then be charged with the development
af a detailed plan of action for approvsl and iwplenentarion. In that
regard, many, 1f not most, colleges or college systems have within

thelr own resources the personnel capabliitiea required for the
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development and implementation of such plans.
The inclusion of the image cf the adminiastrarion among the
matters of concern may need further comment. Brown {1973) had
noted that where leaderghip 1s perceived as having a persistent image
of valueg and Integrity, the Ilmage will overshadow explanationa of
current decisgions. If this is, in fact, true, ir 1s prebable that
a progam of Initilativer in communications cannot expect overnight
success; the administrators must dewelop over a period of time a
peraistent image of being devoted to the values of open communicatien
and consultation and of acting accordingly. This problem, and the
difficulties encountered, are 1llluatrated by the following comuents
drawn from the free responsea of the atudy guestionnaires,
From a faculty membet:
Top adminiatrators promised "'participatory management" and
group decision wmaking by 'consensus" several years ago when
they toock over and have not followed through on thelr promises.
Faculty committee {''task forces') recommendatrions are
ignored/lost/filed away, Decisions are arbitrary--no
consultation with those direectly affected, Administrators
are too touchy--become defensive--I1f oppoalng views or
critictem of ideas are expreassed. ., . . There 18 a ptoblem of
comuunlcationa throughout the school. Moet people feel the
Pregldent and Dean of Instruction cannot be trusted,
There have been too many Incldents of saying one thing and
doing ancther, piving limited information, ete.

From an administrator in the same college:
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A more open and honest trust in one ancther, from adrminis-

tratets on down, would teally eliminace many petty problems

that crop up. Our Preaident and Dean of Instruction are

honestly trying to he open, use particlpating management,

etec., but it takes more time than one reallzes,
The quoted faculty member and the administrator both recommended
regular meetings {"not just during & crisis") with faculty to share
and discuss,., From the limited avallable data, one cannot be certain,
buc ir appears probable that In thar particular college the president
is sincerely trying to increase sharing (which is not evident in
agme other colleges} hut may be having troubles stemming from lack
vf a well-organlzed appreoach and from the relative priorities of
other matcers placed on him. If so, corganized assistance and support
might well help him esucceed.

Those who advocate the need for a totally different model
of governance and adminiatration or a total revision of an adwinis-
trarive style may prove to be correct, but, as haa been previonsly
stated, the acceptance of auch models does not appear imminent. The
preaent study resulete indicate that the commumnicationse pattern within
the organizacion is possibly a wore powerful factor in the shared
suthority problem than 1t has heen previously consldered.
Communicationa and consultation appear degired by faculty in preference
to authoricty per se. It is not evident that more copen communications
preaent any threst to adminietration. It is evident thst administra-
tive style and inirlarive can affect materially the pattern of com-

nunicatiens, and it appears that changes in communicatione patterns
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are likely to occur only If they are initlated by administratora.
In summary, while communications does not appear to be a way of
providing a toral solurion to the problems of shared authority, ir
does appear to be a powerful lever, and is perhaps the lever that
most needs to be used by administrators.

Implications for Research

The present study has been characterized as exploratory
and has, of necesaity, used a post hoe research deaign, and con-
sidered only the perceptions of a random sample of members of the
¥irginia Communitcy College System. Within those limitaticons, 1t
may be consldered as aupporting the findings of the lengitudinal
atudy of Pemerath ec al., (1967) with respect to the generalizacions
that a change In administration, which has ameng its major features
more regular and open communicatione, will preduce greater faculcy
perceptiona of shared authority, satisfaction, and instirurional
effectiveness. The distinction of the present study was the
hypotheses abour and measurementa of the relacionships berween
comuunications and other variablea which tend to suggest a more
powerful role for communications in the academic orpganization then
has been generally recognized.

The two main questione for future reseatch would appear to
be:

1. Is the communicarions pattern as powerful and sig-
nificant a factor in shared authority and corganizational effective-
ness 28 the interpretation of results of the present atudy supg-

gestal
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Z. What, speciEically, should a concerned administrator do
toc achieve the desired pattern of open- and multidireccional-
communications?

