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Hlypothesis 7: No significant difference was found
between the expressed perceptions of male and female
administrators concerning the decisions faculty actually
make,

Hypothesis B: No significant difference was found
between the expressed perceptions of administrators
concerning the extent to which faculty ought to be involved
in decision making in four of six decisional areas. The
two decisional areas where a significant difference was
found were Administration and General.

Hypothesis 9: No significant difference was found
between the expressed perceptions of high ranking, middle
ranking, and low ranking faculty concerning the decisions
faculty actually make.

Hypothesis 10: No significant difference was found
between the expressed perceptions of high ranking, middle
ranking, and low ranking faculty concerning the decisions
faculty ought to make.

Hypothesis 11: A significant difference was found
between the expressed perceptions of high ranking, middle
ranking, and low ranking administrators concerning the
decisions faculty actually make in four of six decisional
areas. The two decisional areas where a significant
difference was found were System/State Control and General.

Hypothesis 12: No significant difference was found

between the expressed perceptions of high ranking, middle
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ranking, and low ranking administrators concerning the
decisions faculty ought to make.

Although the results of the study found both faculty
and administrators agreeing that faculty ought to be involved
more than they are in decision making, it failed to confirm
in all but a few instances a statistically significant
difference in the expressed perceptions of male and female
faculty and administrators or in those of high, middle, and
low ranking faculty and administrators. From a relative
standpoint, however, the results did reveal that low ranking
faculty tended to see themselves as less involved in decision
making than did either middle or high ranking faculty.

However, when actual involvement was compared with
preferred involvement {(decisions faculty ought to make), no
clear pattern emerged. Each group appeared more
decisionally deprived than did the other two in two of the
six decisional areas tested.

There were significant differences between the
perceptions of low, middle, and high ranking administrators
in four of six decisional areas concerning decisions faculty
nctually moke; and low ranking administrators had lower mean
scores than did middle or high ranking administrators in
each of the six decisional areas, It is important to note
that the low ranking administrator category is made up
entirely of division chairs, and that they comprised 54.8%

of administrators tested. Division chairs, while clearly
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fulfilling an administrative role within the community
colleges of Kentucky, do hold faculty rank, and most teach
at least two classes., Thus, the fact that they retain their
faculty affiliation may have influenced their perceptions
in this instance. Interestingly, there were no significant
differences found between these groups concerning the
decisions faculty ought to make in any of the areas tested,.
In each area, however, the greatest discrepancy between the
actual and preferred mean was found in the low ranking
administrator category.

The results of the study also revealed that faculty and
administrators consistently rated actual faculty involvement
in decision making to be greatest in the Academic decisional
area, which included such things as curriculum and degree
requirements, grades given to students, course and degree
offerings and admission requirements. The smallest
difference between faculty mean scores for actual and
preferred involvement was also in this area, indicating a
higher degree of satisfaction here than in any other area.

On the other hand, these two groups rated actual
faculty involvement lowest in the System/State Control
decisionnl area. This area included statements about policy
making on different levels, the establishment of
administrative regulations, and state legislation. The
greatest difference between actual and preferred mean scores

was found for both faculty and administrators in this area,
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indicating less satisfaction here than in any other

decisional area.

Conclusions

The conclusiocns which follow, while drawn from the
research findings of this study, are descriptions of
statistical relationships found; they do not confirm that
perceptions are held because of the variables which were
tested., Further, the results of the study »:re pertinent
only to the University of Kentucky Community College System
and should not be generalized to other populations,

1. Faculty want to be involved more in all aspects of
decision making; this desire is greatest among instructors
and assistant professors.

2. Administrators want faculty to be involved more in
decision making, although the desire is not as great among
directors, associate directors, and assistant directors as
it is with division chairs.

3. The variable of sex has little influence on the
perceptions of faculty and administrators concerning
faculty involvement in decision making.

4. The decisional area where faculty exhibit the least
decisional deprivation is Academic Decisions, indicating

that they have greatest involvement with activities related

to instruction.
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9, Faculty and administrators are less satisfied with

faculty involvement in System/State Control than in any |
other decisional area. Since this area involves the
establishment of policy and regulation on the state
level--Community College System, University of Kentucky,
and the state legislature--the likelihood of involvement
outside the formal structures alrendy in existence would not

appear to be great.

