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‘ ABSTRACT
The central research question in the present study was
to determine the evolution of the role of the board of
trustees in the governance of one Canadian Bible.college.
In order to address this question, a review of the
literature was undertaken to assess evolutionary trends for
the role of trustees in university/college governance. Three

major streams of research emerged, namely, (a) the

~distribution and legitimization of decision-making

authority, (b) the role of the board of trustees, and (c)
membership characteristics .and organization of trustee
boards. Trends and features identified in the literature
became the basis of an analytical framework against which
the data of the present study were superimposed to assess
similarities and differences.

The methodology included tﬁe use of both:unobtrusivé
and reactive measures. Documentary analysis of every‘Board
motion over its‘history was patterned after research by
Paltridge, et al. (1973). Furthermore, various College
documents were reviewed to obtain data germaine to the
investigation. A questionnaire was constructed to measure
the perceptions and\preferences of v;rious constituent
College groups regarding (é) major decisioﬁ—méking authority
for sixéy aecisions, divided ﬁ%&o nine subject areas and

three levels of decision, (b) the importance of and quality

%
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of performance'by the Board on ten major rolee, and (c)
various features of Board selectipn, composition,
organization ané fuactiening, and memBef‘characteristics.
Major findings suggested that there has been no clear

trend to decent;aiize deéision making in the College
"studied,'fhough there were some such trends within certain
subject areas and dec1s1on levels. Much decision making was
already decentral1zed Major de¢151on -making author1ty was
lodged Hpst frequently with Colleg ,adm1n1strators
regardless -of the area or level of decision. The Board and

v - faculty were generally perceived and preferred to be the
second and third greups respectively to have major decision-
making authority. This pattern was true even for policy
decééions. There was considerable ho&ogeneity ef perception /
and preference among respondents fegarding the distribution
of authority[{ieading to the eonélusion that_the present
configuration Qas seen as legitimate. The mild interhal’
pressure for decenﬁralization.of decision making came mqstly
from students, second from faculty, though‘neitﬁer group )
were predominantly,dissatisfied. In compa{ison to
universities, the College in this study had a latent
conflict situation negaiding the basis’of authority, but no
evidencelsuggesting that it was about to surface.

Major historic board roles were similar for the College

in this study and un1ver51t1es, but the latter has evolved

further to assume more, conflicting major roles. There was

|
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limited suggestion in this study that the college Béard was
moving in the same direction‘;é its university ¢OUnterparts.
It was judged to be at a second stage of evolution vhen
\ X ‘

compared to university board evolufion, and rather (hzn the
overt gonflict apparent in university goyernance? there was
a latent conflict situation identified betweeN tWO major
Board roles, . - .

The Erend in universities to\grant membe £ShiP on

governing boards to faculty and rstudents hag N0t Occurred in

the College under study; nevertheless, there vas 3ttjitudinal

~ openness for beginning to broaden the represeﬂtatiQnal base

fram within the College. There were other minof Varjations
in trends of board organization-and functiOniggQBetwpén Ehe
College and universities, but no outstanding differgpces.
The overall analytical framework appeared t© hgve
general utility for analyzing the evolution of Biblg college
governance, however, several hypotheses were presénteqd which

prov{déd theoretical linkages between decentrallzatlon of

“dec151on making, membership on boards of trust€eS, hoard

roles and legitimization of‘authority. It was furthy,

hypothesized that f;equency of board meetings, 1NStitutional
size-and p;urérlity of missioﬁ would be major dEterminants
of governance. Certain factors were identified 2as having an
hypothesized relationship with the emergence of T0ls
conflict. Several suggestions were given for ;gfining tﬁe

methodology.

vi
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Basic Purpose of the Study

The basic purpose of the study was to examine the
evolution of the role of the boafd of trustees in the
governance of a Canadian Bible college.

Background

For the past decade, events in postsecondary education

~

N,

have moved progressivelg to the center of‘the stage\émong
major concerns of Nbﬁ%b American society. In discussing
recent challenges{to the legitimécy of such institutions,
Yarmolinsky (1976:18) cléimed that: |

. . . every sﬁbstantive guestion is up~ﬁor grabs: Who ‘

teaches what to who when, where, and why? And g

overshadowing the su stantive guestions are fundamennxqg
- jurisdictional qguestions: Who decides, who must bg

consulted and who can approve or dlsapprove.
The central concern is one of governance, and. at the heart
of governance is the board of trustees which has the legal-
‘ responsibility for ensur1ng that institutional outcomes and
funct1on1ng conform to the charter of the corporatlon.

The role of the trustees in the governance of post-
secondary 1nst1tut10ns is changing. At least two major
trends can be 1dent1f1ed wh1ch directly affect -the role a
‘board of trustees will assume. On the one hand, there is
" . . . the growthhbf'external forces demanding greater

control of resources, improved accountability for them, and

use of legal guidelines or restrictions in some activities"
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(Peterson, 1972:209)..On the oéher hand, ﬁhére is increased
pressure from within institutions for greater participation,
decentralized decision making, and democratization
(Pete;son, 1972; Keeton, 1971; Carnegie CoﬁﬁisSion, 197351
Trustee b&érds are caught~ing the middle of these conflictingf
trends. This dilemma is accentuated by fhe observation that
the precise nature of the role of .rustee boards.is no
longer clear. Per ins (19734203), in describing the
evolution of the fol of:universityAgoverning %oprds,
suggested that new;“conflicting roles have been assumed
without ". . . paring away the features of older ones."
Many writers are suggéstihg that.governiné boards are’
ineGiﬁgbly facinghaltered structures and modes of
functioning in the near future to accommodate érowing
demands made-upon them. Someveven.suggesgfthat the board as
it is currently constituted is an 6bsolete organizatfonal
unit. Budig ana Rives (1973:58) .indicated that there was ‘
" . widespread agreement that-collége”and university

trustqé; will be thrust into the foréfront of public
attention and public scrutiny in the next ten years . . . ."
Mayers, Rithards‘and Webber-(19;2:9) oSserved that U.S.
Bible colleges did not egperience the overt conflict (bfteq
over governance) that éxistéd on university campuses in the
1960s; however, they went on to suggesf that the rapidity of

social change and transitions in culture had produced "days

of crisis" for Bible colleges as well as for their secular
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counterparts. As one studies the evolution of Bible

colleges, there emerge &vident paralleis with historical

developments of universities as organizations. Bible -

colieges need to carefully view their own development,.since
the organizational and governance problems now facing
secular universities and colleges could become the lot of
the Bible college: ~

Jdé(ification for the Study

—

™~
The most basic level of support for this study derives

/"'\

from the v1rtua1'vacuum oftr search on the segment of post-
secondary education known a the Bible college. While such
colleges 4o dot attract latge numbers of:the post-high
school student population, they do prov1de professlonally-
oriented, undergraduate programs for church- related

vocations. In Saskatchewan, they award degrees in theology

which, by legislation, cannot be awarded by the provincial

universities (ThevUniversity Act, 1968, Section 3,
Subsecrion (1):1-2). In the early 1970s writers were
docuhenting the sharp decline for eﬁrollment.increases in
both twofland four-year institutiohs in the U.S.A. Davies
(1973:29) decumented an overall two percent increase for
1972, Increases in freshmen enrollment were slowing ahead of
the predicted declines (Thompson, 1973r344), and the, =
intentions of rhe Wgha

ntom freshmen" .began to concern

university recruiters (Parker, 1973:332). Parker (1973:325)

’

- further documented an overall decline of 0.7 percent in
= ;

Sl
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decisions, as recorded in the official minutes in an effort

full-time students during 1972-73. Bible college

o
—

enrollments, however, steadily increased at rates of up to
34% per yedr (Intouch, 1974). The Bible coileges appear to
be increasingly attracting the interests of consumers Qf
post-secondary éducation.

Since the present research follows in the stream of
research on tﬂusteeship in colleges and univefsities, part
of its justification is evident in that context. As

Paltridge, Hurst, and Morgan (1973:3) noted:
Much of the research and other literature pn
trusteeship of colleges and universities has been
centered on membership composition of the boards and
its apparent effect on board attitudes toward the
institutions they govern. The literature is replete
with discourses on what boards should do or should not
do, most all of them by authoritative observers and
experienced trustees. The research on what boards
.actually do in the course of their meetings is sparse
and confined mostly to surveys of the perceptlons of
'board members as to their duties and activities.

Paltridge, et al. (1973) accordingly, analyzed board .

to get at actual performance in decision making as an
additional data base for évaluation of board activify.-The
present study is éne of the first to. combine both approaches

(surveyhand dacumentary analysis) to achieve a more
. )

comprehensive analysis of board role in the governance of an

institution. As such, it moves beyond perceptually-based
responses to actual decision making as recorded in minutes
and thereby contributes a methodological strength to such a

sfudy'that has pre&iously been utiiized very little, if at

~/

T
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all.

The  third justification for the present study is
methodological; pamely, the combination éf reactive and
noﬁreactive measurement of the same problem. Webb, Campbéll,
and Schwartz (1966:1) noted that " . . . the dominant mass
of social science research is based upon interviews aﬁd
questionnaires." Their principal objection was notithe use
of such methods but rather ". . . that they are used alone."
The use of nonreactive (unobtrusive) measures to supplement
and cross-vaiidate guestionnaire daté brings a strength to
research in that each approach has different methodological
weaknesses. As noted earlier, éaltridge, et al. (1973)

reacted to the survey research of trustee boards by

proposing a documentary analysis: they switched from a

reactive to nonreactive methodology. The current study

avoids a polar position by using both approaches and gives

greater methodological strength to the study of the role of

trustee »oards in the governance of post-secondary

institutions.
Though the college under investigation in this study
was not cdrrently-experiencing aﬁy overt conflict over its

governance, there is reason to believe that the evolution of

the role of boards of trustees in Bible colleges may be

similar to that experienced in earlier stages of university,
development. The role ambiguity and conflict plaguing many
uriversity boards could become the lot of the Bible éollege

.'//“
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board, without a thoughtful extrapolation‘of its own

developmental

<

trends. Intervention at this point would allow

the college board to determine -if present trends should be

allowed to continue or if a new direction should be set

through altered structures and prbcesses of decision making.

AsS Zwlngle (1970:195) noted "campus temsions, it now seems

obvious, arose from one shortcoming among governing .

boards

the campus.

failure to understand what was developing on

. These were not failures of intelligence

put failures of attention.”

N

Governance 1is

Definition of Terms

" . . the structures and processes of

decision making" (Carnegie- Commission, 1873:vii).

A Bible college is a post-secondary edu¢at10nal 1nst1tut1on

offering training ". . . for Christian ministries or .church

vocatlons through a program of Biblical, generél and .

professional

(American Ass

studies” leadlng to a baccalaureate degree

}
ociation of Bible Colleges, 1975:9).

The Board of Trustees is 2 corporation with statutory and

implied power

.necessary to

(Henderson, 1
the College s
Role is a set

a glven posit

Authority is

to’take whatever=éctions may reasonably be
carry out the expryss purposes of 1ts charter
967). In this study the Board of Trustees, of’
tudied, is called -Board gg Directors.

of expectations of how one ought to behave in

jon in a social system (Lonsdale, 1964).

¥
"thé right to make a part1cu1ar decision and to

[
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command obedience” (Rogers, 1975:169).

Perceived legitimacy of authority is an assessment by an

2. Related to board roles:

i

1nd1v1dual of the acceptablllty of the author1ty exerCISed
over him (Modified from Leslle, 1973:98),
A lay board is a board of trustees composed of non-

educators.

Research Problem and Sub-problems

The major research problem for this study was to -
examine the evolution of the role of a board of trustees in
the governance of a Canadian Bible college. In order to
addtess thiskproblem, the following tasks were seen to be

. - piey,

essential:

1. Related to the distribution.of‘authority' L
1.1 To descrlbe the actual dec151on maklng act1v1ty of
the board over its hlstory,

1.2 To assess the perceptions of people withih the

_college regarding the present distribut}ph'of major

authority in decision making;
1.3 To‘assess]the preferences of selected groups, both
within and outside the college, regardlng the des1red
distribution of major authorlty 1n dec151on maklng,
1.4 To assess the perceived legltlmacy of the current

'dlstr;butlon of authority. ‘

!

2.1 To assess the evolution of the overall roles of the

{

board in 1nst1tut1onal governance;
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2.2 To assess preferences of selected groups, both
within and outside the college, regarding the ]

. ‘ importance of the overell roles the board could be
fulfiliing, and an evaluatlon of how well the board has
performed these roles in the past.

3.'Related to board composition and functioning:

3.1 To describe the evolution of the composition and
functioning of the board;

3.2 To assess preferences of selected groups, both
within end outside the college, regarding board
composition and funetioning;

3.3 To assess current board member pPerceptiong and
preferences regardlng the internal functlonlng of the
board

Outline-gﬁlthe Study

Following this-introduction,uthe study Tirst surveys
~relevant literature. After reviewing the definition of
‘governance,‘the literature review_surveyed four primary
areas: the evolution of the distribution of board authority;
the evolution of the role of the board~ the evolutlon of
factors related to board membershlp comp051t10n\gﬂﬁf
organjzation; and, literature on the Bible college..Based on
this review, an analytlcal framework is proposed which -
!

prov1des the theoretlcal base for the study The design of

llstlng the major study questlons, the

‘ the stu

"

'natu e of the study, the methodologY. assumpt1ons,



limitations and delimitations. Since this research was a
case study, a brief description of the college is included
next, followed by tHe analysis of the data, the summary and

the conclusions.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW |
This chapter was designed to initially provide a
definition of governance, then to éurvey the litefatﬁre dﬂ E
governance in postSecondary institutions with a view to
establishing an analytical framework fof studyihg the
evolution of board role in governance. The chapter concludes

with a review of literature on the Bible college.

, Definition of Governance

The term "governance"” has come into vogue in the

‘literature on post-secondary education within the decade of

the seventies. Hodgkinson (1371) suggested that the
introduction of this term has been necessary.because

". . . patterns of participation in governing have ‘become so
]

dispersed . . ." thét the earlier label, "government," was

connotatively too restricted, |
One of the earliest writérs!io~use the concept'of

governance,.Corson (1960), suggestéé thét govérnance is:

- .. . the process of deciding and of seeing to it that
decisions made are executed. . -. . that is . . . the
process or art with.which scholars, students, teachers,
administrators and trustees associated together in a
college or university establish and carry out the rules
and regulations that minimize conflict, facilitate '
their collaboration, and preserve essefitial individual
freedom (1960:12-13).

"It is clear that Corson located both decision making and the

implementation of such decisions within the boundaries.of

©

governance. In a later work, Corson (1975:20) extended this. -

definition to include assessment of the results of decision

10

o
-
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making. Hodgkinson (1971) also.included "implementing" and
"coordinating" in his concept of governance.

By‘1970, however, many writers were excluding decision
implementation from definitions of governance and a
distinction was being made between governance and
administration, the latter of which had implementation as
one of its central concerns. Richardson, Bloéker, and Bender
j .

(1972) typified this viewpoint in their comment:

Previously we have suggested that in many two-year

colleges governance is sibsumed within the

administrative organization. Faculty and student
concern about involvement in the decision-making
process has forced institutions to consider the
development of a governance structure distinct from the

structure of administration (1972:188).
) .

Just as there is within each institution a structure of
administration, so too there should be a structure of -
governance (1972:183). ° :
" Some writers have tended to use the term "gove;nanée"
synonymously with decision making. Richardson, et al.
(1972), writing on the governance of the two-year college,

did not offer a concise defintion of that term: it is clear

" from their work, however, that they viewed it as "the

decision-making proceSs" (1972:188). The Carnegie Commission
(1973:viii) was much more explicit, suggesting that "we

define governance as the structures and processes of

decision making." ' .

A second group of writers have preferred to limit the
concept of governance to a subset of decision making,

namely, policy formation, thus diStinguishing between what
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Baldridge (19715:3) referred to as "critical" and "routiné"
decisions. Pannu (1973:59) suggested that governance is "the -
Qay in which policy-formulation and goal-setting activities
ténd fo get patterned . . . ." Thornton (1972) did not
formally define governance but used the term:interchanggably
with policy formation. Baldridge (lQ?lb:vii)“éontended that:

Governance is the prbcess by‘which:the univefsity's

destiny is shaped; it is the complex of strugtures and

processes that determines the critical decisions and

sets the long-range policies. :
Later iﬁ the same work, Baldridge (1971b:21) referred more
specificallf to the centrality of policy formation in his
politicél model of governance. Several 6the;3author§ have
generally supported the conception of governance as policy
formation, even'thougg it was not articulated as such
(Pargons and Platt, 1973:377; Henderson, 1970:249~ZSOf
McGrath, 1970:105); This view of governance appears to be
more consonant with the frend t0'conceptually‘separate
administration from governance in post-secondary education,
by virtue of the féct;that édministrative decision.mak;ng
structures aha processes are excluded.

In a case study of participation in college governance,
Kelly .(1973) defined governance in terms of problem‘solving
réther than decision making; however;-whén one compares
these two tefmé the diffefence appearé to be more semantic

than real. Kelly's (1973:4-5) definition of governance did

dffferwfngm_most others in one important respect:

| <=

The, term.governance encompasses three interdependent
e, .

~.
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organization dimensions of structure, process and (
climate which are related to problem-solving within a
college. . . . the concept of governance is not
restricted to one level of the ordanization but
applicable to human interaction at all levels (1973:4~
5). : ' - ‘

In a later publication, Kelly (1974:105) appeared to stress
the "climate" factor over -the other two:

Governance refers-not only to organization structure
but also to several critical socio-psychological
variables operating in any organization. THé real
essence of governance is that which relates to a
college climate or environment which is generated by
the structure and process for decision- making within a
college. ' 7

,
; It is difficult to understand how Kelly can justify
including "climate™ as a definitive part of governance when,

by his own admission, it was ". . . generated by the
structure and process for decision making . . ." (1974:105).
In other words, climate is a secogd—order derivative of the
interaction of decisio; sﬁructures and processes. Other
research (Foote, Mayer 'and Associates, 1968; George and
 Bishop, 1971) would confirm the derived nature of climate.
SterAh(1970:7) took a slightly different point of view by
suggesting that climate was ". . . to bé found in the
structufe created or tolerated by others.” The thrust of
. this criticism, therefore, is to suggest that climate is hot
a definitive aspect of governance;.however, this should not
be construed to mean that governance is unaffected by
organizational climate.

Based on the foregoing discussion, the defiﬁiﬁion of

- -

IS

governance, which appears to best reflect the latestﬁthought
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and research was that formulated Qy Baldridge (1971b:vii).
However, since the present study sought to look at
governance over‘g broad time span, integrating many studies ’
‘with varying def1n1t10ns, it was decided to adopt the
Carnegie Commission (1973:vii) definition, since it was not
as narrowly proscribed. As stated earlier, they defined
gobernaoce as the "structures and pcocesses of decision
making." ‘ »‘\

Accepting this definition presents certain problemseto
the researcher of governance, not the least of which.is the
distinction between structure and process Perhaps
reflect1ve of this difficulty is the general lack 1n<§he
11terature on governance regardlng a dlStlnCtlon between
structure and process. Whether the functlonlng of trustee
board i's being described or deliberate relationship patterng
(i.e. structures) between members of a university communlty,
both are simply acknowledged as governance.

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to-a review of
the literature on governance with partlcular focus ‘on the
board of trustees. The initial approach to the literature
wae guided by an interest in the historical changes wﬁich'
had taken place in trustee boards in the governance of
postsecondary institutions, for the purpose of establishing
a developmental model of board role in governance. Of the
three major areas of concentration identified in the

llterature, the first focused on board authority in
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.goverhpnce. The second was concerned with the. role or duties
of the board, while the third area included issues related
to the membership composition of trustee boards.

Evolution of the Distribution of Boafd\Authority

The history of goverance in post-secondary education is
mainly focused on university organizations since the -
appearanée,,and‘formal recognition, of diversified forms of

higher education is largely a phenomenon of the latter part

of the nineteenth and twent1eth antur1es. The evolutionary |

trends in governance have been well-documented by a number
of writers (Cowley, 1959; Hofstadter and Smith, 196l;
‘Martorana, 1363; Burns, ;\56; Henty, 1969; Carnegle
Commission, 1973; and Dutyea, 1973). Primarily from these
souftes, the following.review_of the ‘evolution.of the -

-tgusteés‘ authority was taken.

Early origins

&

Hlstor1ans are generally agreed that the unlver51ty, as .

1t is presently understood, dates back to the Mlddle Ages
(ﬁurns, 1966:2). From the ‘variety of arrangements in

medieval times, Henry (1969:4) suggested that there were two

/

informative governmental arrangements in so far as decision .

making was concerned. According to Martorana (1963i4?,

°

schalars)have'traced North American governance patterns from

the influence'of these two archetypes.

on the one hand, French un1ver51t1es vere controlled by_

the faculty (Cowley, 1959) a pattern copied by English,
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Scottish and Gefman institutions. Italian universities, on
the other hand, we;e'student-controlled; howeQer, by the
"155h‘centugy,'students Haé }ost Tost‘of their control to %>
éivil auﬁh&:i;ies who in turn appointéd nqn-aéademic
governors o;er both professors and students (Cowley, 1959).
It.waS‘from the Italian precédent of placing control in

the hands of a local, external group of lay égé§ons,(i.ei
non-academics) that historiﬁns haye generally tgébed the
origin of the concept‘of a board of truystees. Martorana
'(1963:3) noied, however, that tﬁgjzdeé "flourished to
highest use" in the United States. '

| The legal authority of boardglof trustées has remained -
vigtually unchanged over time} however,vDufyea (1973:21)
suggested that a history of university organization A
doéumentéd a "continuing modificationiéf'theirAactual ¢
power." The Carnegie Cohmissioh (1973:32) put it even more
stronglybby conéiudin? that the board was *.,. . now often '
greatly diminished incits-operafional authority."iTo.
understand why the Carnegie Commissionﬂ(1§73;33) could-
~assert that- "the rgie of the board is due,for a ) s
f;énaissance,f one must bé aware of the chanées in its
authority and governing role since }he first American:a

university, Harvard, was founded in 1636. ' : .

The modification of board authority in the United States

Although Harvard was founded by non-academics, and its

&

official founders.became the first board of overseers, two

V\—'\/

N

NS
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governing bodies emerged (a: they also did at William and
!

Ma:y). In addition to the “~zernal lay board fepresenting'
the founders, a faculty corporation‘aléo developed (Henry,
1969:105}1). Theée two»conQrolling bodies had historical

| precedents,. ai‘noted earlier. Henry (1969:11) qgied that, ‘
perhaps because of the difficuity of the duél locus of
authority, "Yale was instituted with a unitary iay (non-
academic) board»: - . the 1701 Yale charter simply made the

ten organizing clergymen the corporation.”

Colonial colleges (c. =1636-1865). Early in the history

of the colonial colleges ". . . the centralization of
,authority in an exfbrnal board of laYmeﬁ became the"
predominant pattern foriihe administration of higher
education in the United States" (Heﬁfy, 1969;11). In Europe,
governing boards had piayed a fairly passive }ole, but not
'so in the United States (Burns, f§66:5; Henry, 1969:11).
Burns (1966:5-6) suggested that strength of boards in early
American institutions was due to: g? »
. . . the absence of numerous, experienced, weIi-
" educated facutly members: a situation without parallel
~in Europe. Moreover, the early colleges and

universities in the colonies were closely related to
their communities angd the local church; in Europe there

was a cosmopolitan quality which defied close lay |,

control. . ., . -

The influence of the Christian church was extensive in -
‘the founding and early governance of the colonial colleges

in the U.S.A. Flood (1976:33)_reported that "With the

exception of theVUniversity:of Pennsylvania, every
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collegiate institution founded in ‘the colonies‘prior to the
Revolutionary War was established by some branch'of the
Christian church." Furthermore, ". . . with the exception of
Cornell Univefsity in New York and the Unlver51ty of
Pennsylvania, every Ivy League school was estabfished
primarily to tra%n ministers , , ." (Flood, 1976:33). It
should not be surprising, then, that the majority of
trustees in these‘young colleges were "men of the cloth."

| During the 17¢h and 18th centuries, the authority of
the board of Ustees was broad (Henry, 1969:11). However,
. t hundred years of operatlon changes were

~

occur ing that foreshadowed an altered role for trustees in

after

theif govgrnance of higher education. The predominance of.
clérgy on boards began to give way to business-men as an‘
age..overshadowed by religious and theologlcal questlons
became one preoccup1ed with sc1ence and soc1a1 problems

(Henry, 1969: 12 17) Colleges became more secularized in

_their o%$look and research was beglnnlng to take its place

along with teaching as a major function.

Formulatﬁon of the modernlunzvers1ty (c. 1865 1900).

W1th the development of the modern un1ver51ty, as we now

understand it, fo»lowlng the Civil War in the U.S.A.

‘7. . . the ent1re situation was transformed within the 11fe

™

span of a single generation" (Henry, 1969:17). Growing

restrictions on the operational authority of govetning
boards began to emerge. WithinAthe space of half a century,

\
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overt patterns of university government " i coalesced
into the pattern we know teday .. " (Duryze, 1973:22). It
was during the last half of the 19th century that the
following changes were forthcomlng
1. "A self-conscious but well-formulated rationale for |
academic freedom appeared” CHenfy, 1969:18).
2. Faculties ", - . greatly expanded their influence over
academic affairs . . .* (Duryea, 1973:21; Burns, 1966:10) as
there was a steady growth in the oumber of highly skilled,
specialized, research—minded‘pfokessors. As one consequence,
decision-making patterns were altered considerably (Henry,
969:19). This was thevage of the developing "professional
nganization." By
3. Alumni, who had risen to positions of power and formal
recognition became actzvely 1nvolved in the- government of
colleges and unlver51t1es, taklng thelr Place beside self-
perpetuatlng board members in 1nst1tut1ons of hlgher

learnlng (Henry, 1969:23- 24; Duryea, 1973:21),

4. Governments began to actively develop state institutions

_ \
"which started to share the responsibility of higher

education with‘;he privately-supported colleges, Follo&ing
the passege of the Land GrantéAct 1862 numerous Land Gtant
Colleges (for agrlcultural and mechanical arts) came into
gjfstence._These later developed _into the large. state

/ .
unlver51t1es (Martorana 1963:8). ,

‘5. "The governing boards tended to be pushed out of the J
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foreground of un1ver51ty bu51ness--teach1ng and research——
and conflned to the vital but restricted tasks of f1nanc1al
management" (Henry, 1969:20).

6. Professors began to be critical of the role of lay
involvement in academic government to the point that a bedy
of protest literature emergedJove: the lay trustees'
involvement in academic decision making (Henry, 1969:20).
7. Du;yea (1973:22-23) noted, however, that "over and above
any incipient faculty militance, the practical result of
growing size and complexity necessitated the delegation of
some policy-making and managerial responsibilities to 'v
presidents and faculties." ‘

8; A compromise began‘to develop whereby boaras refreined
from interference with faculty and largely delegated
academic governance to them., Though'boards'reteined the

right to review all decisions, any direct action by trustees

“in academic affairs was inclined to be predicated upon a

recommendation by the faculty (Henry, 1969:20).

9. By_thelZOthleentury,_contrary to what faculty may have
thought; uﬁiversity government was'centered-upon the office
of the president (Duryea, 1973-235 ‘Highly capable
pre51dents with strong leadership abilities. emerged and ga%e

dlrectlon to both boards and facultles.

Present century (1900-) The present century has been

an era of "growth and consolldatlon accordlng to Duryea

(1973:28). Trends, such as those above, whlch developed in

/
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the:late 19th century were extended into the 20th century.
Except for what the-Carnegie Comm}ésion (1973:75) labelled
as two decades of "surface consensus" over governence in the
post-World War II era, decision making_in universities has
experienced considerable turbulence during this centnry. One

salient characteristic of the past seven decades is perhaps

best reflected in one of what Cleveland (1974) called

"everyday collisions in American higher education;" namely,
". . . the tendency of rights to ptoduce rigidities”
(Cleveland, 1974:22). |

The year 1915 saw the formation ofvthe American
Association of University Professors (AAUP). "Its initial
statement;"Declaration of Principles,' . « . symbolized the
classic attempt to codify the principles govérning the
rights of teachers" (Henry, 1969:27). In the late 1950s and
early 1960's, a series Pf ioint statementéAby the AAUP, the

American Council on Education and the Association of

_Goéerning Boards resulted in formal statements regarding

K

" faculty participation in governance. Dykes (1968:29)

conclnded from hié’studytthat ". . . there was no longet any

LR

question of the faculty's right to share in the governance

_process; that right was established.” Perhabs the clearest

’ev1dence of the tendency of faculty rlghts to produce

rlgldltles has come from the recent trend toward faculty

unionization and the increasing reliance on collective

~

bargaining as a means of‘decision makiﬂg,(Howe,_lQ?O{ AY
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Marmion, 1971; Ladd and Lipset, 1973; Ping; 1973; énd
ﬁlumer, 1975). Donald Wollet suggested (Ping, 1973:103) that”
Jthe central inquiry for studleg on collective bargalnlng was
"the questlon of whether and how collective negotlatlons can
function in higher education without the erosion of the
values for which higher education presumably stands."

In addition to changes-in faculty role in governance,
20th century students have become more and more involved in
campus governance, ". . . and it has come largely through
the presSure of students themselves (Henry, 1969:29).nThe .
pressure‘undoubtedly climaxed in the‘turhulent years of
student activism in the 1960s. Duryea.(1973:§3) was of the:
opinion that the effectiveness of therstudent arive for

direct participation on governing councils ". . . remains

‘conjectural, although the evidence suggests that the student

drlve for part1c1patlon w111 tend to d1551pate further the

.1nfluence of boards and pre51dents." There is ev1dence,

‘however, which reaches dlfferent, more positive conclusions

(e.g. Gunning, 1977; Kelly and Konrad, 1972).
It was Henry's (1969:31) belief that:
| The "joint Statement on the Rights and Freedoms of
Students" (1968) was similar to the 1915 and-1940 AAUP
statements on academic freedom . in that it was
indisputable evidence of the-formal recognition of the
.trend toward Shared Authorlty (sic) in campus
Jgovernance.
In the llght:of events in the 20th century, the
governance role of boards of trustees has undergone further

alteration. Duryea (1973 31) summarized it as follows'
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presence as a-desireable structure, albeit in need of

.fofkinstituﬁional boards has been thé development of

‘authority from the campus to outsidevagencies." The demand

Following hard on the downward shift of academic power, .
governing boards have withdrawn extensively from active
involvement in university affairs. This condition was
incipient in 1905 . . . Fifty years later, in the same:
- vein, the 1957 report on The Role -of the Trustees of
. Columbia University . . . stated flatly that, while
. governing boards may hold final legal authority, their
actual role in government leaves them removed from the
onging affairs of their insitutions. ’

AéCordinQ,to Martorana (i963:93) the con =2rn fer the

"erosion of board control" durihg the late 1350's and early

l960“siled to séme reseaggﬂ on the future of boards. Most

concluded £hat changes were;to be forthcoming but Dohovan

(1954) stood virtually alone by suggesting that the trends

imélied'an ultimate abandoﬁment of the trusteé‘struétur;\v‘ | /f\\

altogether. More recently others have called for its demise,

but the Cafnegie Commission (1973:31-32) defended its

’

renewval.

/vAnother factor which has led to diminished duth rity

-

multicampus systems and of Statewide~superboafds; In! fact,

the Carnegie Commission (1973:1) went as far as to suggest

. that "The greatest shift inipower in recent years ha taken'i

place not inside the démpus, but in the ‘transfer of

;
N g

for greater instifutional accountability by.governments_and'
the éenéral public has no douSt provided fuel ?or the
ﬁovement from "autonomy to éystém;"-and_heightened the
tension bétﬁégn‘ekfernal‘forcesaon fhe one haﬁd, démanding

/
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greater accountability and efficient use of.fesources, and

on the bther-hand,;internal forces demanding increased

’,participation.in governance. (Petersen, 1972; Duryea,
1973:37). | )

| The severity of the pressures on gévernance has been

heightened by the contradictory nature of the pressures

. ‘according to the Carnegie Commiséibq (1973:10):

Public interest works in the direction of public
control; but student and faculty activism works in the
direction of local control by the direct participants.
Faculty and student activist sentiment is in favor of
more self-governance; but the reductior in a sense of
c¢onsensus among faculty members and st ‘ent: makes such
self-governance more difficult. The cesh:ion of -growth
calls for more flexibility in making readjustments in-
past patterns of operation; but faculty collective
bargaining organization may mean more rigidity and more
attachment to the status quo ante. Financial stringency
often requires more centralized control of decisions
affecting expenditures; but central control is also
more suspect. The cross-pressures are illustrative of
the general problem of the swirling crosscurrents
-affecting governance. -

Although dilemmas of governance have not stemmed from a
unitary source, Perkins (1973);has developed an inSightful
inte;pretation_bf the problem largely from a structural
point of ?iew; It was his contention that‘the_major missions
-of the university cannot be, and are not being discharged
-through the.fdrmal structure provided in its charter. He
believed that: | |

. . . the university is asked not only to perform

-conflicting missions but . . . to perform them within
the framework of an organizational design appropriate

to its earliest mission--that of teaching .or the
transmission of knowledge. The newer functions of

- research, public service and, most recently, the
~achievement of an ideal democratic community within the
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university have organizational requirements that are
significantly different from those necessary for
teaching. (Perkins, 1973:3)

The mbdificétibn_g£ board authority“in Canada.

Any attempt to dpcument'any changes in the role of
trustee boards. in Canadian'uniJersities sufferg, at present,
_fron a dearth of published material. Weynerowski (1964:216)
concludedvthat "what iittle:writing has been done in Canada
. on university government is most1y~in the form of committee
vreperts and'faeulty association,briefs to university
authorities."hpay (1971:30), whose study was the first
empirical investigation of control in a Canadian
postsecondary setting, was of the opinion that "educational
institutions, pattieularly those of nigherkeducation,‘appear
to be the last to be subject to reseatch on the&r internal \ﬂ///“\
functioning " In 1966 several 1mportant Canadian works
appeared (Masters, 1966; Harris, 1966; Duff and Berdahl,
1966_; Hodgetts, 1966) devoted to postsecondary education. .
-1Since that year, several. additional works have shed soﬁe
llght on trends in un1ver51ty governance- however, there is
a dearth of information in compar1son ‘to the U.S. sett1ng

Some ﬁfitersife.g. sadighian, i975) have discussed a
“university govefhante’and trustee boards on‘avNorth‘Ame:ieen’ -~
basis withont“highlighting‘differences.between_the American
and Canadian settings, perhaps assuming no substantivev
.aiffefence’between #he two. While it is apparent that

American universities did-have an influence on developing

K oedlw L
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Canadian institutions (Ross, 1276:21} Munroe, i975:3)’there
are at least two ways; germane to the present study, in
whlch the Canadlan experlence dlffered from that in the_

U. S A The first dlfference concerned the-earlier emergence'
of a "two-tier" system of governance. This is perhaps best
illustrated in a brief historical sketch of éanadian
univefsity governance development.

Early history. Masters (1966:17) identified the

Anglican, King's College, Nova Scotia, as ". . . the first

institution in Canada to begin teaching at the college level

[1789]; although its counterpart in Fredericton, the

forerunner bf‘thevUniversity of New Brunswick, appears to
have been the first to open as a scﬁdol." The early
dominance, and ekclusiveness of Anglican church'colleges
gave rise to a reaction agalnst thlS sectarlanlsm (Masters,

1966). Those petltlonlng for new colleges durlng this perlod

‘ repeatedly attempted to make them open -to all denominations,

but by the time acts of 1ncorporat10n were passed cha:ters

were narrowly sectarian (Somers, 1966:25). The result in

Nova Scotia, aecording~to SOmers (1966:25) was an

UnCOnsciéus but inevitable_ﬁ. . multlpllcat1on of
sectarlan 1nst1tut10ns of hlgher education . . . as the only

possible road to rellglous equallty." There is little doubt

Aabout the strong 1nfluence and control of the church in

these early eastern Canadlan 1nst1tut1ons (Ross, 1976:21).

The strength of feiyor and support these early colleges
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obtained from religious loyalties is perhaps most accute in
contrast to the early experience of Dalhousie University
(1818-21), the first attempted, non-sectarian college in
British North America. Though nominally non-denominational,
it was predominantly Presbyterian for much of the nineteenth
- century (Masters, 1966:22): however, it did not award
degrees until 1866 after being forced to close and later
reopen in 1848. According to Harvey (1938:14) Dalhousie was:

. . . an idea prematurely born into ‘an alien and

unfrlendly world, deserted by its parents, betrayed by

its guardians, and throughout its m1nor1ty abused by
its friends and enemies alike.

"In the government 35/;11 these [early, eastern
Canadian] colleges, the role of the layman was dominant and
that of thé teacher minimal"” (Ross, 1976:167). Cohen
(1964:205) believed that ". . Canada has had much more
severely authoritarian traditi n chan is known in England"
in its university structure,.

.Harris (1976:27) documented the essentlal purposes for
_these early colleges:

As in French Canada, the same two purposes - the

training of clergy and the general education of the

. future leaders of society - underlay the establishment

of the first colleges and universities in Engllsh—

- speaking Canada. . .. :
‘ The educat1on of clergymen was not however, the
primary reason for the establishmént of the earliest °
colleges. in the British colonies. . . . The founders of .
these institutions were impelled by precisely the same
-motive as 1nsp1red their French Canadian == ~
. contemporaries . . . the preservatlon of a tradition,
in this case, the Br1tlsh tradition.”

.Im western Canada, however, although higher education

w
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had its origins in the denominational colleges:

Contrary to the early tradition of private universities
. in ,Eastern Canada, Western universities have been state
institutions from the outset, established by provincial
statute and subsidized by public funds. (Review of
Educational POllCI&S in Canada. Western Region,
- 1975:53-54)

Munroe (1975:3) linked this with the influence of the Land

Grant Colleges in the U.S., which evolved just prior/ko\the

establishment of the western Canadian'universities.'

Development of faculty and student authority in

overnance.

Canadians took their first step toward

implementing faculty authority in governance in 1827 at

' King's College (forerunner of the University of Toronto)

where, according to the charter, seven of the nine members
of the governing council were to be faculty, provided they

supported the Thirty-nine Articles~of religion as set out in

the Angllcan Book of Common - Prayer Most of the early . .-

#.‘(

Canadtan un1vers1t1es followed suit (Ross, 1976:167), well
J - L
;n advance of any'51m11ar gains by U.S. faculty.

The second major step in ‘advancing faculty control also

came from the University of Toronto. Its 1306 Act:

'+ . . was a significant document . . rlmarlly ‘
because it clearly .established the "two-tier™ system of
government, which was soon to be adopted by other
universities in Canada, and which gave specific control-
of the academic program to academlcs. e .o .

Thus there were to be two executive branches, and
while the board of governors was the senior body with
ultimate authority and.responsibility, nonetheless the
senate (the academic body) was to have clearly deflned
jurisdiction over the academic .program of the
unlver51ty.A(Ross, 1976:168)

P
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Thus, while faculty were excluded from govefning boards,
they had major representation on the senate. According to
Ross (1976:169) "this system of government prevailed in

Canadian universities until the 1960's—fwifh relatively few

difficulties."

- There was by the nature of fhings, always tension
. between these two bodies [the Board and the Senate].
The senate was concerned about effectiveness; the board
with efficiency. . . . .. '
The tension . . . was not without value; it
provided a nice balance of power between the practical
and the academic worlds . . . (Ross, 1972:242-243)
'~_By way of comparison, it was well after 1920 in the N
U.S. that ". . . the trend Wwas to establish a university-
wide body--usually a sengte-~including student
representati&es.f. . " (Ross, 1976:179). In fact, it wasn't
until 1971 that the Center for Research and Development in
Higher Education in Berkeley, California, decided_thé campus

senate movement had grown Jarge enough to warrant study

'(Hodgkinson; 1974:2).L51n terms of faculty recognition and

control of suchumatters as educational\policy,'admissions,

appointments of academic staff, the American universities

‘lagged far behind those in . . . Canada" (Ross, 1976:176).

The apparent inability of senate positions to satisfy
faculty in Canadian universities became moreiéigible in the
late 1960s. The Duff—Bérdahl-(IQGG) :epdit, commissioned by
the Canadian Association of University Teéchers:’reéommended

the inclusion of f?cult§ (as well as alumni) on boards of

governors. Unionization of faculties (University Affairs,

S . a

N
~
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1977:14-15) in the early 1970s attested at least to a

- perceived. fa11ure, by facu}ty, of ealler mechanisms to

incorporate thelr input into dec1sxon making. In a
collectlon of essays on the government of Canadlan

un1ver51t1es, editor George Whalley (1964:vii) observed #
that: ' / ‘

. . all contributors agree upon a few cardlnal
considerations upon which any reform of university
government and,administration should turn:

. 1. The Judgment of the academic staff should
influence all decisions made by or. on behalf of
universities.