With respect to the Firat gquestion, controlled experimental
research would be most desirable, but may oot be possible., 1If
experimental research 1s net poasible, longitudinal studies or post
hor atudies could provide additional confirmacfion or refuratlon.

In the event that others might undertake replication in
other coliegea, it would appesr desirable to further develop the
meagurement inatruments, particularly the sectlon which underrakes
to measure by declsion areas, how declisions are and should be made,
gince some of the responses to the present study would indicate that
the declsion areas wete not well adapted to the comounity rollege
rerspactive, and that the authority sharing continuum may have had
some ambiguity for some persona. The adapted Likerr (1967) question-
naire appeared to functicn well, and might be impraoved further by
additiconal attention to wording guestlons to suilt the specific
academic organization to which it 1s to be applied.

Eecommendat lons

The desirability of more faculcy parcicipation in the
processes of community college administration should be reevaluated
and the potential for achfeving such particlpation through lmproved
communications and more consultation ahould be carefully consildered.
More specifically, it ie recommended that:

1. the naed for and desirability of greater faculty sharing

in fnsticutional decision making, in the interests of improved
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institutlional effectiveness and feculty satiefactions, be reccopulzed
and accepted;

2. aduministrators not view all faculty deslires for more
participation in decision making as demands for more power or greater
delegations of authority, but rather as being more predominantly the
expresaion of desires for more communicaticon, more consultation, a
greater sense of belonging, and of having their expertise used to
good effect in institutional processes;

3. the concept be accepted that the needed pacterns of
communlication and conaulcation will likely be obtained only as a
result of a program of initlatives developed by top- and middle-
adminiatrators in cooperation and implemented over a relatively long
period in congistent fashlon;

4, faculty recognize the potential for their contributing to
better cotmunicationa-—this might include, at the least, {(a) more
effort at understanding and empathizing with adminlstrators in regard
to the total environment In which decisions are made and the con-
straints that must affect such decisions, and (b} more effort by
faculty to stimulate, foater, and conttibute to better lateral and
upward communicaticna;

5. further research be conducted to agsess the role,
chatacter, and effect of communications o organizaticnal actilvity
and end results within community colleges;

6. further reasesarch be conducted to asaist adminiacratore
in developing and implementing programs designed to achleve the

deaired patterns of communication; and
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7. the community college leadership take an active role in
the development of initiatives, and in sponscrting, gulding, and

cooperating with the recormended reaearch.
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L0 Hinstcr fax
Williamsburg, Virgsinin 231E%

26 Scptenbar 1B7Y

Dear Community Coliepe Faculty Momber:

The degree to which faculty partlcipuste in the decision-makin, nssociated
with the adninistravion and psverrnce of institutions o higher cdicntoan has
been o patier of continuing concern 0 foculbty, wdeinistrators, and rsesoareancs,
and rightly so, since it would appear to affect 2ot unly faeuity =otisfacsisme,
but institutipnal effectivoness.

I am conducting o study that is adped at a berter oederstantivr nf how
Virginia Canmenity College System faculty and adminjstrotars vice autnority-
sharing and rolacod matters within their institotien, with & viw fo petablish-
ing a basis for the develepment of specific recemmendations for improveronts,
The stwly his Lecn authorized by the Gffice of the Chancellor, VOECF, and tle
Presidenl of your college,

You have been included In & random sample of faculty memhors ard adainis-
tratore, [ am, therefore, Tegquesting vour cosperafion amd assistance with the
study by filling owt the enclesed guestisnnaire, and retarning it 1o re iu the
stamped self-uddressed envolope which has heon providsl,s T oweutd Jike to stress
that your personal participation is importante to nht.umﬂr sLatistically vakid
rosults and a1 p3cful stuwdy and, of ~oorse, will alse be sipcerely approciated
by me. As & small teken of my gratitude of your participation and Focasse ]
hope yoo will be interested, | witl, on cempletion of the stoiy, Tammish ail
respondents a brief suamarvy of the results,

The questionnairve will remzin completcly confidentiat.  Meither yon nor
your instjtution will be identificd with 1liv Terponse oo make 10 toe guestion-
haire, The ldentificatrion nutber will be nsed for study cantral purposes oily.,

1 sincerely bolicye that the stwdy kas a potep!ind for contrilwating to
the fulure =atisfactions aad cEfoctivencyss of Comaunity celleng o uhers,
Ohjective amd competeont roviceors live aprecd. But siee Vhe nbjectives
can only br chtained by 4 Full response, 1 once apain urgd, and exiress uy
thanks to you for, your: bindeoss and boterest in proaptly canpletdr: and
returnibvg the quoestionnaire.