Implications

Implications for administrators and faculty suggested
by this study are as follows:

1. The faculty desire for more involvement in decision
making is a potentially volatile issue if left unaddressed.
This does not suggest that faculty are actually deprived as
decision makers; 1t does indicate, however, that it is their
perception, whether fact or supposition, that this is the
case.

2, The fact that the perceptions of division chairs
seem to be closer to those of the faculty then to those of
administrators suggests an important role for them as
communicators and interpreters of current administrative
positions and as facilitators of faculty involvement.

3. The perception held by instructors and assistant
professors of u limited involvement in decision making is

consistent with the findings of other researchers.
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Both administrators and senior faculty should be
cognizant of this relative state of decisional deprivation,

for it could cover a myriad of potential problems.

Recommendations

There are several recommendations suggested by this
study; some of these--especially those which call for action
by administrators and faculty--are purposefully general. It
is felt that a particular application should be left to
individual colleges. The recommendations concerning
additional study and consideration of faculty decision
making are more specific, reflecting the researcher's
interest in painting a more complete picture of this subject.
The recommendations are

1. that more time be devoted to educating faculty about
their involvement in the affairs of the college and that
particular attention be given to distinguishing between their
roles and those of administrators;

2. that colleges test the use of participative models
as o way of informing faculty concerning when and under what
conditions they will be involved in decision making;

3. that administrators review college governance
patterns to determine the extent to which faculty
participation in decision making has been institutionalized,
and that they ensure that when faculty involvement is

promised, it is provided;



92

4. that more time be spent to educate division chairs
about the pivotal role they play at their colleges, and
that they be encouraged to serve as interpreters/facilitators
for faculty, especially instructors and assistant professors;

9. that colleges ensure that communication channels
between administrators and faculty are kept open and that
both groups strive to be disseminators ms well as recelvers
of information;

6. that the data from this study be further analyzed
to determine (a) the college with the highest degree of
faculty satisfaction concerning decision making and (b) the
college with the lowest degree of faculty satisfaction
concerning decision making; and that follow-up studies then
be carried out to isolate and document those characteristics
which appear to account for differences, with particular
attention being paid to governance patterns;

7. that a study be undertaken to determine the dominant
governance pattern at each of the colleges studied and that
relationships be explored between these patterns and
faculty satisfaction with decision making;

8. that this study be replicated among the other
public colleges in Kentucky to determine similarities and/or
differences between them and the community colleges;

9, that this study be replicated in community colleges
in other areas of the country to determine similarities

and/or differences;
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10, that when future studies are conducted,
"involvement'" be defined as an operational variable so that
participants can respond from the same frame of reference;

11. that statistical tests be run to determine the
relationship, if any, between faculty perceptions and
the highest degree they have received (particularly one in
educationsl administration); and

12. that statistical tests be run to determine the
relationship, if any, between the size of community colleges
and faculty and administrator perceptions concerning

decision making.
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East Tennessee State University
College of Education
Oepaniment of Supervhion and Administration e Box 19000A e Johnion City, Tennessee 376140002 o (615) 929-4415, 4430

June 17, 1986

Dr. Robert Berdahl, director

Institute for Research in Higher and Adult Education
University of Maryland

College Park, MD.

Dear Dr. Berdahl:

I am beginning work on a doctoral dissertation to examine the extent
to which faculty are involved in decision making processes in the
University of Kentucky's Community College System, My search for
an instrument with which to survey faculty and administrators led me
to a questionnaire which you developed for the Faculty Affairs Com-
mittee to the Maryland State Board of Education in 1982,

Since questions 8 and 9 on this questionnaire appear to elicit much
of the same information which I will be seeking, I would like your
permission to use these questions as part of my survey instrument.

I would also appreciate your explaining to me——for purposes of estab-
lishing the face validity of the questionnaire--the way in which it
was developed, the number of individuals to whom it was administered,
and your personal opinion about its value in the survey process.