- 2. The powers and authority a551gned to lay Boards
bx charter in Canada are inordinate and”inappropriate.
o 3.The dichotomy between scholars and
admlnlstrators,should be eliminated as far as possible.

, 4. All such changes . . . should be given
permanent legal status by amendments to current
-€harters. a .

' hgdgetts (1966-xiii)kviewed the faculty drive for board

membershlp to be a natural consequence of (a) 1mproved

economlc postlon of~un1ver51ty'teachers, and (b) growth

pressu;es, large ‘staffs and bu1ﬂdlngs which were d1sturb1ng

trad1tlonal Yprk hap: s of academlcs. ’
'Canedianudniver51t1es were generalfy.quite responsive

to changes which 1ncluded students in the governance of

/snzzzflnstltutlons. Although the Duff~Berdahl (1966 20)

repott on\? recommended that.students be gllowed to elect
one board member--and not to sit themselves-—the Unlver51ty
of Toronto ‘again took the lead. In its new 1971 Act,

students were given legal status as "members" of the

'unlverslty w1th rights to become board . members (Ross,

Rev ]
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.governance structures concerned the relationship of state
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1976:171-172). Ross (1976:172) concluded:

By 1975 the traddtional tqp:tie{,x§§£em was
present in form in most Canadian universities, but its
original purpose--to divide responsibility by giving
lay people authority over administrative matters and
the academic staff authority in academic affaits--was
greatly changed. Boards in most universities were
likely*to include faculty members and students, :1d the
senate to include substantial student representation.

Summarily, it may be observed that the Canadian
experience differed from that of the U.S.A. in the "two-
tier” system §f governance and its concommitant earlier

inclusion of faculty input int# the governance of the

university. : - | %%E?
= A second difference between Canadian/;;;\;seriéan -

i

/4

and private (often éhurch-rela;ed).colleges. According to

3

Masteré‘(l966£13), "the development of pluralistic

‘ k‘. @ ... . ' ’ . . .
universities which included denominational and secular

colleges, a process which began in Manitoba in the eighteen-

seventies and ‘at Toronto jn the eighteen-eightees, was a

~unique Canadian ach’ vement," Masters (1966) documented this

- L = % ' I
phenomenon in his Protestant church colleges in Canada: A

historz, and because of- the importance ofi%hié feature to
th%bpresent study, th% following supporting quotations were

taken directly from that work: -
In 1843 Robert Baldwin introduced into the

Legislative Assembly a bill which was intended to make
King's non-denominational and also to draw into .
incorporation with—it the Colleges of Queens, Victoria,
and Regiopolis, a_Roman. Catholic College at Kingston
which had been incorporated in 1837..This was the first
suggestion of the principle of federating .

LI
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denominational colleges with non-sectarian

J.univer51t1es. It was destined to play a role of central
" importance in the history of Canadian universities. (p.
49) - \

The University of Manitoba was established in 1877
as a non-denominational, provincial, but not state- .-
supported university. . . . The University was to be an
examining and degree-granting,- but not_a teaching body.
The teaching was to be entirely in the hands of the
federating colleges: St. John's, Manitoba, and St.
Boniface. . . . The establishment of the University of
Manitoba was an’ 1mportant landmark in the history of
church colleges in Canada. It meant that the component
colleges were able to continue the liberal arts course
in a church atmosphere, while sharing the benefits of
membership in a larger body. The unique Canadian4 )
achievement in higher education, the working out of a /
relationship between chur¢h colleges and secular ‘
universities had begun. (pp. 95-96)

. . the agreement [of the Uniyersity of Toronto] with
Trinity clarified and strengthened the position of the
church colleges in a pluralistic university. Unlike
Victoria, Trinity was insistent on safeguarding its
right to teach religious knowledge to all its students.

This right was safeguarded by a clause in the Act of

1901. (p. 142). U )

" The Church of England, hav1ng given up control of

thg . . . [Western University for financial reasons],
retained control of Huron College which continyed as a
theological seminary . in affiliation wifh the &
University. (p. 147) . . .

The Univer51ty of Waterloo represented an example
of the Canadian practice of federating church- related
colleges with pluralistic, non-denominational
universities. There were two other examples of this
practice in the period since 1959, the Laurentian
University of Sudbury and the Univer51ty of Windsor.

Ap. 192)

In the post-1959 period, other small church-
related institutions affiliated with. larger, non-
denominational universities. . « . In 1964 the
Methodist Church's Aldersgate College in Moose Jaw
sought affiliation with the University of Saskatchewan.
(p. 193) ‘ . , , - <
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In Canadian universities, the early'estéblishmént,

v &

of a two-tier system of governance, the board of governors

‘and the senagte, gave faculty input into decision making

earlier than the}r American colleagues. The basic
modifications in the distribution of authority were‘éjmilar
to fhat in the U.S.,ﬁfrom boards to boards and presidentsl
(although Canadian presidents were judged not to have
achieved the leyel of power of their Améric?n counterparté),
with thq,;ubsequent extension of decision making rights to
faculty, and finally to the inclusioq of faculty and
sﬁpdents in govefhing bodies. Canadian universities have
also differed from those in the U.S. in the structural

juxtaposition of denominational and secular colleges in

_ pluralistic universities.
{

rey
-l

Empirical research on board decision making

Empirigal studies of, trustee bda:ds are pparse,, but

even more so are such studies which focus on board decision

vmaking. Writers are in agreement  regarding the lack of study

on decision making in postsecondary education. Paltridge,’§£

al. (1973:3) noted:

Much of the research and other literature on
trusteeship of colleges and universities has been
centered on membership composition.of the boards and
its apparent effect on board attitudes towards the -

‘Wptitutions they.govern. The literature is replete with
-scourses on what boards should do or should not do,
most all of them by authoritative observers and
- experienced trustees. The research on what boards
actually do in the course .of their meetings is sparse
“and confined mostly to surveys of the perceptions of
board members as to their duties and activities.
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Mbst decision making studies at the postsecondary levelaare
focused on participatory governance or shared :&;ision
making with facultf-as the primary study group (éastcott,
1975; Kelly, 1973; Wise, 197Q) and occassiona}ly
administrators as well (Day, 1971)i;§§gb_gﬁ ﬁhese writers

_concurred with the paucity of research even in those areas.

The Inventory of Research into Higher Education in

Canada, published annually since 1974 by:the Association of
Universities. and Cplleges of Canada, listed oné study iﬁ
thgi; 1976 inventory (p.12) which was a questionnaire sutvéy
with interviews, on the goals and goVernancé of Canadian
‘universities.Y In the 1977 directory, oniy two were iiSted
that were cbnéérned with board decision makiﬁg. Tﬁe present
.study’was oﬁe;»;he”other was a survey by Konrad (1976, 1977)
~on communitee college trusﬁees. | ”

| One section of Konrad's (1976) research focused on thé
involvement of trustees in decision méking. Board mémbers_‘
.were asked to indicate their perceiVed level of inQoivement
‘for each of 30 topics commonly'considered by Boards.
Konrad's (1976:3) conclusion was that ". . . community
college boards are onlyfpefipherally involved'ih deciéion—
making at the institutional'levelf; howeVeé,_board meﬁbers -

also indicated that they ". , . would prefer'énkauthority

st;uctuté that would placé responsibilty for decision-making

- i

-
s

* To have been completed in 1978
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in the hands of boards and/or,administrators alone"
(1976:4). These results are very similar to those reported
by Hartnett (1969:30-37) in his survey of trustee
-backgrounds, roles and educational attitudes.

_In a case study of New York University (Baldridge,
197lb), various constituent groups in the University were
asked to indicate their beljef about what groups controlled
various issues. Baldridge (1971b:183-184) discovered that:

The charts suggested that instead of one dominant
povwer elite there seems to be a fragmented system of
influence, for different groups are strong in different

- spheres of influence and no single group dominates

everything., The trustees are strong 8n budgetary

- planning, physical plant maintenance, long-range

planning, and public ‘relations. ‘
<21ly (1973) undertook a.case study of participatory’
jovernance in one Quebec college (CEGEP). He discovered that
"college governance was characterized by a high degree~of

deCentralizétion. . . . [and] although closer in degree to

j
the partidipatory‘model’. .. [the College] appears to.
combiﬁe aspects Ofiboth.[the.bureaderatic‘add pQgticipative]
medels" (Kelly, 1973?211).‘Kelly (i973) went on.ﬁo describe
the strengehs and weaknesses of this deliberate attempt to
 impleﬁent a‘participetory mode of:college.geyernanée as it
“had’eiolved in one eoliege. Iﬁ'the Foote,'_g al, (1968) case
s%ﬁdyicf 90vernanee at Berkeley cempus ofythe Uhivereity oft
Califorﬁia;'inte?estinglfl there was a minority "dissenting
report” Qpich argued against the ﬁfopoéed;"COmmunity"

approach Ep governahce, since they:believed no-baéis for
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"community" could be found. It was suggested that a
political model was more appropriate. . /
\ Only two publlshed studies were found which looked

Vspec1f1cally at the actual dec151on maklng of boards of

/

trustees. The first, Paltridge, et al. (1973), used a

| | o / o
detailed coding protocol in the analysis of motions in the

minutes of 19 university boards, in an effort to ". . t‘go
beyond trustee perceptions of their roles, professed
“attitudes and percelved decision-making authorlty, to an
1nvest1gat1on of the1r actual performance and dec1s1onmak1ng
actions" (1973:7).2 Paltrldge an®his assoc1ates found

1 (1973:31) that boards made most dec151ons in the areas of

business and flnance, physical plant/ personnel and

- - educational programs. When dlstr1buted across levels of

decision (leglslat1ve, managerlal worklng), most dec151ons
were made at the working level (41. 9%) followed by
_'managirlal (36.7%) and leglslatxve (7 5%) ‘This pattern
varied somewhat when broken down by subject area of the
tdec151on also 1nd1v1dua1 boards differed in the way they
expedlted dec151on maklng Paltridge, et al, (1973 :55- 70)
developed four prototypes of board decision maklng patterns.
“The second study to 1nvestlgate actual dec151on maklng
(Wa;klngton, 1975) used the same meth?do;ogy as.Paltrldge

e

A detailed. account of the methodology used by Paltrldge,

l
et al, is 1ncluded in the methodology section of -the present
' stu . »

‘~<

\
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(1973?, in addition to {ntefviews, to assess budget
allocation and program'approvai in non-university,
postsecondary institutions in Canada.

As far as can be decéfmined from pnblishedvpeSearch,
the present study is one of‘the'earliest to analyze actual
decision making.in a Canadian, postseccndarydsefting, and
cne of the first to address the decision making of

’ {
postsecondary boards of trustees susing an empirical

analysis.

Some conclu51ons regard1ng the evolutlon of board authorlty

Several conclus;ons emerge, based on the fore901ng

rev1ew_of Yiterature: 3

1
¢

1. Distribut{bn'gj auﬁhoritx. There has clearly been a trend

'foward increased sha;ingvof authority in campus governance.
Hiatcpically it\was‘lodged exclusively wign.boards of
trusfees; but cradUally was'extended.to presidents and
administration, faculty and most recently to students;
primarily'in academic:areas.'Most of-the.research'in
part1c1patory governance has been conducted at the faculty
level, and has emerged conceptually from humanlstlc

- philosophy and human resources llterature_(Kelly and.Ronfad,
1972). The drive for democratizing decision‘making in
',dnive£Sitieedhas led in the’l970s-to the inclusion'of
faculty and stndents on governiné boards. There is~curren£ly

d1v1ded opinion of the effect1veness of thlS expan51on of

enfranchlsement to all of the. campus const1tuenc1e5f
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8
however,‘there,is no doubt but that a broad representational
base on governing boards will be the political reality in
the immediate future of umiversitids in Canada and the
Dnited States (McConnell 1968-147)_“‘ i

2. A chang;ng author1ty base. Bases for authorlty have been

suggested ‘by . several wrlters such as Weber (1947: 148)
Peabody (1962 467) and French and Raven (in Cartwrlght and
zandler, 1968:259-269); however, Peabody's basic dlst1nct1on
between.formal (related to one's postion‘andlegalvsta't.us)C
and functional (related to one's expertise and oersonal
characteristics) authority'bases wfll serve the present,
discussion. ‘% | |
Historically, there was nearly complete rel;ance on
formal (legal) authorlty by the board of trustees. If
: trustees, at the "same tlme, brOught academic expertise to
their p051t1on it was a happy c01nc1dence. The later<
exten51on of academlc dec151on making to faculty reflected a
deference to expertlse. In effect the Board Senate R
arrangement was a unlque mlxture of - formal and funct1onal
’authorlty in the governance of the Canadlan unlver51ty
expertlse in. both structures, albeit in d1ffer1ng areas of
. respon51b111ty, but, formal authorlty only on the board s
side. However, as Boyd (1973:18) noted: |
The decline of executlve power in unlver51t1es, the
expansion of middle management, the bureacratization
which has been developed to cope with size, the
challenge presented-by the development of student.

power, the contempt for tradition .voiced by radical
faculty, the resurgence of governlng boards, and the
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new claims for control by state agencies and

legislatures have all converged to produce a CtlSlS of

authority. = :

N The problem has been made more accute because the
pluralism of contemporary ‘society is replicated on our
campuses and reflected in a pluralism of goals. In the
absence of common goals and a shared sense of purpose,
authority is difficult to legitimize.

As both Perkins (1973:12) and Ross (1976:182) pointed
out, the newest basis for authorlty, or the rlght to be
1ncluded in university dec1sxon maklngl derives from ‘what
Ross referred to as organlzatlonal c1tizensh1¥L /In this
case, decisions are not legitimized on the basis of legal
authority, nor even expertise, per se, but upon the belief'
that organizational decision making dught-to ". .‘;_conform.

to the social aspirations of its members and iﬁe very style
and organizationvmust;conform_to‘the,idea'of a democratic

‘éociety' (Perklns, 1973?l2) Ross (1976-182-184) ’

acknowledged that many of~ ‘the” argumentS/used for

part1c1pat1on in a democratlc state vere applied to rhe
democratization of the unlversity; bur.carried'to their

“logical conclnsion-eone person, one vote--would create a

student:controlled'organiaationz a'situation thar would.nor

be tolerated by a funding public..lnterestingly,'the
p011t1ca1 model of un1vers1ty governance is the only
ex1st1ng model whlch appears to most naturally accommodate

‘th1s new. basis for the leg1t1m1zat10n of authorlty in

institutional governance.

3. Absence of empirical research -on board decision making.

&
r'd
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As reviewed above, there are fe; studies which assess actual
board. dec151on maklng in the ‘U.S., and only one in Canada.
There are several surveys asse551ng the Serceptxons ‘of. board
members about their decision- maklng 1nz61¥ement but clearly
if b6ards are tézgj/gulded more prec1se1y in the future,
studies of thelr actual dec1s1on mak1ng are essentlal

L)

4, Governance models. In terms of«the historic governance

models, bureaucratlc and collegial, it 1s generally accepted‘
that a bureaucratlc structure is necessary fon the '
administrative support services offered by the un1ver51ty A
.key organlzatlonal dilemma for governlng boards however is
‘that while bureaucratlc direction or formal -authority is not
always capable of prov1d1ng certain expert judgments, "the
weakness of colleglalfty or profe551onal1sm in the large
organ1zat10n . . . is that it cannot handle the problem of
.order,'1t cannot provide sufficient 1ntegrat10n" (Clark,
1971:248). Indeed, as. Clark (1971) amply 1nd1cated the

) author1ty of profe551onal has become so spec1allzed -and
hence fragmented that consensual dec1s1on maklpg on, the
basis of aggregate expertlse is no longer practical if it 1s~
;even p0551ble. The result has been a "federation of

' profe551onals. | | -

In the large, complex university of.today, new
governance models nere needed to guide the necessary'
1ntegrat1on of so many spec1allzed unlts. The part1c1pat1ve
model (Heﬁéérson 1970) sought 1ntegrat1on through involving .

‘-

R

-



41

all constituencies in a rational process of shared decision’
;making; Reiectiné’the inadequacy of such a purely'rational
model, Baldridge-(197lb) developed-a»politiCal model which -
‘accounted more adequately for the lack of consensus, the
dissent,;end the struggie for power in the university}wThe
former model perhaps reflected the humanistic strehm of
thought in covernance literature, while the political model
reflected some new assumptlons with respect to an altered

baszs for authority for decision mak1ng on campus.

LY N

Evolution g£ the Role of the Board

Perkins (1973) reviewed the evelution of the role of
the board, which‘at timee‘wae linked to the evolution of
institutiohal miSsions; and identified the essential |
conflict between the various roles the board is calied on to
perform. The felldwing aescription wes tahen nearly verbatim
from Perkins’(1973:203—214),asfexpianaticn of that
development. ) ‘ : ~ | |

Agent of the church or state

In 1ts earllest role as agent of the church or state,
the boardvreflected the‘notlon that‘legltlmacy must be
conferred by an outside body. The  faculty, as an expert.

_group,-?%flected the alternative historical idea that

leglt1macy was 1nherent. Here1n is ‘the root of much of the
~current confllct about wh:/iii/iggiﬁzﬁor the un1versxty, and_
' whoemay.make'its decision . Both the faculty and the

administration and board have each claimed to have a
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legitimaté voice But each™have appealed to a different
concept of:legitimacy. .

Historically,va deiicate etiguette has beenvmaintained
- in which board approval of strictly educational matters has
béen largely pro gggég; however, recent demands that the
board exercise its jurlsdgctlonal authority has led to a
'bééo;e o§ért;f . )
Brldqé bet;\hn*the

e assumption by twetgnlvers ty, of research and

¢t

~?and'community

publlc serv;ce functions, meant .that the university needed
to develop active involvementvwith other instiputions of
society. Accordingly, 'boards adopted a second rolé of bridge’
between theﬁunivérsityAand communi;y. Boards were
increasingly reérésenting thé.university's interests to
society as welﬁ és.s6ciety's f;tetest to the university. rp
the role of "bridge" boards were presumed to be neutral but
the burrentcstrains between codflict1ng‘internalfand

‘ éxtérnal‘Gemands attests the inability of boards to maintain
that-neutrAIity} ;t least in thé eyes of'those.they

) aliegedly representea; Although expﬁnsion to incluée this
role of‘bridge helped solve some'dilemmas of how the boaraz._
could function as an agent of the state within an autonomous
~instij:i:ﬁion, it intrgésed the vulnerébility of.their““
_\position-by expaﬁding'théir:“constitﬁéngy" to include thé‘.
mgmbers'bf the university community whose interests they

. o
. - . . » - e
- ’ cof v

J 23 . .
E B B
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were now expected to articulate with'clarity and conviction .

to the outside. : - | - \

Agentng-the»univgrsity-community‘

In the performance of a third role, namely, agent of
the university community, the,boafd has héd to act as av
.court of last resort for the university's internal

constitueqﬁies. Boards have'moyed from being the supreme

&

legal autﬁg?Tiy‘%n principlg to being~tbat in fact. This
'Eresort to legal a%thority hgs often been in conflict with
.the'evident desire’ of the university community to embrace
the democratic tébets of representation and partf;ipation,
and authority based on consensus..
-The pre;ent.role,conflict.experienéed‘by trustee; may
" also be understood-in terms of differing orient;tion§,toward
~the way a board &ay function.‘DOnimiguez (1973) |
~distinguished two types as‘boardstgf overseers (review
boards)‘ana boards of control (governing boards)_ Konrad a

(1975:8) identified the former with the "traditignal role of

trustees” and with Perkins {1973:203) role of "ag of its

creator.” In contrasting the two'orientations,“Konrad
(1975:8~9) explained that:

- The traditional role of trustees AN postsecondary
.education was to review and approve. In such a
tradition it seemed proper to isolate external from
internal affairs and to refer to faculty involvement in

-board matters as a conflict of interest. . . ,

While many boards continue to act as overseers,
they also regard themselvés as a part of the _
institution's governahce structure. Governing boards
participate in setting institutional policy,
establishing operational ru%gs'and regulations,

. pt/—.. .

[
- s
7
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approving or rejecting program developments, and .
controlllng fiscal and human resources.

~

Konrad (1975:9) further suggested that trustee (rev1ew)
boards should be autonomous, but "to the extent that a board
adopts the or;entatlon of’a governlag agency, it should find

ways to include . . . [1nst1tut10nal] representatives,"”

Spécific role expectati?ns
aQuite apart from the foregoing literature,”which has
focused on the global roles of boards, many writers have
identified basic dutles or respon51b111t1es of trustees‘
These responslhllltzes would llkely be closer t&5 role |
expectations (Lonsdale,*1964:150) thanfroies per gg..Table.
2.1 summarizes ind“compares the duties which have been
listed by varlous authons.rlncluded 1n Table 2.1 are worksr'
authored over a 15 "year per;od and, in termf of the
historical developments regarding board authorlty, come from
a perlod when the ba51c pattern of authorlty distribution
had already been set~ however as Table 2.1 1nd1cates, some
changes in the llterature over this brlef per1od support the C
changes in role dlscussed earlier,. B
Four areas were con51stently 1ncluded by auﬁhors' (a) -
respon51b111t§es related to preservatlon of 1nst1tut1onal
purpose; (b) selection of the pre51dent—*wh1ch ‘nearly all 5‘_~
c1ted as being the most important funct1on of the board; (o) |
holding and oversee1ng the management of phy51cal assets;

and (d) overszght of ac%§;51tlon and 1nvestment of -funds. It

}b is likely that factors whlch have recently emerged "in

R 4

*h



: n” . . . .  SRoav AA- uOu au«~om ouca:luOu oL °'I‘e
) ¢ ¥ ' A hbdﬁom
. . ) sabuwyd, 386pnq ‘386pnq e3TIOINY  *Z°y
. . , . ® . . . . : . uuc:u 30 IUNDSIAUT pue UOTIFSTNBOV 998I9AQ T
- - . Sousuyy
N <
. ' JusmuIaAch YA sdyysuorieTax doteasa €9
: - . . . UOT3ISUNZ BT UO EAOVIIW WOIF UOTINITISUT 3093033 “*z°9
. : L /J\t T =0uv¢uomooo 7 Sujpuv3IsIopun e3owoad of 149
- » 7 - ¥ - &quuom puwe :oﬁuauﬂunnu :ov:uon obpyag
: . . . » -ouuqa«ouu JO Jucwebeuvm Yy BISIAVAQ °*Z°§
: .- . . M . . * . s3e85e o3 32 oL . °T'g
P b . T §3088Y.
= M r . )
M - L] . . 3 » . .u:wﬁ&oao>ov\nm=u:o o>«uo:uun=ou 3o -vcoa- oq ol °TI°p
: . . L eth ebuey) vo:cuau
£ AF .
AW . sdyysuoijerax ejwradoadde
\\ - uO\ccq s83uUepN3s zuﬁz SUOCTIPOTUNIINOD YSTIqRIsd °L°f
. . . ®0paaxz Kaessaoeu, £31noRy MOTTY 9°¢
/(\\p N . . - m:«:auuudn SATIONITOO :0x ‘Uof3ysod R doteaeg -g°¢
. . ) UOFIUIISTUTWPR ITOYR ~
R < . asyazedns % woﬂzh 9INuUa} ITqRUOEYIX SpTAcRd ‘p°f
g » - Lo £3TnoR] SETWSTP/YITA 3I5RX3UOD . *g°g
- ) . o *3UBPIEeIg Sy3 pedoons
= - ) Q3 auyT uy nuooauuo jo uoy3ostas uy :o«uamwuuuudm BRE AL
. > . B Y . ' » » . . . . 3usprsead jo UOTIRATHS | ‘T°¢t
, ¢ ’ . ) ) . nﬂo:coaqu
~— 3%
E 3 - » = . :oﬂuzu._"un:u oyl . q.
od/83AT300(q0 Tedrourad eawyoeq ‘gz
. . » z.vv. 30 »u:m b:ﬁ:._qucoo sanssy -z-g
» » » . . R - ]

TanaTasur oyd deey ‘1z
- vao&u:& uu:Ouusuaun:H

B /n‘lul . XI“

o

1033940 o4y progt

(9L6T)  (£L6T)  (€L6T) (696T)
€99¢ 9Tbauxe) woaqIFIH yney

(9961

1

(6961) (6961) . (L961) s3uaboy
UOIIBH oYOTM :owuwv:wz 23e3s XN ssabang saybny
Y

(856T) Aammﬁv

.h

R

‘9

.5

i .

5%

RSN

g

‘T




)

46

N.u . < ’
P A 3 3 - )
: - ) L ~ -
A .
T o .~\ > w,f ’
R . v
- -~ .
BN 'y
& 3 ' ,
) 4
. . b
- C N
' J 3 W N .
A b .
.
. Au 2"
...w 3 A . b : e -~
- 0 R * - ...,w .
o rr
. . A
r/. - - s I N = - d - -
» v . . » . uuouau uuﬂ \ ﬁug 15& uo uu:oo 1 -
. . M
m n. N ATeaT300739 voauﬁn 8q uwd wuuocumuoso. eansug’ .u 0T
» . ou:a:uobom ho.«Jov.goum o.r .ﬁ.P« -
, B ..,woqa..ugou ...on
. . . oucou&aco.uo i :4@8 Iyoy3 eansey .m 6 '
. _ : . m:u:o«uocsu vuug u
e - (9961) h
(9L6T) (EL6T) (eL6T)  (6961) ) (6961) (L96T) 83uabay  (856Y) (TS6T) S ot
. g9Y o._"vonucu,cou.ﬁ«om yneyd/ UOIIBH IYOTM UOBIIPUSH 93IPIS XN SSabIng saybny -
T *P,3UCD 83TITTIqFsucdsey piwog Jo uostieduod 1z OTqRL . "
. .,w . A j,...
I . 5 - .o

K I,” *

el

& Lo



Y < e

i

O vq .
s
R
;

47

print" do notwalways reflect new role expectations, but
rather the development ©of a need to make them explicit. In
“thls category one can not1ce recent emphases in Table 2.1:
(a) tenure provisions; (b) a stance on collectlve

h%tga1n1ng, (c) acﬁing as .a: brldga between society and the

‘ﬁinst1tut1on* (a) 1ntenna1 Ebard functlonlng,ﬂle) providing

‘,4.

'creator of the board Rather than a 51mple exchange of

for governance and (f$ act1ng as a court of final appeal

Y
: o . Co
. e . - . &‘ . . )
'y‘ xf A .

o S
e e R

Rolég*ﬁnd roie expectatlons for boards have changed
Followlng on tne‘heels of changes whlch have been focused on

-a rédlstrlbutlbn of author1ty on campus the 11terature on

. /board roles reflects a movement away from the notion of

trusteeship, ,or actlnggas a review board--an agent of the

roles, however, boards have typlcally acqu1red new roles, »
some of whlch confllct wit™ the historical function of
trusteeshlp Newer roles have 1ncludedzthe artlculatlon and

defense of institutional purpose vis a vis society,.and a

v/change from being a court of final appeal in pr1nc1ple, to

-being that 1n fact These latter rolesﬂhave 1nvolv§d boards
in the governance of éhelr institutions., A central confllct
appedars to be centered %ﬁtmembershlp comp051t1on of boards:
if they funct1on as’ trustees. (reqﬁew boards) they‘should
l1kely be autonomous bod1es with external lay membership

If they move 1nto the governance role, 1t is dlfflcult to

‘ defend the exclu51on of c5nst1tuent campus groups from

¥ e ’ T e, . _ o :
R co $e , 3 -
" ‘vi?’



At the conclosion'of fégir report on governante in higher

; structural concerns:
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membership on the board.

Clearly, trustee boards face what appear to be almost

insurmountable odds in coming to terms with étructures and fk?u
. X :

processef, of university decisic - -ing. The Carnegie gRRE ¥

Commission (1973:2) forecasted a new period in -governance _“*%#&

marked by "continuing conflict" rather than consensus. Their
weakly expressed hope was for a new consensus to emerge
after a "substantiai restructurlng." Their resolutlon_was:'

It is more important for the board to provide for

effective governance than, as it once did, for it to.

govern; it should spend more time on governance and

less time on governing than it has historically ‘ R
(Carnegie Commission, 1973:36). ‘ .

educatlon, the Carnegle Comm1551on (1973 77-78) alluded to .

perhaps a more fundamental source of the problem than

A consensus over governance depends jin part, on a
consensus about purposes. . . . The locﬂigon’of ‘
~authority on campus . . . is not’ so crucial an issue. :
when there is*agreement about purposes as when thegs is
‘not. Firmness of purposes is a strong foundation for
governance . . . Thus what happens to govern®ace
depends heaV11y on 'what happens about” purposes.

Board Membersh;p Comp051t1on and Organ1zat1on

Much of the sparse research and other literature on .
trusree boards‘ln postsecondary education has been focused
on'issues'relared to the membership composirdon of those
boards (Paltridge, e’ti-al-., 1973:3). ‘Martorana (1963:35) and
Rauh (1969b:163), however, recognlzed the relat1vely few
def1n1t1ve studles even ;n thlS area. The research on board
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membership factors caa be referenced by three key studies
conducted in’the U.S.A. First,.Beck, (1947)-?rovided'the
first basic description of the economic and social
composition of the governing boards of 30 leading
un1ver51t1es. Beck's (1947) survey of previous literature on
the topic. revealed only three intensive 1nvestlgatlons, ‘and
~five unpublished, abbrev1ated studies; all of whlch were

devoted only to occupatlonal analyses. Second, Rauh (1959)
R

conddcted 50 extensive interviews as the basis for hlS booK" r,

College and University Trusteeship. Th1rd in the fall of

1967, the Educational Testing Ser'vice joined with Moifon
Rauh in a large-scale survex of college and'university
trustees (Hartnett, 1969r3) which was supseq ntly reported
by Hartnett (1969) and Rauh (1969) Th1§ study, condqgfed
przmarlly under: the leadershlp of Hartnett appears tq'bi
“the first descriptive natlonal survey in the U. S. of trustee
backgrounds, roles and educational attltudes.

In Canada,pdesoriptive research of comparable)natiohal
scope has been conducted by the Assoc1at10n of Un1vers1t1es
‘and Colleges of Canada (AUCC) on its member 1nst1tut1ons by
Houwing and M1chaud (l972)_and Houw1ng and Kristjanson
(1975); however,.these analySes were restricted to the
composition of governlngzboards and/senates, ang dldunot
1nc1ude roles and educat1onal ar;1tudes,.ai d1d'Hartnett

(1969) and Rauh (1969) in the U. sn. / :

The purpose of the follow1ng review 'is to 1dent1fy

. :
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_ was 67 years. Hartne
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trends, wherever possible, for various issues related to
o

board membershlp and organlzatlon. In addltlon to the a‘ove

sources several others were used as referenced below. One
study, by Konrad (1977) was cited\for“itslvalue as'thefonly
other Canadian study which was focused on nearly identical
issues to the present study in the organlzatlonal settxng of

!
ey were judged to

Eb

infrequently been 1ncluded where t

,Canadlan community colleges. Learged og;n1ons have

_contribute to the dlSCUSSJOﬂ, but no effort was made to

comprehensively identify\the range or natnre'of opinions of
writers on board conposition and organization. The following
topics were\inclnded: board menber characteristics of age,
education, sek, occupation, political idqqgogy, residencef
income, experience on boards, and knowledge 6E literature in
higher educatlon' board 51ze~ membersh1p, method of
selectlon' length of term; length of service; commlttee
structure' and openness and frequency of meetlngs.

Board member characterlstlcs‘

c

gj. Beck (1947 85) found that 47 percent of trustees
in hlS sample were overs60 years of age: 18 percent were

over 705meenty two percent were under 50 years and only

X ]
L]

four—peﬁetnt.under 40,years of age. The mean .and median age

f 'l

¥f‘hn969) reported 36 and nine percent

=respectiveiy er those- o,er 50 and 70 years of age. By
compar1son Konrad (1977&67) 1nﬁ£¢ated that only 10, percent,
4

DL RS
of board members m hxs samﬁl!' of . Canadlan communlty
,"_ .

,,,,,

- o . S °
v o . . .-
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' thh similar educational experlence-—35

209),
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colleges were over 60 years of age. The modal age category

‘was 40—49 (35%). The limited evidence suggestsda ‘tendency

toward a lower mean -age for board members. Rauh' (1970:208-

reflectlng on the effort to alter the skewed age

distribution, commented:

There is somethlng almost pathetic in the current rush
toward open1ng board membership to the youngest person
available . . . ., To redress this situation [of skewed

’ age dlstrlbutlon] by picking one or two trustees in, or

just out of, school is tokenism in its most foolish
form. . . .

r

A more 51gn1f1cant flaw in th1f move to youth. is
that it obscures the major problem of board

composition, which is the lack of diversity. Age is but

one: measure of diversity.

5Education Nlnety percent of trustees in Beck's (1947)

study were former college students, with nine percent hav1ng

J

‘cent had either a

earned doctorates, whlle Hartnett (1969)-2 ported 97 percent

dbctorate or a profe551onal degree. In Canad1an communlty

colleges, 24 percent of tiustees had a doctorate, and 87

percent had some*postsecondary educatlon (Konrad; 1977) If

there is a trend it appears to be 1n the d1rect10n of

1ncreased formal educat1on acqu1red by trustees.

Sex. For Beck (1947) women comprlsed less than . f1ve

percent of the’ sample. In 1969 Hartnett reported that 13

percent of his total sample were women although there was

variation by 1nst1tutlon“ w»th prlvate un1ver51t1es having

v

the lowest (8%) hnd cathodlc‘jplver51t1es and colleges

having the h1ghest;(20%) percentage of women on boards. In

S

s
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“.Canada, Houwing and Kristjanson (1975) documented ‘the trend: ¢

between 1965 and 1970 the boards without {female -

representation dropped from 29 to 19, while in 1975 the ;B

number without women was 10 (15.9%). They added:

Even when women are represented their number is
mostly not very large: it does not exceed 10% on 19
boards [but of 61] . . . it lies between 11% and 20% on
26 boards . . . and between 21% and 30% on four
‘boards. . . . Only two boards . . . have a female
majority of between 51% and 70% of their total
"membership. (Houwing and Krlstjanson, 1975:15)

In. Canadjan community colleges the mean percentage of women

.n

on boards was 26: however, there were substantlal inter-

provincial differences (Konrad, 1977),, The trend “clearly
! L ¥ ‘ . _. L %v/« B - i
seems to be»ln the d1rect1onv%gﬁ@"slowly;1ncrea51ng ’
- FER . . o

: representat1on by women.
Occupatlon. This feature. is one. wh1ch has received the

most attentlon, as well as calls for 1ncreased varlety (Duff

and Berdahl 1966:19). Since Beck's (1947). study,(lh

| ev1dence has suggested a marked 1mba1ance of trustees from

buszness ‘and f1nance backgrounds in relatlon to thelr

P

d15tr1but1on in the populatlon. Thls tendency has been more
pronouhcedkln'pr;vate, than in publlc cofleges (Beck 1947'
f Hartnett, 1969) ;There appeared to be-substantxal;agréiment’
about the lack of change in the bu51ness flnance' |

occupatlonal predom1nance on. boards since Beck s (1947)

work. -,j C T E T e
There has been a def1n1te decllne in the clergy " ‘
cOmponent on boards, even in church—related colleges. (wicke'

H
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1964:25)J This group has historically held a monopoly on

‘.. Board positions, if not complete controll(Martorana,4 . .

' 1963:7). By the middle of the 19th century, the presence of

\ .
clergy as a predominant group on trustee boards had begun to

décline #fenry, 1969:12). By 1860, McGrath (1936) reported

. N . Ao .
. that clergy represente6739 percent of trustees in private

colseges and*uniyersities, which further declined to seven

percent by 1930 (Beck 1947:9). Beck (1947) found that

clergy represented..less than seven percent in h1s sbusy,

thlle Rauh (1969) reported that the mean number of clergy on

all bdéards was at 10.7 percent. Other research reviewed by

4 Beck (1947°11Y‘supported the general decline of clergy on

boards. of .church- related colleges. Houw1ng and Mlchaud
(1972) 1dent1f1ed a decllne in Canada over 1965 1970 from l7
to 13 percent of clergy on university and college boards.

POlltlcal 1deology Although Beck (1947) found tru

to be "generally conservat}ye,".Hartnett s’ (1969) study

reported 21 percent who'identified themseIVes as

conservat1ve, 61 percent as moderate, and 15 percent as

l1beral The. respectxve percentages in Konrad s (1977) study

of commun1ty‘college trustees were 11, 43, and 47, wh1ch no

doubt reflected the différent nature and missions of -such

colleges. Because of-current constraints on boards, it is

. difficult to project a trend: it could move in a more

’l1bera1 dlrectlon as the surveys above suggest, or could

reverse under the pressure of 1ncreased constra1ntsf
' A

=Y
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Residence. Rauh (1969:103) noted that "most colleges

Astill drav their trustees from near campus . . , however

the prlvate universities and selective [in terms of
admlss1ons] prlvate 1nst1tutlons show a greater geographlc
spread."” HouW1ng and Kristjanson (1975) 1nd1cated that of
the 1396 members serving on 57 boards in their Canadian
survey, 1304 (93.4%) were provincial residents, 86 (6.2%)
resided in other Canadian provinces, wvhile 6 (0.4%) were
foreign re51dents. Reflect1ve of the Canadlan communlty

college orientation, 70 percent of the board members re51ded

vc1ty itself (Konrad, 1977). °

sIncome. Beck (1947'182-1860 found the ‘mean net taxable

income for board members to be $102,000 and a median of

" $53,000. There was a marked dlscrepancy between bu51ness and-

pi'fe551onal members, whose respect1ve median 1ncomes were

$74 000 and $28,000. Hartnett (1969) reported more than 50

percent of trusteés had 1ncomes of . at least $30,000. The

’>compar1son the modal category for communlty college
trusteé§ was $20 000 - 29, 000 Inferences about trends in;

_1ncome would be SJgnzfzcantly distorted at best and

”,
‘1’

1mp0551b1e at worst due to 1nflat1onary and cost of l1v1ng

.factors- however, the above data. suggest that at least the.

medlan salary appears “to be decrea51ng for university

-% . B
- : ]

\

,w1th1n 15 miles of the college c1ty, and 56 percent ffbm”the

'modal category, however, was the $50,000 - 99, 000 range. By‘
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Experlence on boards. Hartnett (1969) found that only

15 percent of hlg\trustees had served on one or more college
boards over and abb?e the one for which they had been

surveyed. Konrad' (1977) ;reported only eight percent with

similar experience; howevetr, 46 percent had experience on

type of board.

various types of boards ‘other than postsecondary educatlonal

1nst1tut1ons. Twenty- two percent had no experience on.any

Knowledge of h1gher educatlon l1terature As Hartnett

(1969 42) desgiabed them, trustees as a-group ". . . are '
barely famlllar w1th the major books and perlodlcals of |
relevance to American hlgher educatlon." Konrad (1977 :2)
concluded that . <« . whatever else trustees do, they do not
devote/much attentlon to the major books andwperlodlcals'
relevant to.postsecondary education.

Summarz The .discernable trends in characterxstlcs of
board members appear to be decreas1ng age, increasing formal

educatlon, 1ncrea51ng percen?@ge of women decl1ne in the

presence of clergy, dec11n1ng median salary, and perhaps a

'movemeht toward more liberal pol .t1cal ideology. These ‘k‘

trends should be considered as. the most tentatlve of

'hypotheses because of the lack of repllcatzons of the

,basellne data and the d1ff1cultyrgf comparlson between

- studies. In addltlon to the above trends, board members may

~also be characterlzed generally as 11v1ng near, 1nst1tut1ons

they govern, earn”

incomes substant;ally above"the
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" national mean, lacking experience on boards apart from their

present positions and barely fam1l1ar w1th relevant
'lxterature on postsecondary educatlon.

Two 1ssues appear to be domlnant in the literature on
'board size: representat1veness and manageablllty (Sadlgh1an
1975:78) erters vho have adopted normatlvc,stances on size
are often polarlzed on these two 1ssues, with those favorlng
representatlveness currently 1n a majority, Be that: as 1t
may, actual surveys of board size would suggest that, for
whatever feasons, board representatlveness has not been a

c\
major determinant so far.

The range u‘ size of boards has been 1dent1f1ed as }
. three to more than 100 (Sadlghlan, 1975:78). Rauh (1969)
however, documented that public. four year colleges had a
median 51ze of n1ne members, but the medlan 51ze for private

)

_ colleges was three times larger. Paltrldge, et _l. (1973-16*
18) reported a 1971 survey by the Educatlon Comm1551on of
’xthe States wh1ch found that the average size of board for
:Aall four- year public 1nst1tutlons or systems in the U.s. was
~lO In thelr own study of 20 unlver51ty boards, Paltrldge,
et gl. (1973) found that only two increased in size over an
eight year 1nterval In Canada, Houwlng and Krlstjanson
(1975) reported that Zt—percent of boards had 1-15 members,
" 37 percent had 16 25 members, 29 percent had 26- 40 members,

and ll percent had 41-60 members. Furthermore, they noted
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that larger boards were in the Atlantic region, and the

smaller boards were in the West.llnterestingly, the modal

vcategory of 16-25 in the Houwing and Kristjanson data was

the range recommendeq,by the Duff-Berdahl report (1966) on

Hun1verszty government in Canada. The community college.

boards’ surveyed by Konrad (1977) tended to be smaller than
other colleges and unlvers(gles in Canada, with 50 percent
in the 6-11 range. |

If boards assume more of a governlng role, and likely

take a more representatlonal character, as they appear to

be, the trend could be toward larger boards, although thxs
cannot be 1nferred from the surveys to date.