Sincerely,

Ve

rqgf..l }_')” et o

Fncl ' AakRd M. DY
Quest inmmaite School ol due utien
Cellepe of William and My
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59 Winster fax
Willlanzourys, Yircslnla 23185

12 Octoser 19%7

Daar Cartuniiy Sollore Merber;

Zy Irtler of 2 Zeplenber 1977 | requected your suppert to & stuldy of
eharel putrerity a=* related mattors withio thse Wlrgleis Community Crilege
Syeten, Sinen I kave pot yet reocelsed vour completod ovestlonnzlire, T oam
takinz the likerty of contactlnr you araln to wurse sour partlelzation ln the

atudy,

A8 irdicated ia my first latter, [ and otherr relleve that the study
rerults moy jrovice a kasis for recocneqdaticus for laprovenents that woull
bepstit tho Y003 and $1tfe mambers, Tha returns to date surzort thos bellef,
However, ot th: study to be truly represzentatatlve of the YII3 comnunity,
your personial input iz needed, The etuidy Includes admiaistratncs mt various
Jevelr az w21l as full-~time teazhin~ fasulty and 1t 12 eceential thev all :ectors

of ihe populaticn s adegquately represenied,

It may be that tke orilginal questionnalre ras baen slsplaced or 1s not
readily sl hand, I am tacrefore encloalra an additieonal eopy »f the juestlicon-
caira and 2 stamped self-addrecsed envelore, I wlil sincerely aprreclate 1t 1F
you will take advantace of then to complete and roturn your quesilonnaire at

your wery earllest convenlent opperiunity.

Sincoroly,

A, Bruln
Sehool of Education
College of William and Kary



APPENDIX C

SCORTHNG S5YSTEM



Seoring System for Questionnaire

For Section I and II.A,:

Faculty Dominance, }1-3

Faculty Primacy, 4-6

Shared Authoricy, 7-9

Administrative Primacy, Ll0-12

Addministrative Dominapnce, 13-15

Gap Scores by Decislon Area: Guestlion 1.
juestion 2.
Fuestlon 3,
Juestlon 4,
Quescion 5.

Shared Authority Gap

Gap 1 + Gap 2 +

- Question &,

Questlon 7.
- Question B,

- Question 9,

{ueation 6.

Gap 3 + Gap 4

GCap
Gap
Gag
Gap

Gap

Gap

3

(Absolute walues of gap were used

to determine the mean.)

For Bection 1I.B.:

Juestion 11,

A, Faculty toc invelwved in declslon making

B. Faculty involvement about right

€. Faculty role not ideal, but realistic

. Too little faculty influence on decfislons

E. Don't know or no answer (treated a2s misaing data)
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Question 12. Very well satisfied 1
Baricffied 2
Dissatisfied 3
Very Dissatisfied 4
Don't know {treated as missing data}. ]

For Section I1I.:

All questions were acored 1 to 12, the 1 end of the acale
represent ing the most particlpative style of administration and the
most open, multidirectional pattern of communications and the 12 end
representing the most aurhorirative administrative style and most
closed and unidirectional communications patterns., (Wote that the
nunerically low score i3 not always on the same side of the scale due
to rendom alternetlion to avoid sec bias.)