I very much appreciate your willingness to assist me in this matter
and will be happy, should you so desire, to provide you with a report
of my findings.

Sincerely,

MW-CQW’__

W. Bruce Ayer
Doctoral Fellow
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to modify and use a questionnaire which
was developed for use by the Faculty
Affairs Committee to the Maryland State
Board of Education in 1982.

r I hereby grant W. Bruce Ayers permission

_ I understand that Mr. Ayers will
particularize the questionnaire for the
University of Kentucky's Community College
System.

Dr. Robert Berdahl, Director
gnature) Institute for Research in
Higher and Adult Education
University of Maryland
July 17, 1986 College Park, MD
(Date)




APPENDIX C

LETTER REQUESTING PERMISSION TO CONDUCT THE
STUDY IN THE UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY

COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM

106



: 107

East Tennessee State University
College of Education
Department af Supervision and Administralion » Box 19000A s Johnson City. Tennessee 37614-0002 « {615) 929-4415, 4430

June 17, 1986

Dr. Charles T. Wethington, Jr., Chancellor
University of Kentucky Community College System
Breckenridge Hall

Lexington, Kentucky 40506

Dear Dr. Wethington:

I am nearing the dissertation stage in my doctoral program at
East Tennegssee State University and would like to request your
permission to use faculty and administrators in the community
college system as the population for my study.

The problem of the study will be to determine if significant dif-
ferences exist between the views of community college faculty members
and administrators (directors, associate directors, and division chairs)
concerning the extent to which faculty "actually are' involved in
decision-making and the extent to which they 'ought to be' involved

in decision-making. Several sub-problems, dealing with such things

as age, sex, years of experience, and rank will also be dealt with,

The questionnaire I propose to use is based on a similiar instrument
used by the Faculty Advisory Committee to the Maryland State Board
of Education in 1983 to determine the faculty role in campus govern-
ance (see attached copy). While the Maryland study served to estab-
ligh the validity of the instrument, I propose to further fleld test
it at Southeast Community College. (Please feel free to recormend
changes you think need to be made in the instrument,)

Should you approve, I would like to administer the questionnaire to
all faculty and administrators sometine in October. 1 am prepared to
mail the questionnaires, but it would save me considerable postage ex—
pense if they could be distributed through campus mail.

I view this study as a preliminary step toward the development of a
decision-making model that could be used in higher education, something
which I see as a possible buffer to the movement toward unionism and
collective bargaining on many college campuses.
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Dr. Charles T, Wethington, Jr.-2

I know the community college system has been studied a lot and if you
feel this would come at a bad time or be viewed as an unnecessary in-
trustion, I will understand, I do hope, however, that this will not

be the case,

Sincerely,

[/W’Mllcﬂ_ 1

W. Bruce Ayer
Doctoral Fellow

Enclosure
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM

UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY 110
LEXINGTON, KENTUCKY 40506:0056

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR BRECKINRIDGE HALL

September 10, 1986

W. Bruce Ayers

Southeast Community College

Cumberland, KY 40823

Dear Bruce:

This letter is to officially grant you permission to conduct a
doctoral study in the Community College System. After discussion with
the Directors of each of the colleges today, it was apparent that
interest was there to assist you with your study.

Good luck as you continue your work.

Sincerely,

/4 /////9/%

Charles T. Wethington, gr.
Chancellor

ric

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY iNSTITUTION
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East Tennessee State University
College of Education
Departmeni of Supervision and Administration « Box 195000A & Johnson City, Tennessee 37614-0002 » {615) 929-4415, 4430

September 17, 1986

Dear Community College Faculty Member/Administrator:

This letter is to request your participation in a research study which I
have undertaken to gather data for my doctoral dissertation at East
Tennessee State Unijiversity,

The problem of the study is to determine if significant differences exist
between the expressed perceptions of community college faculty members
and administrators (directors, assoclate director, assistant directors,
and division chairs) concerning actual and preferred faculty involvement
in decision making.

May I ask that you complete the attached questilonnaire and return it in
the enclosed envelope to the individual whose name is at the bottom of
this letter. You will notice that the questionnaire is short, My
calculations indicate that it should take no more than ten minutes to
complete.