Membershlp
N

As reviewed earlier, there hds been a clear trend over

7

: R " ‘ o / - ' .
the history of governance in the U.S. and Canada to extend

-membershlp to varxous constltuent groups within and outside

ypﬁbfessidnal staff)

the university. Recent op1n1ons vary as to whether faculty, T

students and alumnl should be allowedlto sit_on governlng

boards. Hetzel (1970) agreed that alumn1 should have the

" - right to membershlp but not faculty and students.
LMartorana 51(1963)—:iSea1" board vas completely lay (with a

ut he conceded that 1f changes were to

‘:be made he would recommend the addltzon of faculty and the -

»'pres1dent Duff and .Berdahl (1966) supported the 1nclu51on

RN

'S .
s

of alumn1 and faculty, but not students. The Carnegle

Commlss1on (1973) only opposed faculty and students serv1ng

M
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. seats on the board. ;iRauh further” found that 45 percent of

boards:’ -

on boa ds of institutrons in which they were

emp10yed/stuinng. Rauh (1973) on the other hand, preferred

involving students and faculty in decision making but not on

governing_boards.

| The géneral.trend in. the studies which follow was for
faculty and stodents to increase their representation on
boards, usually at-the e;pense of alumni and lay
representat1ves Accordlng to Paltrldge, ét al. (1973'16))

o8

the lay board still had an exten51ve hold‘wn the U. S ,. where

of all public four-year colleges and universities (n=164),

118 (72%) were exclu51vely lay boards, only 19 (12%) of all

3

bogrds requlred members from 1nternal constituencies of the

in; ut1on and 65 (40%) required external constituencies

to be represented in«tﬁeir membership.‘ln'Rauh's (1969 102~
103) stugy, "about half of the pr1vate colleges extend to

thelr alumni the right to flll by electlon some ‘number of

all trustees held degrees from the 1nst1tutzon they served §§
.
and in select1ve private un1vers1t1es and colleges the

percentage jumped to 77 Houw1ng and Krlstjanson (1975 8 9)

commented on the trends in Canadlan .college and unzver51ty .o

‘. In the previous AUCC study which covered the years
1965 and 1970 . . . certain trends- were remarked upon.
" The present study seems to confirm some of them.r
Students who,were. not represented on any- board in 1965
~and formed 4% of the membership in 1970, have
. strengthened - their position and 8% of the total board
membership now consists of students. The position. .0ty
alumn1 and lay’ members together, on the other hand, has

e . @“}
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deterzorated further: from’ 84% of the membersh1p in
' 3965 and 72% in 1970 they are now down to 65%. The
growth betiWeen 1965 and 1970 of the percentage of
boards on which other- adm1n1strators, faculty and
students serve, has continued. For the three years in
question - 1965, .1970 and 1975 - the percentage of -
boards with other administrators has gone up from 29%
. to 36% anl now to 44%; for boards with faculty members
@ 7 the Figures are 32% to 73% to 92% and for ‘those with
student members zero to 47% to 78%. '
. b R

Method o£ Selectlon

After surveying the 11terature on the top1c$‘5ad1gh1ano
:(1975 :76) concluded there were foug,bas1c modes of selectlon
) to the board electlon, appo1ntment, -co~optation, and ex-- o
officio. There was a d1scernable dlfference in the: methods

R S

v»yfavored in var1ous types of 1nst1tut1ons Hartnett 0

N

- (1969 186~ 187) noted that 1n pub11c 1nst1tut1ons appo1ntment
by the state governor was typical, except for 3un1or
coileges ,here popular elect1on prevalled. whlle private
) ‘colleges favored self- selectlon this was "by no means
unlversal " Paltr1dge, et - ég. (1973). and Sad1gh1an (1975)
agreed w1th this. f1nd1ng Wick (1964: :23) agreed with the
‘ observataon by Martorana (1963 :31) that "in many church-
related 1nst1tut1ons, the trUStees are elected from
_-cand1dates nomlnated by the qhurch body or subgroup." In N~
f”_“‘\»;Canada, Houw;ng and rxstjanson (1975:7) reported ‘for 1975°

- -

Informatxbn on the number of boards to wh1ch the
various nominating bodies are entitled to name. -
members . . . [relealed that] 62% of all boards have
rs nominated by students, between 56% and 60% _

, rs named by each of the groups government, boards, -
> alumnl and others; 51% faculty nominees, 40% senate
.nomznees, and only 14% church nominees. , , .

'

<©

— o Another uay of look1ng at nom1nat1ng bodzes 1s to :

X ‘.-". . . X o E
! )

. ! . i . )
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see how many’members each of them nominates. . . .
Boards -thémsélves nominate the largest group of
members - 26% of the total. Governments are in second

_ place with 15% of the total, followed by the group
others. (11%) and alumni (10%)' minQr percentages (5%-

7%) are nominated by senates, faculty, Students and the

‘church. Ex officio’ members form 13% of 'the total

membershlp S .

No trgnds were readlly apparent Based on'the expansidp'of

membership to faculty and students,\one might. expect QS f1nd

i

an 1ncrea51ng number of const1tuenc1es who may elect members

to ‘boards in publ1cally supported 1nst1tut10ns.

_Length of? Term ' RERTS

the most ‘controversial of all the aspects of the scard s T

-

Rauhr (1969:72) identified length of term-of ofi.ce as

b
v

formal prganlzatlon. In the U. S Ay the gedlan length of,u

tg%h in non- Cathol1c, ‘church- related colleges was three 3

K

years, compa?%d Wlth 'six gears in publ1c fdur year

1nst1tutPoqs. (Rauh 1969) Rauh (1969 74) concluded that

... trustee op1n1on-seems “to-

L
\that it takes about three

3

years before a trustee can reagp optlmum ﬁsefulness.

_J

Konrad s (1977) communlty college trustees, of whou563

percent had one year terms, generally expressed a preference

for- longer terms. In'Canadlan universities and colleges,

'Houw1ng and Krzstjanson (1975 10) found that- K

S

Exceptlng students for. the moment , - most boards

have the same term of office for their various
cateqgories of members: of the 41 boards in this group,

33 [80%] have three-year terms, four [10%] have one or

‘two-year terms, and another four have four or 51x—year

1

terms. On the other 22 boards, various categories of-

members . . . serve for different terms and no general
_pattern is d1scern1ble..As to student members, if any,
the1r term is more often than not l1m1ted to one r,

D

.

LI
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less commonly, two yeats.

gJMosghwr1ters were df%incl1ned to favor lengthy terms,‘a

none of those surug

éﬁ favored %1fe app01ntments,}and the

d "to exlst between the need to

~

1ndef¥*1&e!y reta1n wseful truStees and to get r1d of

unproduct1Vf Ongs as soon as p0551ble. Zw1ngle (1970) set a

0" . LT

maximum- of 10 y s ; 4 ‘ e
- N S - ' ..rI :
Length of Serv1ce--: " ) Wy o ;' ' ‘,’
: A *
Wltq a. generally adopted term of thre'_ﬁggrs;{%ny long
s Ty e o
’ t:&“..; 3 ~

~

do trugtees actuafly servevﬁRauh (1969) reportedﬂfhsigverage .

o -

l‘

‘ length of serv1ce ranged from four to gﬁght yearé}?éhﬁle 20
SR

".percent served more than fz years. I'n gohtrast Koﬁ?adu g
: . & &,

e

e

(%9?7) repbrted that for Canadlan communhxy college ;ﬁﬁg

g .

trustees,,azfpercent served less than three)years and only
.’ e o VR R T
'four percent served e1 ht years of m ef l?' : o RO
s g wh
___gmmlttee Structure T ,"v;fj ‘rg-}fya‘_. e .

&5 T T @

(Sadlghlan, 1975: 79) Corson (1960) 1dent1f1ed three common

'-stand1ng comm1ttees- 1nvestment, budgetary matterS°'and

'that most boards

commlttee on educat1on and faculty, but found no general

.trend toward un1£1ed patterns. Sadlgh1an (1975 80) noted

'abl1shed an execut1ve comm1ttee whlch
U * "‘

between meetlngs, Rauh (1969) aﬁ¥§53ted

~abpllsh1ng stand1ng comm1ttees altogether, bel1ev1ng that ad

a B
. .
- "~ ‘. l ) o “ ,

? T 0;‘." \ o

51ze, ﬁ@%; boards have adopted a’ commlttee structure,r. ‘““

In order to offsg\/the extvemes of large or’'smallyboard

phy51cal fac111t1es. Hughes (1951) 1dent1f1ed a fourth a” _“

%
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hoo,, comm1ttees could be . struck for specific ,tasks, and do

:,.

JUS'C as, good a jOb whlle ﬁv01d1ng the d1sadvantages of the |

.stand&sng committee pract*cp Fr’antzreb (1970) outl1ned a

committee . structure for the board whzch would parallel % &
N T, :
, 1nst1tutlonal commzttees--a plan recommended by others 'a_s
. [z X , e N 0._ ., B . * v ‘.‘
well. | . '»"T . :-,w _ B :

0 -
;"_';J'"‘ Hartnett ,(lQGQ),"éound that the med@an\&umher of meet1ngs was -

'.!"‘rq‘ 0'3

w ' M PRSP .-

Openness and Frequencyr. Meetzng ""v .

" The frequency of :meetmgs for b'j .id?ff\v;a‘r s
cons;derabl‘%’ Generallyy "’the large'w
the fewer the frequency of«meetlngs (Sadzgghmn, li?S 81).».ﬂl - fz?

“ Ead

- Ry
o m“

three or fm& : wfth about one- tfurd of the &ust&s '.@3

: attend:ng flve or _moce. %artnett (1969) went on tg suggest ;

| yeag > ﬁartorana

_meetmgs was four. Rauh (1969:237) warned, however,‘tgat

In Canad1an colleges and un1vers1t1es, Houwmg and , x

“, ’ ’.’

Vthat foura«niﬁet«angs .-pe .yegr was probabl a m1n11ﬂum number 1n .
‘Ef 7 |

order to keep 1n touch ﬂdlghlan (1975) noted that wl‘f‘i’le _ ﬁ
&
publlcally controlled un1ver$1t1es met a- mc@n of n1ne t1mes

e -

a year, most prlvsite 1nst1“tut10ns met 1y. once oi' twrce a

63) fo;md the @veragkrequ1red number of

"the board that meets once a month 1s more llkely to.deal -

. *.
w1th detalls than one .that meets;only three t1mes a yeat.

Lty

Krmtganson (1975) recorded out of 60 1nst1tutlons

reportrng, that f1ve (8 3%) had less than four yearly :

f ,meetmgs, 16 (26 7%) had between four and six meetlngs 10,

(16 7%) *had between seven and nine meetmgs, 28 (46.7%) had

»



Y B BT R 1 T oD s o 0 1, AT e
- AR LM R R N R R R e ¢ R Rk :
. . M 4

. - -
had wii

) . . . .
o Eas ‘{n-.?:_ S : . . S .’
R at B Cey - ¢
AR Sy 1 . "
v ) - .

Nﬁ}‘ 3 . . . .":' . .
® | ‘ . SeoL, R

‘?{} 8 B3 ) L dy N . . N
' $@tween ten and twelve, and one board had 20 meetings in the

. S
oA B

foe -common in-publié

¢ year .»

. e Openness‘orameetlngs seened to be}
1nst;tutlons. ?auha(1969) found that 89 percegt of public

- '-1nst1tutlons had thezr meetlngs open, while only 25 percent
of pr1vate colleges and unlversltles allowed outsiders to"

st in. Rauh (l@70{‘later exoressed the view that open’
;meetingS‘were<eSSehtial assum1ng the right of execut1v% _ ’ 4
4 o o

sess1on for prlvzleged matters. Houw1ng and Krlstlgnson

o a .?,(1975) reportedva dlfferent 51tuat10n 1nfCanq2a, where 1n

. o publlc 1nst1tthOns, 39 of 61 (65&) were' cldsed«to ] ’ "ﬂ?“
>t :

"%t51ders, and some of the other 22 who adhered to- the open ;

"meet1ng prlndﬁple ‘had gestrlctlons*in practlce.

I Y AL1terag5re on ‘the Bible College o - .

Pubf1shed llterat re and research on the Blpde college

—whzle ﬂ1terature on-: the governance of

1

'is very 1nsuhstant1a

S V. \
: “such collegeés 1s‘v;rtuél;; nonex1stent In-add1tion, much of
' the'pubhshed material, ‘an@® thes1s research -on Canadlan .
theologlcal educat1on ;svhlstorlcal in focus. Follow1ng a///v
v .i - br1ef revten-of theo1ssue of the laé&vof l1terature, thlS R
N

-sectlon summarlzes llterature spec1f1cally devoted toathe»'_

C (T}’ Blble college, and concludes w1th a rev1ew of 11terature
TN ] - -s.« - .
A related to the governance of B1ble and theolog1cal colleges.~' v

. 5 ‘ ] .- MRV

*Absence of L1terature

"': - Pub11shed 11terature and research on the Blble college
-isﬁyery‘sparse-‘fpart.from materlal'produced byjthe only

5 .
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* Gaebele1n (1959: 223) bel;eved that-

masters and doctoral theses. In documentlng the h1story of

I

T
u

*.Qi

e nearly 200 Bible institutes and c

accrediting body in North America for such colleges, the

American Association of Bible Colleges (AABC), nearly all

academlc investigation has taken place in unpubllshed

the Bible college, W1tmer (1970 15) observed:

64

: Whg so little has beel written’ on this ‘movement is

‘difficult to explain. -Educators inside and outsidé the

movemeqi?have become aware that heré is a lapse in .the

field educatlonal 11teratpre.

E!pugh ‘not formally 1nvolved in BibTe colleges h1mself

B the history of education that pght to be widely
_ “i‘iﬁ&pulated For it is not genggally re®ognized that

wted We

e

fﬁ%m of education has ietly '‘and steadily
~developing in, our - cod‘gr gﬁl 7
‘the 1880"5 there have been foundﬁg in thlS country

: +

ignored im the’hlstor1es of educatlon, they have

become, in their own right, a d1st1nct1ve educatlonal

" genre., A . . ]
S RN

e -

Here is a story.that needs telling, a chapter in

ithin the last six or egenpdecades a new ‘and distinct
M is a fact.that, since

o‘ "-. . Alm‘ost'o’.

Harris (1971Y' 1n hlS blbllography of hlgher educatlon

in Canada, reported only one study’ 69 Boon- (1950) on the

Blbletfwﬂl ge. It w1ll be - rev1ewedenn greater detall below.h

ey

A [

Blbllograph1es subsequent to 1971 pt1nted 1n the Canadlan»

~

Journal of ngher Educatlon, fbvealed no further stud1es

S NN . T

addressed to the Blble college. L ’

‘

]

There are hznts 1n ‘the l1teratuqe as to- why thls

neggect m1ght have occurred FlrstJ research on -
R S A LA R '4'==’~m$ fi 3 e T

postsecond y theological edpcat1on has been confxned almost

exc1u51ve1y to sem1nary educatzon. In, h1s survey of 23

' Canadxan theologlcal sem1nar1es, F1eld1ng (1966 230)

)_
;s. .

. ) ) - . ".

~



. . . have been too preoccup1ed -with bhe1r mission of .

\A) . -
‘5«.; .
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indicéfEd that Bible colleges were teachfﬂg at a level below

university; and were excluded from his study > Harris
_ A £

o

3

(1976:26ﬁ3ﬂ in his def1n1t1ve hlstory of higher education - in.

3

Can‘aga, 1663~ 1960 made on],% one passing reference to a -

* - : :
Bible college, déscribing it as ". . . an institution of a
]
very dszerent type [than a sem1nary] e e " It h beeq,
RS

the writer's exper1ence that many peaple whouare unfamiliar

w1th the developments in the f1eld of - formal undergraduate, ,.

*
-

college“or sif—unlvébSIty leyel, and at- most it- mrght be -

%

oy COn51dered adult cont1nu1ng edutatlon Whlle th1s wouf% be

accurate for some of the organ1zat1ons labelL}ng themselvesf

»

. % ’i" U ‘ ) T o Y ".“ ¢
,ib’ﬁlbie SCh°°ls OrifJStl _f it is’a Qyth that;a growlng
' - PR . R .

‘numSer of rellg1ous educators are attd&ﬁ!ﬁaﬁ to dzspeil

Thus, 1t(45 concexwable that 1nattentlon to the Blble‘

a postsecondary level and therefore is not a. legltlmate
.1nclu51on in studles of profe551onal tra1n1ng for church-.
related vocatlons. Witmer . (1970 16) 1dent1f1ed .a secohd

, explanatlon by suggest1ng that Blble college educators

'fcg_eparlng students for world-wlde mlnlstrxes to glve much .

~time to descrabzng themselves or analyzlng the1r practlces._

r,).‘\_.

@
finane1al constraznts on such’ colleges all—of whlch ame

',_prlvately funded (except for government ass1stance dlrectly

Ti ‘ . . i . X
AT : : . .
;g S . 4

e

- . . SR

»

'blbllcal educatlon con51der 1t to- beﬁponducted at a sub-»~£7ﬂ“

.

}' college: has been due to a belief that it is not4operating on

3

Th.s assert1on would be supplemegfbd 4a Eséognltlon of the‘ -
L . .
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to students). In October i977 the Annual Report of the

\

Amer1can AsSoc1atlon of B1b1e Colleges :reported an average
Y . g v

~current 1ncome for the 61 accredlted colleges of .

1$1~472 502 00 Thzs 1nc0me would be requ1red te ma1nta1n an

o : g . ¢
educatlonal program and suppog;:serv1%es for .a mean number
'}"3,# #

of: 418 f -tlme equ1valent‘stu§ents and 23, 8 fag ulty
&

@Fmbers per 1nst1tut1on. It 1s evrdent that such a budget
would reguigeéiaculty ind adm1nlstrat;on.tg ;ocus prlmaﬁy . ]
. attent§6n Eﬁ‘rnstructibnal~goa%s at the expensé oflothersr&;
" B to research a%duoubl1sh1ng have been restr:cted
,lce of . &dequat%;;ugé;ng as well as heavy t1me

.09

i 9/ 4 . . . . '
s on the 1nstructloqa1¢$tafi y ff A;i” .. a'ﬁf: s
B ’ o ¥, -\;j’g' O PR o

z i

"12‘ . The B1b1e col%gge 15 notualbne 1n belng 1gnored in .

i) ™y

research.\Nearly all 1nve§t1gat1oq; of ghurch sponsored

N .
r‘educat1on 1n the Unxted States Were speC1f1cally dellmlted

¢

‘s

tp llberakwarts educatron.,ln a majod- studyi ChuﬁEh ) g;ﬂ?

. (PR

_gonsored h1gher educat1on, sponsored by the Amerlcan

T vl'.'

Counc11 on Educataqn, authors Pattlk;o ana” MacKenz1e

(1966 18) clarlfled that schobls engaged exclu51ve1y in the
AN
’ preparatlon of mlnzsters, prlests; or other church workers.

A.g," Pace (1972) authored a work ‘under the
J
u'ausplces of the Carpegle Comm1551on on H1gher Educatlon
.[- °\ )
. wh1th was subtztled PA profrle of protestant colleges~"

L4

5.are omltted

however,the meant 11beral arts polleges.,In an 1mportant'

' Canad1aa work Masters (1966 6 -7) 1ncluded theolog1cal

o schoofs whzch were, 1n hIS judgment Just as much church

. B : -
oy .,‘, . .’ - .

L]
-

.. S o o B N "' . ) ‘. N . y . . .
BT e s e
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R( S colleges,? but developeaLfndependently of any assoc1at1on
4 with church related liberal arts colleges. Masters' work 15',

e
~‘:5;;-.~ v
y

0*w1thout doubt, an exceptlon to the focus of other studles of
- Achurch sponsored or church?related educatéﬁﬁ f'; w

It was Witmer's (1970: 16) bellef in 1962 that -the Bible
college movement wasvf1nally "breaklng into - prlnt." However,
hls own survey of llterature thluded only two master s
.meses (Reed, 1947' and Reygh%ut 1947), one doctoral

dzssertatlon (Boon, 1950), one special magazine issue,,

ChriStian"Life (Vol. 21, No.-2, 1959) , one chapter in the \ o

book Christ1an educat1on in; democracz (Gaebelezn, 1951)

Y

and a number of pamphlet

\‘;ﬁ

AR
‘ qﬁyﬁfJEts.-It~appears to the
A-present writer that much”op. '-’attent1on devoted to the
3

Blble college 1n‘the l1terature Uhcurred around the perlodﬁﬁg”‘.
when-&he AAﬁt was‘?ormed in 1947 At that time there vas "‘5}.”

con51derable concern about the artlculatlon of tBe Blble '\-a

[ ’ ‘

"wfcollege with other educatlbnal 1nst1tut10ns and government.q

I
L

The 1nterven1ng years w1tnessed solltafy efforts, but no

'51zeable 1ncrease in attentlon-tg'thls sector of

A SRR S
-postsecondary educatxon. A “; 5l,

'f,“fére conducted 1n the 1960 s; but the

'seventh decade of the century appears to be wltne551ng the

v 3}

'_most growth of. 1nterest 1n the B1ble college as a f1e1d of °,

L4

_ study. Mart1n (1962) reSearched the hlstory of the Canadlan

., R Blble Co}lege, Reglna, Saskatchewan for her master s the51s.-f
ﬁfr;'f-feDoerksen (1968) completed a doctoral d1ssertat1on w‘zch

_Ao.
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‘ "focused on the history, ph1llosophy and deVelopment of the
1 . . " r -

Mennonite Brethren BiBle College and College of Arts in
wlnn1peg, Manltoba. Peters (1970) publxshed ‘her master' s 4

R

Pentecostal Assemblles to education Canada. The work is

thes1s wh1ch 1nvest1gated the contri 1on of the -
B
largely narratlve and hlstor1ca1 in focus, discussing the fgh
vaflous B1ble 1nst1tutes, their founderg faculty, : 'fﬁgg
phllosophy and the denomxnat1onal politics in ma1nta1n1ng L
) th:m as centres for tra1n1ng church workers. Oke (1972).

4

§studxed catalogues of Bible co éeges and 1nst1tutes in

& g
8 o Western Canada, and followed is with a survey in’ an effort
S
. o yifﬁf dfo develop a phllosophy of Bable college educat1%n Much of

h1s lzterature review 1s devoted to the soc1qloglcal ,
l& h1stor1cal and polltlcal env1ronment of the Blble college
"1 movement rather than to the Blble college 1tself ‘One of the

»problems w1th Oke's (1972) work is that he appeared to treat
l'all 1nst1tutlons surveyed as a homogeneous unzt however

\A’

.mthe present wr1ter is aware of._ wxdeiy divergentlph1losoph1es

T

‘of educat1on among the colleges Oke - surveyed Further, Oke s;
’conclus1ons d1d not . appear to reflect the dlvers1ty among
-.WeStern Canad1an Blhle colleges and 1nst1tutes.

, g There are currently at least three doctoral . o,

dzssertatzons in progress* or . recently completed, addre551ng ,'
}a'ﬁ,. the Canadian Brble college scene. At the Unlver51ty of "
Alberta, We1nhauer (1979) 1nvestlgated 1nst1tut10nal

ﬁ . .
'env1ronmentvand college art1culation w1th that envzronment.
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A ﬂas completed at the Un1vers1ty algary (Gazard
194 sss - and was devoted to the problem of academic
irecognzt;on of Bible college programs in Canada (;(e.
~trans;;r of credit and accredltatlon Je The third, begng
-completed out of the Unlver51ty of Oregon 15 focused on the
S £1nanc1ng of Blble college educatlon in Canada. All three of

®
these are being completed in Departments of Educat10nal o .

-

Adm1n15trat1on, and perhaps hereln lies the major ‘source of”’

'current interest in Bible college research As .
b
admlnlstrators of such colleges. seek further academic

tra1n1ng in adm1n1strat10n, it is reasonable &o expect that

. tghe 1nst1tut10nal focus of theﬁgbreseqrg.

<

college. As the Blble college.

ll,he 3he Bible

a its performance and 1mage, 1ncre &ng research can be - S

-

expected to be devoted to-it.

The Blble College Def1ned

Var1at10ns within the B1ble college movement are much
'?“” more heterogeneous than the publlc 1mage aepears i§ convey.L
Instftut1onal labels have undoubtedly compl1cated attempts

to cla551fy suchgschools. The terms "Blble school " "Blble
. <
.1nst1tute, and "Bible college," have\hgen used to descrzbeh

| ;““B1ble college alone cggiencompass many qual1tat1vely

dlfferent 1hst1tut10ns. Ln the 1nterest of clarlfymng the

.

| schools whlch are very 51m11ar. ©on the other hand, the term 'f’,'v gﬁ
N
E termznology, Boon (1950 8- 9) d1st1ngu1shed between ,;iﬂ.~_."' o

Lo .'1nst1tut10ns on ‘the ba51s of whether or not they had degree—* -

. =

bl I . N R . o N R . i .. . - .
. - - - a . . v
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grantlng aﬁthorlty in the1r charters of 1ncorporat1on from
-?,iﬁ" provincial or state governments. Witmer (1954:113) offered

.~an. expanded version of Boon's distinctions - - - - L

. E hJ

) K The term "Bible institute" appl1es to many types
Y Qiof institutions from short~ term evening schools for

R laymen to well-established day schools operating on the
e, . .college level. However, the term usually applies?to a
R -+highly specialized school that gives Tittle place to . ..
: < . general education and whose programs lead to diplomas .
- & a. - ~-rather'than to degrees. The .term "Bible college,” on
e - the other hand, is coming to' be used increasifigly to

* ’ : denote a college level 1nst1tut1on/offerlngkﬁlbllcai

educatlon leading to baccalaureate degrees. -

[ OO

eﬁe

‘Of the many B1ble institutes and colleges Ain ssth Amerlcan,
‘comparatlveiy few have taken steps to _have t@i&r programs

L ‘ accred%;ed by an external evalqiﬁ&ng and moﬂ% .f: ]_body

2 . It is possible to 1dent{;y four. major g:off*’

£

¥ :1n5t1tut10ns offerlng formal b1b11ca1 educat1on.‘F1rst,
'ﬁggﬁ {:accredlteﬁ Blbls colleges offer degree programs vhich have
v ,;been externally valldated by an agency perform1ng amﬂﬁﬁa,f-

5accred1t1ng funct1onu Second unaccredlted 1bée cdﬁlege

T .offer degree programs wh1ch ”f*many respects may parallel
. - those of accredlted colleggg, however, they gk. ' ’ ;
Q,fﬁh',- iaccredltatlon. ?hlrd Blble 1nst1tutes offer rograms whlch .
;?ﬁt_ ‘ .‘culm1nate in the awardlng of a diploma. rather than a degree.'

Inbadd1t1on, such 1nst1tut1ons generally offer 2 m1n1mal

T BT &

& R number, if any, of generai or llberal“arts courses the1r”"
I'Vj :.‘ . . It

j’%; jaculty do not. have as much formal academlc tra1n1ng, and
o the1r lxbrary resources are m1n1mal Fourth there are

Ap,i Zf‘p;ograms of b1b11cal educat1on wh1éh are probably best

@



vpcatlons through a program of Blblzcal ggperal and :

Qcolleges 1s nearly 25 years old Byrne (1952);4

1n selected Blhle 1nst1tutes, arrzved at hls magor

td

described as suh-college, adult continuing education

- programs, since they are short-term, or evening schools,

‘with limited curriculum and faculty. This taxonomy differs

from that offered by Witmer (1951 158) and Boon (1950) by

-distinguishing between accredited and unaccredlted Bible

colleges. o | ' _ -,

In summary, the AABC defines Bible college education as

" .. educatlon of college level whOSe dlstlnctlve functlon

)]

1s to prepare sfudents fior Chrlstlan mlnlstrles or church

profe551onal studzes (AABC Manqal, §975 9. S

Governance in Bible Colleges L 2“31 *%“-? L

v’

=

" What . Pﬁterature there is on. governance in Bible o
E 208 PR T

¢ '

,.t‘ I

A predom1nantly descr1pt1ve study* of adm1n1strat1ve practlces'

conc1u51on of a need for clearly drawn llnes of
respon51b111ty among offlcers of the adm1nlstrat1on Byrne s tas

952) study -was’ the only one related to Blble college “A S

adm1nlstrat1on in a comprehen51ve annotated b1bllography of 4;ﬁ

.adm1nzstrat10n in h1gher educat1on prepared by Crosby and ';'Nfﬁy'

Holl1s (1960) The blbllography comprehen51vely rev1ewed

jyseveral thousand entrzes in the perlod from- 1950 -59, Boon”“'

@

i(1950 69 70) surveyed 49 B1ble 1nst1tutes and colleges and )

f found ‘the. folloqug features to ex1st" is SR :,; o
e oA e -
Th:rty-one 1nst1tutzons elected thelr own controllng s

body. -Four’ 1nst1tut1ons 1nd1cated that.&he trustees o -
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" . were self- perpetuat1ng but\were not from one. part1cu1ar
I Y denomination. ™

Eleven 1nst1tut1ons'reported “that all the1r
© trustees were elected by the church body which
controlled their school. Two institutions replied that
some trustees were elected by the church control body. .
- and some were elected by the institution. . . .

Thé customary procedure seems to be for the

“.  président of the institution to b€ a member of the
- board of trust¥es as the only representative from the
. .. . faculty. . . But to thiggpractise there are many

. ; exceptions. The pres1dents;of some institutions are
: . .- also the presidents of. thelr board of trustees,-and in’

>

“1~ GQVeral ‘caslhs faculty members are. also members of the

.-,“ o&td of trustees. w o RN * et
. ;nce Boon (1950) was cgmpq51ng 31516 C°1lege ?l‘

) Q . ‘k),- .
‘ de%opment to that of the semznary, he 1nc1uded a ‘ew
T e stat1st1cs related to governance in semxnarles from a repor& |

- 'sl o & o )

May found the average age of semlnary board

i
v

¥

. by. 'May (1

] % The percentage of women on boards was small-;'

fna,_c.g- members ,f
' " Foo , .
from&SO sem1n'r%%s surveyed onl}*three had women e "

represented at all On the whole, the clergy represented

a most 50 percent of board members, wh1ch qar1ed by

\‘J"

mlnatlonf ‘some of whlch requ;red exc1u51vely clergy and

Y

”h leadefs. ihere were«also more bankers than educators#i

i

if“ﬁﬁ* the latter had the 1owe§t representatzon of any spec1f1Cjﬂ

e )
.'y

group (Boon,‘1950 123) It was Boon s . (lg.p 124) conclusion ‘

. “ 1’ that. - ... .. . . w X . | » X ) - . . ‘ ~

,ﬂ;p It would appear e that the theologzcal _
 Seminary requires a. mope, careful selection of board

‘ o - . members from respective- denqunatxons than does the

S A Bible 1nst1tute. The ‘Bible Anstityte .:, . 1n@genera1

£ seems to be more coricerned about.a conservative- :

* : -, theological position than about actual membershxp ina

. SO ,part1cular~denom1natxon. . 2 R '
: . . ) A X !

RN

r
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In the absence of literature on Bible college

governanéé, an éffort was made to find Rsblished material on
/ \ :

seminary governance; however, it appea:s to be equally

sparce. One study by Niebuhr&.Williams and Gustafson (1957)‘\\‘

did not offer much hope of gaining specific comparative
data. In their study of American and Cahadiaﬁ seminaries,
they reported that "the patterns of administration to be
féﬁnd in the seminaries are.go various, so much the produc
of their individual histories, that no help towafd

understanding them, their successes, and failures can be

gained from efforts to classify them: (Niebuhr, et al.,

'1957:42-43). Four styles of governing board selection were

identified:
L ]

. .1) boards elected by national denominational
bodies; 2) boards elected by regional church groups,
such as dioceses, synods, presbyteries, associations,
et cetera; 3) self-perpetuating boards; and 4) boards
representing a number of organizations, such as
educational societies, alumni, denominational
educational commissions, et cetera (Niebuhr, et al.,
1957:43). . '

t

It was thé conclusion of Niebuhr, et al., (1957:43) that on

the whole, classifying boards by mode of selection was of

little assistance in analyzing problems of administration.

In looking at the polity of denominations with which

seminaries were affiliated, Niebuhr, et al. (1957:43)

concluded that "the constitutional patterns of the '

churches . . . are often irrelevant to their governmental
» _

arrangements for the schools.”

Finally it can be noted that the AABC has prepared a

L vk e

[ERPRCNERNS
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]

guidebook for board members in its member colleges. This

t

guidebook is very general and at best is a cursory

introduction to board responsibilities. )

Summary

The following observations may be made regarding the,
published information on Bible colleges: (a) -the literature
is very insubstaptial and generally written in the 19505;
(b) there is wide variation in the types of institutions and
the nomenclature applied to them, but a major division can
be made between those which offer accredited degree programs
and those who do not; and, (c) literature of Bible college
goverﬁance is virtually nonexistent, and what there is

‘kaocuses on board composition and selection.’

L7



CHAPTER THREE . ,
-ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK
In the previous chapter, three major streams of
literature which were concerned\yith boafds of trustees in
postsecondary education were identified: the authority of
boards of trustees; the role of the trustees; ard, .vaic

membership composition and organization. Each of tne’c toci

was explicated in an evolutionary fashion, tracing the
respective historical developments. Each area can be
logically linked to the role of trustees in governance, ‘and
to vafyiﬁg degrees, the respective relationships are
%-=cu§sed in the literature; however, there has been no

‘efirt to theoretically link the eree_avenues of

i ~-cstigation into a single conceptual framework. If they
interact at éll no effort has been made to systematically
formulate and testlhypotheses which would explain the
interrelgfionships. Rather than attempt such a“theoreticai
linkage in the present study, the three areas were
investigated independently.

. Céntral to the presént study 1is the dimeﬁsion of tfme.
Tre approach to the literature, as well as the desigﬂing éf
ﬁethodology, in this study was governed by an interest in
documenting, the critical historical developments in the
gbvéxgig:z of postsecondary institutions witﬁ an effort

being made to discover trends in the role of the board of

trustees in institutional governance.

75



76

N

Summarized below are the hiétorical'trends and features
identified in the lite;;ture. When there were insufficient
data to assess trends, descriptive information was included
to serve the function of baseline data. The end pfoéuct
represents a mcdel of the development.of the role of trustee
boards in 1nst1tut10nal governance against which the data of
the present study were evaluated in order to assess
simiiarities and differences in a;velopment, and ultimately

the utilify of the framework in a Bible college setting;

Board Authority'

- Two issues that emerged from the literature on board
' o
authority were first, the dis;rfbution of rauthority, or how
widely it was sﬁared, and second,-the'legitimization of
authority.

Distribution of Autbdfity
7

1. There has been a clear trend towardlincfeased.
shafing,of authorit} in campUs'governance.

2. The trend has moved from trustees exclusively to-
include presidents and administrators, then to faculty,
and most recently to students.

3. This trqyé.has been observed primarily.in areas of

academic decision making.

Legitimization of Authority

1. Historically there waS‘hearly complete relian;e upon
and acceptance of ‘the formal, or legal, authority of

- the board; however, there was a latent fungtional
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authority base. ‘
2. Although faculty have likely always had some form of

making .in academic areas, gradually

-

input into decisi

the legitimacy ying almost éxclusively on their
expertise was formalized, and a functional authority
base co-existed with the board's legal authority. In
Canadian universities this was achieved considerably
earlier than in the U.S.A. with the implementation of
fhe board-senate structure.

3. The most recent basis for authority has been

~ described as "organizational eitizenship." In other
words, decision making is only legitimized to the
extent thét'i; includes every member of the
organization either on a direct or répresentétional
basis.

4. Altered bases for authority have been added rather
than substituted, énd have thereby effec£ed a crisis in
authority, making it difficult to legitimize. v

Board Roles

1. The traditional role of the board has been that of agent

of the body (church or state) which created it, with a

mandate to oversee and review activities on behalf of the

creating body.

2. The evolution;of board role has been such that new,

conflicting roles have been assumed without paring away

features of the older ones. The trend has been to gradually

i
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acquire more of a gbvérning, than a reviewing, role. In
order of appearance, thesé néw roles for university boards
have been: |
2.1. A "bridge" between the university and socie£y,
representing the needs and interests of each to the
other;land,
2.2. A court of final appeal for internal aisputes.
Within the global roles above, the literature
idgntified'sevefal more specific role expectations for
trustees. | ‘
3. Historically, trusteés have had the following general
responsibilities: |
3.1. preservation and promotion of institutional
missibn(s); |
3.2. selection of the president (considered by most
writers to be the singlé”most important function);
3.3. holding and oveggeeing the management of the
physical assets;
3.4 oversight of acquisition and investment of funds.
4. With added roles, newer expectations have recently
emerged:
4.1, ensurgng tenure provisions for faculty;
4.2.‘taking a stance on, and being final authority in
disputes“over collectivsjbargaining;_

4.3. improved internal board functioning.
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Board Membership Comp051t10n and Organzzat1on

There is 1nd1catlon dn the llterature of a relat1onsh1p

between changes in board authority and roles, on the one

e, .

hand, and membérship comp051t10n on the other.

1. The general trend has been in the direction of a

broader representafional base for members of the

institution.

More specific trends~and features have been noted '
regardingr board member characteristics of age, education,
sex, occupation, political ideology, residence, income,
experience on boards,’and knoniedge of literature in higher
education;'Board size:; membersnip; method of selection:.
lengep of term; length of Service; committee structure; and,
openness and fregquency of meetings. The trends should be
interpreted cautiously, since they are based on minimal .
data. A |
Regarding board member characteristies, the‘trends are:

2. decreasing age; . . . ‘:_

3. increasing formal education; |

4. increasing percentage of women;

5. decline in the presence of clergy; and,

6. pessibly a slight shift toward a more liberal

political ideology. .

In addition to the above trends, the available literature

would also characterize board members as: /

7. living near institutions they gbvern;

[

/

2l



80

8. earning incomes substaﬁ%iglly above the national
mean;
i 9. lacking experience on boards apart from their
‘preseﬁt bos1t10ns-
10. barely familiar with relevant literature on
| postsecondary-education; and, .
ll. trusteées in private collgges tend to hold degrees

from the institution they serve.

NEN I
Regarding board size, no trends ;ere evident, howéber?
12, in Canadian universities, the modal size category
wvas 16-25 members, while in private colleges in the
8.s., the median size was 27.
Regarding membership on trustee boards:
13, exClusively4lay boards are still very common in
public institutions; however, there is a slight
suggestion in Canadian statis;}cs, that when faéulty
and student representation on boqus increaées (and
this is occuring), it is ét,the expense of alumni and
'lay repneséntatives.
Regarding the method of selection of trﬁstees@ 7
14, privatevcolleges in the U.S. tend to favor self-
selection by trustees, but it is by no means universal.
In many church—related colléges trustees are elected
from candldates nominated by the chufch body or
su?g\oup : : /é/// o

Regardzng the length of term:

7
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15. The modal number of years appears to be three

- Regarding length of serv1ce- .
16, the average length of servxce ranged from four to
eight years. -

Regerding committee structure:
17. Most boards have adopted some form of committee
Structure, usualiy incluyding an executive committee.

_Regardihg frequency and operfness of meetings: |
18. Most data.suggested a minimum to median number of
meetings being three or four a year; however, there is
indication thatvfor privéte\colleges this may drop to
once or twice;a yeerd
Trustee meetings in private colleges (as well as public
universities and colleges in Canada) are generally
closed to outs1ders. |

Summarz

The foregoing Statements are generalizations of trends

-

and features of the role of boards of trustees in
institutional governance. The trends reflect relatively
long-range developments throughout history, while the
descrlptlve features are generally characterlst1c of boards
in the past five to ten years. These genera11zatlon§‘can be
viewed as tep;ative building blocks of a developmeﬁtal model

of the trustee board role in governance.



CHAPTER EKOUR
DESIGN OF 'I‘H. STUDY.
i Based on the trends and features identified in the
literature4and Summarized in the analytical framework, the
presents study was designed to init ally describe, on
relévant dimensions, the evolution bf the role of the board
of trustees in the governance of Canadian Bible College, and
subsequently to compare this profile with ;hgltrends and
features identified in the history of postsecondary
educational systems geﬁeraliy, and in university
organization in particular.

Major Study Questions

Questions Related to Board Authority

1. How has the Board distributed its authority in decision
making dver the his£ory of the College?
1.1. Is the distribution affected by the subjecL area
of the decision, and by whether the issué_is a policy-,
administrative-~, or working~level decision?
2. What are the perceptions of internal College constituents
regarding the present distribution of authority(in decision

‘making?