The Administrative Style ecore {s calculated as the mean of

the element Becores:

Index of Administrative 3Scyle = Qla + Qlb + Qlc + Qld + Qlc
5

(Hote: Qla = acoTe on Question
i.a., etec,}
The Communicatrlons element acores whete the element had
mulitiple questions was calculated as the mean score of the several

queations, for example:

Scove for 2c = 2c(l) + 2e(2) + 2c(3)
3

Similarly, for the overall Communications gcore, the mean of

the elements was taken:
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Comounicacione index = 2a + 2b + 2¢c + 2d + 28 + 2f
f

For Sectlion TIV.:

For attltudes toward participator devices

Strongly Against 1
Apainar 2
Neutral 3
Favorahle 4
Strongly Favorable 5

For Section V.:

l. Rank ordering of means of improving participation was
either 1 to 5 or 1 to 6, dependent upon whether the respondent
specified and ranked the "Cther" questiom.

2. Inatirurional Effectiveness items were scored

Excellent 1
Above Average 2
Average 3
Below Average 4
Poor 5

3. Batisfactions with Institucional Hembership were scored
Highly Satimfactory 1
Satisfactory 2
Not particularly satisfactory: not partleularly
unaatisfactory 3
Unaatisfactory 4

ilighly Unsatisfactory 3.
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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF ADMINISTRATIVE STYLE AND COMMUNICATIONS OGN FACULTY
PERCEFTIONS OF SHARED AUTHORITY IN THE VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE
SYSTEM

Larry M. Hewin, Ed.D.

bonald J. Herrmann, Ph.D., Commitcee Chalrman
The College of William and Mary {o Virginia

Prior regearch has indicated faculty dissatisfaction with
sharing of authority in the administraticn of higher education
Institurions. Theory expects such dissacisfactions to adversely effect
overall insticutional effectiveness. The central purpese of this
study was to asaessd communlcations as a factor in faculty petceptions
of shared authority and related dissatlsfactions. Secondary purposes
were to study the relationship of administrative style to faculty per-
ceptions of communications patterns and shatred authority gap, and
whether favorable attitudes toward collective bargaining were related
te digsatisfactions with shared authority. The Virginia Community
College Sysatem was cliosen for study because of its representativeness
of a prevalent type of community college governance.

The ex post facto study deslgn uvaed a malled questicnnalre tao
determine the attltudes and perceptions of a random sample of faculty
and administraters 1n 10 randomly selected colleges of the 23 in the
Virginia system. The sample of 220 yielded 146 usable returns.
Summated rating scales were used to determine respondent’ views as Lo
how decisions are and should be made, their degree of satisfsecrion/
dissatisfactlon, percepticons of adminjiscrative style and communicaticns
patterns, preferences among alternative appreaches to the improvement
of authority sharing, attitudes toward collecrive bargaining, and
perceptions of the overall effectiveness of thelr instltuticn. Conttol
varlables representing other actributea cof respondents were alseo
included in the analysia. Multiple regression analysis was the
principal stariatical method.

The regults indicated that faculty did percelve a gap in
shared authority; they saw decisions as made in an administrative
prinacy mode and felt it ahould be a shared authority mode. The gap
the faculty perceived was significantly larger than that perceived by
adminiatratoera. Among alternacives for fmproving shared authority,
faculty preferrad more communications and consultation to both new
delagations of authoriry to faculty and improved organizatlonal
arrangements to facllitate sharing. Faculty perceptlons of shared
authority gap were strongly related to thelr perceptions as to the
relative openness and multldirectionalicy of the communicatione



pattern {R = (0,64), and communications patterns were in turn strongly
related to percepticns of the administrative style employed (R = (.82).
Ae expected, fmculty perceptions of shared authority were alsc found
to be algnlficantly related to perceptiones of their institutfion's
effectivenens (R = 3.548% and to overall satisfacticons with institu-
t{onal membership (R = 0.54). Attitudes toward collective bargaining
were not, as hypothesized, sipnificantly related to perceptions of
shared authoricty gap at the criterion 0.{03 level of significance.

It was concluded that the communications gattern and the
faculty perceptions of it are a major factor 1n faculey diszatisfacticons
with how authorfty iaz shared, and appear to be more important than how
much epecific authority for declsion Is actually delegated to facultry,
ur the organizarional arrangements for sharing. The dissatiefactlions
appear to Influence perceptions of institutional effectiveness. The
atrong telationship between adminiestrative style and comminications
pattern was interpreted aa indicating that desired communicarions

patterns would be obtained only by an appropriate program of adminia-
trative inirfatives,
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