Please know that in completing the questionnaire you are assured confi-
dentiality. Further, the data will be analyzed for the gystem as a whole
and not for individual community colleges. As is true in all projects of
this nature, free access to the information obtained in the study must be
given to the Secretary of the Department of Human Services and to the
East Tennessee State University Institutional Review Board. In the
unlikely event access is sought, respondent confidentiality will be
maintained.

A word about myself: I have worked at Southeast Community College since
1969 in a number of different positions, both faculty and administrative.
Presently, I serve as chair of the Division of English and humanities.
Thank you very much for your help.

Sincerely,

W. Bruce Ayers
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SELECTED FACULTY AND ADMINISTRATORS

UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY

COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM

Directions: Please complete the following items by checking the one applicable response.

l.

Sex

O 1. Male
O 2. Female

. Age

O 1. 20-29
0 2, 30-39
O 3. 40-49
O 4. 50-59
O 5. 60-69

. Highest Degree Obtained

0O 1. Bachelor's

0O 2, Master's

O 3. Educational Specialist
O 4. Doctoral

Questions b through 7
should be answered by
Administrators only

Question 4 should be
answered by Faculty
only

Rank

1. Instructor
9. Assistant Professor
8. Associate Professor

O
O
0
[0 4. Professor

5. Title

DO 1. Dirccior

O 2. Associate Director

0O 3. Assistant Director
for Student Services

3 4. Assistant Director
for Fiscal Affairs

0O 5. Division Chair

. Length of Time in Present

or Similiar Administrative
Position

O 1. 0-5 ycars
O 2. 6-10 years
O 8. 11-15 years
D 4. 16-20 years

7. Was Your Highest Earned

Degree in the Field of
Educational Administration?

O J. Yes
0O 2. No

Please wurn the page to answer questions 8 and 9.
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8. How much involvement do you think faculty members acwally have in the following decision
making arcas within your college?

Please circle your answer

AVeryGrest A Grem
Denl of Deal of Rome A Litle No
Involvement Invelvement Involvement Involvement Involvement

a. Appointment, Promotion and
Tenure Decislons

L. Appointment of new faeulty 1 3 2 1 0
2. Promotion amd tenure decisions 1 3 2 1 0
3. Tennination of faculy 1 3 2 ) 0
4. Faculty salary mauens .| 3 2 1 0
5. Evaluation of faculty 4 3 2 1 0
b. Academic Decisions
. Curricwdum and degree reguiremens 1 3 2 ] v
7. Grades given 1o students 4 3 2 1 0
8. New course ollerings 4 8 2 1 0
9. Types ol degree offerings 4 3 2 1 0
10, Esablishmen, reduciion or eliminsionof courses/
degrevs/programs 1 3 2 | 0
11. Admission requirements 4 2 [ 0
¢. Administration
12, Stlection of Director 9 3 2 | 0
13. Selection of Associare/Assistant Directors 1 3 2 1 0
14, Seleciion of Division Chairs 4 3 2 1 a
15. Division budgel decisions 1 3 2 l 0
6. Campus budget decisions 1 3 2 1 0
17. Long range campus planning 1 3 2 I 0
18. Teaching and other assignments 4 8 2 i 0
d. Student Affairs and Advisement
i9. Academic discipline 4 3 2 1 0
20. Swdent activities and organizations 4 3 2 ] 0
21. Assignmient of advisees 1 5 2 1 0
22. Number of advisces assigned 4 3 2 1 0
e. System/State Control
23. Kentucky Council on Higher Educasion policies 4 3 2 0
24. State legislation 4 3 2 ] 0
25, Univensity of Kemucky Board of Trusiees
goveming regulations 4 3 2 1 0
26. University af Kenmeky adiministrative
regulations 4 3 2 1 0
27. Community College System
administrative policies 3 3 2 1 0
f. General

28. Overall facuhiy involvemem 4 3 2 1 0
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9. How much involvement do vou think Eculty members oughi 1o have in the following decision niaking

areas within your college?

Please circle your answer.