I/ 8

2.1. Do these perceptions vary by subject area and by
decision level (i.e. policy-, administrative—, or
WOrking-levei)?

3. To what extent is the current distribution of decision-
making -authority perceived as being legitimate by internal

¢
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College constituents?
3.1. Does the perceived legitimacy vary by decision e

subject area and by decision level? »ﬁ{ -

4. What are the preferences of both 1ntern31 pnd

constituents regarding the preferred dxstrfbutkém}d'

a3 COAgW
authority in College decision making? jg} ‘ “Qég{f

;“y\

4.1, Do these preferences vary‘p§‘§&ggect area’ and
decision level? o
5. How does the developmental profile of authority
distribution, and the perce%ved legitimacy of that
distribution, at Canadian Biblé College (CBC)"combare with
the similar evolution in North American universities?

Questions Related to Board Role

1. What has been the historic ;ole(é),of the Board of the
‘College, and have there been any‘gyanges over its history?
2. To what extent do internal and external Céllege
con§tituents view various board roles as being important for
the board of Canadian Bible College? .
2.1. What is the percéived quality of past performance
of the CBC Board for each of thésé roles?
3. How does the*evolution of Board role(s) at CBC.compare

-with the development in North American universities?

Questions Related to Board Composition and Functioning

1. What changes, if any, have occurred in the membership
-composition and functioning of the CBC Board over its

history?
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5. What are\the preferénces of both internal and ertethal
constituents of the College regarding the composition and
funct1on1ng of the College Board?

3. What are the perceptioﬁi and preferencesvof the present
Board members regarding the internal functibninghgf the
Board?

4. How do the changes in the composition and organization of
the CBC Board compare with features and trends in North

American universities and colleges?

- Nature of the Study

This research was a case study of a éingle board of
trustees in a single college. As outlined in the analytical
framework above, the study was further delimited by focusing
on several critical aspects of the funct1on1ng, compdsltlon
and selec¢tion of that Board over its hlstory

Definitions of case studies have usually suggested
that they are in-depth investigations ". . . resulting in a
complete, well-organized pittgrerof that uni%qJ}Itsac and
Mitchell, 1971:20) and are focused on the present. This no
~doubt springs, in part, ‘rom the disproportionate use of the
case study in clinical research as the basis for.diagnosisu
- and solution of a particulér personal problem (Mouly,
1970:347). There is the suggestiogn in the-literature,
however, that depending upon the purpose of the study,

". . . the scope of ‘the study . ; . may concentrate upon

specific factors" (Issac and Mitchell, 1971:20) rather than

<
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address the totality of events and elements. Van Dalen
(1973:207) and‘tooa (1572:328) indicated that the case study
would deal with "pertinent” data.

The suggestion of "pertinence"” of‘data implies the
imposition of an a priori structure for investigation of a
case which constitutgs both a limifation and delimitation on
the study. This is symptomatic of a fundamental tension in

scientific investigatidn between phenomenologically- "and

empirically—orientéd studies. A major constraint in using a
predetermined framework for analysis is the possibility of’
[l - R o
blinding the researcher to factors that are critical to his
investigation. In order to avoid subjective bias in the
. . » [] .
selection of a framework, it was essential to determine that
there was support in the literature for such delimitation.
This was done in the review reported in Chapter '2. , ¢
Another concern related to the disagreement about
“whether or not'éase‘studies are actually research sthies.
In his taxonomy of cases by use and function, Ready ) .
(1968:243) suggested that oneftype of case was the "research
case-study." As explicated by Lombard in 1951:
The research case has two parts, often but not o
always editorially separate. The first is descriptive
of the total ohserved situation or some carefully
specified aspects of the total situation . . . .
- .- . the second part of the research case is simply
analytical and diagnostic of the forces operating in
the situation. (Lombard, 1968:246) .
The foregoing distinction is important since, as Russel and

Ayers (1964:358) nbted, many reports under the caption of
t : -

N 4
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“: "case §;udies" in college settings were descriptions of
status rather than diagnostic and therapeutic treatments.

Moulekl970) was much more cautious about the research

nature of a case study:.

Althoﬁgh case studies used for purposes of individual
- guidance can lead to the identification of
* relationships having a definite bearing on research, in
the strict sense of the term, research is beyond the
individual case; consequently, case studies become
research only to the extent that they lead to such
generalizations. . . . It probably makes its greatest
contributijion to the advancement of science as a source
of hypotheses to be verified by more rigorous
investigation. (Mouly, 1970:347-348)
“F .

LipSetka;bw:and Coleman (1970) would have agreed with Mouly

(iﬁi@? éh'tH; ggint of the need for the «ase study to "lead
" to ;gzhiééﬁ§¥alf£atioﬁs,"“but articulated a more
ryncqnygﬁéﬁ&héi, but gqually plausible, view of generalizing
o KD, ,

study. Lipset, et al. (1970:169) described two

baéiq types..of “#se studies invol ing empirical analysis:

provide informatibn»concerning its present state, and
sthe dynamics through which it continues as it does.
This: may béﬁcalled a particularizing analysis.

q",‘S

5@, (a) Description and explanation of the single case, to

(b) The idevelopment of empirical generalizations or
~ theory through the analysis of a single case, using it
/& no% to discover anything about it as a system but as an
" embirical basis either for generalization or theory
construction. This may be.called a generalizing

, -‘analysis. . : . S~
il In BEScribing,tHeﬁgparadox" of ge ralizing from a

W

single casenfLipsﬁt,%gsjﬁi..(1970) distinguished between the
& , . 5

familia:'method of comparative analysis for developing
_ 8 : ,
generalizations, and the "internal analysis." They defended

pr s

3
=~

‘ R . S . .
the abilitt¥ 'of internal analysis to produce generalizations,

»
-

2N
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and suggested that, when contrasted with comparative
analyses, both types ". . . have a place in research and
neither is unilaterally superior"™ (1970:173). It.is boss{ple
to conclude that, cautions granted, the case study is a
defensible research focus, especially in exploratory stages
of research (Gee, 1950:232).
1t was determined that the present study would find
greater acceptability ae_e research focus if it was guided
by: | ‘
1. A demonstration that the aeea under study was }n the
exploratory stages (Gee, 1950:232);
ke 2. An effort to go beyond description to analysis
(Lombard, 1968:246);: and C
3. An effort to identify generalizations, or tentative
hypotheses, susceptible to further research as a result
of the ana1y51s (Mouly, 1870: 348; Lipset et au 1970;
‘Gee, 1950:232).
Actually, the case s.udy has "somewhat of a unique
positidh" vis a vis reseédrch (Frazier, 1973:127). Mouly
(1970: 347) clearly identif‘ed thls anomaly:
. . the casg study is not so much a unigue method of
investigation as it is the application of all relevant
technlques to the study of a person, a group, an
institution or even a community. Conseguently, it
resembles almost all other types of research in some
way or another.

An awareness of this observation will contribute to an

appreciation of the multiple methodology described next.

¢

o
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Methodology

Multiple Operationism: A Methodological Strength

The proclivity of researchers in the social sciences to
obtain research data through interviews and questionnaires
has been well-documented (e.g. Webb, et al., 1966:1; Mouly,
1976:241). Webb, et al. (1966:1) lamented this

overdependence, but their principal objectlon was not thaﬁ
they were used but rather that they were used alone. Their
argument provided a major :at1onale for the use of multiple
methods in the present study. Webb,'gg al. (1966) advanced
‘the notion that "unobtrusive measures" could supplement and
cross-validate interview and guestionnaire data not only
because they represented "multiple measures” but because
they'wefe multiple measures with different’methodological
strengths and weaknesses: Unobtrusive, or non-reactive,
measures are those which do not.require the cooperation or
reaction of a resﬁgndent. ¢

In a diffenent, but complementary veiﬁ, Mouly
(1970:238) discussed two basic types of survey. The first,
descriptive studies, were those ". . . which are orientéd
- toward the description of the present status of a glven
phenomenon . . ." while the second, analytical studles, were
those ". . . in whlch phenomena are analyzed ;E terms of
their basiec.components." Mouly (1970) considered th;\

Questionnaire and interview to belong to the first type,

whlle content analys1s was one example of an analytical-
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study. Within the general framework of survey methodology,
‘therefore, it appeared possible to L.e the multiple
operations of questionnaire and interview on the one hand,
and content analysis of documents on the other, aé suggested

B )

by Webb, et al. (1966).

A basic decision‘was made then .to conduct a research
case survey of the role of the Board of Directors in .the
governance of Canadian Bible College (CBC) Qsing the
techniques of questionnaire, interview, andvcontent analysis
of decision making as recorded in the Board Minutes. This

decision was made with the awareness of a disturbing

orecasted by Webb, et al. (1966:5):

prospect

in the social sciences at multiple
confirmation often yield disappointing and inconsistent
results. Awkward to write up and difficult to publish,
such results confirm the gravity of the problem and the
risk of false confidence that comes with dependence
upon single methods . . . .

’ '

f%ierview methodology eliminated. The original design

’ {f the methodology included the use of interview, as well as
guestionnaire and documentary analysis, in. order to
accomplish two basic things: first, it was to serve as a
cross-validation for information obtained by other methods
on Board decision making, role and membership in the earlier
years of Bopard operation, and second, it was hoped that
informatlen not available from other sources could have been
probed in the in*erview. On both counts, the primary need
was’for information and oniy secondarily,.énd mgnimally,

) . . N /
analysis. : A P
naly i ~
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It was predetermined that in order to qualify, an
interviewee needed to have been either a Board member or
faculty member”at the College in its early years, but also
needed to have ma1nta1ned suff1c1ent contact with the
College over the 1nterven1ng years to be able to give valid
judgments regarding developmental trends. In addi;ibn.the
person needed to haQe‘had'a formal relationship wieh the
College for a minim?m of five‘years.

Only seven pereons who could be identified and
contacted, het the above criteria. In the light of such a
small number-of interviewees to cover a wide span of years,
there was serious doubt raised as to whether information
gained would be reliable or valid since (a) it could not be
substantially combared with others'famiiiar with the same
~'£imexperiod, (b)-chronolqgical bonfueion was anticipated.to
be a particular problem as Gordon (1975:117) warned for case
~history studies, particularly when the ihtervieéer was |
inquiring into a deVelopmenfal sequenoe, and (c) inferentjal_
confusion gnd forgetting would undoubtedly inhibit accufete
communication with olaer interviewees. At best, the‘value of
interviews was prejudged to be marginal, and thus it was
decided to forgo whatever advantage may have been gained and
to abort the use of this method.

. , P o . .
Content analysis as a research method. Holsti

(1968:607) documented the almost geometric increase in

content analysis research since the beginning‘of the 20th
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century. After reviewing many definitions of the concept,
Holsti (1968:603) chose a broad, all-encompassing

definition: "Content analysis is any technique for making

-

~inferences by systematicaliy and ijeetiVely identifying
specified characteristics of messages.” Mouly's 11970:279—

280) explanation was:

Content analysis encompasses a group of techniques
concerned with the analy51s of records already in
existence . . . . At its simplest level, as
characterized by the old "documentary-frequency"
studies, it includes frequency counts of any number of -
things. ' ; '

As presently used, the term content analysis
represents a more sophlst1cated level of investigation,.
concerned with the identification of more subtle and
more 51gn1f1cant dimensions into which & given
‘phenomenon can be analyzed from the standpoint of a
clear-cut research problem . . . it differs
from . . . the earlier "frequency-counts" . . . [by] an
empha51s on collecting data only after it has been
fltted into a sc1ent1f1cally meaningful context . . .

This more recent useage of the term “content analysis' was
clearly the framework within which the present analysis of
Board Minutes was performed.

Although analysis of content can be per

‘manifest (strictly bound by what was or written, with

nothing read into it) i‘ latent eyond transcription of the
wr1tten/spoken message to 1nfere ces regardlng mean1ng)

level (Fox,_1969.647) the present study analyzed content
only ar the manifest leVell ‘

The questlonnalre in research

!

(1970: 241) oplnlon that probably no 1nstrument of. research

A
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.
has been more subject to censure than the questionnaire. Yet
it continues to be the most used and most abused instrument
in. educational research . . . ." Although recent opinions
regarding theladéisability"of'using qgestionnaires extend
_from one end of the favorability-unfavorability continuum to
the other, Mouly (1970:261-262) concluded that "the present
consensus is that, when properly used, the qoestionnaire has
potentialities as an instrument of science."

From an empirical point of view, Cuber and Gerberich
(1946).and Gerberich (1947) documented considerable
inconsistency in gquestionnaire responses, partigularly
factual items; however, they viewed this typical of all
personal communication rather than peculiar to the
guestionnaire. From research and learned op1n1on Mouly

(1970: 263) identified elght evaluatlve cr1ter1a iJ? a

guestionnaire:-

1. It deals with a'éigmlficant topic; it makes an
“important contr1but1on and is worthy of professional
participation. ' . :

. 2. The importance of the problem is clearly explained
in the statement of the problem and in the cover :
letter.

3. It seeks only‘information not available elsewhere’

4. It is as brief as the. -study of the problem will
allow.

- 5. The directions are clear, complete, and acceptable.

6. The, guestions are relatively free from amb1gu1ty and
other invalidating features; gquestions that may place
the respondent on the defensive aré” avoided.
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7. The questions are in good psychological order.

8. The questions are so arranged that they can be
readily tabulated and interpreted.

As will be outlined below, the ﬁrecautions'taken to develop
the gquestionnaire for the present study sufficiently

satisfied each of the foregoing criteria.

Content Analysis of Decision Making in Board Minutes

Research design. Every motion in the official Board
Miﬁutes was analyzed on eight dimensions using a.modified
ver%ion of the taxonomy developed by Paltridge, Hurst and
“Morgan (1973).

/

First each dec151on was 1dent1f1ed by subject area. Ten

major subject areas were 1dent1f1ed personnel, student ®
affairs, business ‘and finance, phys;cal»plant, external e
affairs, internal board affairs, administrative ',/«““//

organizations, ceremonial aptiéns, educational programéi and
other. For each major area there were iiii»f;’p’//‘
subclassificatiqns (see Appendiﬁfﬁﬁ/fg} ;he Coding Protocol
used). Although Paltridge, et a}. (1973) ﬁad'sub-
subclassifications for each su‘ject area, they were not

reported with their findings, hor were they available from

v
%

‘Paltridge when requeskeda
| Second, each motion .ac cojed in terms of the decision
level it represented Thre= levelg\were spécified- policy,
adm1n1strat1ve, and worklng dec151on5w\vﬂltr1dge, et al.
(1973:34~ 37) avoided one diffjculty in dxstlggzzggpng

~ between these levels by considering them three levels of

Y
o
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policy decisions. Their argument was basically that "t can
- be said with reason that'practicafly all decisions are
pol1cy dec151ons because presumably all decisions establ1sh
precedents by whlch future decisions will be made" _
(Paltridge, et al., 1973:34), They therefore settled for a
simple hierarchical dimension within a policy framework.

Although the internal logic of the foregoing argument
is d1ff1cult to completely refute, it imposes a definition
on "policy" which appears to be outside of the normal usage
in the pOlle literature. |

After rev1ew1ng nineteen definitive statements of’
pollcy, Stringham.(1974:17) deflned it operatlonally as’
". . . a major guideline for future dlscret;onary action. It
is generalized, philosophically based, and implies an
intention and pattern for taking actien.” Interestingly,

Paltridge, et al. (1973) operationaliied their "legislativew
policy” in similar terms; however their other levels
departed operatlonally from such a v1ew of policy.

In keeping w1th a pol1cy sciences view of policy, the-
decisjon levels in the present stody were not conceptualized
on a’policy continuum. Operationail definitions of the three
levels are reported in.Table 4.1. The framework in Table 4. .1
' represented an expan51on from that developed by Paltr1dge
_3 al. (1973:36- 37) in an effort to clarify. the meaning of

and boundarles between policy-, administrative-, and

"working- level-dec151ons. Petersen's (1972) typology of
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decisions was helpful in specifying more precisely than‘
Paltridge et al. (1973) had, the dimensions on which

. decision levels were Qigferedtiated. By combining these two
sources, five dimensions were developed to differentiate
between decision levels: fact-value, futurity, rJnge of
influence, content, and means-ends relationship.

No assumption was made that theythree decision levels
were mutually exclusive. The boundaries are not discrete
divisions, but as Table 4.1 indicates, there, was sufficient
difference to waéfant a distinction between decision levels.
The difference waéuprobably least distinctiQe between the
administrative and working levels of decision.

Third, Board motions which related to glanning were

identified as one of two types. Basic and long:ranqe

planning decisions related to institutional goals.
Paltridge, et gl; (1973:45) defa?ed this type as ". . . the
drafting of legislative'policy ﬁhich will determinevthe
value and ethiéal structure on which the institution will

LN

proceed toward its goals." Incremental planning decisions

were those which implemented or expandéd the basic, or long-

‘range plans.

Fourth, the timing of the decision was identified as
either prior to or after the fact of its execution.

Fifth, decisions were identified for the manner in

which they were brought before the Board. Some decisions

originated in formal reports from Board committees,

S
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administrative/faculty committees or officers. Another
category were“de51gnated simply as recommendations or
motions. This category 1ncluded‘a11 motions not coming from
reports or other identifiable sources. Paltridge, et al.
(1973:26) discovered that the foregoing sourcé; accoﬁnted
for 88.7 percent of all decisions. Although Paltridge,
et al. used four additional categorizatiodns, in the present
study these four were collapsed into an "other" category.
Sixth, when decisions were brought before the Board via
a report, they were aséesg;d as to whether or not they came

with formal action specified oQ.the agenda, or whether the

report appeared with no specific action specified. This
latter type appeared on the agenda witﬁout dire¢tion for
action.

Seventh, an effort was made to identify the source of
items on the agenda. In other words, who was reponsible for
having an item placed on the agenda. Ten possible sources
were used£ étanding committee of the Board; ad hoc committee
of the Board; President'or his office; other seniof
’administrator- regular Board member; ex-officio Board
member ; faculty committee/member; students: other sources;
and, minutes do not specify. Coding in this seventh category
was based on the official source identified either on the

agenda or in the Minutes.

Finally, action taken on the decision was categorized

as: affirmative (accepted, carried, confirmed, approved,,
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e%c.); affirmative as amended or with accompanying: -
conditions; referred to a- Board committee; referred to the
admlnlstratlon, .tabled, deferred postponed; request for .
1nformat10n; received for information only; negative action;
and, other action. Again the typology in this area was
expanded from that used by Paltridge et al. (1973:29) since
it was anticipated that the additions would prove helpful in
assessing Board decision-making adtivity. .

Coding reliability. An important methodological

consideration in the coding of Board motions concerned the
‘reliability of the coding. With respect to the inrer—rater
reliability, Fox (1969:669) 1nd1cated that the procedure to
use for estimating the rg\:ablllty was a computatlon of »
.. .‘the percentage of time two 1ndependent coders agree “15
when they code the same material." Fox (1969 670) set the
minimum level of acceptable agreement at 8§ percent.
Paltridge indicated® that his research team set a level of
‘50 percent agreement asfa sufficient level of inter-rater
consisteﬁcy in the coding of decisions., Accordingly, tﬁe
.writer, in cooperation with one other researcher engaged in
a series of four sessions designed to give'training in the
use of the coding protocol. and to check on the con51stency
of responses on a common ‘set of dec151ons.

Usng a set of.minutes available from a local public

.

Y

' In personal communication with a member of the .
researcher's supervisory commlttee

~ -
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school board, the first session was devqﬁedAto a joint
discussion of how twelve decisions should be coded,.and:to

general issues regaEdiné the interpretation of the format of

the minutes. Following that, K session, one set of minutes was
~arbitrarily selected for eaalng independently. One
researcher completed the coding immediately following the
training session, while the second completed the task one
weekylater.ﬁ?he“re§ults of‘the first round fell below the
reguired. 70 percent level:of agreement set by Paltridge,

t al. for four of the eight coding dimensions. After a .

‘dlscuss1on and reconc111atlon of the dlfferences, two ~

N
I

!
édd1t1onal rounds were necessary to reach a level of 1nter-,
- & l

f

rater agreement equal to at least 70 percent on each ‘ L
dimension. Agreemen{pwés lowest (70%) for‘$he 'dec151on

‘ code; ' however, there was the greatest lattitude for
dlsagreement w1th 89 p0551ble alternat1ves. On all other
d1men51ons,_agreement ranged between 80 and 100 percent.
When dlsagreements occurred over the eodlng, it was usually
attributable to the lack of clarity of a coding category. In
the resolution of differences, the amé}guity was resolved
and noted for subSequen; use.

Data collection procedure. Every motion made by‘fhe

~-Board of Directors, as recorded in the official Minutes, was

coded in chronological sequence in the manner described

~

above.,Only meetingé of the full Board were analyzed for

"each complete academic year in its history: 1944-45 through

2
-
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1975—7é forla total of 32 years. The information on each
motion was- recorded on a separate coding sheet (see Appendix
B) which had been prepa;ed Rele facilitate keypunchlng .
dlrectly from that form. The data were gathered by the'
writer over a three-week period in April and May, 1977.

Statistical analysis. The baszc analysis performed on

~data obtained frpm\documentary ana1y51s was a computatlon of
frequencies and perceqtages in various forms of
S—
crosstabulation. Flrst ;\Treguency distribution w1th
S

percentages was prepared forit?ch of the eight dimensions on
whlch each decision was evalueted, crosstabulating the
decision code by academic year (September - August). Second,
frequency distributions were obtained crosstabulating

decision codes by date of meeting.

3

Questionnaire Survey

Research design. A twenty-page questionnaire was

printed in booklet form with four major sections (see
Appendix C)r The instrument wa51desdgned so that reponses
could be keypunched directly from it."Although there were
several write-in’responses"required,'the majority of items
required the respondents to circle pre~determined
alterhati&es which were‘{dentified in"response keys.' What
follows is . a description and explanation of the underlying

- framework in each of the sections. (AT o

Section I asked for general blographltal 1nfo;;athn

\that ‘was ant1c1pated to be 1mportant in the cross-tabulation

.Q')
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o\\data in the remainder of the questionnaire, as wedl as in
the basic description of the sample. Data were gathered on
sex, age,Dlocation of current home residence, occupation,
education, and political ideology or leaning.

Section II was designed to obtain respondents’' (a)
perceptions(of who was ectuallzvinvoived in exercising major
authority in‘maiing each of sixty separate decisions, and
(b) preferences as to who should be exercising major
authority for each of those same decisions.

In the development of decision items, ‘a subject-area by
decision-levei framework was used which was identical.to
that formulated by Paltridge, ggggl. (1973) and described
earlier under 'content analysis.' This was done primarily
for two reasons. First, the taxonomy had been thecretically
based‘acd empirically tested at least once with actual board

kdecision making which would strengthen the conscgucc
validity of this section. Second, hsing this frgmework would

. facilitate the comparison between actual Board decision
making, as reflected in the minutes, and the perceptions'and
préeferences of thé/questionnaire respondents,

An initial pool of decision items was developed using
the following resources:

(1)'5 questionnaire(A"Postsecondary Governing Board Study,"
which had been revised add reproduced by Abram Konrad in

1973 (Konrad 1976' 1977) from a similar 1nstrument used by

Hartnett (1969);
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5 =
(2) a survey form used for the "Study of Effectiveness of
Governing Boards" (Zwingle and Mayville, 1974:48-53) in an
Association of Governing Board's study;
(3) an "Adminiéfrative Processes” questionnaire which hag
been developed by a research team (of which the writer was a
member) of doctoral students and professors in Educational
Adminlstration at the University of Alberta for use in a
self-renewal study of an Alberta community college, and was
constructed with a similar design to that used in the
present study;  and, |
(4) a number of items developed independently by the writer.
The wording format of decision fteme was standardized
and constructed to suit the College under study.

Furthermore, nearly all dec151ons selected were represented

at each of the three decision levels, policy,

adm1nlstrat1ve, and working decisions (see Appendix Bﬁ for a

L=

breakdown of decisions by level angd category) In selecting

the wording for each decision level, the operationél

~definiticns reported in Table ¢.. were used as a guide.

Respondents were asked to respond to each dec151on in
two ways. First, they vere to,ldentlfy who they thought was

actually exerc1s1ng major authority in making the decision

-and, ~ second, they were to 1nd1cate wvhom they would prefer to

be exerc1s1ng major authorlty for that dec151on The
response given wei;almlted to up to, but no more than three

of 'a possible eight alternatives. The predetermined'

B
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alternatives were: (1) inadeqpate knowledge on which to
judge; (2) no one; (3) people in the college's
copstituency--e.g. parents,»alnmni, financial supporters,
church leaders, etc.; (45 students; (5) clerical,

maintenance and support‘staff' (6) teachlng faculty; (7)
adm1n1stratlon—-lncludlng Pre51dent V1ce-pre51dents, Deans,
Reg;strar, Treasurer, Librarian, etc.; and (8) Board
members.

Section III of the questlonna1re contained items
relating to Board selectlon comp051t10n and functloning.
First, repondents were asked to indicate on a fivefpoint,
Likert-typg'scale, ranging from strongly disagree to ,
_strongly agree, the extent to which they concurred with each
-of twenty statements. The statements concerned (a) the modej.
of selection of Board members, (b) those nho‘should be
entitled to membership, w1th or without vot1ng pr1v1leges,
on the Board anQ{(c) the openness of the Board meetlngs.
Next a preference for the 51ze of the Board was requested

as well as for the length of the term of office of Board

membersi

The;phird_area of inQestigétion in this section was
concerned with the importancefog fougteen personal
‘characteristics in selecting personnel t0 serve on the Board
of Directors. The itemé in this‘question came primarily from
Rauh's (1969:87) listing of 5. ; . qual1f1cat1ons which time
and exper1ence have valldated " Most of these items were

~— -7
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3 ]
also used by Hartnett (1969) and Konrad (1977). Two items

which~were‘particularly suited to a Bible college setting
were added: 'understand&ng the role of a Bible college," and
'spiritual stature.' |

The fourth topicnprobed’dn Section III related to the
global roles performed by board. The ten roles used in this
question were adapted from the generéi“functionsAidentified
by the-Association of Governing Boards (1976) in their self-
’etudy criteria for governing boards. With repsect to each
role, respondents were asked to indicate the1r op1n10ns

regarding (a) the. importance of the role on a five- p01nt

Likert-type scale rang1ng from 'no importance' to extremely

high importance}' and (b) the guaiitz of past performance of
the Board, again USing a five—point scale ranging from 'no
basis fbr judgment' through performed very well,

.Flnally, respondents were asked to prov1de names of
individuals who, in their judgment would be able to prov1de
information in interviews on (a) current and future economlc
limitations and prospects facing the College, (b) political
11m1tat10ns which the college was experlencelng or could
expect to in the future, and (c) Board membership,
‘functioning and decision making over its hlstory.

Sect1on IV was designed for complet1on only by current
and former Board members. Items in this sectlon focused on
(a) Yyears of service on the Board of Directors at CBC (b) .

most recent year of service on the CBC Board (c) membership
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on other college or university governing boards, (d)-
membership on boards other than postsecondary educational
institutions, (e) awareness_ and readlng of mater1als relatedv
'*to the govern1ng of a postsecondary 1nst1tut1on (f) actual
and preferred 1nvolvement in twelve Board-related
activities, and (q) perceptions of the extent to which
seventeen factors were operative ih?jhe decision-making
process df the Board. - /

The 1tems used to.e11c1t reponses regarding 1nvolvement
in Board- related activities were adaptedd from the 1nstrument
used by Konrad (1976; 1977). Board members recorded the
extent of their actual and preferred involvement for each
item on a five-point, leert type scale ranglng from 'not at
all' through "to a very great extent.'

Items as;es51ng factors operat1ve in Board decision
maklng were adapted from the survey used in the study of
governlng board effectlveness (Zwingle, and Mayv1lle o
1974:48- 50)-conducted by the Association of Governing
Boards. Both factors wh1ch were pre- judged to have a
p051t1ve and an adverse effect were 1nc1uded in the l1st of
seventeen items. In the stétlstlcal analy51s the scores for
‘fnegatfvefvltems were reflected so-all could be treated as
'positlve' factors. | 1

. Pilot tesfing of the guestionnaireu A preliminarv

ver51on of the questlonnalre was developed for use 1n a

pllot test. Three methods of pllotlng a questlonna1re
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"instrument vere suggested by DuVall (1973-146) analy51s by
experts; submission to peers or classmates, and a full-blown
pilot study. Each of these three methods weré used.

First, permission was obtained from the President and
Academ1c Dean of an Albertan Bible college to pllot the
‘questionnaire in that setting. This College was particularly
SUItablé 51nce the - purpose, programs, 51ze, academic
accreditation, theologlcal orlentatlon composition of its
student body and faculty were virtually the same as Canadianf
Bible College, the 1nst1tutlon which would later be the ¢
setting of the study. Unfortunately, conducting the pilot in
the end of March was. considered by the students,of the
college to be too close to- final exams so they chose not to
"part1c1pate. It was possible, however to obtain
quest10nna1res from Board members, admjnistrators, faculty
~and staff at the College. In an effort to obtain ‘student
response to the ‘Questionnaire, a group of college students
in an Edmonton church agreed to part1c1pate. |

Flnally, several fr1ends of the researcher seven‘
doctoral students in Educatlonal Admlnlstratlon and to the
four members of the wr1ter s superv1sory commlttee agreed to.
'rev1ew the questionnaire and prov1de constructive
cr1t1c1sms. B
aFrom responses on the 32 pilot questionnalres returned,

well over one hundred changes of an ed1tor1al nature were

A‘made. ‘As well a maJor reductlon in length was made. T
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Respondents. Questionnaires were distributed to all

current and former.Board members.of CBC, to all of those who
- had been employed as qdministrators, faculty, and'staffiof
the College during the period of January to April 1977, as
well as to all of the 1976-77 student leééérs. Since there
-were faculty who also.held-adminiStrative‘posts, and
administratoré who'had,faculty status, it waé necessary to
clearly differentiate between the two. A person who held
administrative7resbonsibﬁlity‘was considered to be ap'
administrator ﬁniess'hisyher qppoihtment }esﬁIted En'
spending 50kpercent,,o; moré, Of‘the time in teaching:
courses.‘Staff included all non-academﬁc, s&pﬁort pefsgnnel

who were not involved in téachihg‘or édministrétion,
:Included\in thevcategorf student leader; were aii mehbefs‘ofv
the 1976-77 Student Council and all executive members of the
Missiohary Society (a major student'éfganizatipn).
Iniaddition to the_gbbve~q£§ups; a sample of several

other groups wés selgctéd'to receive the questionnaire. |
- Table 4.2.1i$ts‘all respondent groups with ﬁheir'respectivg
population and éample §ize,'Avstrafified'(by'yééf_ahd séxi_i‘
random éamble.of students'included those in atténdance_at
“the College for the January’to'April, 197755emester.,.

. Three c¢nstituént groups wefe identifieduas influential
‘in terms of 6ut4of;College‘support: Pfésidént'S'Counciiy
members; Canadian and ﬁ.s;‘grédﬁa;és; ané, fihancia1  |

supporters. Since certain individuals were included in each

/



Table 4.2 Respondent Groups:

Population and Sample Size

&
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¢

.Respondent Population Sample Percent of
Category Size Size Population
CurrentMBoafd \ Y15 ~ 15 100.0
Former Board .48 48n' lOO.d
Administration 13 13 iO0.0
Faculty 19 19 100.0
Staff 23 23 100.0
Student leaders / 25 55 100.0
Students 292 58 19.9
President's Council 341 102 29.9
Canadian & U.S. Graduates 626 125 20.0
Fihancia1.Supporters 2657 500 '18.8'
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of these three categorizations, it was necessary to
prioritize the desighations. This was done primarily on the
bases of the respondent's anticipated knowledge of recent
Céiieéé-activiﬁies énd-reiative, poténtial influencg. The
Presidené‘s Council received first prio;ity. Since fhe
Christian & Missionary Alljance (C&MA) denomination in
Canada was organized into three regional conferences,'a
stratified (by conference) randon sémple of President’s
Council mémbers_waslSelected. From those Canadian and U.S;
graduates who were not members of the President's Council, a
stratified (by country) random sample was se%gcted. The 626
graduatés population in North America incluaea all ;hose for
whom the College had an up-to-date address. Finally, a
random sample of financial supporters who were not, at the
same time,‘Presidenf's'Council members of éénadian/U.S.
graduates was draﬁn. |

' In determining the siie of saﬁple, two criteria served
as gﬁiaes. First, it_was important ﬁhat when ‘all useabié
re;urns were counted, there would need to be’a“mihﬁmum
sample size of’10 percent7qf the'populatiqn, and in no casé
iess fhan'30 respondents (Fox, 1969:346-347), for all .
categoriés witﬁ at least 30>in the population. Second,
allowing for a'50 percent refurn fate; although a higher
ratevwas hoped for, sufficient;questionnaires would need to

be sent to ensure that if ‘only one half returned, the first

" criterion would be met, &

~
~.
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Data collection procedures. Prior to mailing, the

'queétionnaires were precoded by respondent group. Tﬂen,

together with a letter of transmittal and self-addressed
return enveiope, with gudranteed pbstage paid,
questionnaires were mailed via first class mail on May¢€,
1977. ‘ »

A covering letter was prepared on the College;
letterhead over the signature of the President.\Three forms
of this letter (seé Appendix E) were used with only minor
differeﬁces between forms: one was addressed {té\current_and
former Board members;' a second was addressed 'to members of
faculty ané staff;' while the thirg, aédressed 'dear ﬁriend
of the College,' was mailed to all other xespondent groups.

When questionnaires .were returned, each one was
carefully checked for ambiguity or lack of clarity in the
responses. In any such,cése; the difficulty was resolved, so
that vhen the keypunching was performed any interpret}ve
judgment on the part of the keypuncher waé unnecessary.

According to a study by the Reséarch Division of the
National Education Association (Issac gnd Michael, 19?1:93),
mailed questionnaire returns did not increase after a third
follow~up reminder. ft was therefore determined to send two
reminder notices at the intervalg u§ed in the above study.

» The remihders‘were sent on May 16 agd 28,‘1977. '

Statistical analysis. The various statistical

‘treatments applied to the data will be discussed by section
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of the questionnaire. Section I called for-generél.
biographical data,’and frequency distributions, with
pe;centages, wereldeveloped for each of the seven variables.

Sectionvll:called fer~fespoﬁgents to indicate "actual"” .
and "preferred" responses to 60 decision items. Two basic
analyses were performed. First, frequency distributions were
prepared which crosstabulated respoﬁse choices (one through
eight) with each of the seven b}ogfaphical variables for
"actual"” and "preferred" distributionsl For each of these
frequency distributions, asymmetric lambda (Mueller,
Schuessler and Costner, 1970: 249 255) was computed as a
measure of association between crosstabulated var1abf§‘
‘Lambda, sometimes referred to as Goodman and Kruskal [

lambda, is not a strong measure of association, but is one

which méasures association for crosstabulations based on

{

nom1nal data. Although the second analysis applied to these
data assemed them to be interval data, there was a
preference not to make that assumption for this analysis.
The above érdsstabulatiggs were computed for actual and
prefertéa'aissributions for (a) each decision item, (b)
items grouped according to decision level, with subjeét'

areas collapsed, (c) items groups according to subject area,

with'decision levels collapsed, and (d) items grouped

according to sub)ect areas within each dec151on level‘

The second analyszs for SecETBh‘II assume yat the »

response cho1ces, three through eight, were on a continuum
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of decentfalization-centralization, and thus interval data.

The response choices of "inadequate knowledge on which to

" judge" and "no one" were ®liminated. For this analysis value

three, "people ih the College's constituency}"‘was
renumbered as "nine," so the'yalues ranged from four through
nine; Since up -to three choices could be made for each
decision item, a mean "actual" response, and a mean

~

"preferred" response‘was computedlfor each item. The only

biographical variable used in this sdt of analyses was the

respondent's relationship to the College.

First, the mean "actual" scores of respondents were
submitted to a ope-way analysis of variance; and then to the
Scheffe test for ordered means to determine”if‘respondent
groups had statistically similar'mean responses or were

. i .

significantly different. Second, the mean "preferred” scores

&ere/submitted’%o the one-way analysis of-variauce and
Scheffe tests, 51m11ar to the mean "actua1"15cores. These
analyses were aone for (a) separate decision items, (b)
1tems grouped by dec1s1on level (c) items grouped by
sub]ect area, and (d) items grouped by sub]ect area ,within

t

each dec151on level.

v ¢

‘ The final analysis was a t-test for correlated
observations oomparing the mean "actual" and mean

"preferred" scores for each separate respondent group.

Again, these t-tests were perfOrmgd\for-Ya) iudividual

itemé, (b) items grouped by decision level, and (c) items
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grouped by subject area.

- In Section III of the questionnaire, respondents were

generally asked to respond to fiv;~point L1kertktype _ -
'Ecales. Fi}st, frequency d1str1butzons were compiled which
crosstabulated the five response CKS:EE§7w1th each of the
e1ght biographical varlables. Second, a mean score was
.computed and one-way analyses of varlance wer:?%omputed and
the §cheffe test for ordered means applled to tﬁé’mean

scores of resnondent groups. Thls procedure was applied to
..each item for all of the elght b‘zGraphlcal variables,

For tbe portion of Sectzon III assessing "Board Roles, " ‘0«
‘Pearson product-moment correlatlons were computed/}o measure
association between responses to "1mportance of a role an
Board quality‘of performance" in that role. 'f ’ N

In‘Section 1V, the first five items were biographical
in nature, so frequenc1es and mean responses were developed.
Board memBers were also asked to respond to actual and
L preferred 1nvolvementi§n a nﬁhber of Board related .

activities. A t-test was performed on the dlfferences

between actual and ﬁreferred mean scores of current Board

g

members. Finally, current and former Board members mean

responses for the extent to which certaln factors were

§

- operat1ve in decxslon ‘making ‘were compared for stat15t1cally .
significant dlfferences using a t- test. In both-the "Boarg-

related act1v1t1es Aand "factors operatlve in decision
<

making" sectlons, frequency dlStrlbu ions were’ prepared : 4" {

e \ . . ) 3 . ' v‘\"vr//
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crosstabulating current versus former Board members with .the

response categories.

N

Assumpt 1ons

l. It &as assumed that the questlonnalreyand interview
schedule deyeloped for the study‘would provide valid and
reliable responses from respondents, and that the framework
for the content analysis of Board minutes would yield a
valid and reliable account of Board decision making.

2. It was assumed that the dquestionnaire and the content
analysis framework collectively covered the major factors
related to board role in the governance of a postsecondary
1nst1tut10n as extracted from the literature.

«Limltatlons

The study was limited by:

l. the nature of the deflnltlons used

2. the avallablllty of 11terature on governance and
partlcularly the pauc1ty of research on the B1ble College, T
s;

let alone Blble college governance;

3. the fact that this case study was approached with a pre-
Adetermlned structure for anlysis;

4, the extent,tO'which the findings can be generalized to,
other Bible colleges and postsecondary 1nst1tutlons, since
this was a case. study of a single Board; %

-

5. the fact that the researcher was on educational leave as

-

an employee of the College under study.

s - v

s
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Delimitations

1. Sincé the study was of an exploratory nature with concern
over depth of analy51s, the study was de11m1ted to the study
of one board of trustees in a s1ngle college over 1ts
complete history.

2. The case}study of one Board was fprther‘delimited;by an
investigation of selected factors related to the structure

and processes of Board decision making.



CHAPTER FIVE e
DESCRIPTION O% CANADIAN BIBLE COLLEGE

The College studied in this .cesearch was Canadian Bible*
College, located in Regina, Saskatchewan. In order to
uné;rstand it moré fully, the following deécription assesses
its current status, some m;jor“historical developments, and
finaily, a review_of early developments in_the governing
board;

Current Statué

érom its inception in pctober 1941, Canadian Bible
College (CBC) has functioned without deviétiOn from its
historic mission, namely, ". . . tb trai@.Christian workers
'fpr the world-wide work of the [Christian and Missionary]
Allianée.«lt shall also encourage attendancé by qualified’
members of other religious bodies" (Bylaw, Article I1II 3).
The Collége is the official Canadian educational institution
of the Christian and Missiohary Alliance. church, and is
"located,on‘g partially developed5l3—acre campus in Northwest
Regina. | | } .
| In keeping with the central thrust of the Bible collegegﬁ
movement, CBC offers four éegree programs, eééh-of which h%s
a majo; in bibliéal studies; Loﬁé&er, two programs offer ‘
éésentially'a double major. One is in ;eligious edﬁcation/;'
the second in sacred music. The curriculum is offered in
seven major divisions: Biblical Studies; Christian>ﬁistoryf~’

and Thoﬁght; Pastoral Studies; World Mission and Evangelism;

: 116 s
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Christian ﬁducation; Sacred Music; and, General Studies. In a~jt\
addition to on-campus programs which ordinarily requ1re four
years to complete (one has a three- year currlculum) CBC has
an external degree program now in its thlrd year of 4
operation. |

Canadian Bible College has been incorporated as a
private educational institution since 1949 py the
Saskatchewan Legislature. An ammendment to its’charter in
‘_1974 gave authority "to grant and confer degrees and
diplomas in theology” (Bill No. 05 of 1573-74). The College
is also accredited by the American Associatron of Bible‘
Colleges,»and has charter membership. in the fraternal
Association of Canadian Bible Colleges. C::>x‘

The Reglstrar S Annual Report for 1976~ 77 indicated an
enrollment of 179 men and 162 women, for a total of 341.
‘These - students represented 28 different church afflllat1ons.
soeventy- e1ght percent were Canadlan 19 percent were from 22
states in- the U S. A., while the remalnlng three percent came'
from four overseas natlons (Germany, Kenya, Hong Kong, and
Ghana). The 1977 graduatlon witnessed the conferrlng of a }
total of 25 degrees. Overall, 39 percent of enterlng |
freshmen graduate from CBC ("Report of the Pre51dent to the
Board of D1rectors," October 1975:3). ‘

~ Of the 16 foll—timevinstrpctional.faculty,'seven have
earned doctorates, eight have master's degrees'and one has

two bachelor's degrees.yThe average number of full academic



118

years of postsecondary education of the full-time
instructional faculty is 8.7, compared with an average of
7.9 years for AABC accredlted colleges in the U S.A. and

Canada (AABC Annual Report , 1977). These faculty are

expected to teach 12 hours per week in addition to minor
administrative duties, In addition to the full—time faculty
11 part-time instructors were employed (FTE of 5.25). |

The 1976-77 library holdlngs had 27, 900 volumes and-an
addltlonal 2382 audio- v1sual 1tems 1n the collectlon.‘In
addition there were 426 perlodlcals._ ;

The budget for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1977
called for $1, lO5'560 wvhile the actual income‘and-actual
expense were respect1vely $1 168, 499 and $1,166,373. The

June 30, 1977 Financial Report 1nd1cated that total assets

" were valued at $3,136,741, while the»fiXed assets

represented approxlmately two and one- half m1lllon of this
amount. In the general dlstrlbutlon of expend1tures, 38
percent was a551gned to academ1c operatlons, 80 percent of
which was de51gnated for salaries. An additional 23 percent'
was de51gnated for adm1n1strat1ve operatlons. The two
largest 1tems in thls category, mortgage 1nterest and '
salarles, accounted for .35 percent of theAexpendltures. The
third expendlture category, auxiliary enterpr1ses, 1ncluded
such 1tems as bookstore,,food serv1ces, plant’ operatlons and.
rental housing,. accounted for the- rema1n1ng 39 percent of -

expenditures. Forty-one percent of all expenses,lncurred by
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~

the College vere ‘allocated to salaries.

Since: 1970 CBC has had a semlnary associated with it.
Canadzan Theologlcal College has a separate charter and
operates exclus1vely on the post—graduate, seminary level.
Nevertheless, the Canadian Theological College-(CTCl |
loperates out of the same facillties.as_CBc; and.under the
same administration and Board of Directors. Most faculty
teach ln both colleges- Canadian Theologlcal College is an
affiliated college w1th the University of Reglna, and by
virture of this relatlonshlp the College President is a
member of the University Senate‘and the University's
commlttee on afflllatlon

Brief H1sﬁory of Canadlan Blble College

- The - f1rst two decades of operat1on by CBC has been

roughly researched by Martln (1962) therefore, the

rust of thls sectlon will be to hlghllght major

‘developments in the llfe of the College.

The growth of assets by decades can be-docahented as
fixed assets totallng Just over $300,000 in-1956-57 (Board
M1nutes, March 28, 1957) total assets of approx1mately

.. $600, 000 in 1966 ("Annual Report of the Pre51dent "-1968),
and total assets of jUSt over 3.1 mllllon in 1977 ( Canadlan
B1ble College Balance Sheet,™ June 30, 1977). The |
approxlmate operatlng budgets over the same 1ntervals were

$72, 500 for 1956 57 (Board M1nutes, October, 1964) $205 00

for 1966-67 (Board Minutes, February_l966) and Sl,lOO;OOQ

/
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“for 1976—77 ("Financial Statement," June 1577).

The proflle of enrollment and number of graduates over
the. h1story of the. College 1s reported. 1n Figure 5. l It is.
evident’ that following an early_sharp incline in the post‘

_ World War 11 years, enrollnent.gradually declined.'The curve
-reached its nadlr 1n 1956 57 and since 'hat point enrollment
" has. generally been on the 1ncl1ne, exept for several short-
l1ved reversals.

The growth of Canadlan B1ble College can be d1v1ded
generally 1nto two major phases. The first phase, extendlng
from 1941 t0~l960pcould be characterlzed by the birth and
;initial~stabilizationiof the College. The second phase,
ushered in" by the College rece1V1ng accred1tatlon, extended:
from 1961 to 1976 ThlS stage could be characterlzed by

‘expan51on of ba51c d1rectlons set in the flrst phase. These
- two stages appear to be approxlmately equ1valent to the
.:flrst two of four developmental stages rev1ewed by Heron
(1973:18) from stud1es of organ1zatlonal growth by ; |
.developmental stages. Canadlan Bible: College appears to be '

‘'on the threshold of the third stage w1th 1nd1cat1ons of a’

trend toward the decentral1zatlon of authorzty and 1ncreasedg.

“adm1n15trat1ve h1erarchy recruited from w1th1n the

’ organzzatlon.

Birth and Initial Stablllzatlon, 1941 1960

The Canad1an Blble Inst1tute, as, 1t was orlg1nally

‘named, opened 1ts_doors‘to an 1nxt1alxclass of 50'students

N

.
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!

on October 1, 1941, One of the three founders became its
first principal, and six years later its first president--a
post he held for seven additional years. The second
president held office for only four years, a?ﬁ—his
successor, appointed in 1958, carried the College/through
the end of this initial phase and well into the second.
The College changed its original name twice. In 1945 it
was called Western Canadian Bibie Institute, and under\this
_"name recelved its 1n1t1al charter from the Saskatchewan
Leg1slature 1n 1949 (Blll No. 05 or 1945 Chapter 98,
Statutes of Saskatchewan). The year 1957 w1tnessed the

3

second nameﬂghggge to 1ts current .one, The Canadlan Bible

.College of the Christian And MlSSlonary Alliance (Blll No.

03 of Aprll 10, 1957, Chapter 105,:Statute5‘g£.
’ o - ' ' «

v

Saskatchewan). |
The Coileée also changed‘locations'within Regina, twice

durlng th1s phase. Its f1rst move was from 1ts or191nal

quarters in 1945 (Mart1n, 1962 :49), The move to the present *

- campus occurred in 1956. - ;' S
It wasn't untll 1945 that ‘the new College was

voff1c1ally recognlzed as a training centre for the Chrlstlan

and M1551onary Allzance (Martln, 1962:49); however, 51nce

that time it has enjoyed the: E}n:hc1al support and back1ng

‘of that denom1nat10n. It has operated under the educatlonal

policies establ1shed by the General Counc1l and the Board of

Managers of the. Chrlstlan and M1ss1onary Alllance (CBC -
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Catalogue, 1976-78:8). .
The first" College constitution was adopted in 1955

(School Board Minutes, September 13, 1955), and in ‘1961 was

revised for the first time.”Contracts were used with faculty

for the first time in 1950, and faculty were also required

to sign a statement of faith (Martin, 1962:51). This
practice continues to the present. In March 1960 the Board
Minutes recorded the first major curriculum revision.

a ;

In May'1956-the College made what was later described

as a "premsture" application for. affiliation with the

‘University of Saskatchewan (Memo from the Office of the

President} Februéry_lQ, 4964). Nevertheless, it began a

.nprocess of écadeﬁic hpgrading that was to lead to the

accred1tatlon of CBC by the AABC, and later the afflllatlon

1f its 51ster 1nst1tut10n Canad1aﬂ'Theolog1cal College,

w1th the Unlver51ty of Reglna in 1973,

After seven years of upgradlng, self- stiudy and

~evaluation, CBC was granted 1ﬁ%t1tutlonal accredltatlon by

R
the Accredltlng Assoc1at10n of Blble Colleges (és 1t was .
ASsoc

then called) on QOctober 25.l 1961. Thls ach1evement

represented the stab1112at1on of all aspects of 1ts

- operatxon, but partlcularly its academlc program. ‘In- his -
: *Annual Report of Canadian?Bible College," presented'to ~le
_Board of D1rectors in October 1962 the Pres1dent 1nd1cated

'that of the 54 Canadian Brble schools, CBC was the th1rd to

.........

obtaln such accredltatlon. This mllestone marked the
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transition into the second phase of the life of the College.

Expansion, 1961-1976

The second phase was characterized by an extension»of
the basic directions séE\in the first develdpmental stage.
Following accréditation, khe first degrees granted by the
College were conferred in éhe spring of 1962; however, the
primary hallmarks of this phase appear to have been efforts
to,dévelop a more stéble'finaﬁcial base for the College and
the pursuit of fhe issue of University affiliation. Two
presidents servea the 'College during this‘fime: thé first
held office from 1958—197%f(ﬁis successor remained in office
to the end of 1978. i |

'In 1964, the College President made the following
recommeq@ationlfo the Board of Di*eétors:

that the Canadian Bible College continue its stuaies

and informal negotiation: with the University having as

an objective, affiliation with the University of

Saskatchewan as a Theological College. (Board Minutes, nf
February, 1964) 7 =

Caome

By 1967, however, rather than aimodificatioh of the Bible

College into a theological college, as implied. in the abov
vreéommendation, there were developments within the

q-vdenohinatioh calling for the fofﬁation,of.a_seminé}y; T

'ﬁndoubtediy‘had some effect on the thrust_of CBC's -,

UnTVersify“negotiations. The development of this seminary

) . i
~may be regarded as one of the logical extensions of the

academié'upgraaing on the CBC campusAduring the expansion

'phase, and the desire to achieve University affiliation. By
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1975 the basic organization of the College and Seminary took
the form represented in Flgure 5.2

" Since the fourth pre51dent took office in 1972, there
have been many progress1ve changes in the academic program
of CBC Re&ardlng the financial expansion of the College,
two succe551ve, three-year capltal funding drives o? 1.2

million dollars have been launched. The f}rst\was

"oversubscribed by the time it ended in 1975, and the second

1s sllghtly behind in the final stages of the campalgn

TIgse funding drives have enabled the College to add a food
services complex, a large gfmnasium a music. building and
major renovations to the adm1n1stratxon bu1ld1ng There have
also been three student re51dences added s1nce 1974 f1nanced
prlmarlly through funding from Central Mortgage and Hou51ng
Corporation, Probably what is equally as 51gn1f1cant as the
amount of money pledged in these two/campa1gns is the
indication of environmental 5upport from the many 1nd1v1dual/ﬁ
donors from across Canada each of whom made a three- year
pledgg“to the fundlng dr1ves. There is common agreement

among denominational and College leadership that inter-

Q’

relatlonshlps between the two have never been better. )

Early Developments in the Board of Directors.

Though a great deal of deta1led 1nformat10n was not
available regarding early developments in the Board of
Directors, the following 1nformatlon'yas gleaned Irom
College catalogues, Board minutes, and research'by Martin

»

<



126

A

abaTT0o)

Isany

uawoOy,
30 ueag

30 uweq

JuswdoTaasqg

uapnis

Jo I030311Q

3531100, TeoT60TORYL URTpRUR)

2631100 91478 uetpeue)

o

(e3av STwapesy) 31ey> TRUOTIEZruRhIo TeT3104 275 sanbyg

S3TPN3S [eIsuas—
9 -

o1sny paixdeg |

uoy3eonpz. uRTISTIYD

»

drysuzdqug

h JO- 20393y
f———— T T
wusyiabuvagy ﬁ 82739TY3V v m:ﬁauqu 3
PUR UOTSSTR PTIOM " 3O 3I0328x1GQ TeATISBS Jo a030exyq
- 4
S T — | S |
83IPN3S Texo3seg - . \
4 . SBTIISTUTW uotjeon .
u:m:mzk pue u:wvsum jJo uouomuﬁn UOTBUdIXT JO JOROBIIQ
4£10381H ueI3ISTIYH A —— [ .
< _ &:mEUuSﬂucx 3juapniysg 830TAX

$aTPN3g TeITTqTE - PMIOMmmeu< 30 10333119

-Axeaqyr 3o.a 303110

<

oay '

UewItey) TRUOTSTAlQ

L

Od8D aea3sybay

.

v

-

uor3wonpg URF3ISFIUD

.uumnm:dym
" PUR UOTSSTH PTION-

s9Tpn3g ucuwunuml

ybnoyy pue
Az038TH uvyIsTIY).]
. o h

B9TPNIS TPOTTqTE™

oL \wuuunﬂmvz

. o
=uauﬁnguﬂu=oqnﬂ>un

UCTIRIISTUTWPY )
I0J JUBPTSEIg-22[A

_

o860
ueaq diwapeoy

- T

4 ! 5

fel o)
uesg oywepeoy

" aubudoreasq
307 JURpIBRIg-aDTA

AJ|




“ 831330 IduURuUTF

I3anseaxy

»

t T .
(e@ay aaT3ivxIsTUTWRY) 3Jiey) TeUOTIRZTUEHIQ TRTYIeq ‘Pi3U0D Z°S axriby

abayto) anuﬂmoﬂo.of. urypeuR)

abattop 81q1g uvypeue)

oo

4

IusmdoTaAsq 103 IJUSPTSIIZ-BITA

¢ - k)
- . ~ P i - ) -
N - °
BIDTAIDS = uoy3oy -
. T1en Istuoradeoay 183un00 uou«.ﬂan
o r‘l 2 i ~ & — &.. h
. & doszs 23bvuey * .uouguom
3 ’ - ’ g
asurUIjUTRH " i 3 8893 w:
2 . ’ - .
UOTIRIFSTUTWPY 103 IUIPIBITI-I3 A uesq o1wepeoy.

juaprsaig ~

i

o
/

wuou.uwuuo wo pxeog




128

(1962). ‘ ,
| In the initial days of operation the three founders of
the College were 1dent1f1ed as "dlrectors, and one served

as pr1nc1pal (Martln 1962: l7) however, it wasn't until

1946 that there was a group referred to as a "board." The-
Dlstrtct School Board, as it was then called, was préceeded

by an "Executive Committee" which oversaw the operation of

the College from 1944~46 (Martin 1962:50). Although the
College was incorporated inv1949, it wasn't until 1956,‘upon
the advice of the éollege soliciggr that the School Board
passed a motion identifying the "School Board, " the ‘ i%ﬁ?

-

"Corporatlon,&/and the "Directors of the Western Canadlan
Bible Instltute as legally one ‘and the same bOdy (Board
Mlnutes, October 24-25, 1956) As far as ‘the funct1onal g
governance of the College is concerned there has’ been a
Board ofaTrustees dat1ng back to the 1946 ~47 school year.
Theyvobtalned legal authority with the Charter of |
Incorporation in‘l949 which was clarifieq, _as indicated
above, in 1956. Othe developments of the Board of D1rectors

will be 1ncorporated into the next chapter Whlch summarlzes;

the data collected in the study

2. : :
45 & ‘/
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o ~ CHAPTER SIX

- QISTRIBUTION OF " BOARD DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY

The first research question to be addressed was how the

Board of Dlrectors had d1str1buted 1ts authorlty in dec1s1on

mak1ng over the hlstory of the College. The heart of this

quest1on related to the centralization or decentralization

. of that authority. Findings from the research on this issue

]

are presented first from an analysis of Board minutes, and

second, from an analysis of the .perceptions and preféetences

e

_of questionnaire respondents. Prior to presenting

questionnaire data, a profile of respo%ﬂents is gdeveloped.

’
o

‘Documentary Analysis

There were several sources in the minutes of the Board

- which provided information related to this issue. First, by
assessing the number of motions passed by{the Board 6ver its

_history™in various subject areas, it was p0551ble to examlne

the relativefextent of control. Secpnd by hotlng the level
at-&hich~deeisfone wefe made, some inferences would be_
ava1lable regarding control over pollcy formatlon, and the
adm1n15trat1ve executlon of pollcy Third, the most d1rect
ev1dence came from an analy51s of the t1m1ng of dec151ons.
Dec151ons made prlor or. subsequent to adminlstratlve

4

execution would prov1de clues to the extent of

ﬂ~decentrelization of authority. The primary interest was t%D

identify anyxtfedds,in.the data Qvef_the years of Board

operation. - o } o ‘

e

/

/
//
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Boarg dlecision Making by Subject Area
'ﬁggat the first 32 years of its functioning, the CBC

Board of Directors deliberated over a.total of 3080 motions
in 93 meetings. Figure 6.1 records”the'freouency of
decisions made in{each academic.year KSeptember;l to August
31). 'The significant shift in the number of decisidhs in
1957-58 was co1nc1dent w1th several other organ1zat1onal
factors which ‘may partlally account for the 1ncrease. A new,
'actlng piesldent, who was subsequently_elected as president,
took office in. 1957. His presidential style was undoubtedly
a significant factor since, for example,-in his first year
fn office agenda packages were more formalized with items
appearing from Board sub committees and faculty it appeared
fthat there was’ increased 1nput into Board meeting agenda. In
‘addltlon, 1956~ 57‘was the first year of opeﬁatlon .on a new
-campus locatlon Earlier in 1955 the flrst formal
constitutig%‘was f1nally'approved by the_Board. Alse, the
'spring of 1957 was'likely the‘year with the most-contraining
f1nanc1al condltlons 1n the h1story of the College. It was.
the only year in wh1ch faculty and staff had to experlence
cutbacks in salary The following year 1957 55‘ saw the’
”adoptlon of the flrst salary structure as developed by an.
lexternal ad hoc task force comm1551oned by the Board

"3o0ard decdsion maklng at CBC clearly fell 1nto ‘two

distinct phases as.1llustrated.1n F1gure.6,l:-the first

phase'extended_fron 1944-45 through 1956-57, and the second

e E R

oyl
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from 1957-58 through 1975—76.'Table 6.1 describes an average~'i
year and meeting-in phases one and ‘two, indicating the
relative shifts in decision- making empha51s. Overall there
was an increase of 3.4 times as many annual dec151ons in the
-sec?nd phase as in_the first, which was perhaps the most
distinguishing feature between these two time periods.
Comparing the increase for individual subject areas w1th thel
overall increase in decision making, it was ‘apparent that
there were proportionately less dec1szons made regarding
personnel and administrative organization issues: thlS might
suggest a tendency to exercise less contnol over these two
areas in relation to all others. For three decision areas in
narticular, the Board.gave‘relative}y more attention,;and
perhaps control: ceremonial, "other" ireports), and
educational programs decisions. The increase in ceremoniai
and "other"” decisions needs to be interpreted in the iig%t

g of the small number of decisions in these eateggrieslwhich
had the effect of inflating the percentage. Tnecyarked -
increase'in decisiensiregarding reports (18.8%)_con1d well

mean that the Board-began to rely more on input from the

campus administrationtin the formulation'of_itsvactions, ija>l

while still retaining the final decision to itselfr The

ﬁoard likewise substantially increased the relative

proportion of dec151ons related to educational programs. -.
Summarily, there was. 2a trend of 1ncrea51ng Board ';'if.-

decisions in ceremonial, and edueational program areas, and -

S
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" Table 6.1 Mean Number of Annual and Per—Meeting Board Decisions by Subject

Area Prior to, and Pollowing, 1957.

Mean Number of Board DeciSions:' )
1944-45 to 1956-67 1957-58 to 1975-76 , Increase*+

Subject Area  [Annual* Per-Meeting* | Annual Per-Meeting | Annual Per-Meéting
Personnel | 18.4 6.5 42.4 15.1 2.3 2.3
(n=1045) | ; A S
Internal Board | 8.1 2.8 29.4 - 10.5 3.6 3.8
Affairs (n=664) . -

Business and a.1 1.4 16.4 5.8 4.0 a.1
Finance (n=364) . : o
Physical Plant | 3.1 1.4 12.3 4.4 4.0 4,0
(n=274) v ) ;
Educaticnal 1.2 0.4 9.4 3.3 7.8 8.2
Progrdms (n=194) . ‘

Other (reports) 0.5 0.2 9.4 3.4 18.8 17.0
(n=185) . ‘ ’
'External Affairs| 1.8 0.6 6.6 2.4 3.7 4.0
(n=149) -

/
Administrative | 1.8 0.6 3.6 1.3 2.0 2.2
Organ. (n=92) . : . .
Student Affairs | 0.5 0.2 1 2.2 0.8 4.4 4.0
.(n=49) Q : : :
CeremonlaLl. 0.1 0.0 2.5 0.9 25.0 31.7
(n=49) .. . : : -
™

* In the 13 yeafs,from 1944-45 to 1956—57 ‘there were a total of 37 meetlngs-
frcm‘l957-58 to 1975 76 there were 56 meetings spread over the 19 yelars.
** Increase refers to the multiple by which decisions in 1957-58 to 1975-76

increased over 1944-45 to 1956757.
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o

to.a much lesser extent in dec1s1ons regarding student
.affalrs, physical plant and bu51ness and finance. An
indication of relatively fewer decisions appeared in areas
of personnel and administrative organizations. This maf be
cautiously interpreted as an indication of changes in the
centralization, or_decentralization of decision'making the
the respective areas, on the basis of comparison with the
overall increase‘in decision-makfng activity, but,sucn a
conclusion must be circumscribed by the overall increase in
the number of decisions made. The marked 1ncrease of
dec1s1ons in the " ther" category, which largely contalned
.dec151ons based on reports, can probably be construed as
~ev1dence of decentralizing 1nput to the Board, but ‘not of
dec151on-mak1ng-authorlty ' _ . ‘

The fore901ng analys1s compared two broad perlods of
Board dec151on-mak1ng act1v1ty Does .a year- by year analysis
of decision maklng in each subject area confirm the trends7:

‘Relative dlstrlbutlon by subject area. By referenc1ng

the present f1nd1ngs agalnst those of Paltrldge et al
(1973:31), 1t was possible to form some comparatlve
conclusxons regardlng the distribution of Board authorlty.
Accord1ng to the data in Table 6 2, there were four areas
where the Board in the present study made proport1onately
more dec151ons than those 1h the Paltrldge study, namely,
personnel external affalrs, other (reports) and 1nterna1

Vboard affalrs. The 1atter area has no direct bearing on
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Table 6.2 A Comparison of the Percentage of Decisions

Distributed by Subject Area in the Present'Study and that

Conducted by Paltridge et al.

¥

‘Present

‘Paltridge et al. Study (1973131)

Established Boards (n=14)

Decision Young Boards
Subject , PN —
Area Study* 1972 (n=5) 1964 -1972.
, ' . : ' |
Personnel| 31.6% 23% ' 19% 21% ¢
Internal | 21.9 3 3 4
Board - ' '
Affairs ) .
' Business | 12.2 23" " 24 - 24
& Finance| - '
'~ physical | 9.2 19 28 21
) Plant A ‘
. . oL [k
" Educ. 7.0 16 ’ 12 17
/ Programs . . ’ '
Oother 7.0. 5 _3 4
" External | 4.9 2 2 2
 Affairs , '
 Admin. 2.7 4 3 3
.. - Organiz. | . , ‘
" student 1.6 '3 3 2
Affairs : o .
Ceremonial 1.9 2 2 2

- *Figures in thls column came. from the 1957 58 to 1975 76

1nterva1 of de0151on maklng, since it was Judged that thls

period would most closely resemble the perlod assessed by U

',,‘Paltrldge.et al.

s

A

/



136

¥
authority.distrlbUtlon‘since it included only matters
concerning Board functioning; however it is possible to
offer a p0551ble explanatlon of the slgn1f1cant dlsparlty
between ,the two studies for this 1tem In the Paltr1dge
study there were a\total of 151 board meetings:for 14 boards .
ln 1972, w1th a total of 6814 progected actions (1973 :23).

'In the present study there were 93 meetlngs, but for 57 of.

these there were f1ve sessions, each of whlch was 1n

actuallty a meeting by Paltr1dge standards. Comparatlvely
speaklng, then, the present study had a total of 321
sessions (meetlngs) and a total of 3080 act1ons. It should
be immediately apparent that the increased number of |
meetings and the lower volume of total actions would
v/increase p;ocedural motions nhichvrepresented 69.7 percent
of the internal board'affairs decisions, Returning-to'the
"comparison-of personnelrdecisions, it was evident that
.actions_in this area were centraliaed to anmuch,greater C.
'extent than was true of the Paltridige findings. This,may be
hudue;'in part to the relative’size of the institntionsb
- studied, and to the fact that 1nst1tut10ns in the ‘Paltridge
study were. public, rather than pr1vate colleges, as was the -
case 1n the present study. |
Table 6.2 also 1nd1cates that there were three subject
areas 1n “the present study with a relatlvely lower dec151on-
'maklng empha51s than found by Paltridge et al This would

suggest a-relatlyely greaterddegree-of decentralizatioh by

-
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the CBC Boardvfor the areas of’business and finance,

physical plant, and educational programs. This could be

predicted based on the number of meetings per year -in the

“two studies: institutionS‘studied by Paitrddge had a mode of

11 meetings perf§;a{< while CBC had a mode of three.

The proportlon of dec1s1ons made by the CBC Board 1n

| areas of administrative organlzatLpns, student affalrs, and

ceremonlal concerns, was similar to boards studied by

Paltrldge, but it was not possible to form conclusions as to

%/whether the lack of actlon in. these areas represented
‘cons1derable delegatlon of authorlty of 51mp1y fewer number

of dec1s1ons generally. One mlght speculate that there are

con51derable dec151ons to be made on a campus with respect
to student affalrs, and to a lesser extent, adm1n15trat1Ve
organlzatlons, thus suggestlng a hlgh degree of

decentral1zat10n of dec1s1on—mak1ng authorlty in these areas

at Canadian Bible College.

~The following is . a more detalled analyszs of each

subject area, w1th a year by-year frequency of dec151ons so

h1stor1cal trends may be analyzed

Personnel Within the subject area of personnel

' dec1szons, the overall d1str1but1on of Board actlons, by'

,subclassxflcatlon, is reported in. Table 6.3. Nearly four—

flfths (79. 1%) of dec151ons in thls area were focused on"

»

.salary appolntment 1ssues. Figure 6 2 plots the frequency

of personnel dec151ons for 32 academic years from 1944 -45

- X , :
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Table 6.3 Frequency of Decisions by Subjéct Area with Subclassifications

% of Subject % of Total
. B 4

Subject Area/Subclassification Frequency Area Decisions. Decisions Made

P'er'aonhrel )

" salary ' 424 40.6 ¢ 13.8
Appointments ’ - 402 38.5 13.1 o
Staff benefits 104 - - 10.0 3.4
Employmant conditions ’ 51 4.9 1.7
Professional development . 25 . 2.4 0.8
Dismissals 18 1.7 .6
Tenure : 16 1.5 .5

+ Grievance procedure : 3 0.3 0.1
Disciplinary action 1 0.1 -
Create a new position . 1 0.1 -

’ 1035 100.0 34T

Internal Board Affairs ‘
soard meetings . 463 - 69.7 15.1
-Other Board procedures - 63 . 9.5 2.1
Other Board committees _ 47 M~ 7.1 1.5
Stahding committees o 40 6.0 1.3
Board-officers . L. 29 4.4 0.9
Bylaws/Standing orders/Ruless .. 22 3.3 0.7

Regulations . .
i €64 10070 217

Business and Finance » ‘
Audits, spcial.financial reports 72 N 19.8 : 2.3
Fund raising (development) 59 16.2 1.9
Tuition -and fees : : 44 12.1 1.4
Overall operating budget 40 ) 11.1 1.3
‘Accounts receivable: 37 * 19,2 7 1.2
Expenditures = - 29 8.0 0.9
Budget adjustments/transfers 24 1.6 0.8
Legal mafters 23 - 6.3 0.8
Invéstments 13 3.6 0.4
Gifts = , TS : 3.0 . 0.4

- Insurance matters . 9. 2.5 . 0.3
Fiscal long-range plans 3 - 0.8 = - 0.1 -

, - 364 - - Yo0.0 bS )

Physical Plant _ .
Fund approﬁriations/financing - 63 ] 23.0° : .2.1,
Physical long-range development 41 " 15.0 - 1.3
Policies/procedures for design 36, | ) 13.1 * 1.2
., & construction of buildings. ) . :
Property disposals - 34 _ 12.4 1.1 .
Stages of' physical planning 29 10.6 0.9
Buildings/grounds alterations 18- 6.6 0.6
Naming of buildings 14 - 8.1 0.5
Planning functions 12 4.4 0.4 -
Overall Gapital budgets _ 11 T 4.0 0.4" i
Awarding of contracts 7 2.6 0.2
Change orders o 7 2.6 0.2
Leases 2 ‘0.7 0.1

- ™ T00.5 7 SN
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Table 6.3 Frequency of Decisions by Subject Area with Subclassifications Cont'd.

¢ of Subject" A of Total
- Subject Area/Subclassifications Frequency Area Decisions Decisions Made
Educational Programs . ' .
Current curriculum _ ’ 96 49.5 ! 3.1
Intrainstitutional programs 33 17.0 1.1
Academic calendar . 15 . 7.7 0.5
Degree program/types offered 4 e 6.7 0.4
Academic regulations e el 5.7 0.4
Long-range academic- pban(. , 4.6 - 0.3
Admission standards/requ&remﬁ ) 4.6, 0.3 :
Workloads/standards . - 3 2.1 ® 0.1
Approoriation of progrqq & . 1.6 ' 0.1
Cooperative programS”‘ - 0.5 Co-
. N . - - I‘UU.U X BO§

. /" . " 'w : L .‘ , L. ~ ‘a - "

Other o e ) - ~#g¢. .¢ ( |
Campus reports : ‘86 ) 45.5 2.8

- Other reports 53 - 28.7 v 1.7
President's reports - 28 15.1 n.9
Committee reports 10 . 5.4 0.3
Other administrative regulatlon 8 4.3 ) . 0.3

or action .
: - I8% 16970 €.0

External Affairs B! 7

. Local community publxc relatlons 58 o 38.9 1.9

- Other ‘ 37 . 24.8 1.2
C&MA Headquarters v ’ .20 . 13.4 0.7
Education Office (CsMA  ~ 5 - ¢ 10.1 0.5
Legialathre : 9 6.0 0.3 it
.Coordinating agencies. -7 . 4.7 0.2
‘Other. state agencies 2 1.3 0.1
Federal government 1 0.7 0.1
- L 133 100.0 .3

- ) i . . ¢ . " ’

Administrative Organizations - ‘ : -
Campus governance structures 48 52.2 1.6
Organizational plans 18 19.6 0.6
Delegation of authority S ‘15 16.3 *0.5
Creation of new positzon/offlce ) 8.7 © 0.3
Name ‘changes , 2 2.2 0.1
Admin. transfer of authority ‘ 1 1.1 C-

52 T00.0 3.0

.Ceremonial Actions -

. Appreciations 29 ' 59,2 0.9 "
~ Commencement /Convocation - 10 20.4 - 0.3
Commendations : ) 9. , 18.4 . . 0.3
Awardxng other awards . 1. o ©2.0" -
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/g;bié/gf; Ffequency of Decisions by Subject Area with -Subclassifications Cont'qd.
o : . c s
// jv . L . .
¢ - - . % of Suhject . % of Total
Subject Area/Subclassification -Frequency - Area Decisions Decisfons Made o

Student Affairs

Scholarships ~ o : 21 42.9

) 0.7

Student services 21 : N 42.9 0.7

Codes af conduct/student . 4 8.? 0.1
" discipline

" Athletic pfz;rams
Student govéfnment
Student extra-curricular

‘\\ organizatigns

j?'.-
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l .
¥ A ,
through 1975-76. .

With regar Figure 6.2, it should be noted first

lope of the curve is very similar to that

-

‘that the general

K of the profife for total decisions reported in Figure 6.1. -
w ' '

There appear?(to be decreesing attention to personnei ‘issues
folloﬁing tne peak in 1958-59, This'would support tﬂe
earlier findﬁng ef proportionately fewer decisions being
made in this area than the mean for all decisions. With this
subject aref@a consuming 34.1 percent of all Board decision
making, 27—l-pereent of 511 policy dedéslons anq”§7 .8 |
percent of all administrative- level decisions,- 1t was
evident thg’kthere has been very little decentvplization of
authdr1ty in matters. related to- personnel decisions. There
is, nevertheless, evidence to-suggest that the Board is

beginning to spend a.smaller percentage if its time on

Antpersonnel dec1s1ons, whlch may indicate the 1n1t1a1 stages
J A . :’

: tspestlve, dLscusszon of*the delegat1on of authbrlty in

hlquiea of dec1s1on maklng has no relevance, -if mean1ng at -

vé. i i
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all. It is included, however, for comparison{with other

4

subject areas. From Table 6.3 it s apparent that 69.7
' Y

percent of all decisions in thlS area have to do with Board

meetings (1nclud1ng parllamentary procedure sett1ng dates,
times, etc.). Flgure 6.3 1nd1cates that there has been a

gradual increase over time in the frequency of these

v

'vdecisions, with an indication since, 1969—70'that a plateau

has been reached and theq; may even be a dropplng off in

t

attention devoted to such items. L o

.

Business and“f1nance.'The distribution of business and

/

finance dec131ons among the subcla551f1cat10ns is shown in

Table 6 3 Although one- f1fth of the decisions 1avolved an

audit or spec1al f1nanc1al report 1t 1s‘rnsu§uctive to note

>

*that subtracting the annual'mot1on‘receiving the audited ’ﬁ

SO ’
financial report for the 24 years in which such a motion was

made, reduces the 72 dec151ons in this category to 48. This

means a rema1nder of only 1 5 deczslons per year 1n this
B
category, thus, the volume of dec151on Taklng in thlS, the

largest subcla551f1catlon was not high,

. There were two d1st1nct phases in bu51neSS and flnance

s

decnsnon mak1ng, as indicated in Figure 6.4, which. is ; f}

’ve of the overall pattern reported in Flgure 6 1.

%mean number of annual actlons involving bus1ﬂ§ss and

flnadte pnlor to 1957 -58"was 4.1, while from 1957 58 on the

,w

i;t%ge Jumped to 16. 4 per year. This repreéented ‘a mean

ilncrease of four times as many dec151ons per year compared

- ? : A
k4 . , X . -

£
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with the overall mean increase of 3.4 times as many
decisions foliowing 1956-57. Relative to the overall
decisianmaking pattern,lthe'proporticn of business and

finance decisions made by the Board increased in 1957-58,

r

but since_that'tine there has not been a noticeable trend
for either increased or'decreaSed'decision making in this
area. This feature could be attrlbuted to'%he fact that 1956
marked the year of campus relocat:on.

Phy51cal plant.~Aeco;d1ng to Table 6.3, 48.9 percent af e

m%fiﬁfy’r
all phys1cal plant decisions pertalned to f1nanc1al and "%' 4
o \" ?"' : \
5L,d{:
":r‘” -
.‘yl

buslness\aspects, with nearly one—quarter (23.0%) of all

physical plant actions focused on fund appropriatioas and/os

authorization for‘revenue bonds and/or other financing. ‘By
comb1n1ng all business and finance dec151ons in the category
with those under the previous subject area, 16. 2 pe!%ént of_
Board decision mak1ng concerned bu51ness and f1nanc15!n¥
matters, of%wh1ch JUSt over one quarter related to physical
_ plant. - | o o .
o . - .

~From the profile of decisions by year in Figure 6.5,
two phases can again be diétinguished, thbugh not as marked
as in the'preVious subject areas.-Using the 1?56457 dividing -
point, it is evident tnat physical plant decisions did not
increase'until 1961-62~ﬁNevertheless, the mean nnmber»of‘ o,
annual decisions in this subject area pridr tokdand

foilowing»1956-57 were'é.l and 12.3 respectively, an Jﬁb

‘increase of nearly four times the“earlier mean (Table_6.2),

o
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‘Since the College campus has. relocated twice, and
Plate
unsuccessfully attempted a thlrd t1me, 1t 1s concelvabl..
that the frequency d1str1but1on would have reflected those
critical periods. There appears‘to be“some'sqpport-this,in
each case. It was assumed that prior to the year of actual

'relocation, and perhaps beyond it, the frequency of physical

_plant decisions would rise. The two actual relocations were

130

effected in the years 1945-46 andW7 56 57 In each case the
number of Board actions reached a peak prior to the move..
The proposed th1rd relocatign was to have occurred in 1971-
72 and the curve shows its highest peak in the-prevrous
‘four-year interva}. Since’1972) the Coliege‘has been

actively involved in a two and one-half million dollaT

expansion program. Considering the magnltude ‘of this progect

in relatlon tdaprev1ous development it is perhaps of

significance that Board decision making did notereflect'a

corresponding increase.tThis may be viewed tentatiVely as an

effort to decentrallze phy51ca1 plant decisions to campus

admlnlstratlon, since in the 1973-74 year the College

employed for the ﬁlrst time a V1ce pre51dent for
Adm1nls§rat1on who superv1sed the constructlon project. The
generaixprofgle of the curve in F1gure 6.5 1tself would not

SR
support a trend to. %ptﬁe: 1ncreased or decreased Board

"

~

-1nvolvem§wr’1h,physzcal ?Lant dec1srons.»-”

. %,
: Educatlonal programg. Overa}l Board attentlon to this

[y

area was" mlnxmgl represenf!ﬁg only 6 3 percent of total

P

€ . . . : . N

S . N
4 . . e
. . O

~

%

el

&
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decision making. One—half of.Board decjsions related to
educational programs were focused on the current curriculum
’(Table"2f§7 This level of ‘involvement in educat10na11w;
matters undoubtedly reflgcts delegation of dec1s1on -making

authority. As indicated in Table 6.2, Paltridge, et al.

(1973) found that 17 percent of the actions of boards was

devoted to educational programs. It is not likely

‘presumptuous to assume that a considerable number of
dec1s1ons have been made at the College in this subject
‘area, even though Boardblnvolvement‘was m!nlmal, thus,
reflecting considerable delegation oflauthority.

The year-by—year'profile of educational program

decision making in'Eigure 6.6 would'suggeSt a slight .

increase over time in Board'action in this area. Even

/

excludlng the two unusual geak years, 195 60 and 1962 63

-‘the curve reflects the substant}al relati@k 1ncrease in
.overall dec151on maklng following 1956 57, w1th nearly five = 7

tlmes (4 8) as many dec151bns made annually after: that date

< T A

as before. When the two exceptlonal years are 1ncluded the -

.

.annual average 1ncrease cllmbs to 7. 8 t1mes the pre-1956-57

level.

The years 1959 60 and 1962~ 63 need spec1al analysxs to

Aexplaln the s1gn1f1cant dev1at1on from the general shape of

the curve in Flgure 6 6. In poth cases there was a
¥

dlsproport1onate number of dec151ons 1n the area of current

curr1culum~ in 1959 60 22’out‘6f 30 dec151ons vere 1n'

-

148
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current ‘curriculum, and in 1962-63 this subclassification

claimed 42 of the total 48. For both of these years, the -

“Board considered curriculum revisions submitted by the

faculty (March 1960 and October 1962). 'Later cUrricular
rQV151onah(May 1966, September 1969) were’ expedlted with
con51derably less formaleattent1on by the Board, as

reflécted in the few dec151ons in those years related to

A educatlonal-programs.

"Other' dec151ons. As can be seen in Table 6. 3, /chls

subject area was used primarily for dec151ons regardlng

. reports of varlous klnds. The fact that nearly as many

Y

>

o

dec151ons vere made in thlS area as for educational: matters
lends _support to the - assumptlon that there was conslderable
delepated dec1slon maklng in educat1onal matters. ‘

l Agaln the character1st1c two phases appear in Flgure
6.7 where the frequency of thlS type of decision is plot d

by year. The most str1k1ng feature is the change from almost

a complete absence/of dec131ons related to reports, to a

-vsubstant1al use beg1nn1ng 1959 60 Slnce a new pre51dent

took off1ce in 1959 6@“(he had served in an act1ng capacity -

dur1ng 1958 59) thrs change was undoubtedly a reflectlon of

presqdentlal style. The dramatlc change cannot be accounted

for in terms of the overall increase in ‘the volume of Board |

decs1ons alone, since in this area nearly 19 t1mes as many

dec1510ns were made annually after 1956 57 than before' this

compares to the annual multzple 1ncrease of 3. 4 for total
S ,

eyt
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decisions in all subject areas, The curve however shows a
'tendency to drop after its peak in 1963 64 which would

suggest relatively less emphasis on dec151ons in this area.