AVery Great A Grest
Deal of Deal of SBome A Linle No
[avolvement Involvement lovolvement Involvement Involvement

a. Appointment, Promotion and
Tenure Decisions

1. Appointment of new facully 4 3 2 l 0
2. Promotion and teoure decisions 4 8 2 1 0
3. Termination of faculty 4 8 2 1 0
4. Faculey salary mauers 1 3 2 1 0
5. Evaluation of laculty 1 3 2 1 0
b. Academic Decisions
6. Curriculum and degree requirenients 4 3 9 1 1)
7. Grades given 1o students 4 k) 2 1 0
8. New course oflerings 1 s 2 1 0
9. Types of degree offerings 4 8 2 1 ]
10, Establishmen, reduction or eliminaionof courses/
degrees/programs 4 3 2 1 H
11. Admission requirements 4 8 2 1
c. Administration
12. Selection of Director 4 3 2 1 0
18. Selection of Associate/Assistant Directors 4 3 2 1 0
14. Selection of Division Chairs 1 8 2 1 ¢
15. Division budget decisions 4 8 2 1 0
16. Campus budget decisions 4 8 2 1 i}
17. Long range campus planning 4 8 2 1 0
18. Teaching and other assignments 4 8 2 ] 0
d. Student Affairs and Advisement
19. Academnic discipline 4 3 2 1 0
20. Student activities and organizations 4 3 2 1 0
21. Assignment of advisces 4 8 2 1 0
22. Number of advisees assigned 4 3 2 1 0
e. System/State Control
23. Kentuckv Council on Higher Education policies 4 8 2 1 0
24, Sware legistaion 4 3 2 1 0
25. University of Kentucky Board of Trustees
goveming regulations 4 3 2 1 0
26. University of Kentucky administrative
regulations 4 3 2 ! 0
27. Community College Systemn
administrative palicies 4 3 2 | 0
f. General

28. Overall faculty involvement 4 3 2 ] 0



Personal Data:

Education:

Professional
Experience:

Publications:

VITA

¥. BRUCE AYERS

Date of Birth: June 25, 1943
Place of Birth: Cincinnati, Ohio
Marital Status: Married

Public Schools, Bell County, Kentucky.

Southeast Community College, Cumberland,
Kentucky; English, A,A., 1966.

University of Kentucky, Lexington,
Kentucky; English, B.A., 1969.

University of Kentucky, Lexington,
Kentucky; English, M.,A., 1975,

East Tennessee State University, Johnson
City, Tennessee; Supervision and
Administration, Ed.D.,, 1986,

Coordinator, Student Special Services and
Upward Bound Program, Southeast Community
College, Cumberland, Kentucky, 1972-1976.

Assistant Professor, English and Education,
Southeast Community College, 1976-1879,

Editor and Publisher, The Tri-City News,
Cumberland, Kentucky, 1978-1979,

Chair, Division of English, Social Studies
and Humanities, and Associate Professor,
Southeast Community College, 1979-1980,

Coordinator, Resource Development and
Public Relations, Southeast Community
College, 1980-1985.

Chair, Division of English and Humanities,
and Professor, Southeast Community
College, 1985-present,

"Southeast Community College: Dream to
Reality," Founder's Day Publication,
Fall, 1981,

"Through the Years: The Southeast Story,"
Commemorative Edition, SECC News, Spring,
1985.

"A Conversation with Floyd Edwards,K"
Kappan East, Vol. 1, No. 3, Spring, 1986.
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"A Two-Step PR Plan," Media Message,
Tennessee Audiovisual Association, Vol,
13, No. 2, Spring, 1986.

"John Dewey's How We Think: A Classic
Revisited,'" Supervision and Administration
Educational Newsletter, East Tennessee
State University, Summer, 1986,

Honors and Presidential Scholarship, University of
Awards: Rentucky, 1966-G7, 1967-68.
Kappa Delta Pi, University of Kentucky.
Phi Beta Kappa, University of Kentucky.
Summa Cum Laude graduate, University of
Kentucky.
Doctoral Fellow, East Tennessee State
University.
Legislative Commendation (1986),
Commonwealth of Kentucky.
Who's Who Among Scholars in American
Community and Junior Colleges.
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