Ekternal affairs. Decisions regarding external affairs
accounted for 4.9‘percent of Board actions (fabie;6.3). As
the distribution by subclassification shows in Table 6.3,
38.9 percent of these dec151ons focused on local community
(public relations) this category included actions related
to organized groups in the community: Decisions related to

individuals, parents and'unofficial groups'were included in

. -

the "other" category Dec151ons arlsing from denominational
relationships accounted for nearly one-quarter (23.5%) of
dec151ons in thlS area,

There is a sllght trend suggested for the number of
ve‘ernal ‘affairs decisions to be declining (Figure 6.8).
fAlth0ugh the mean number of yearly dec151ons increased 3.7
times following 1956 57, the curve in Figure 6i8 records a

con51stently lowet volume of this type of decision after

' 1968-69. The peak in 1968f69 uas_due,to an exceptional

number of ﬁoard transactions:regarding affiliation with the
University of Saskatchewan, Regina Campus (now the o
-Uniﬁer51ty of Reglna)

Administrative organizations. Ober one-half of ‘the

Board actions regarding administrative organizations focused .

on.campus governance structures (Table 6.3). A further 35 9
*r .
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‘delegatlon of authorzty Dlstr1buted across the years of

- Board operat1on (Fzgure 8. 9) ‘decisions in this subject area_

1
reveal no’ tendency to be on the 1ncrease or decrease. The

A

peak year, 1960-61, occa551oned the first constltutlonal

revision which substantlally 1ncreased dec1s1ons related to

campus governance structures. Likewise  in. 1973 74, there
R
were more decisions than usual, due aga1n to proposed
const1tut1onal revisions, |
Since there were only tw1ce as many admlnlstratlve
organlza3¥o dec151ons follow1ng 1956-57 as before, this

subject area recelved relat1vely less attent1on as a

dec151on maklng fq!us than other areas.

Student affazrs. Few dec151ons in th1s area were made
/

- by the Board (Table 6.3), and what actlons were taken

. dec;slon mak1ng in 1ssues related to student affazrs. This

prlmarlly centered on scholarshlps (42.9%) and student
wvserv1ces (42, 9%) As dlstr1buted by year Ezgure 6 10
~records the charaeterlst1c 1ncrease followlng 1956 57
~albeit, not-a large 1ncrease, however, there were, on the-

Aaverage, 4.4 t1mes as many dec1slons after 1956~ 57 as.

before.

_For this subject*area,‘in similar fashion to

' ”educat1onal programs, 1t is not 11ke1y presumptuous to

assume a cons1derable degree of College dec151on maklng even

'though the Board spent little of 1ts time on such matters. °

It would .Seem reasonable to expect con51derable delegated

/
. s ;‘1 e T ’ o

e, PR C- "1 - ’
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level of Board 1nvolvement is nearly equ1va1ent to the
f1nd1ngs of Paltr1dge, et al (1973~ see Table 6. 2) for

the1r unlver51ty governing boards. The f1nd1ng that the CBC

Board performed the same number of actlons in th1s area as

in ceremonial concerns would further.support the supposition

that much decision making over student affairs had been ,
delegated to campus admlnlstratlon.
/
Ceremonlal Wellaover half of the ceremon1al actxons
B - ‘( >

were express1ops of apprec1at1on (Table 6.3¥F, and from

Flgure 6. ll it is ev1dent that dec151ons in thzs area were

: v1rutally non- ex1stent until 1957-58. ThlS might be

pa xlly explamed by not1ng that even though the Board was
o »

f 1y glven authorlty over the College when it was

1ncorporated by the Saskatchewan leglslature in 1949 it was

not unt1r’1955 that 1ts f1rst const1tut1on vas formally
adopted W1th a cllmate of fr1endly 1nforma11ty wh1ch
pervaded the meetings .of Board members, who were well
acquaznted with each other, formal express1ons of
apptec1at10n vere 11ke1y guperfluous. Followlng 1956 57,
there is no Suggest1on of a tendency to increase or decrease
decision mak1ng for ceremonlal 1ssues. | |

ummary. From an overall perspectlve, the CBC Board of

D1rectors, when-compared to other boards (Paltridge,™ et al..

_1973) made proportlonately more dec151ons in the are&s of
pe{;onnel, external af£a1rs and internal board affalrs, and :

,‘fewer declslons on issues concern1ng educational programsa

%&.
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. phys1cal plant and’ busxness and f1nance. The proport1on of ,’

y ‘ >

v _ dec1s16hs in all cher areas was approximately equ1valent.\

.WIt was suggested that for personnel. dec1sxons this 11kely O

S

‘reflected a reasopably h1gh level of - centrallzatzon of
N

ggthor1ty, but a correspondlng low degree of centralization

fi for act:ons affectlng educational programs, the ph¥51cal
plant, b051ness and f1nan01al matters, and student,affalrs.
,‘~~1f By comblnzng the data from Table 6 2 w:th thag from
F1gures 6 2 through 6. ll it was poss1ble to conceptualize
several p0551ble outcomesoregardlng the trend to centrallze
or decentrallze decxs;on mak1@g in each subject area. First,
,'the curve in, Rigures 6. 2—through 6.11 could have a p051t1ve,
negat1ve or horlzontal slope, and ﬁurther, this could be’
d1fferent in each of the two pred&m1nant phases, 1944 45 to
1956- 57 an( 1957-58 to 1975-76;"8econd, the relative
& 1ncrease in decision mak1ng in each subject area could be -
'above, equa}xto, or lower than the overall increase in the )
_post 1956 57 phase of - 1ncreased dec151on mak1ng Table 6 4
:v-summarrzes the . comblned frndlngs for the‘per1od 1957+ 58 to
;.1975 ~-76. Thls perlod was chosen s1ncq\the data were clearly
,separated by two: phases and each phase would require
separate analy51s. Data from the " earller phase, 1944-45 to
1956 %7, ﬁas used comparat1ve1y as basellne data agalnst f 91

yh1ch dec1s1on-mak1ng trends 1n the subsequent phase werev‘

- ,ed; IR o >
LN : R . . : N ) : . . ) -
All trends reported in Table 6.4 vere not ‘strong;
: . - . - o e

-

w~
d
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t%wever comnent may be made® on the tentatlve dlrectlons
decision making authorlty has taken. In the post 1956 57

P phase, the Beard has mosﬁ?shown a tendency to 1ncrease 1tsl. |
dec1sao€hhak1ng aﬁf1duty in the area of educat1onal

‘.l'"

programs, though

L]

puld be ;gcalled that a very mlnlmal

‘this areﬁﬁ Thefolearest trend toward decreased deéiﬁion

making . was ?nﬂasgsonnel decls1ons, and'ﬂhis'subject area was

the one which had comnandedvthe héghest board 1nvol¢ement - ks
’ ». o~ . 2 S
. (34.1% of all dec1s;nnd) . ', ] qw ~~'Q% -
; . . o ,‘2, 4)~ vifz _ te W
2 A > ety - ;'f‘- .
Iém f1ve sub)fct areas thepe was no trend‘%fov;a.r’d LY ‘*:'.»“
& B 7

. S .
1ncreas1ngydecrea51ng dec151on mak1ng. Dec151onsﬁhegar 1ng

"1nternal Board affalrs, pbys1cal plant and - busLne%§ and
- i «+ ¥ 5
Uflnance ma1nta1ned a constant level 1n pnoport1on to‘overall

-}déﬁfiaon mak1ng Whlle there was nowtrend tb intrease or -

) - ) vQ N - A ‘
det:ease, ceremon1a1 dec151ons were pro 2 qiohately greaterw:,g 5

';” o PRI O CI .
in number after 1956 5 and adm1n1s a
) \2&» » o -»_‘
dec1510n%*4bre proportlonately less if

number than the - e

LR Y

s overal&mpean of dec151ons made in phase‘two. o Q? C.

In three f1na1 areas there was less convﬁnc1ng ev1dence

1

. of a decllne in- dec151on maklng. External affalrs showed a
sl1ght tendency to decrease, espec1a11y follow1ng 1968 69;\
Dec1s1ons regardlng reports (" other") and student affa1rs

clzmbed to an above-aVerageszncrease in phase two, but the. ';

'curve had a negatlve slope, suggestlng decrea51ng-numbers of

-]decxslons 1n those areas.

‘

Lo e



ey,

; ’
"@f@%ter decentralzzat1on, 51nce the presumed number of

wdedmbhons was h constant A look at’ Flgure 6 l w111

;dec151on mak1ng in the 1nterval of 1956-57 through 1960 61,

- of 1ncrea51ng centrallzat1on. C o f" . I

SSERAEP I gt or by y o ey IO R e g .
TR PRI G @r_errm_grtm‘.gﬁmmw:‘m;';/-~ G L T TR ST e O T S o it o
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N . . .o - . 1,'

1 ¥
. The foregorub analexs has been d1scu5556 pfamar11y in
i r
f#& 4
terms of 1ncrea51ng or dqérea81ng 1nvolvement in dec151on

'maqug for the varlous greas, put can anythlng be c¢oncluded

. P
regardlng centra11z1ng or’decentra11z1ng of dec151on makin%%

\

Iﬁ one accepts that in. a gpow;ng college there w1ll be an 4
1ncreas1ng number of dec1s1ghs.‘o be made, and 1f the number ’

of annual board meetingscdoes not rlcﬁgase (as has been the ;(

s

" g . N :1‘?"‘

be, suggested that it ther% was:. no trend to’ fncrease or - v
0 T R

decreas%.dec151ogwmakang,ior if t@gre was a decllne 1n'? 'f

4 L
-

dec1sion ma&ang,uthat thlS could be construed aq&ev1dence of-

W - i : @
. N . 7
dec1sron§\&9 be made ?ould ;ncrease in .direct proportlon to P
ot N A

‘college” 51ze. “1f. there w're a trend'to 1ncrease dec1smpns,‘ o ;&

a’

~ hgaever, one* could only hypothe51ze that tgls was ev1dence »

s e

of 1ncrea51ng centralxq?tlon if, the t s numberrof ;
- J

B
Shi

'confarm the fact that followlng the dramatlc 1ncrease ofe‘

g

“the general slope of the curve ?eveals a general decl1ne in |

the frequency of total dec1s1ons made. It was therefore \x

-

:poss1ble to hypothe51ze that trends to 1ncrease dec151on

mak1ng in the post 1956 57 phase would 1ndeed be 1ndlcat1ons

N

The suggest1ons from the fore901ng data analyszs

- \ ]
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®s . therefore allow the conclusion that #here has.been ‘a trehd

i” " . . . . . i e Y ’ '
%6‘central1ze decisions in the area of educatronal programs,

4 -
. .t ) ,1} { .
fsons, There vwa,~ s

and a trend to decentralize pensonqeiu

'slight suggestion of decentrallzat1on of \cisions in areas

of.external afta1réﬁ'student affairs, and«"otH%r" (reports),

'though the trendlwas weak: , o
» \
Board Decision Mak1ng _1 Decr51on Level

L »
oA The second sourCe of ev1dence bearlng on the

'dlstrlbutlon of Board authorlty for dec1s1on making came®

ﬁrom an analy51s of the hlstor1ca1 empha51s of the®Board on’ Y

r , ,

'the level of dec1szons Wthh occdpled ;hexr G&me. Three WL e

¥ T

levels of dec151ons were coded, namely,;pol1oy, - v  §?
dhlnlStraxlve and workxggilevels. The procf1v1ty of ¢he ??"

Board to 1ncreas%/dec§eas actions at any of these. levels R

over tlme ’;s ant1c1pated to generate supportzng ev1dence
for delegatﬁon-or centralrzat1on of authorltxg '596 > v“: -
’ Q;"' Board deﬁlberat1onf_have been‘predom1nant1y focused on
‘;dm;nzstrat;ve decfslons (69.4%) over its hlstori wh11e

nearly one quarter (24, I%JC%f 1ts actlons have been at ‘the -

pollcy level A small proportlon (6 5 ) have been worklng—

' ‘ ';‘ level dec1gions' Paltrldge, ét al (1973; 38)'found a very,_ ‘
/é: flﬁdxfferent dlstrlbutzon wlth the 19 boards in their study. -
\._' | Fq; them Level 1 dec1sxons (comparable to the pol1cy leve1~

| ‘f1n the present study) accounted for T 5 percent wh11e Level

1II (adm1n1strat1ve level) ‘and Level III (work1ng level)

"‘v_accounted for 36.7 and 41.9 percent respect1vely. The CBC
. b o b TR ' . et ol TR

oo B Lo o v
S . » - -
<, . L o .
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board has’ clearly spent substant1ally more time on pollcy-
and admlnlstratlve level dec1s1ons and substanclally less
onTwork1ng level dec151onst Thls‘may largely bé“pc¢ounted

;fbr'in'fhat'a moa&r’number of boards studied\by“Paltridge,‘

—————. —
-

"ti'l.‘met eleven t1mes a, year, while the CBC Board rarely
met more than three times annuaLﬂy ;

The rel ve relationship of the nudber of dec151ons at
each of the three levels. has remaﬁhed falrly consistent over

ii Board s hlstory. In Table 6.5 there is. a comparlson of .

‘ﬂ*the 1ncrease at each leval followlngv1956-57 the.critical

[

year d1v1d1ng the two phases of dec151on maklng at the

> ’:! “ -
Co! ~e The multlples by whzch each“dec151on level
I ."\QA
1ncreagsed! 1n the post 1956-‘7 pha“ wq:;;e approxlmately equal
wheﬁher analyzed dh an annual or pen-qze¢1ng basxs' thus, '
., o R

the1r,relat1ve«pos1t1ons remained unchanged. F1gure 6 12
'plots the frequency of dec1s1ons yearly by leveJ. :
hAdm1n1strat1ve level dec151ons shoved a déc11n1ng trend

follow1ng 19 2-63 whlle the-generalggaope of the CUrves for

pollcyﬁ?and\york1ng level dec151onerema1hed ba51cally . ;hA‘"

_ horlzontal S1nce both the curve for adm;nlstratlve level

U]

2
dec1s1ons, and the .curve of total dec1s1ons (Flgure 6. 1)

showed ‘a gradual dec11ne after 1960 61 the horlzontal

p051t1on ofothe other two profxles 1s.sl1ghtly suggest1ve of

<.,

- t‘?‘end*Wm@ase thé.:u: R ggguengy r.%_&t:;,’ve to

_adm1nxstrat1ve decls1ons. Sznce 69 percent of all work1ng-

L

'flevel deczsmons (Table 6. 2) were concerned wlth internal

»

. s s
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Table 6’5 Mean Numb%r of Annual and Per-Meeting Board Deciaions by
Dep.ision I)Tvel Prior to, and Following, 1936-57‘

r . e
o _ Mean|Number of Bah¥d Decisions. .. .. - e _ N
‘ - T — v, ‘W-
- 1944-45 to 1956-57 1957-58 to 1975-76 Increase** ‘,d*
Decision Level’ |Annual*’ Per-Meeting* | Annual Per-Meeting | Annual Per-Meeting
' - Yoo T -
Policy (n=528) 8.6 3.0 21.9 - 7.4 2.6 Ny K
_24.18 _ . .o e Vo
Administrative |.22.5 7.9 “64.5, 21,9 ‘oler2.9 |, 2.8
(n-1518) 69.4\ . . . A AT R o ‘ ’ Y
[N . . : ' A - . . .. o .
Working - 2.0 0.7 . 6.1 "2.,_1,;:»‘ 3.0° 3.0 K0
(n=142) 6.5% L . ’ SN ¢ ' w R ,:'v . . .» o
u : LA . . AR o - Gt W
. R 2 o i e Tt -
Total * 1.6 9¢.5 ,. ..+ - 31,4 F 2.8 2.7
- (n-zaas) ‘ & ‘* R
. f.« 5. : ' < ., 3.3"' -
* In the 13 years from 1944—45 Lo ”1956 meetlngs. from *
) Z. oo
1957:5& to 1975 -76 there were. 5‘:6 mee ' . o -
" . "2. “

. ﬂ,qry;e referé to »thg multjpig" by Which. , sﬁ‘:@ 1957—53*1;0 1975-76
increased over the’ period 1944-45 tc. 1956-—57 I AU -

~ LI T - : . B
N L N -
* . - N . - - . .
S K IR T . ~ : wo i
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..3oard affairs, and actidhs in that subject area were of
- llttle practlcal consequence to the 1ssue of delegation of
Y . :" L] N
‘FK\\ udec151on maklng authorxty, 1t 1s not unreasonable to .
N / i T
cons1der the relat1ve shifts.in only admlnﬁi&ratlve and e
.. - policy dec151ons. A declznlng number of administrative-level .,
dec151ons coupled w1th an approx1mately constant level,of
pol1cy dec1s1ons would 5upport,the QUggest1on of a sllght
.7V B

';ehd toward the decentrallzuihg of adm1n1strat1ve issues

since 1962- 63

Timing of Board Decisions
»

The~most‘directJevidemzsnavallable on’ the 1ssue of‘w
Board delegation of deci:

£

k1ngnauthor1ty came from the .

| .éﬁaleis of the'tempOral se '1dg of Board action. Each’

dec151on made by the, Board was assessed .to determine 1f 1t

7

preceeded or folloWed admznlstratlve execut1on of the matterf-.

under con51derat1on. It was assumed that decxslons made -

: s -y . "

after admlnlstratlve executxon would indicate delegated I

authorlty Of all dec1s1ons for whlchvx;mzng could be

. - . e

S assessed 6.1 percent were of . the‘type whlch followed act1on

4 3 perbent of

fﬁaec1s1ons made by the Board. o "‘b -

L _ .As Fzgure 6 13 shows, there vere f1ve years wrth what

appears to be an uncharacter1st1cally hxgh number of

K4

dec1516ns made after the fact (In effect a rat1f1cat1on of
#,'.; act1on alr;ady taken) Further analys1s of these f1ve yearsy

1;;t'hf,‘ revealed that in four cases over two-thlrds of the q$c151on9"“

‘ﬁn'»' . R L e ., -» . A - . <
& L x :..\‘" e

K

SR R N R
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,subject area which’ had.ardlsproportlonatelyvhighinﬁmber.oﬁh.
< “““ ) N . ' ‘
dec151ons.

~ : K a O
L4

Collap51ng the years, Table 6. 6 portrays the percentage
'dlstr1but1on, by subject area, for dec151ons made following
adminggtrative eXecution. The finding that 77.3 percentadfw
‘decisions made»afterftheifact were personnel relatedvmnStf&
-tempef-slightly the'earlier‘conclusiOn»that‘in this subject
'area'the'Board exercised most control. However, it can'be'

- said that such action on personnel dec151ons appeared to be 9 ..

" . more errat1c than systemat1c, ' onlx co ned 12. 6 of all
R ,

e

personnel dec151ons.

4 * 3 . v";?»
*4"' After personnel dec1sxons, ' é‘t ree areas for whlch 4'

the percentage of after the fact dec151ons was hlghest were -
physzcal plant bu51ness and f1nance, and educat1onal

P

programs..slnce these same three areas were ones 1n whlch -
G vthe proport1on of declslons was: cons;derably less than »
-boards stud1ed by Paltr1dge (Table 6. 2), tgzre ?% added

we1ght to the suggestlon of. greater delegatlon of author1ty
e , L

- in these.areas by_ghe CBC Board o
‘vSu ary f. ”“' R v"- R p, L ;4“
" . ‘l ! *:.:’, ) N .m - \ . N

S In summar121ng how he CBC Board of . Dlrectors has

. o
. B y .
- A . .
y e ! . c
- . . K
- : U 4 N
) ‘ .

fﬂ“hlstor1cally d1str1buted 1s dec1s1on—makxag author1ty,

»wfseveral conclus1ons were poss1b1e. ,‘.C‘jL,A - ‘»~ e

1, When compared to 51m11ar studles of other boards, the éBd:;

T A P . -

) . K . . 4 B .
e R o \"."’.4‘ . - ) . . . : L. Co ‘-‘ ..
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After-the-fact,. by'Subqut Area

L] N . -

_ ~ . - = i B v

o — >

R

Subject Area Percentage

Personnel 77.3% .
’ -,

t

8 ._3. ';' ‘

Physical Plant
610 1 "r - “":‘ A ' o

-Business & Finance

¥

Educgﬁioﬂal‘?rograms - ’

‘Student Affairs
ExtErngi Affairs

AAdmin;stratlvepOrgan;zatl_ "

"4 oo . .' ~ . - -1’,’ .
\ internal Board Affairs |

' o o e
Other.(reports) -~ '

LR . . , o - '
Total (n=132) , .~ 100.0 . BN
"‘ " e - - N . J‘?

o B P R P . . : o
Ceremonial . . S : s

"“ *57:§% we;efgppoihtmenf;‘andyk

— ' \ _ o R
9% were salary decisions -

-
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Board sbent propbrtionately more of its time making

“r

decisions about personnel and external affairs issues. This
- would suggest greater centralization than other boards.
2. When compared to other boards* the- CBC Board spent

%E‘: proportzonately lessltrme on matters of business and

K

ig a finance, physical plant and educational programs. This would

. e .
- 3 ‘ _ ' .. =

i ‘ suggest gi;ater decentral1zat1on of decx51on making in ‘these'
N 3
areas.

A T

g;?n - 3. The post -1956-57. dec1s1on-mak1ng phase indicated. a;trend~
P (2
! to decentral1ze personnel decisions, and to, awlesser extent,

. admlnlstratlve organzzat1on matters. Pe;Sonnel dec1s1ons ;~
have hlstorlcally been characterlzed by subgﬁﬁnt1al

B S ~ .

f‘“_]~4f centrallzatzon. T . SRR

' ' : . e o ot
4. The post-1956-57 dec151on maklng phase indicated a trendﬁ;

to. centrallze edueat1onal programs deczslons, ‘even though

- such decaslons are already con51derably decentralibed

E

5 There was a slzght suggestion of a trend to-decentrallze o=

dec1s1ons in areas of external'affaxrs and_ student affaxrs.,\" .

-
e ’

- 6 No general trends wére observed for dec151ons regard1ng

. 5o

internal Board affalrs, bu51hess and flnance or phys1cal \ g

plant The latter area appears to have- had a’conszderable N ’Q?.E

- -

degree of decentral1zat1on already..- ~f,“ o : . gfl;ﬁ

:f;; 7.,mhere is some 1nd1cafldh that the decentrallzatlon of

WU , R
dec151on maiﬁng is occurrlng for adm1nlstrat1ve-level - R

7P L i 2 ) . . . .
w" . SO

‘ " dec151ons, whlle gps.frequency of polacy'leVel dec151ons is . "ﬁ

b ; | rema1n1ng constant, relatlve to the other levels. ;;[{'Q_f Coa
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In the preceedlng sect10ﬂ5 ev1dence about the
dlstrlbutlon of. dec1s1on-mak1bg authority by the CBC Board
of . D1rectors was obta1ned fro@ a documentary analysxs of
Board minutes. It was a retrospective look into the. history -

/

of Board functioning. In the followlng sectlon, the issue of
1 . 1

the dlstrlbutlon of”Board decision-making authorlty was

£

assessed accord1ng to the per¢4!t1ons and preferences of

]

4
62510u$~groups wlo responded to a questgonnalre.

N

. L. 'ﬂff Questlgggazre Respondentsv,
3 . § ‘6 . ’ : )
“§§5t3¢germane to' the - reméﬁngﬁg reséarch questxonsﬂdn

@
thxs sect1on came from questxbnna1re responses- thus& before
’ 4 ' . i 3
S, analyzed a.@rofile of quest;cnnexre’__-%~, K

)

- L that data

_ ; ! .
C L R o o [
. o As.drspl yed in Table 6. l there was a return rate of

B 55 2 percent on ﬁ%;led quest1 nnﬁxres of whzch 5 6 percent

R percent. - «'A . 7’%
e . t : . E ' :
5.‘"‘0 . s ) Sé* E - 4 . s "‘ ' .
D . Loy

. |

1

The ratzo of men to women respondents was,?

l’f

.4 to ‘one.

R L }
i
i

n
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Table 6:7 Comparison of Frequency-Distributions
of Population,JSample and Re;pondents
¢ igr é»
Population Jample Respondents
— N — .
Current Board Members 16 l 16 (100.0)* 10 (62.5)*
Former Board Members 48 48 (100.0) 32 (66.7)
Administration 13 13 (100.0) 13 (100.0)
Faculty 19 19 (100.0) 14 - (73.7)
Staff * 23 23 (100.0) 19€ (82.6)
Students (Non-leaders) 892 58  (19.9) 29  (9.9)
Student Leaders ') 25 25 (100.0) 19 (76.0)
President's Council 341 102 (29.9) 50 (14.7)
Alunmni 626 125 (20.0) 79 .(12.6)
Financial S:Lporters 2657 500 (18.8) 196 (7.3)
Total 4060 1929 (22.9) 461 (11.4)
Disqualified éeturns 52 (1.2)
Total Returns 513 (12.6)

* Figures in parentheses represent percentage of the pop-

ulation.

\
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i

Iﬁjmany respondent categories the distribution Was markedly
skewed with a preponderance of men; however, it should be
noteé that in each case, except for financial fupporters and
alumni, the disparity was also reflected in the population
from which the sample was drawn.
Age

Apart from a slight bimodal éffect due to.the
disproportionate number of students in the 17-24 age range,
the age of rerspondents was normally distributed around the
modal category of 40-49 years 6f age. Nearly one-fifth
(18.5%) of the respondents were under 25, while 46.2 percent’
were ungé} 40 years of age. Those over 60 years accouhfed
for 12.9 percent., |

Location of Home Residence

As indicated in chapter four, the designation of home
residence was structured to reglect the C&MA.denominational
organization in Canada. Accordingly, 38.9 percent of
respohdeqts cgae from British Columbia and Alberta. The 33.9

percent from Saskatchewan and Manitoba brought the total

from Western Canada to nearly three-quarters of the sample

-~ (72.8%). This was reflective of the relative numerical

strength of supporting churches in the west. A further fifth
(20.2%) were from Eastern Canada, and 6.5% from the United

States.

P
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Occupational Category . ’

Slightly more than 57 percent of the respondents
described ﬂhemselves as havihg occupations other than clergy
or professional. This category iqsludedfall students. A
further 17.0 percent identified their vocation as clergy,
while another quarter (25.8%) had professions other than
clergy. The largest respondent group, financial suppo:ters
had neariy twice as many non-professionals as professioﬂals,
while aluﬁﬁi wvere divided almost equaliy on the two
dimensions. |
Education

~ The distribution of highest level of formal education
“ta ned by respondents indigated thf} nearly 60 percent had
h\f ~>tained a first degree from college or university.
About one-fifth (19.3%) had the first degree, while 11.4

percent had achieved a postgraduate degree at the masters or

doctoral R One-third of this latter group were College
faculty an;'daministrationJ Only one~fifth of alumni

respondents héd formal education beyond their baccalaureate
degree.. It is of interest to note that.the modal .category of
finzancial supporters were those §ho had "some, or.no high ‘

school.

Political Ideologqy

When respondents' views regarding their own political
ideology were summarized, nearly two-thirds (59.9%)

registered a conservative orientation and an additional 32.6
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pbercent who were self-proclaimed moderates. Two
prédominanant patterns emgrged from the data which, with one
exception, fell into an in-College, and an out-of-College
distinction. With the exception of student leaders, the
modal category for respondent groups within the Collége was
"moderate” while the modalvcategory for those outsiae‘ﬁhé
College and for student leaders was "conservative."

Existing and Preferred Distributign of Decision-Making

Authority: In-College Respondents

In -this section, the research questions to be addresséd
were concerned with the perceptions of iﬁ—Coliege
respondents to the present digkfibutioaoof decision;making
authority, as well as their preferences for its
distribution. Further, the issue of perceived legifimacy of
the present distribution was investigated. The designation,
"infCollege respondewf?{" referred to any who currently had
an ac;ive'rqlf in the College, and included current Board
members, administrators, faculty, non-academic staff,
students‘aﬁd student leaders.

Respondents were asked to identify who they perceived
was (and should be) exercising major authority in making
each decision, with the possibility of indicating up to a
maximum of three from sevgg/spécified groups. Thig type of
response allowed for two basic aﬁalyses. In the first, the
mean'percentage of times var§0us~a1ternatives were chosen

were compared for each réspondent group. This permitted an

[ PN
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idgntification of which group was perceived to be (preférred
to be) exérqising»major dqcision—making_authority in
relation to other groups. The mean percentages were reported’
to allow comparisons betfeen respondent groups which were
not the s;me size. The{ggcopd analysis cénceptualizéd the
alternative responses as being on a centralization-
decentralization continuum, so that computing a mean
response‘for each decision would allow an identification of
the "actual” and "preferred" locus of decision making on
that continuum. Differences between the actual and preférred
mean locus would indicate desires of respondents t6 increase
or decrease the centralization of deciéion making for the
/. 1

items considered.
S

Profiles of Decision-Making Authority

Respondents were reqguested to identify‘whom they felt
was actually exercising major authority, and whom they would
Qrefer to be exercxsrﬁg that author1ty, on 60 dec1s1on
items. They could choose up to a maximum of three from the .
following alternatives: no one; external constituents;
students; clerical maintenance and support staff; faculty;
admlnlstratlon- and Board members. The following series of
profiles indicates the mean percentage of times a partlcular
group was chosen.

Profile by decision-ievel, When in-College respondents

evaluated policy-level decisions (Table 6.8), a clear

pattern emerged. For both the "actual" and "preferred"”
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distributions, administrators were most frequently chosen,
followed by Board members, then faculty. This suggested that
administrators were perceived to be értually exercising

major authority in policy-level decisions most often, but

also preferred‘to be by avery respondént group. Even current

Board members perce1ved and preferred thlS to be the. case.

Since Board members ;would be expected to prefer major

’

involvement in pol1ty level decisions, even if such were not

_the case in pract1cq, this - flndlng is somewhat unexpected

Perhaps the fact that the Board meets only three times a
year contrlbuted to this attltude. ‘Administrators were

chosen, on.mhe average, 13.9 percent (actual) and 12.4

percent (preferred) more often than Board members, while the

"latterjyere chosen an averageé of;31.8 percent {actual) and

33.1 percent (preferred) more often than facu{ty for
exercising major authority in policy decisiqné. :
Some,addigibnal features in Table 6.8 deservé
attention. The' only instance (excluding "inadequate
knowledge" and "no one" categories) that the percéntage ot
preferred involvement dropped below the actﬁal was students’

4+
preferences for Board member involvement in policy decision

mak1ng, though th1s dlfference was not 51gn151cant. When
various groups evaluated thelr own involvement, the increase

{ | ) Qo . .
in preferred over_actual—involvement was greatest for

faculty (23.2%) and least for stéf} (6.6%). Somewhat

hnexpected was the finding that College staff registereq the
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\
Loy

\vhighest percentage (25%) of inadequate knowledge on which to

'
} budge actual decision-making involvement: this was greater

v

hhan students and student leaders.

\

\
I

Turning next to/deczslons at the adm1n1strat1ve level

\ L]

(bable 6.9), a basically 51m1lar pattern emerged as wzth

bllcy level decisions. For| perceptions of actual
'hvolvement administrators wé;e chosen most often, followed

4y Board members then fadulty. Preferred levels of

-

1xerc151ng maJor authorlty Tound administrators on top
followed by Board, then'facuLty, in" all but two cases, Fdr
hese two s1tuat10n§, faculty\and statf. regxstered 511%ht1y

igher preferences for facplty than Board members after

‘

jadministtators. !

The respective gaps petween the administrator-Board and

r'Board—faculty involvemen7/found the Board and faculty to be

chosen approﬁimately the /[same percentage of times. Board

members were chosen a me%n of 7.1 percent more than faculty

’

for actual decision makirg involvement, and a mean of 5.3

percent more than faculty for preferred 1nvolvement. On the
other -hand, administrat rs' exercise of major authorlty was
seen a mean of 37.2 per#ent above the Board's for actual
involvement and a mean/of 41.3 percent above the Board for
preferred involveﬁent.; |

A cdnsideration o# how respondents evaluated .their own

role again found facul%y with the highest }ncreaée of

preferred over actual major involvement (17.8%), but Board

k
e e

T

FaB il A B s
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members refie2¢ing the lowest change (8.3%). Non-academic

staff again registered\the highest percentage response for .

inadequate kno&ledge (30.3%) on which to judge the actual

exercising of major authority in administrative-level

bt

decision making.

when respondents evaluated worklng level decisions

(Table 6.10), admlnlstrators were again chosen most
frequebtly as hav1ng actual and preferred major authority in
decision making. However, faculty were the'second most
frequently chosen, in all but one instance, over Board
members: students 1dent1f1ed a slightly higher percentage of
actual Board involvement than' faculty. Once agaln the
faculty and Board were chosen approximately the same

percentage of times (faculty over Board‘a.mean of 2.9% for

actual, and 8.4% for preferred), but both considerably below

the reSponse to adm1n1strators (administrators over faculty
a mean of 46 l; actual and 44.4% preferred). |
Faculty again reg1stered ‘the hlghest increase (16 7%)
of preferred over actual involvement forf themselves 1n
decision making, and Board members the lowest 1ncrease

(5.8%) for their own preferred involvement. Staff members

a9ain registered the highest percentage (26.6%) of 8

inadequate knowledge on which to make judgments of who was
exercising majbr authority in working-level decisions.

Statistical tests were used to- assess the degree of

4

' aSsoc1atlon (lambda) and difference (analysis of variance

2

R s LD L
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and Scheffe test) between group responses. When frequency
distributions were analyzed, using lambda as a measure of
associatign for nominal data,pits value never exceeded 0.05,
thus indicating ‘that no substantial reduction in error was
possible by knowing which reépdndent group was being

cons1dered the modal category (as the best pred1ctor of

response for all decision levels. When the mean responses of'

groups were compared (this aspect will be discussed more
completely later) for both "actual" and "preferred”
dimensions, there were no statistidally significant
'differehces (pS.0.0Sf between any of tﬁe in-College groups
when responses'were coméared by decision level.

The implication of these fiﬁdings'is‘that when
responses were compared by decision-level, all in-College

. . RE
respondent groups may be considered.to have given similar

!
J

jpdgements of the actual and preferred distribution of
decision-making'authority: the;e was a homogeneity of
perception and p;eference. \—
.In summary, several general observations were possible
regarding the éxerciaing of major authority in dacision

mak1ng when dec1s1on lev:l was analyzed

(1) major dec1s1on maklng ‘authority was perce1ved and
pref;fred to be concentrated in three groups, namely,
administrators, Board members and faculty;

(2) administrators were éelected most often as_having actual

and préferred involvement regardless of the decision level,

3

Kowcinenemiy &
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and this was identified in an increasing amount from policy-

\ @

through administrative- to working-level decisions;

(3) the second most frequent choice (actual and preferred)
was generally Board members fdr policy- and adminiqprative—
level decisions, and faculty for working- level dec151ons~
(4) the third most frequent choice (actual andupreferred)
was generally faculty for policy- and administrative-level
decisions, and Boaré members for working-level decisions:
(5) the percentage of.  times faculty or Board members vere

chosen for administrative- and working level dec1szons were

- -

¢

generally eguivalent; |
(6) faculty consistently registerea the highest increese of
preferred over actual involvement for themselues in-éecision
making at all levels, while staff indicated the smallest

increase for themselves in policy dec1s1ons, and Board

7 members the smallest for themselves in administEEi've- and. C P

working- level decisions; and,

(7) College staff registered the highest level“
(approximately 25%) of "inadequate knowledger_to judge. the
actual distribution of authority of any respondent group,
for all decision levels.: | . |

Profile by subject area. This profile“assessed the - w

exercise of major authority in dec151on making for nine
subject areas, collapsing the decision level: personnel,

student affairs; business and finance; physical plant;

external affairs; internal Board-affairs; administrative

-
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.

, ) -,_'-,;3 o ’ . ‘ ) .
©,organizgtion; ceremonial; and, educational program

Q

i .

décisions. These were the same areas assessed in the
documentary analysis of Board minutes earlier in the

~chapter. What is reported here are the-major features and

'the,d1f§erences in prof1le from that reported earlier under

- the discussion on decision level.

When analyzed by subject area, lambda values for the

ffrequency dlstrlbutlons, whlch crosstabulated respondent

groups by groups exerc1s1ng major decision making authority,

never exceeded Q. 05‘ indicating that the overall mode was

the best predlctor of response, and no real reduction in

Ve

errorrwou1d result from a knowledge of which respondent
mgroup was beingvcon51dered It was therefore thought
5appt0pr1ate to report in Table 6.11 the rank-order of the
top three groups for each subject area. The rank reported
was the rank asgﬁgned by all in-Col /ge respondent groups,

Ta

and when .minor var1at1ons in the rank-order occurred, they

were’ noted 1n prle “6.11 and descrlbed below. The top three

grioups wére Gelected since they represented by far the

'migorltg of selectlons by respondent5° other choices

generaﬂly vere: selected less than ten percent of the time.

. Furthermore responses of "inadequate knowledgeﬁuor "n® one"

were excluded from thewanaly51s in Table 6.11, and will be

reported separatély. ‘Thé means reported in Table 6.11 were

';means for aLl in- College respondents comb1ned~ they vere

-
1nchded for comparatlve purposes to 1nd1cate mean levels of

w-*'“
ba . ‘
1 45
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support for the respective choices. -

" From the data in Table 6. 11, admin;strators were
Clearly perceived most frequently as actually exerc151ng
major dec1s1on maklng authority, and Preferred to be so
doing in all but one subject area. The one exception was,
naturally enough, "internal board affairs," for which Board
members‘ranked first, but not by a large percentage
difference. Interestingly, Board members identified
administrators as exerc151ng actual authorlty more often
than themselves on internal Board affairs; however, their
preference was for the reverse, albeit not strongly so,

After administrators, respondents considered soard
members most to be actually exercising major authority for
/decision making most frequently in six of the nine subject
areas, and also preferred this to be the case. For personnel
and bu51ness and finance decisions, Board members wefe a
clear second in both the actual and preferred distributions.
For ;ﬁysical plant decisions, only student leaders regarded
the Board as actuellx involved more frequently than
administrators. Student pefceptions and preferences
accounted for the remaining excepfﬁens to the second-place
rank of Board members for decisions in external affairs,
administrative organlzatlons and ceremonial matters. In

external affa1rs dec151ons, students ranked facGlty second

and Board members third for both actual and preferred

' dlstrlbutlons. In dec151ons‘regardlng_administ:ative
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organization, students and student leaders rankgd the Board
first and édminisg;ators_secqnd‘f © both actual and
preferred distrgbutions. In ceremonial decisions students
and student leaders: ranked the BoardAthird, and faculéy
second for both actual and preferred distributions.

The major exceptions to Board members being given a
second-place rank were first, for internal Board affairs, in
which case they came first, as previously mentioned.~Secbnd,
in both student affairs’and educational program decisions,
faculty were chosen more often than Board members as
exercising major authority, with.all respondgnts.al$o
Preferring this to be the case. ‘

The exceptions to faculty recgiving a third-place rank,
in addition to those mentioned abov%, werevhatural enough
exchanges. All respondents gave non-academic staff third
place as currently exerc151ng major authorlty in bu51ness'
and f1nance and physical plant dec1s1én5° this was also the
pgeferred emphasis for all respondents. Finally, for
?%hternal board affairs" decisions, there was a splittihg of
third placg between faculty and external constituents. As
far as the actual exercise of decision making in this area,
Board members, staff and students gave faculty the third
place, while administrators and student leaders gave it to
external constituents. The "preferred” placement had staff

identifying faci.ty, but all other respondents chose

external const%zuents. {
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"The preference of external constituents' involvement in
internal board affairs decisions was interesting in terms of
Board accogntaﬂ&lity to its external conétitﬁency. Decision ..
items in this category included establishing policies for
the orientation of new Boardvmembefs,ptaking steps to
increase the_éxpé;tise of Board membefs in the performance
of their abilities, and reviewing the operation of tﬁe
Board. \\

The percentages in Table 6.11 reflect the mean
pefcentage of times respondents, as a wholq, considered
variousfgroups.to be actually and preferrably exercising
major decisioh-making authority in the subject area. It is
evident that respondents generally localized the exercisé of
such authority (both actual and preferred) in two bodies of’
decision makers, hamely, administrators and Board members.
The third choice rarely éathered more than 20 percent
support from the respondents. This would suggest that
decision making was. perceived to be géirly localized and not
distribﬁted throuéhout the College, and further, that thﬁs‘
was generalﬁyvthe preference of respbndents’asteii} The
fact that adminiétrators and Board membersubccupied the top
two ranks most frequently would suggest a}fairly high. degree
of centralizatidn'of decision making as ‘perceived, and
preferred, by most in-College respondents.

How did:various in-College groups assess théif own

actual and preferred involvement in exercising major
. ,

o
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decisisﬁ—making authority? In Table 6.12 the mean percentage

differences between preferred and actual distributions are

recordéd. A positive difference indicated that respondents
preferred a greater,involvement in,ﬂbcision making than they
perceived their role to be. Based on the most substantial
differences reflected in Table 6.12, Board, members would
prefer inéreased ihvolvement in internal Board affairs
decisions. Adhihistrators would increase their involvement
in decisions concerning internal BOardvaffairs, -
administrative organizations, and cergmonial matters.
Faculty would prefer greater involvement in decisions
relating to personnel, external affairs, administrative
organizations, ceremonial matters and educational brogyams.’
Staff would prefer increased involvement ih’physical_plant
andléeremonial decisions, while students and student leaders
would prefer increased authority in student affairs,’
externaijaffairs, ceremonial and educational program
dec151ons. The wldespread interest in increased authorlty in
ceremonlal decisions may be regarded as an especially~”
" positive feature, since all decision items in this area
related to speciai recognition of deserving faculty and
staff at-the College. {There was only one negative value in
Table 6 12 _and refleched a slight preference by faculty for
less 1nvolvement in student affalrs decisions.

In summarz; when the perceptions-and prefe;encéé,of‘in-

College respondents were profiled by subject area, the
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Table 6.12 Mean Percentage Difference* Between the Preferred and Perceived

Decision-Making Authority by In-College Groups Assessing Their Own Involvement

Respondents

Subject Area | Board  Admini- Faculty Staff ‘StudentQVStudént

strators Leaders
Personnel - 6.5 6.8 38.1 4.1 7.3 2.3
Student Affairs 5.6 . 9.0 -4.8 14.0 34.5 28.1
Business & Finance . 3.7 2.6 2.4 7.6 8.0 -7.6
Physical Plant 3.1 4.8 " 11.6 19.1 3.4 2.0
External Affairs .1111 lo.3 21.4 2.6 17.2 d4.9
Internal Board Affairs 30.6  28.2 7.1 1.8 3.4 0
Aaministrative Organiz. 8.3- 30.8 51.8 6.6 10.4 - 7.9
Ceremonial 13.9 33.3 35.7 19.3 32.2 35.1
Educational Programs 13.9 5.1 20.0 2.2 ° 18.7 27.6.

N

*A positive difference indicated that respondents preferred a gréater involve-
ment in decision maklng than they perceived thelr current role to be: a nega-

tive dlfference meant they.preferred less 1nvolvement. ’J/

4,
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following major features emerged. from the analy51s'

(1) when ranked by the mean percentage of respondents
choosxng them, administrators generally came first, Board
members second and faculty third for both actual ‘and
preferred exercising of major authdrity in decison making;
(2) there were several exceptiens to the above pattern, the
most noteworthy were (a) Board members ranked first (actual
and preferred) for internal Board effairs, (b) non-academic
staff ranked third (actual and preferred) for physical plant
and business and finance decisions, e;ﬂ/T:T“E ternal

constituents ranked third (pre red) for int rnal Board

/

affairs;

(3) respondents generall locallzed the act al and preferred
exercising of authorify{1n two bodies of dec1'1on makers,
usually administrators fixst and Board.members séésﬁa\gp all
subject areas; )

(4) by choosing administrat;¥§ and Board members most often,
respondents indicated perceptio £, and_preference for, a
fairly high degree of centralized decision making in all
subject areas; and

(5) respondents generally preferred~the greatest increase in
their own dec151on~m£?¥ng involvement in subject areas of

most dlrect‘conCern to rhem.

Centralization of Decisign-Making Authority

- The focus of discussien now turns from who was

perceived or preferred to be making decisions, to the locus
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of actual and-preferred dec151on mak1ng and the extent to

which respondents desired an increase Qr decrease in the

centrallzat1on of decision mak1ng authorlty. Mean responses ’

vere computed by averag1ng an 1nd1v1dual s score for each

r

dec1s1on 1tem, since he could have chosen up to three
numbers, then computln; an overall mean of the 1nd1v1dua1
1tem mean scores. These were submitted to an analysis of
varrance and Scheffe test to d1scover\51gn1f1cant
dlfferences

| Two basic analyses of‘varlance were performed. The
f1rst sought to determine between-—-group dlfferences in

responses to the perce1ved actual distribution of author1ty,

then to the preferred dlstrlbutlon. The second analysis

ffocused on between-group differences in the gap between

"actual" and “preferred" scores. .

sLocus of decision making. Respondents from w1fh1n the

College vere first compared to determ1ne if they drffered in

~ —_—

!5_ de51gnat1ng the locus of dec151on-mak1ng authorlty on a

centrallzatlon decentrallfatxon continuum. When comp red by

decision level, there were no stﬁtlstlcally 51gn1f1cant

dlfferences between groups. for either the "actua or

preferred" scores. When compared by subject areL, there

were no statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between groups-

for their perceived "actual” dlstrxbutron oT\dek1szon -making

authority; however, the distribution of prefe red" -scores

. found students on two occasions desiring less entralization

!

J

wb
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than aroups with\qbish;tﬁey differed. Students had a lower
locus—(6: 65) for external affairs decisions than current
Board members (7.11). For ceremonial dec151ons students ”
(6.22) preferred less centrallzatlon of authority than
~faculty (6.85), current Board members (6.99) and
-admingstrators (7.02). |

When responses were compared by subject area w1th1n

each decision level two statistically significant
'd1fferfnces occurred in the distribution of "actoal" mean
-scoresi both of which concerned working-level decisions.
:Current Board members placed the actual locus ofs authority
lower (7.05) for physical plant decisions than either
Students (7 50) or student leaders (7. 56),, and student
leaders percelved a lower locus (6.11) than administrators
(7 22) for .ceremonial decision 1tems. When responses to the
"preferred" locus of decision-maklng authorlty were
-analyzed, four of the five statlst1cally 51gn1f1cant
differences in mean response found students\or student
leaders preferr1 g ess centralization than those w1th whom '
/,they d1ffered. (1) ‘Students (6.72) preferred more.
decentrallzatlon of bu51ness and f1nance decisions at the
man;ger1al level than current Board members (7.27). (2)
Students preferred a lower locus for external affairs
:dec151ons at the pollcy level (6.58) than adm1nlstrators

(7. ZS), and at the worklng level (6.05)y lower than curre%t

Board members (6.71). (3) Sstudents preferred a lower -
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s
decision-making locus for ceremonial "decisions at the policy
level (6.58) than current Board members (7.46), and at the
working le;el, lower (5.69) than either faculty (6.63),
current Board members (6.83) or adm1nlstrators (7.09). (4)
Student leaders (5.84) preferred more decentrallzatlon of
ceremonial decisions at the working level than eyther
current . Board members (6.83) or administrators (7.09). (5)
Staff (6 24) preferred more decentrallzed ceremonial |
dec1srons at the worklng level than adm1n1strators (7.09).

In summary it may be observed that, ih statistical
terms, there was nearly compliye agreement between in-

College respondents as to where the actual locus of

dec151on maklng authority was located. With respect to the

preferre locus, there was slightly less agreement, but in- =g

terms of the total number of comparlsons made, -the

preferred" responses were generally very similar: when.

~statlst1cally 51gn1f1cant dlfferences did occur, it was most

often students who preferred less centrallzatlon than either
admlnlstrators%or current Board members. Over one half of
the d1fferences that echleved a level of statlst;cal
51gn1f1cance concerned ceremonial dec151ons, and most of
these were at the working level. It is not 1néppropriate,to'
conclude that, generally speaking, in-College respondents ‘
had similar mean scores for (a) the actual locus and (b) the

preferred locus of decision- maklng authorlty

\;"Preferred" versus "actual” decision making. Attention

>~
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t
is now given to the comparative differences between actual

and preferred wmean scores. An analys1s/?f this gap gave
1nd1catxon of the desire for increased centralization of
decentral1zatlon of decision- ~making authority, A preferred
locus which was lower than the perceived actuallocus of
decision- maklng-authorgty was judged to be a desire for less
centralization of authorlty if the reverse were the case,
1t was 1nterpreted as a desire for increased central1zat10n.
Before turning to the specific items, it was helpful to
put the statlstlcally 51§%1f1cant differences between
actua}" and preferred" mean sccresvidco a total
perspective- Table 6.13 indicates the number and percentage
of significant differences by decision level, subject area,
and subjedt areas within decision levels. of the
statistically significant compacisons, only two gaps betﬁeen
actual and preferred loc1 of decision making indicated a(
desire for 1ncreased centrallzatlon (0.6% of all
comparisons), the remaining 53 (14.6%) called for
decentrallzatlon of decision- -making authorlty The
.percentages were roughly equivalent for each decision level,
+ but thece were marked differences by subject area. Thé
strongest call for decentrallzatlon came from the subject‘
area of student affairs, in wh1ch 27.8 percent of all d
actual-preferred comparisons reached a level of statiétical

significance (p270.05). Educatlonal program and\ceremon1el

decisions each had 22,2 percent of the comparisons calling
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for decentrélization at qu‘séme level-of statistiéal
significance.&At’thé ;ther'egpreme, none of the preferred-
actual diffgrences%was“sgétistigally sﬁgnificant fgr
iqtefﬁal board affairs, wﬁfle 5.6 percent of business and
fiﬁénbe decision comparisons vere. The féméining subject
areas were clustered about mid-way between these two

extremes. .

Even granting'the-abové differgncés, it can hardly be
said that there was a overﬁhelming4desire for
decentralization of decisfbn\gaking. Né category had more
than one-third, and most less’f§§h~one—quarter of.all

preferred-actual gaps réachiné " level of statistical

sighifitance; hqwever, before coming to a final judgment, it

was necessary to assess the differences betweéh respondent

~

groups. | ' .

In-College fé§pondent groups were compared in Table

6.14 for "preferred-actual" differénces which achieved

[vd

statistically significantcievels (p< 0.05)on each decision

item, One rather compelling observation is the complete lack

of a desire for decentralizing any decisions on the_part of
current Board members and administrators, and ofily for one

a—

decision did admiﬁistratoré desire to have greater .
cent;éiizafioh of decision-maki?@ authority. The only other
case calling for increased centralization was by student
leaders on the issue of creating a Board advisory commiétee.

When analyzing statistically s}gnificant differences

-

[
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calling for an increase in decentralizing decision making .

authority (Table 6.14), 189 percent were attributable to
faculty preferences, l7.0-percent to non-academic staff,
28.8 percent ‘to student leaders, 36.5 percent to students
and none to admlnlstrators and Board members. This suggested
-that the further a group was removed organlzat1onally from
ethe Board, the greater the deszre for increased
decentrallzatlon of decision making. With just over 65
percent of all statlst1cally S1gn1f1cant differences a
result ‘of student and student leader responses, it was clear
‘that faculty and won- academlc staff were generally sat1sf1ed
with the leifl of dec1s1on -making authorlty. Within each
resondent group, over one-half of the statistically
significant dlfferences were in areas dlrectly related to
their most 1mmed1ate organlzatlonal concerns.

In summary, in-College groups appeared to be generally
satisfied with the locus ofvdecision—maklng author1ty- in
sl1ghtly under 15 percent of all comparlsons made was there
a statlstlcally szgnlflcant desire for 1ncreased
decentrallzatlon. ‘When "there was evidence of a de51re to
decentrallze decision maklng, rt was strongest from the
student element, comparat;veli weak from faculty and non-
acedemic staff, and non- ex1stent from administrators and
Board members. The calls for decentraliza}ion were spread

about equally across the three decision levels, but were

localized most in areas of student affairs, educational-



201

8
program and ceremonial decisions, least in business and

finance, and completely absent in internal board affairs
decisions. There were onl& two isolated preferences for
'increase centralization‘representing'less’than one percent
of all statistical comparisons.

Perceived Legitimacy of Decision—Making'Authority

ThlS research question’ has already been 1mpl1c1tly
-addressed, » SO thQ\;ylscu551on.w1ll 51mp1y hlghllght the-
findings, and in effect constitute a summary of this.
section.. Perce1ved legltlmacy of authorlty ‘was defined 1n
chapter one as an_assessment by an individual of the
acceptability of the authority exercised over him." It was
reasoned that dec1s1on—mak1ng authority would h‘ percelved
as being leg1t1mate if there was-little change between
perceptions of'its actual distribufion and that preferred by
respondents. n R J;‘ﬁ |

It appeared approprlate to conclude that in- College
'respondents generally perce1ved the actual dlstrlbutlon of
‘dec151on—mak1ng author1ty to be legltlmate. Support for this.
vconclus1on was drawn from the f1nd1ngs that'
(1) respondents expressed ‘uniform agreement in the rank-~
'ordered ch01ce of wh1ch group would most often be perce;ved
and preferred, to be exercising authority regardless of the
decision level; )
(2) the~same'finding,-with;a‘few exceptions;Ioccurred_when

responses were compared by subject area;
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(3) when the gap betweeﬁ:"actual" and "preferred" scores
were tested, less than 15‘percent of all comparisons called
Jfor a decentralization of decision-making authority, and not
more than one-third for any comparison by subject area of
decision level; | |

(4) less than one percent of all "actual-preferred" score
comparisons called for increased ceotralization of
authority.

Though the general pattern supported the perceived
legitimacy of authority as distributed in the College, when
there were differences, the student element,most frequently
expressed a preference (65% of all significant differenoes)

-\ for decentrallzed decision making of any in- College group

aculty and staff split, almost equally, the rema1n1ng 35

P rcent of differences calling for decentralized decision
v ‘

ma 1ng Fu thermore, percelved ‘legitimacy was‘lowest in

,:are s of séhdent affairs, educat1onal programs and" .

d

ceremonial QEC1a1ons, although over 70 percent of all

‘comp,rlsons in each of these three areas registered no

signi 1cant gap ?etween "actual" and preferred" scores.
\ / .

Perceptlons an éreferences Compared with Actual Board

/
Decision Maklng \ v' 3, . ' : . /

¥
It was p0551b1e to make some comparisons between actual
Board dec151on mak1ng, as reflected 1n Board mlnutes, and
the extent to wh1ch respondents perce1ved‘the Board as

l

actually exerc1s1ng major authorlty in' the sampllng of
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decision items included in the questionnaire. An underlying
assumption in this comparison was that if respondents were

accurately perceiving Board involvement in various areas of

'decision making, the percentage identifying. such involvement

would be in.direct proportion to the number of actual
decisions»of the Board in those areas. The major problem
with this comparison was the obviousfdisparity between:what
the Board was actually making declsions about, and the
hypothetlcal questionnaire decisions; therefore, the
interpretation was constrained by this realization.

The number of»actual Board decisions: during the last

five years of the study (1971 72 to 18975-76) were ranked

accord1ng to- frequency of decisions by subject area and

~decision level (Table 6.15). Second responses of in- College

respondents were ranked by the percentage of t1mes the Board

was perceived as- exerc1s1ng major authorlty in the various

'fareas'and'levels of decision making-(Table 6.15). 'Spearman

rank order correlatlon coeff1c1ents were ‘calculated for the

compared ranks of actual Board actlvlty (from Board mlnutes)

~_w1th the ranklng result1ng from the responses of each

v

.respectlve respondent group.

W1th respect to the ana1y51s by subject area of

sdec151on making, . only one correlation coeff1c1ent was large

1

: enough to achieve a level of stat1st1cal s1gn1f1cance. The

perceptxons of College admznlstrators were dlstrlbuted in

essentlally the same way as actual Board dec151on maklng (r- ’

/.
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m0.600; ps 0.05). No other group, not even Board members

themselves, achieved this level of agreement. In support of

this finding it may be suggested that administrators wefe\\;\
SN

ligely'the group mostﬂinvolved“in'foliOwing up and . AN

‘implementing Board decisions and would have perhaps been in

‘v

.8 better position than even the Board itself to evaantesthe
actual decisionfmaking distribution. Several additional
observations may be made. There appeared to be a |
considerably lower awareness of "personnel” and "internal

Board affairs" decisions than occurred in practice. This is
perhaps defensihle_when it is-recalied that nearly 80
percent of the actual personnel decisions related to salary
_and app01ntments, and nearly 70 percent of actual internal

o Board affairs deCiSions were related to procedural motions

for the meetings themselves- because of the repetitive
. nature of these motions they may have not assumed the same
perceived importance by respondents. Educational programv’
deCisions.were not ‘perceived to involve Board‘action as

often as"they"did in practice; Physical'plant,'business and

finance;'and administrative organization decisions Qenerallyﬁ'

called forth the three highest levels of perceived Board

action but occupied a somewhat lesser pOSition in the actual

distribution of decisions made.
‘\\ ~ With respect to decision level, a consistent pattern
N emergedtin which policy level deCiSions were perceived most

'often by respondents as involv1ng Board deCiSion making,

/

! Lo Te s . ) . /
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with adm1n1strat1ve- and working-level decisions ranklng
second and third respectively. In actuality, the Board spent
considerably more time on administrative-level decisions,

than on policy decisions which ranked second.

‘When the preferences of Board members were compared
with their actual performance, severalhdesired changes were-
evident in priorities of Board decision making. Table 6.16 |
compared the percentage of Board members who preferred/Board
involvement in each dec151on area and level with thelr
actual practlce. The major suggestions appeared to be to
give lower prlorlty to business and finance dec151ons, and
to a lesser’extenr, decisions related to educational
ﬂ‘programs and personnel."On the other hand, an increase in
the prioritylof decisions_regarding administrative
organization and ceremonial mattersbappeard to be desired.
It was difficult to make‘direct comparisons.with earlier
findings because of the difgerenr data bases from which
cdmpariSons-were drawn. At the.most'general level of
conclusion, it may be sa1d that there appears to be some
discrepancy between what Board members do in practlce, what
 they percelve they do, and.what thelr preferences are..Slnce
these rank orderlngs indicated prlorltles of past action and:
| current preference, it was of interest -to compare them. with
fthe trend data develpped from_the documentary analy51s.

The trend to decentralize personnel decisions was

supperted by the_preference (Table 6.16) to give this area a

<
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. Table 6.16 ‘Comp;riSOn of Board Preferences with Their
Actual Practice for Decision Making by Subject Area

~ and Decision Level

Decision | % of Boarad
- Making Preferring
1971-72 to | Board .
1975-76 Involvement
Freq Rank | & ¢ Rank
Subject Areas ‘. ' -

_ Intéernal Board Affairs 160 I 88(29 1
Personnel 1z 2 | e 4
Business &‘FiLance _ 81 3 59.26 7
Physical Plant | 66 4 | 64.58 3
Educ. Programs 22’ 5 ‘ 32;64 8

Admin. Organizations 19 6 70.83 2
External Affairs - 17 .7 | 59.72 6

. Ceremonial f 14 8 | 61.11 4
Student’ Affairs 7 9 | 19.44 9
~DecisionILe§els |
 Administrative - 218 1 | s0.00 2
Policy . 15 2 | 78.33 1
Working - ' L 30 3 | 31.67 3
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lower pr{ority. On the other hand, the preference to give a
lower pr10r1ty to educational program decisions appeared to
be in conflict w1tﬁla trend to centralize decisions in this
area. Giving business and finance decisions a preferred
lower priority did not appear to be a trend in the study of
Board minutes. The desire to give greater'ptiority to
ceremonial decisions was compatible with the finding that
decisions in this area substantially“increased following
1956~-57; however,uthere was a corresponding‘drop in the
frequency of decisions related‘to administrative |
organizations after 1956-57, but the above coﬁparison
‘indicated a desire to give it greater .priority than hadibeen

the practice. o

" The difficulty of reconciling the discrepancies in the
above data perhaps illustrate the problems hoted ‘earlier by
Webb, et a;. (1966:5) of obta1n1ng corroborat1ng data from
‘obtrueive and ungbtrUSLVe measures. It is also plau51ble to
suggest that the discrepacies might have arisen because of
" the lack of agreement between ‘'what Boardfmembers actually

°

did in practlce and what their perceptlons X:re of how thelr’

decision-making time was spent. ' \

Preferred Distribution of Decision Making|Authority:

External College Constituents \
. - - 175 \ \n
Four respondent groups were considered to be exte al
College constituents: former Board members; President's \\\ A
- i N \
Council members; alumni; and financial supporters;.ltfyas '

! , N
- . X
\ .
= .
. / . . . . .
. . .
. J

~ \\.
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N 1

predetermﬁned not to evaluate the "perceived, actual".
distribution of decision—making authority from theee groups,
" since there was no reasonable, systematic ground on which
they'qpuld'be'expected to make such responsee;‘however, no

;
effort was made to prevent them from responding to such
items. The preferences of these groups were analyzed for
each of the 60 decision\items.

Profiles of Preferred Decision-Making Authority

The distribution of decision-maﬂﬁng euthority was
analyzed by decision level and subject areas. The profiles
utlized mean scores since each respondent was permitted to
indicated up to a maximum of three separa;e groups he
preferred to be involved in decision making.

Profile by decision level. The responses of external

College constituents are recorded in Table 6.17, indicating
; .
the mean percentage of respondents who desired each group to

be ‘exercising major decision-making authority. When

"evaluating policy-level decisions, the general pattern of
response identified earlier from internal censtituents was

generally sustained: adm1n1strators were most- frequently

| chosen, followed‘by Board members, then faculty This meant
that, with the exceptlon of former Board members, external-
constituents most frequently preferred admlnlstrators to
exer01se ‘major authority for policy-level -decisions;

_however, the differences were so-slight between the choices

of administrators and Board members, that for practical
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cc.siderations they were ¢hosen almost equally as often. The.
third place faculty were chosen about half as oft a%’ the
first two. Former Board members alone altered the \pattern by
selecting Board ozer administrators more frequently as a

g

preferred group to make policy-level decisions.

For administfrative-level decisions, external

constituents sustained @ similar pattern to their internal
counterparts by selecting adminlstrators most fre ly, '
Board members second and faculty third (Table 6.;§iuuu;\’:::>
Contrary to the internal Collége-respondents, those from .
outside.held to this pattern without exception. The

separation, by'externa1~respondents between groups they
preferred to be 1nvolv§d in edministrative level decislon
making was such that admlnistrators were chosen more

frequently than Board members by a ‘mean of 25%: Board

members, in turn, were chosen a mean of 16.0% over\faculty.

v 4

The comparable mean gaps reported earlier for internal iﬁj

constituents were 41 3% and 5.3% respectively, The .
implication seemed to be that external constitJEnts did not
separate preferences for administrator and Board involvement
as much as those within the College, but had a wider

separation of preferred invoivement between Board and o
faculty. _.”' nay |

When working level dec151ons were considered: (Table

6. 17) administrators were clearly the group most preferred

by external constituents to have major authority.'fhough the
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Board was consistently selected more freqguently as a second
choice than was-the faculty, the differences were so slight
as to suggest that external.College respondents preferred
about equal involvement for both groups.

‘When all three decision‘levels were‘considered
together, the trends in the mean percentage of times the top
three groups were chgsen is of'interest. The preferred
involvement of the Board lowered substantially with each
lowering of the decision.level Preferred 1nvolvement of
administrators stayed at approximately similar levels for
all decision levels, with a slight increase for
adhinistrative—level decisions. Preferred faculty
involvement wai also approxlmately the same for all decision

levels, though there was a-slight 1ncrease WIth each drop in

dec151on level. The fore901ng trends were con51stent for

“
’

The statlstlcal measure lambda was used to compare
: B
frequency dlstrlbutlons of responses by external

constltuents% but its value never exceeded 0 05, thus
Ay

1nd1cat1ng that ﬁo substantlal reduct1on il error was -

r.li- )

‘p0551ble by’ kno;?ng whlch respondent ggoup was belng

con51dered.&The modal category was the best overall

\‘p%ed1ctor of response for all dec1s:on levels. When mean‘

responses were’ subm1tted to analy51s of\varlance and the

Scheffe procedure applled there were no statlstlcally

. 51gn1f1cant d1fferences hetween responses of any external

B . . i
L. . . N . .
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.

~

groups. The implication of these findings is that, for

statistical purposes, a: external constituent groups may be
. Q .

considered‘to_have‘given similar judgements~of7their_
preferred distribution of decision-making authority when
considering the level of decisions made.

In.scmmarz it may be,said that a consistent percentage
of external constituents identlfled administrators as thelr

first choice in exerc151ng author1ty at all levels of .

’ dec1s;on making. Faculty were chosen at a consistent level

as third‘preferenceAfor all levels. Board members were the
preferred second choice of external constituents-'however,
the extent of this preference var1ed by decision level. For

pollcy decisions, the Board was preferred almost as much as

"administrators were. For worklng level dec1s1ons, Board

members were -barely preferred above faculty, whlle they were
roughly mid-way between administrabors and faculty for

admlnlstratlve level decisions. In addltlon statistical

o’
/

tests applled to: the data 1nd1cated no significant

dlfferences between preferences of any respondent groups for

any decision level, thus strengthenlng the above

‘generalizations from a statlstlcal standp01nt.

Profile gz subject area. This analysis focused on the

distribution of preferred decision-making authorlty by the
»

subject area of the dec1s1on without regard for dec1slon

level.

When lambda value§ for frequency distributidps, which

056 i
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’cross—tabuia;éd respondent group by group preferred to be
exercising bgjor\authS;ity, were computed for each subject
;area,'honéhexceeded 0.05. This indicated that the oygréll
mode ‘would be the best prédictor of response, and no
significaht‘reducﬁioh.in error would result from a knowledge
of which’féspondent gréup was being cons}dered. It was
therefore considered appropriate to repeat the analysis
.given earlier‘for intefnai College groups, in which the rank
Brder of the top three groups was given for each subject
area (Table 6.18). The raﬂk-reported was that for”all
ekte:ﬁal respondents comﬁined,7and when minor vafiations
,fr6m th§ overall rank qccurréd, ﬁhey wére noted and
described below. No éttehtion was given to other than the
. top three groups sincekéll 6thgr§ represented a very small
perdentage of response. The mean response$s reported in Tablé
G.is'did not average-{h~the;values of‘the "inadequate
;}knowledgé“ ;f "no one" respoﬁse.cﬁoiﬁes, ahd_wére méaﬁs for
the totél~§amp1e'0f external cohstituents. o “ i
| From the data'in'Table 6.18 it w;s-clear'tﬁat
administrators were preferred above oﬁher.groups to exercise h
major decjéionfmaking aﬁthqrity in tﬁo-th%rds 6f the SUBject
 'areas; Although administrapo;s had the 6verail toﬁ-raﬁk for
'"éd0cational pfogram" decisions(iformer Board members
vpréfe;:ed faculty:fifst.and_aéminisprators second for such
decisions.:The Board must»bé considered as sééoﬁd and

[

- faculty third in terms of overall preferred inéolvemenﬁtby
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external constituents; howe?er, this general ovsetvation has
a fair number of.ekceptions, and is a much more
Hheterogeneous_pat;ern than that derivedvfrom internal_
College respondents'(Table 6./11). |
| It was not surprlslng that external constltuents
-preferred Board members above admlnlstrators for "internal
board affairs" (as d1d internal respondents) but it seemed'
- unusual that they should likewise order it so for
"administrative organization"vand‘"physical p;gnt"
.decfsions, especially.oVer.ﬁbusrness and finance" dec151ons.
With two exceptxons Board members were ranked as e1ther,
the first or second preference of external constltuents. The
,;Board was ranked th1rd for student affalrs and ”
educatlonal program dec1s1ons' however,‘alumnl chose
'students as thelr thlrd preference for exerc151ng maJor

or1ty in’ student affalrs dec1s1ons.

of any other group, faculty'were most often ranked
th1rd ThlS occurred in four dec151on area5° personnel'
external affazrs- admlnlstratlve organlzatlons' and,
ceremonlal dec151ons. In one. exceptlon to th1s general
f1nd1ng, qu1te loglcally, alumn1 chose external
lconst1tuents aS'thelr th1rd ch01ce:for "external affalrs
dec151ons._Facufty were preferred second in two areas, wh1ch
seemed like natural choices at CBC for faculty 1nvolvement
unamely,,educatlonal programs and student affalrs.

.When the_thlrd -place preference was not assigned to
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Board or faculty,flt was generally g1ven to a group which

" had a direct 1nterest in the subject area. External
constltuents ranked thlrd for bu51ness and f1nance
:dec151ons, as well as those related‘to "internal board
’affalrs." Non- academlc staff achieved a preferred status of
th1rd ch01ce for phy51cal plant” dec1s1ons

The mean difference. between the first and seconc
~preferences of exterpnal constltuents was 14.3%, while the
mean dlfference between second and third preferences was
33.1%. This would suggest a much weaker preferece about the
1nvolvement in dec151on maklng of the third place groups
(usually faculty) "than of the top two groups. ‘In only one
case (external affairs decisions) did the percentage support
for a second preference drop below 50 however, the highest .
percentage support for a thlrd place group was 31.9% (aga1n'
for external affalrs dec151ons)

It seemed that external constltuents generally
preferred to- 1ocallze the use of’ dec151on-mak1ng authorlty
in two groups, adm1nlstrators and Board members, for nearly7
Aall subject areas, as d1d 1nternal const1tuents. External |
respondents appeared to g1ve a llttle more support to thelr;
rth1rd—ch01ce group than d1d the1r in- College counterparts.'
fWhen the relatlve we1ght1ngs of the ranks of adm1n1strators,
Board members and faculty were compared for 1nternal and

"external constltuents in the nine subject areas, external

const1tuents expressed sllghtly stronger preferences for
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Board 1nvolvement than d1d 1nternal respondents, Suggesting
a desire for even greater centralization of decision making
than the h1gh level preferred by in- College respondents,

By way of summary it may be observed that, when
dec1s1ons were analyzed by subject area, external
constituents of the College preferred to local1ze the use of
dec1s1on-mak1ng authorlty pr1mar1ly in two groups, first
admlnlstrators and ‘'second, the Board Faculty ‘were the most
freguent third preference, and.when exceptlons_to~th1s
pattérn occurred it was generally the case that groups 'who.
were more dlrectly related to the decisior .-ea were»k

preferred above faculty Though these general findings were
the same as for 1nternal’College respondents,‘the pattern
was less homogeneous for external respondents. Though both
. sets of respondents obvxously preferred a hlgh degree of
centrallzed dec151on maklng author1ty, there was 1nd1cat10n
that external con51tuents preferred it hlgher than thelr in-
College counterparts. ' . | |

Locus of Preferred Dec1s1on Maklng

By conceptuallzlng the varlous response categor1es as al
.contlnuum of central1zat10n decentrallza ion, it was
_p0551ble to compute mean scores for var1ous groups and
'analyze Af external constltuents dlffered s1gn1f1cantly 1n<
Avwhere they local1zed dec151on maklng authorlty Mean group
scores were submltted to analyses of varlance and the , S ,

Scheffe procedure for determxnlng common subsets of ‘means
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. - . . I v
which did not significantly differ from one 'another.

When compared by‘decision levei, there were no

_stat1st1cally significant dlfferences between groups as to -

~ their preferred level of centrallzatlon. ‘When compared by

subject level, unlike internal respondents, for whom no
differences :were reported,'external.constituents} |
differentiated themselves inxcéntralization of -"educational
.vprogram" decdsionSr financial’eupporters (6;76)vpreferred a .
highér degreeiof_centraljiation than'did4President's‘Council

fmembersf(6f42). When'analyzing Subject areas within decision

levelé; 1n only one 1nstance was there a difference: alumni
(7.58) preferred a hlgher degree of centrallzatlon than A
--financial supportersv(6.58)vfor' 1nterna1 Board affalrs

’ decisions atﬂadworkingﬁlevel.iTh1s f1nd1ng is perhaps of
'little consequency;'and perhaps redundant .ngce 1nternal
Board affalrs dec1s1ons have cons1stently been local1zed in
the Board anyway./In conclus1on there was- v1rtually no
1nd1catlon of statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between -
external constltuents of the College regard1ng the o :’ i :'
centrallzat1on of dec151on-mak1ng authorlty._u - e ' ‘f‘ o

. A Comparlson of Preferred D15tr1but1on of Dec151on-Mak1ng

Authorlty for In- College and External Constltuents

In the pfbceed1ng dlscu5510n, comparlsons have been
fmade between 1n~College respondents and external
constituents as to thelr_preferred-dlstr;bution»of”decision-

_making_authority; Thus*far it appears evident that:
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T (1) both groups have generally preferred to localize

decision-making author1ty in two prlmary groups, with

adm1n1strators glven f1rst ch01ce, and Board members second

but this pattern was more consistent for internal College

reSpondents:

- (2) faculty'have'been generally, but weakly preferred to be
‘the third ch01ce of all respondents, and when except1ons to

. this occurred other . groups more naturally related to

subjectﬁareas of decrs1on maklng have been preferred over

faculty, C jA

(3) although all respondents prefer a high degree of

centrallzatlon of dec1s1on mak1ng authorlty, it appeared

’sllghtly higher for external respondents than for their in-

: College counterparts--and o v

(4) there were v1rtually no statlst;‘ally 51gn1f1cant
-

dszerences between external groups in their preferences for‘.

. the centrallzatlon of - authorlty in dec151on maklng, but

there was less agreement among in- College respondents. When,

,statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant differences occurred for the

/_,,_._._

latter, it was most’ often students who preferred less

centrallzat1on than elther adm1nlstrators or Board membersr
b The f1nal comparlsons between 1nternal and external

respondents focused on mean dlfferences between respondent

groups from both categor1es. thus far between group

'.dlfferences have been conflned to 1nternal or external

groups as separafe—éategores. The present analy51s combined
o _ . v . :
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all respondent groups for a comparlson of the preferred
‘locus of deczs1on maklng authorlty
| When statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant differences occurred in

the mean locus of preferred decision- ~making authorlty (see

~ Table 6.19) some very evrdent trends emerged Of the twelve

.comparisons ‘made “(nine subject areas and three decision
levels) students consistently preferred less centralization
than those w1th whom they differed in nine comparlsons
Furthermore,vln each of the nine 51tuat10ns uhere students
vere 1nvolved their dlfference in preference was with a
group external to the College. In two of the twelve :
statistfcally significant d ferences, external groups“ )

différed among themselves, and these were discussed earlier,

. In the final comparison ~non-academic staff preferred léss

centralization'of phy51cal lan." dec151ons at the - _

! admlnlstratlve level than did p- esxdent s Council members—\

and f1nanc1al supporters. In only one case. (working- level
ceremon1al dec1szons ) did student leaders 301n students in
preferrlng a less centrallzed locus of dec1s1on maklng

"It was qu1te clear, by way of summary, that a
cons1stent preference for less centrallzed dec151on maklné
came from students at the Co ege. urthermore, students

s1gn1f1cantly d1ffered in thelr preferences with external

_ con51tutents of the College, and these ﬁere most often .

~

former Board members and alumn1.f

¥ ) .\

is
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Table \6.19 Statistically Significant Differences‘Between All Respondent

Groups for Locus of Preferred Decision-Making Authofity,

When Compared by

Decision Level, Subject Area and Subject Areas Within Each Decision Level.

.

;

Decision Category

statistically Significant /
Different Group Responses

Group(s) with
Higher Mean Score .

Group(s) with
Lower Mean Score

]

Compared by Decision Level

f

Former Board (7.40)
Alumni (7.34)

Students (7.04)

Alumni (7.12)
Former Board (7.11)

Students (6.82)

.

Compared by Subject Level

L4

Student Affairs

Business & Finance

a

’Cerembnial

Educationallprbgréms

-Alumni (6.57)

Students (6.18)

Former Board (7.34)
Alumni (7.33)

Students (7.00)

_Forhgr Board (7.13)

Students (6.22)

- Financ. Supp.(6.76)

‘

Pres.,Counci1(6.42)

Compafed_by Subject Area w

iiHIﬁ Decision Level

[P

- N

Policy level
Ceremonial -
Administrative level
Pérgohnel
F%l piant'
:;  /fhdministkgtive Organi;gtion
‘Wbrking level ?X
Internéi Bo%?d Affairs

. Ceremqnial

i

Former Board (7.58)
: Lo

Students (6.58)

T

Financ. Supp. (7.19)

S———

Students (6.88)

Prgs.~Council(7.35)
Financ. Supp.(7.32)

Staff (6.77)

Pres. Council(7.58)

Students (7.08)

Alumni (7.58)

Financ. Supp:'(6.58)

Admin. (7.09)
Former Board (6.92)

' Stud. ﬁéader§(5.84)

Students” (5.69)

Current Board(6.83Y)

JPres. Council (6.64)

Students (5.69)

e ERC L

u,
b s
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CHAPTER SEVEN

BOARD ROLES

The analysis in this chapter focused on major-roles and

role expectations of‘the Board of'Direttors_odeanadian
Bible College.‘After analyzing historic déta'bearing on this
issue, attention was given to the imbortance currently
adtached to major Board roles by.College constituents, and
to thelr evaluation of the qualit§ of Board performance in
these roles (as reported in quest1onna1res)

The decision to abort the 1nterv1ew most directly
affected the'area of Board roles, since there was minimal
information in'the documents speolfically related to the
roles the Board should fulfill. The ¢ iginal constitution
and bylaws were studied; as dere all -subsequent revisions.
. The Charter of the College, &itn amendments, was also
,9crutinized for informationaon Board roles.

. /
Documentary Analysis-

LY

The roles of the Board of Directors exp11c1tly referred

"to in the Constltutlon were (l) to perform all dutles
VaSS1gned to it by law, (2) to carry out the educatlonal
:pol1c1es of the controllxng denom1natzon, and (3). to have
'full control of the College. These roles have not ehanged
with successive constltutlonal revisions and amendments.
The 1949 Act to_ Incorporate'the College spec1f1ed\1n
some detail the financial obllgatlons of the Board as they

related to the acquisition, malntenance and d1sp051t1on of

x4
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all real and personal property, and to fiscal
responsibilityes. Aga1n|lhe primary educatlonal apd tralnlng
objective of the College was ‘articulated and 1mp11c1tly
suggested a Board role rn ensuring compliance with such an ;
institutional mission; The Board was also authorized to
. adopt bylaws governing its own activities which were not in
conflict with tﬂe-Charter. These articulated roles were |
compliant with, and supplementary to leglslat;on governlng
'the act1v1t1es of torporations generally. No alterations in
" these general roles were made in the,subsequent amendments
to the original Act of Incorporatlon.f
It was also p0551ble to make some 1nferences about
\\ngrg_rgles/%rﬁm Board dec151onvmak1ng over - 1ts history,
based on “the assumptlon that the Board would,generally act
En congruence with members' percezved role expectatlons.
From the data in Table 6.1, subject areas of decision maklng N
were’ ranked for two periods of Board operat1on to correspondpv
| with the two t1me frames d1scussed in the previous chapter.Dv.
Table 7.1 dzsplays a summary of this 1nformat10n, and
suggests that the CBC Board of Directors has operated W1th1nd
the historic: understand1ng of the major role expectatlons of .-
boards as 1deﬁt1f1ed in the !1terature revxew. The high
percentage of.Qeczslons on personnel, coupled'w1th decisionsl -
about educational prOgrems, reflected a serious attempt to 4
preserve institutional purposes. The hlgh rank of bu51ness

finance andmphys1cal plant decisions conforms to the
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[

e

N . -
[ ’
- Rank Order
1944-45 1957-58 T
to to . 19.4-76
Decision Subject Areas 1956-57 1975-76
| Personnel 1l 1 1(34%)*
Internal Boérd Affairs 2 2 2(22%)
Business and Finance 3 3 3(12%)
Physical Plant 4 't 4 08)
Educational Programs -7 5.5 43 (6%) ;§%gv;
"Other" (Reports) 8 5.5 | 6 (68)
‘External Affairs 5 7 7 (5%)
Administrative Orgahization 5 8 8 (3%) '
Ceremonial 10 . 9 9 (2%)
Student Affairs 8 10 9 (2%)

-3
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Table 7.1 Rank Ordering of Mean Annual Board Decisions

by Subjéct Area for Two- Intervals of Board Operation

*Percentage refers to percent of total decisions represented

by a“subject area.

A
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\v
N
\\

N

expectations of holding and overseeing the mahagement of

physical assets as well as the acbuls1t1on and i vestment of

funds. Some of the more’recent role expectations. (§ee Table

\

2 l) appoared to have been less 1mportant for the CBC\Board

when viewed against the dec1s1on maklng d15tr1but1on 1n\
Table 7.1. | L | \\
W1th respect to the major roles identified by Perkins

(1973), the CBC Board has functioned as an agent of its
i ' ~ : ‘

creator, the church, and as a bridge between the College and

1ts external const1tuenc1es. The latter role does not

v

appear at this t1me, to have presénted the underlying

coﬁYllcts in role exper1enced by fnlvers1ty boards. This may
ér

. well be due to the rather homogeneous attltude of 531

constltuentswon the stated‘purposes of the College and tbe“
role ofsthe Board in articﬂlating and expediting ‘these. This
generallzat1on will be glven further support in the J
followﬁﬂg analy51s of questionnaire responses.

If maklng personnel dec1s1ons £an be d%sumed to. be a

'prlmary mechanlsm for ensuring compllance with 1nst1tut10nal

m1551on, the prlor1t1es of ‘Board decision mal 1ng in Table

'7 1 reflected thezr legal role descrlptlons as outl1ned

earl1er. Overall more empha51s has clearly been placed on
;o

dec151ons aﬁfectlng the. 1nst1tut1ona1 reason for existence;

or Perkxns (1973) agent of the Creator,"” than on

o- t

organ1zat1onal boundary spanning act1v1t1es to external

constltuents (Perkln s "br1dge ). Therepappeared to be some ©
S -
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shift in the priorities of certain roles based on data in -
: 4 : .

.1. In the 1957-76 interval, educational program and

ceremonial decisions received a higher rank than in the
previous period of time. There was also a decrease in rank
for external affairs,‘administrative organization and "
student affairs decisions across the two time intefvals.
Tnisomay have been a slight indication~of a shift toward.the
role of‘institutional mission, or agent of the creator, and

away from being a bridge to the consituency; however, this

must be eonsidered a most tentative hypothesis.

.

Summary , . \
-~ . By way of interhediate summary, it appeared that the

' Cellege Board of Directors nave'been operating, over their
history{'within the historic board roles of (1) ensuring
e’thét institutional mission conformed to the charter and
cdnstitution, (2) over51ght of phy51cal assets:hand (3)
over51ght d§~financ1al matters. Actual dec151on making has
been predominantly focused on 1nst1tutional m1551on and
maintenance of that mission rather than other major_roles
identified by Perkins (1973)' fn the years from 1957-58 to .
-+ 1975-76 there may have even been greater priority given to

’this major role than in earlier years.

Role Importance' lestionnaire Results

'!uestionnaire respondents were asked to respond to the
1mportance of tenqgeneral role statements for the Board of

CBC: their’everall judgments are reported 1n»Table 7.2. The
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first observation was the high percentage of support for all
role statements as being 1mportant._When percentages were
combined for the "high" and "very high" responses, there was
a minimum of 65.6%;of.respondents who.considered all roles
Wto have at least a "high" leveivof‘importance. This, in
itself, should not.haVe been surprising,»since‘all roles'
included were pre-judged to be_important ones; however, ‘the
h relatime importance of the.ten roles was of greater |
interest.J
“In aCcordance with the findings in the literatnre,

respondents con51dered the selection of aopres1dent as the
| Board role to wh1ch the greatest percentage attached very
"hlgh 1mportance. Only three roles were tempered w1th
*nedium-level” 1mportance by at least 25 of the r@spondents:
these were (1) participating in planning programs offered hy
;the'College, (2) settling internal Coliege disputes as a
court-af,appeal;'and‘(C) establishing effective |
commnnication with students. Predictably these three
occupied the lowest ranhs nhen roles were orderéd by the
‘combined'"high" and "very high“:importance responses.

Looking ohly at thevcombined percentage responses to
*high" and'"ver§~highﬂ importance, Table 7.3 compares the
1pdgments of Board" members with each other respondent group
The results for each respondent group were rank ordered and

the rank1ng of each group was correlated w1th that of the

Board members u51ng the Spearman rank order correlatlon. All

¥
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comparisons had high positive correlations with
‘probab1l1t1es of less than 0.01 (one case less than 0.05),
suggestlng essent1al agreement between the Board and each
'-respondent group ‘for the rank- ordered 1mportance of Board
‘roles. ' |

The'ranking of'Board roles, as assessed by Board
members (Table 7. 3)' was compared with the rank ordering of
"actual Board dec151ons, by subject area, over the hlstory of
the College (Table 7 4). Of course there was no one-to- one
correspondence 51nce all Board roles were not reflected
w1th1n the formal decision-making processes of Board
meetings. There yere, however, several interestlng
.obseryations to_bevmade._Therelwas the highest degree of
congruence in areas:of‘finanCe, student affairs, and the

/

pre51dent1a1 selectlon aspect of "personnel." ThlS was

followed by areas of Board structures/operatlons, physxcal

plant and program plann1ng, each with an absolute difference

L4 .

in rank of three. Greatest dlscrepanc1es lay in areas of
Board relatlonshlp to faculty (personnel) and. the Board
actmg‘s a bridge between College and 1ts env1ronment each

w1th an absolute dszerence in rank of f1ve. . ;

Demographlc Var1ables and Board Role

| Also. of 1nterest 1n rev1ew1ng -the 1mportance of varlous
Board roles was the impact of the various demographlc'

- variables. Analyses of yar1ance were performed, and the

nscheffe:procedure applied fqrfdetermining‘homogeneous\ )



232

SITeIIV 3juapnils - 6. Hmwmmm.uo 3IN0)
Hma:OEmuwu 6 6 Is nua3 QOﬂumoa:nEEoo

:oaumNacmmuo w>aumuuwacAE©< 8 .8 - wmmaaou q kuwmmo mEmumoum m:ﬁ:=MHmn
; muﬁmuu< Hmcuwuxm L L ucmﬁm Hmoamhsm m:ﬂ:dmu:de\maﬁumwho

: Amuuomwuv =uwsu0= 9 - T muasomw nuﬂ3 mmdzmcoaumawm
wEmumoum ﬂmcoﬂumosvm m, G vmooum\mwuuuonuum vumom m>ﬂuowwww *T3aeq

juerd tesrsiyd w. € R mmousommu Hmaocmcﬂw maammcmz

mo:mcﬁu wmm ssaursng £ € %u:msuﬂum:oo 3 wmmﬂﬁoo cmmsumn wmvaumm
whﬂmmmﬁ mgwom HmcumunH_ 'z n‘ hodﬂom .mm>dpownno ~mﬁmom maanmdﬁnmumm‘

| ’ prcomnwm_ T T uaprsaad e butjyoates-
Amhqumav mcoﬁMﬁowa.owmom uey mumnsmz pxeog Aq cwmmwmmm;

Ten3doyY JOo seaay j3oalqng

- yuey

se wo:muuomEH mHom.

(9L6T-F¥6T) SUOTSTOBQ pIROE TENJOY

v o o -
Y3iTM S9T0Y pIeog jJo souezxodwy ay3z 3o butispap uey ayaz Fo uostaedwo) - BTqel



the mean levels of role importance attributable to the
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- . Sy
subsets for the variables of sex, age, location of home
residence,,occupation,'education and political ideology.v

‘There were no stat;sticaiiy—sagn%£+cant‘dliis£gﬂSEE‘1n

!

education, polltlcal 1deology or the constltuent group of

the respondent Those between the ages of 50 and 69 attached

more 1mportance to the role of "court of appeal" than did
those 21~ 24 years of age. Respondents from Western and /
Eastern Canada placed greater 1mportance on the role of
part1c1pat1ng in program plannlng than d1d respondents
from the pra1r1es. For four roles, males attached

51gn1f1cantly hlghe7 levels of 1mportance than did female

respondents. establpshlng 1nst1tutlonal goals,‘object1ves,

’pollcy, creatlng and ma1nta1n1ng a phy51cal plant; managing

f1nanc1al resources, and selectlng a president. Flnally,

there were four 51gn1f1cant dlfferences attrlbutable to

occupatlon, but WIth no d1scernable pattern. -Clergy

'cons1dered the selectlon of a pre51dent" and "belng a court

‘phy51cal lant" to be of less 1mportance ‘than respondents in *'

of appeal" to be of greater 1mportance than the1r

counterparts, but Judged the "creation and malntenance of a

fother 6ccu at1ons. Respondents wlth pro£e551onal occupations
? p

con51dered(Tthe estab115h1ng of effective communlcatlon with -

students" to be a less 1mportant role ‘than other, non- clergy

‘

'respondents.,Taken as a whole, demographlc varlables did not

appear to systematlcally affect the evaluatlon of the_t
\ .
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importance-of'Board roles, except for a sllght suggestlon
that males were 1ncl1ned to attach greater 1mportance to
roles than females did.

 Quality of Performance of Board Roles: Questionnaire Results

The results of the evaluatlon of the<aua11ty of
performance of the Board on the ten roles are dlsplayed in
Table 7.5. A Very small, overall percentage assessed Board
performance as "poor" orA"very poor-” however, there Was a
high average percentage (37 4%) who reported "no ba51s £or
Judgment " Sl1ghtly over half (54 9%) felt the Board was
performlng well" or very well." ' . |

When Judgments vere made about the quallty of Board
.performance (excludlng "no ba51s for judgment ), the CBC
‘Board was dOIHQ best 1n roles h1stor1cally assoc1ated w1th
”boards of trustees. In decre;slng rank, respondents felt ‘the
Board was perform1ng well" or "very well"_ln the select1on
‘of a pre51dent (99 6%) .establlshlng institutional goals, ' ,
objectlves, and educational pollcy (93.9%),. managlng . f -
financial resources (93.0%), develop1ng effect1ve Board
‘]'structures and procedures (92 6%) and .Creating and

amalntalnlng an adequate phy51cal plant (91.0%). ﬂhe Board

‘rece1ved poorest performance ratlngs in the area of
'iiestabllshlng effectlve commun1cat1on with student5° here .
64.6% of those who made Judgments felt the Board was -

’perform1ng well"_or "very well " This was Stlll judged to

| be a goo€:}evel of performance, even though it ranked last. »

"y -
L i ’ o
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Between these two extremes, Board members were: regarded as
performing well" or "very well" (excludlng "no ba51s for
judgment") by 86.0 percent, for "program planning,” by 85.6
percent for "establishing erfective working relationships
with faculty," by 81.9 percent for "acting as a bridge

' between the College and'its constituency," andioy 78.6

percent fdr'"settlingQKJ;'w;_l College disputes as a court

R 0

,'of appeal " As a Fen'_ ,}gservation, the CBC Board of
D1rectors appeareaé

approx1mately twoAL “Colleﬁt—related persons who

belleved ehe Board was peﬁﬁorm1ng well in each of the ten'

roles 1dent1f1ed For elght of the roIes (exclud1ng

A

communication with students and settllng internal College

" disputes) the level of“confident support,rose»to above 80°
o . ' - "'{ ) !

*

percent,
When the performance Judgments of "well" and "very

well" were further analyzed by respondent groups (Table

7. 6) 1t was of 1nterest to review responses to roles wh1ch

'most dzrectly affected the respondent group A con51stently
-4

hlgher percentage of Board members gave p051t1ve evaluatlons

_of the1r performance than the mean. percentages of all other’

respondents. Substantlally fewer faculty members felt

: 'pos1t1ve, compared to other groups, about the Board's

4performance 1n estab115h1ng institutional goals, objectlves
. and educatlonal pollcy. As far as the Board s part1crpat1on

in plannzng programs offered by the College, con51derably

~ PR . .
[ B g
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-

fewer faculty;-students'and administrators gave pesitive
affirmations of,Board perfgrmance'than did other groups. Ity

was somewhat surprising to observe the hagh level of support

for Board performance 1n the structura,ﬂ\of their internal
affazrs,‘51nce Board meetings have been closed ?o all but ’

the President. It could be that since there was generally a
high level of satisfaction with Board performance,

respondents made positive inferences about 1nterna1 Board ol

‘affairs: Board member response conflrmed thelr satxsfactlon ;T

fw1th performance in, this area. Selection of the presxdent’
ranked hlghest in. berms of well executed performance, but
f1nanc1a1 supporters were least likely to grant thls ratlng

of any group. fdlsproport1onately low percentage of faculty

| considered the Board s efforts to develop appropriate |
_relatzonshlps with faculty' to be well~perf§2med When Board
ncommunlcat;on w1th Students was concerned; \
d1sproport10nately low. -Percentages .of st\dents, student ‘ .d
leaders and faculty con51dered this role well—performed No
‘faculty con51dered the Board"s settllng of 1nternal College
‘disputes to be well~ performed however this must be-@'
tempered by the fact that 92 9y reported they had "no basis
for Judgment" on the performance of thls rolg As far as the E
"Board act1ng as a "bridge" between College and constltuency,
students and f1nanc1al supporters were least l1ke1y to

1regard this role ‘as well-performed' )

Q?“" . ’
In: conclu51on, 1t‘§%y be stated that though the Board

N

P
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was generally régarded by/arT\groups to be perform1ng ® :

in an area wh1ch was of more d1rect concern to them than to

- e

ey < 393

| other respondents.

~

Demographic Vé%%ables and Board Performance

The impact: of demographic‘variables on evaluations of - b
guality of Board performance in its various roles was nearly |
negl1glble from the perspect1ve of stat1st1cai 51gn1f1cance.
When analyses of var1ance and Scheffe tests were used on

mean group,scores, there vere no effects“%ue to sqx{ age, —

educatioﬁ

polxtlcal 1deology or locatlon of ﬁ%me residence. _ g'

o d

Respondents with profe551onal occupatlons gave 51gn1f1cantly
(ps 0.05) lower evaluatlons of performance than non- clergy

B P

respondents for (1) Board part1c1pat1on in plannlng programs , S

flnanc1al supporters and current Board

'“s) for Bbard performance in develop1ng appropr1ate_ o

& E
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CompariSon of Responses to Role Importance and Performance

Therevwas a. definite statjsti‘nl relationship between
responses to the "importgnce” of ﬁgard'roleS'and’the'
"quality of Board performance* in those roles (Table 7. 7).

.,

'Pearson producthmoment correlatlons were computed for‘-,,

responses on- these two dimensions® When the total sample was

e

'analyzed as a unit, pos1t1ve ‘correlation coeff1c1ents were

~

‘evident for;each Separatetkole with probab1l1ty levels of

less. than or equal to 0.01, This implied a directly

proport1onal felat%fnshlp that ‘was statlstlcally significant

tfor each ‘role,: such that the h1gher/lower an 1nd1v1dua1
rated a role's 1mportance, the h1gher/lower he would rate.

the quallty of’ performance on the. part of the%BoardQ

‘However, as is ev1dent 1n Table 7. 7 thlS pattern was not,~:

. N ’
- the case for all respondent groups. Generally, groups.

.external to the College most closely approached ‘the tendency

in a similar dfﬁect1on on both dlmen5i32§f/&hlle.
S

~

of the College did not appear to glve correlated

‘observatxons as - frequently. This may well be/ev1dence thatr

.‘.’

2l

;iglntefnal group,evaluat1ons of role 1mportance and Boarﬁ

. ,ﬁw“r e .r:. f
o prqg%ﬁpnlng 1n those roles were -more d1scr1m1natory in

@

'y &turé and perhaps less susceptable to-any response set
L4
: " 'fh may haye been operat1ve. [ Eﬁﬁ; 2 S,
;pgf‘o .oy R O 3
.. "&"“ - L. N By ?ﬂh T . * :
: 38 S U : Su ry . g v
G " i [ : ! -
¥ Board,mémbers at CBC have. operated w1th1n unchanged,
: V .'5‘{.“ » : ] - - -
VR TS . «
o . I - . o !
i . ~ v
L R S
x‘.‘:i . N ' ‘. ' .
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closely 1dent1f1ed wlth the 1hterna1 operat1ons v
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historic legal roles of board members since the inception of
the College. These included (1) ensurlng that 1nst1tut10nal '
‘mission conformed " to thé Charter and Constltutlon (2)

oversight of phy51cal assets and (3) over51ght of financial-‘i

on the role identified by Perkins (1973) as belng an "agent .

of the creator" of the corporatlon with a slight suggestion

that this focus has been’greater in: the 1957 76 1nterval

than before it. ) ‘

There was a high positive correlation Cps 0. OSY‘between
all respondent groups and Board members regardlng the rank-
ordered 1mportance o{@*en major board roles. The roles-

?
percelved as being of" h1ghest 1mportance were, in descendlng

rank (l) selectlng a pre51dent (2) establlshlng

gllnstltutlonal goals, objectlves, and educatlonal policy, and
. €3) managlng financial ‘resources. -The- lowest ranklng goals

’were (8) establ1sh1ng effectlve commun1cat18% w1th students,'

(9) part1c1pat1ng in plannlng programs offered by the ¢ A

. College, and (10) settl1ng 1nternal College dlsp&?ES as a

ucourt of appeal Males were 1nc11ned to attach greater

.
K

1mportance to-roles than females.

All respondent groups generally evaluated the Board as

ﬁ‘performlng well;, ot very well, on each of the ten major

roles, wlth at least two thirds of all respondents giving
e
such evaluat1on. When respondents gave a lower performance

evaluat1on it was generally in a role whlch was 'of more'

“ws;l '

.matte;§l Actual Board decision maklng has focused primarily. ﬁﬁgﬂk

7’

.7 ’: ' A';:‘f
1

A
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direct concern to them‘than to other respondents: this was

particularly true of faculty evaluations of Board efforts to

develop appropriate relationsnips with faculty. .

There was a statistically significant, positive
correlatfon between perceptions of the importance of a board

role and . percelved quality of performance of the CBC Board

~in.that role;. however, thlS was increasingty evident the

further a respondent was removed from the College.

»

F1na11y, from, th1ﬁ.aqﬁly51s of Board role, there were*}}

B AT
’«x’/‘.“ﬂ

no evident changes in the role, or role expectatlons, of fher;;;ﬂ’f '
\"“ w"i"' :

Board of ,Directors over its hlstory However, it may be %x,_-§§p
. ‘S"\l’ut R

noted that the. ‘Board has been perfovming‘ ‘two of .the hajor » *‘g’f‘;;:

. L5 K

g

roles identified by Perkins (1973) namely, - agent of its
creator, and br1dge between internal and external

const1tuenc1es. It was Perk1n ‘S bel1ef that the succ‘isful

performance of these two roLes would: lead to role coﬁ‘l&tt.

. ThlS did not appear to be the case at CBC but it may

.represent a basis for latent conflict. : 2



CHAPTER EI&HT
BOARD MEMBERSHIP COMPOSITLQN/ﬁND‘ORGANIZATION

“The data reported in thxs chapter related to issues
concerning membersh1p compositon and organ1zatlon of the
Canadian Bible College Board of Directors. The diﬁen51ons
investigated were: Board member characgteristics of age,
education, sex, occupation, political fdeology, residence,
}income,-experience on boards, andjggﬁhlﬁdge‘of literature in
governance of higher education; board size; membership;
method of selection; length or-term;'length of service;
'committee Structure; and, openness and frequency of .
meetings. The data is reported\for each of the foregoing
factors in such a way that first;'any changesdover the
Board's history are presented,from the documentary anlysis
of Board minutegs, and second .there is a'description of the
) preferences of~ questlonnalre respondents to most of the v
above 1ssues. In a second sect1on of the chapter, Board L&
member perceptlons and preferences regarding the internal
;functionrng of the Board are presented.‘ | |

P

~° .=~ ' Board Member Characteristics
_ g Al T '

‘:“.' . . . ?

'é Hfstor1cal.data on the ages of Board meémbers were not

lgﬁ .

obta1ned<3uIBto _the’ §2p§rent d1ff1culty for former Board

rmembers £0, adentlfy efi.mbst recent year of . servxce on the

('v," "., L

, 8
'-Board ﬁﬁﬁch was the onl}kags1gned way of asse551ng thelr
age Of the current Board memhgrsn seventy percent (7) were

5"
~ - 3 *
. -
N
{'l‘f hils
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between the ages of 40~49. Thé three age categories of 30-
39, 50-59, and_60-69 each had one member (10%).
“Education @ . , S
‘ Of _the 53 clergYmen (excluding the four presidents) who
haye served as Board members during the past 30 years, only"

two (3.8%) had edutation beyond a bachelors degree- both

these men had master's degrees and were one-time faculty

members at the College. One served on the Board while a >

faculty member in 1952-53 and 1953 -54, During the same 30-
year period, three of the 18 laymen (1677%) had educatlon
above a first degree"two at the master's degree level add
one. w1th a profe551onal doctorate in med1c1ne. |
Although 51x«o£ the current Board members did not -

complete the questlonnalre, it was known that seven Board

| members had a bachelor’ sadegree, so thi&gumber with a f1rst

. degree could be expanded from three, wh% so responded on  mg. "

P S

g:thelr questlonnalres, to seven. The dlstr1but10n by ¢
'-educatlonal level for cd&rent Board members was therefore
28. 6% .(4) wlth ;ome college or unlver51ty, 50% }7) with a.
f;rst degree or_1ts equ1valenf‘,l4.3%-(2) with a mastgrﬂs
degree,'and 7.1% (1) with a professioﬁal doctorate,' :7
Of the total of'eight years service given by five Board
members educated beyond the bachelor 'S’ level 51x years have
" been glven 51nce 1969 by four trustees. Slnce the ’ |
'1nvolvement of Board members educated to ‘this level has been

? 'y -

'mlnlmal it was not p0551bléﬁto confldently 1nfer a trend

- .

L'_
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‘was not untll 1955 that the
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but clearly within the past six years, .there has. been an .

overall increase in the educational level of the Board. ©
Sox B S o

-There'have never been any women who served on the
College Board of Directors, which undoubtedly is a
reflectionhof?the'fadt.that there have been verY'few women
in senior—lewel church- related vocations in the controll1ng
denomlnatlon, and none in pos1tlons of denom1nat1onal
leadershlp, save membersh1p on several conferenee
commiti?es; , o - “ L

Occupation

- . - ®
ol

: ,’ Oo

The Board?has clearly been$a clérgy domlnated board I't.

Yt layman was appolnted to

the Board. A Board motlon in. 1958 made prov151on for three

@

" laymen (Board;Mlnutes, March,\1958) A 1960 rev1ew team from -

~the acerediting association, the AABC, - suggested that one;///*\x\l;fme
, half of the Board membersh1p;should be from bu51ness and/

’profe551onal background5° however, Martin (1962 84) recorded

that 1n the 1961 Rev1sed Constltutlon, the Board of

D1rectors "‘ .A.was to be composed of e1ght members from the .

.
‘Western Canadlan Dlstrlct and four members from the Eastern

B o - /

FE

and Central Canadlan D15tr1ct-.1t was to 1nclude two: laymen '

'”from the West and one from the East.” In February 1971. the'.-'/.’

Board amended the const1tut1on to allow an add1t1ona1 two

| 1_laymen appoznted by the Board (Board Minutes, February,

’ 1971) The Western Canadzan Dlstrlct o{ CaMA churches, at’
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~the CBC Board lncre se its lay component to at least 50

247

their annual- 1973 conference, passed a recommendation that

percent of the tota membership'(Board Minutes, October,

'1973). The recommendation was tabled for ‘one year and at the ..

_ | ‘ A , ) ,
efd of l%gS”had not |been taken from the table. & .

. comprehens1ve occupatlondl picture of Board members as

" reflected in Table 8 l Seventy 51x ‘percent of all trustees

have been m1n1sters;;however, as the’ composition of the

current Board'indlcated,'the non-clergy component ha

incrEaSed In addition,. Board members with professional

occupat1ons appeared to be on the 1ncrease wh11e their

" business countbrparts were becomlng less numerous. The

-

respectlve slopes of the curves in Flgure 8.1 confirm that

'“the rate of growth hés been faster for the professlonal

i

COmponent than for bu51ness.'

!

Polrtlcal Ideology ' f‘ o o ﬁé_

Inconclu51ve data vere ava1lable to-indicate the i?‘

polltlcal ideology of ermer'Board members.-The closest.

_ approx1mat10n was the1r quest10nna1re response regardlng

.. 1;

'the1r present 1ncl1nat10ns. As compared with current
-rtrustees KTable 8 2) -a fewer percentage of former Board
'_members ‘were conservat1ve than current members- howevern 1t
,'could well be that the pol1t1cal 1nc11natlons of former

.members have become more moderate with ‘the pa551ng of tlme,

and that questlonnalre results reflect the present more than

the time when respondents served on the Board. Compared to

[ : ! " . a .
LI N
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Table 8.1 Occupational Distribution of Board Members

. Clérgy* Professional Business "‘Total

..Current

Board - 11 (64.7%) 5.(29.4%) 1 (5.9%) . 17

Members

Former T ‘ : |
Board ' 46 (79.3%) 3 (5.2%) 9 (15.5%) : 58
Members o o ' . :

Current & - , ) : ‘ o o
Former : 57 (76.0%) »8 (10.7%) 710 (13.3%) 75

' Members

e -

! 2

-

‘*Presideﬁts were included in thg clergy category since each

&. :

‘haS’been;a~clérgyﬁan. v L
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B Table 8.2 COmparisons-Of'the\Polipiéal Ideclogy of Former
| and Current Board Members '

/ v

Conser—' - ; e , o ‘
vative  Moderate . Liberal ~ Other Total

“* Former ' : ' ~ :
Board - - 22 - 20 0 70 32
" Members (68.8%) (31;2%)

Current o ‘ , . - _ |
Board _ 8 . .2 0 ‘ 0 10 ., .
- Members | (80.0% (20.0%) ’
Total ?\ .30 12 Qe 0 42
‘Sample (71.4%) (28.6%) ) . .
. . . e
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the total sample, the current .Board had a higher proportion

of politically conzervat1ve members than the total sample of

.

:Aconstltuents surveyed by the quest1onna1re.
Re51dence
4 o :

Since-Canadian Bible'College is the single
denominational College for.zanada, elected Board membershlp
has been dec1ded on a regional bas1s since 1955-56. Martin
(1962:50- 51) indicated that the 1955 Board was composed of
eight members from the Western District (British Columbia
Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba), and three members from
'the Eastern and Central District (Ontarlo and eacl)
Following a 1961 reorganlzatlon whlch resulted in three
,'church conferences in Canada, four Board members were to
come from each District Conference. Subsequent Board action
1ncreas1ng the numbes of . allowable trustees did not 1mpose
geograph1ca1 restrlctlons on the1r appo1ntment by the Board
~and no clear pattern ‘has emerged regardlng the location of -
their re51dence, except that they generally have lived 1n
larger urban centres. N -
| From a rev1ew of questzonna1re responses,.1t was
“apparent that 40. 5% of current and former members have come
f:;om }an‘psh Columbla or’ Alberta, wh1le 21.4% came from

e

Saskatchewan or Man1toba, 21.4% from Ontarlo and eastern

»Canada and 16 7% from 'the U.S.A.

\ b . .

..
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Experience on Boards

dunexper1enced on Boards priar to 1nvolvement on the. CBC
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Income

_Because of potentially small sample sizes in certain

o

groups surveyed, a decision was made not to inguire about

the income'of‘respondents, since that information could have

been sufficienf,fovreveal their identity. Statistics Canada -

indicated that the mean and median income for 'Ce.adians in

1975 were respectively $16,613 and $15,065 (Canada YearBook

1978-79,d1978:267);'From“the writer'4 general knowledge of

©

ministers salaries, 1t ~would be safe’ to geaerallze that not
. : D . 'h

more than one or two.Board'members,uho were clergy, had

~incomes below the national mean~ however, it was uniikely

tha; any clergymen earned much more than $20,000 in 1975.

‘Tﬁ*’ould mean that 64.7 percent of the Board had mcomes .
of less than $25,00Q¢ it was possible to-conclude.that the_c‘

CBC Board members:have,ﬁever“beenAweaithy.men,‘with perhaps.
. .0 . , -

L3

one or two exceptions. . |

c

Both current and former Board members were

Board of D1rectors. -None of the current Board respondents

had prevrous membershlp on another college or unlvers1ty

.governlng board "and 84. 4 percent of former Board members

»

) also had no. such experlence. Exclu51ve of postsecondarn

I

educatlon governzng boards, current and former Board members

K respect1vely. Many of the clergy would have 1nclude thexr

" had served on a mean of “3. 2 and 2. 4 boards of vary1ng k1nds

a

"

. “ n(\l{‘:

%
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_ church. boards in these totals. Looklng at the med1ah number
v . - b

of ndnﬁpostsecondary boards belng served by . current (3 5)

and former (1 5) Board members, 1t would appear that Board

7‘

trustees of postsec&hdary educatxonal 1nst1tut1ons.

.

Qtﬁ%owledge of L1terature on Board Role 1n Governance

. -
. .
&

Whlleaformer Board members were only slzghtlY more -

: ‘taware of 11terature related to-their role 1n goveﬂ%fng a -
7 'postsecondary 1nst1tutxon both groupshwei: essent1ally
unknowledgeeble in this area.,None of the current Board
-respondents had read; anyth1ng in thzl area, though 50 }. '5;
gpercent (5) had brlefly ei;m1ned some publ1cat1ons, bdt not
read them. Only 15. 6 percent (5) "of. all former Board members -

‘had read at least five publ1catlons, and only one of: these

(3. I%) souyht out and read’ material.

) :}Q stcellaneous Personal Characteristzcs
.f . "

Quest1onha1re respondents vere asked to make audgments
on a L1kert type scale as to how essentxal 14 m1scellaneous
"personal character1st1cs would be in thelr selectlon of

'*Board members. Table 8.3 rank orders these character1st1cs

« oy <

L oo _1n terms of - the1r mean score and gives the percentage i
’ !

t.”reSponses to var1ous categorles of des1reabi11ty/1mportance.,

c

Because the "hlghly unde51reab1e and undes1reable opt1ons

r‘;.r'ﬂvrere generally used S0 spar1ngly, they were comb1ned for
s g N : :
- -jf thzs presentat1on.

. .
@
«

n_lh...nmembers experxence on boards-is- 1ncrea51ﬁg, but not as -
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Board members to have were sp1r1tual stature, understandlng

W

W of .the role o{ the Blble@ollege, time to devote to Board
| act1v1t3.es and tk ﬁxllty to l1sten. The only . statlstmally

| L
T _szgnlmdlff when responses of all p0551ble

%

,respﬂdépt dnoup1ng§ were subm1tted to analys1s of varxance,.
"% “vas that females (mean=4.8). felt it was more esséﬁt’ml than
males (mea?—-% that Board members Understood the role of a
B1ble\ coilege (F=lQ 256° p=0 0024}- ' ' L
_ In conmdermg—#ﬁlfat‘acterlstlcs whrcm ’majorl,&g Judgé"d :g
"'f.to beg m‘portan ,.g.vlslon tm{hove ahead w1th n _::,,agaeas"w-as- o

)'*" ”

.con51dered to- be more nnportant by those w1th s@nog(» -

. Y
’ un1vers1ty (mean=4 6) or "those with' a X5 ster s ‘degg,",q’}"f.»'
. i ‘&m&anﬂ 6) than by those w1th only some"hlgh school* ‘.' Q‘h,
P . : (me@n-.‘: 2) (F =4.253; pf=0 0001) A %ow‘ledg@ of” hlgher _f -
--: o -':’edu&catmn @as con51dered .mgore. 1mport;n-!_ females - e \:5
. l ;&meaﬁ 4’2) tha.n males,,(mean=4ao F= Q301) ,
'*;‘-’:( - :respdndents w1th prof;ssclonal Qccupatons (mean 4 2)than by"
P . clergﬁ(meanm} 0; F=2, 781‘ p=0 0631) and by thos-e \é{h a. N
t; ) _master s degree (mean =4; 4) than those w1th o’nly some hlgh,/
_ school (mean=3 9 F==2 415~ p==0 0196) Only males (mean=4 0): .
\‘" - cons1dered ‘stature in a chosen vocat1on more 1mportant t.han_
“ .'females (mean =3, 9 Fx4. 368- p=0 0372) There were no ,
'. o statlstlcally s1gn1f1can,t‘%1ffere\nces between respondents on

’

rthe 1mportance of busmess knowledge or stature in the -

%r o
’ . communlty.v : A _ o ;;7
of the characterlstics for whrch a majonty respondents
.'-‘ N ) i -,._' o e ' U c e S,
.v“- Q\";\ . . ) PR -
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" were uncertaznfof “’i:;;eu 1mportande only aluans of the

. _.i , ' Collegf ylelggd dlfferences that vere sbatlstlcally ]

; | 51gn1f1cant In’ thls c%se, clergy (mean=3 3) expressed less
Q | | ' '\ 1nd&ec1s1on t'han respospdbnts ’wlth professmnal occupatlons
“v . (mean 3.1; Fe3. 611; =010278).’ T,

,Several observat1ons sEood out when the percentage
i . ‘)4 ‘ .
.responses in varzous cho1ce -o’tmns yere consuiered A -

B . .
"

» ? . . mlddle of -the= ,roadrg@}nt of v1ew on most 1ssues" was seen

" 7 % hpwever, ‘one
.';_

o 'J\;by a magorlty of reepondents as u -yg'ma
\;}e51reable for

'quarter [éf all resporédents also j

*T,.Board members to have s‘trong views about most l&atters moe,

N

b vt e
. -

, When ;the perqd’ﬁ‘faggs for 1mporﬁntw°‘and essentral" wergs»
comﬂined‘#here was a marked ﬁ'eparatmn b&yweﬂrthe flrsé;

B

v 'P’anne characﬁerlstles .gcne of Wthh had - less tw 80 percent
e of all: rqspondenhrs ﬁho@:onsrdered thein to’ be. A*' -

o : .1mportant/essentlal anﬁ the last flve whz-ch vere all under'
i", I ‘\' ‘& ~ N
i - B0 percent‘ the last four (generally-r' ﬁ to other~ Board o

f% ' members aiummaof the g_olleg'e,‘ abll' y to make f1nanc1al

"cd,nthutxons, d a middle ofvthe rofd pomt of view on

vmost 1ssues) had fewer than 25 .percent of the respoﬂents k

\ v,

who con51dered them 1mportant/essent1al . The value of lambda

N reached a h1gh of 0. 14 but nealrly always was below 0 05\,
' suggestmg tha ‘a knowledge of the partxcular group a ﬂ
: respondent was 1dent1f1ed wlth (on any desc’r1pt1ve ‘ |

d1mens1on) dld not apprec1ably reduce thev errors in

,predxctlom the mode was the b‘est ,predlctor of response.

~

2 ‘i‘if‘}l o



B

I

\
«

»

.
. by
L3N

LA

-

A

R . P . B . Coee W - FEEE . PRI S ke

o IR 11

_ :
bl Y : ’ i S . :
e . ' e o g

; SRR : -
&y ! C "

i . . LN : o

In conclusion it can be reported that a majority of
~ 3 ~
%QSpondents considered sp1r1tual stature, understandlng of a

'v1t1es, aﬁd %

h charactertst:cs

B1bla college, time to devote to- Boarq

X o«

"r‘

!n Bqard members they would select. In add1t1gn, over 50
percent bel1eved it mportant for Board members also to have.
vision to move ahead with new 1deas, to have a knowledge of .

vbu51ness and_hxgher‘educatlon and to have stature in their

chosen vocat1ons and~commun1t1es# Each of the above .
characterlstlc y1elded support oﬁ at least §0 percent of all

,respondents. Mo%t objectlonable was a- mvﬂgli;?f the- roadﬁ
. Ay RS AR
p01nt of view d% most matters. o "?-5ﬁpr

- v ' ] Tes
‘-"; . . -

_8____1 L . 3 Bei S o

1f one Were to constr ct a “typacal" CBC'Boardfmember,‘

o & ey

. in terms of personal'%haracter1st1cs that represented modal

2

categor1§s oﬁ current and fOrmer trustees' omb1nq§, e would
I ﬁ. -

be a clergyman between 40-49 wyears, of age w1th a: bachelor 5
'degree “or rts equ1valeﬂ He would have a.sel£~professed

conservat1ve pol1t1ca1 1dd'logy, reside in a med1um to large

Urban centre in. Br1t15h Columb1a or Alberta wlth an- 1ncome

sl1ghtly jbove the .nathonal mean. HLQwould not have served
q‘! - ..

»

on’ any prev1ous board of a postsecondary 1nst1tut1on~mbu§ oo

.. Qver. thg past f1ve years would have sat on a ‘mean of 3 2

. : s W
other k1nds of boards He would be V1rtually unknowledgeable

. _! .o -

v

regard1ng l1terature relatlng to. h1s role in governxng a

postsecondary 1nst1tutxon.

- U 2 .

li.v . “. vv ' ., 7 .
s, .

i

?

R
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- political 1dpologles. 3 _ ' Yy

-

Evident, or suggested trends related to Board member

characterlstlcs vere found to be, qncrea51ng educat1onal
' level decreasing numbers of clergy, a greater rate of
='growth 1n Board nlembers - who have profe551ona1 (clergy

‘ 'éxcluded) rather than bu51ness-related occupations, and

perhaps a h1nt of ‘an 1ncrease 1n members w1th conservatlve
. t . ‘

Essengigl m1scellaneous cha;acterzst1cs for select1ng

, j;oard members were reported to be, an order of prlorxty,

sp1r1tua1 stature, understand1ng the role of the B1ble

college,‘tlme to devote to Board act1v1t1es, and ‘an’ ab111ty

. k‘u“ iy

P ?&én. Though not con51dered gn’entlarﬁuother
‘f 3 | . ¢
. g .

ih_ 2.
new‘ideas knowl%dge of bu51ness and E?gher educatlon, and

J

i

stature in chbSen‘vbcat1on and communlty

.:u-;-;’«"‘ . . . . e

A Board Size T
. . e Tt e

kS . ' " o T"»J

Dl -
PN

It 1s not clear how the 51ze of . the Board was

determ1ned nor. controlled prlor to:3955 Onesev1dent feature

Py

(Figi

¢ 8{2) was 1ts slow but steapy grpwth in sxze from’

“ 'i.-" 5

three to eleven pr1or to- 1955 W1th the appearance of the
f1rst const1tut1on in 1955 ﬁhe number of trustees was’

spec1f1cally def1ned though in. one«year (1958) there

A

':appeared to be one more member thanlcalled for by the

anstltu 1on. i ,4: o, ;'1~' Y
. 42.: ﬂq . e u . m_,g """-’Ywﬁ"’f"ﬂ‘-

Const1tut1onal amendments affectlng board s1ze occurred

as follows. (l) 1n 1959 there was an, 1ncrease of three,

¥

RO

@

-v"g?”r . . 258

S

.Fﬁterlstxcs of 1mp9rtgpge wsﬁf vxszon to move ahead w1th n

R
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‘elected laymeni_fz) in'fQGf a constitutional revision’
reducedyBoard size to 13; (3) in'197i§2mhe Alumni'President
was added ex- OfflClO, and two posat1ohs were created for

;m;laymen appolnted by &he Board br1ng1ng the total to 16- (4)
fiifiiv'fﬂln 1975 there qas the 1nclu51on of the prItlpn of the

Canadian D1rector of the C&Mh4 Xz offlé1o, 1ncrea51ng the ‘

e
£ _
totaiumighersh1p to 17 3 3 - .wf R ?Ij
. N ' W

& E)

“,

K Quest1onna1re respondents gave the1r preferred size of
%oard as rhdrcated in F1gure 8.3. Slnce thgre were no ¢ 7

!'.u Tt ¢'.'0~‘%?

: statlstlcaily 51gn1f;oant dafference between respondentS'

ed by all combrn3t1ons ‘of demograph1c

»
a comparlson between

o) fa Flguge 8»3 s;mply preéEnts
LR
R K e Sv sl ’-». ’
category for Board&members'and Cdllege admlnzstrators was,
. . X Y R ‘ "Y MV" K .
G 13-16, whlle for am oﬁher groups it was 9- 12 members.x_w

. T

4z:~ Overall 7l 4 percent of the respdhses were. in, bhe 9- 12 and

13 16 members categor1es.JThe modes\were used s;pceunone °§F¢jr

e ﬁqmwow' ‘ :
the ;ambda values exceeded 0. 10. R 3

Slnce’only'l4 l percent of current and’ former Board
: . %'

members deszred a Board of lT or more members,’1t appeared

h, that the 1975 Board 51ze of 17 had exceeded the preference

o b

;ﬂ of-a majorlty of those who s1t ;or have sat, on the Board

: ' Membershmp 'r~ ' ‘)

LR / L, . . T e - . B “:‘/.

".Q + The concern of thlS sectlon was who - the people were who

. have sat on the Board pr1mar11y 1n terms of thelr
NG k
\\\relatﬁpnsh1p to the College..Prlor to 1955 Collegea

fmembers and non-?oard members. The modal responSe':; .“a;j
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governance structures appeared to have been qu1te 1nformal
and flex1ble. the concern seems to have been one of survival

- and gett1ng the Job done w1th ‘the best people available,

Mrather ‘than a forma11zed concern over p051t1ons occupned by

people and possible conflict of 1nter tsmv"The

three . . . founders of the school vwer called "directors”

in ghe f1rst publlcatlon of thg school yearbook e o "

»(Martzn,.1962.l7{ One founder was the first pr1nc1pal
: - - ]

v\‘ (pfésident) of the College, one was a Dlstrlct

‘guper}ntendent with over51ght of C&MA churches from Brigish

ey tolgmb;a to Manltoba, and one jhs a ﬂegzna mlnzster. From |

*J} e the* beglnnlng, Board membershlp,has always 1nc1uded the-\
‘%oi;ege pre51dent, ex- off1c1o, all Dlstrlct SUpeﬁﬁntendents

vl

& of‘ the Canadlan Church conferences, ex- off1c1o, ggnd clergy

who were app01nted pr1or to 1955 and eledted thereafter.

The non clergy component was 1n1t1ated 1n 1955 as d1scussed

N % ear11er. ,[V" - f' : ’l . f.. -~

Three separate faculty had membersh1p on the Board-i
‘.—’s );

s J. Jessop, 1948 52; W.M. Fox;- 1949—Sz~ and, R: Freed
- o

1952 53 Slnce 1953 there have been no faculty

K representat1ves on the Board however, there have been two
Board members who were fOrmer faculty members.; »1975 Board
act1on perhaps 1nd1cated the most reCent attltude of the

- -

trustees toward Board membersh1p by an. employee of the - f’

o~

Board In that year,.the D1rector of Extens1on Educatlon was

‘- B I... . r . - o
.~ - .- . B

. | 262

. elected“as Pres1dent of the Alumn1 Assoc1at1on (a part Qime’”"
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9 ’ 40‘,%‘ * - . _- A
.cg -iﬁwh1ch was an ex-officio p051t1nngn the Board. By

tlon (Board Mlnutes, October, 197%), he was

requestbd to voluntar1ly absent h1mself" from meetlngs of
the i@ard because of a confllct of 1nterest. '
Alumhi representation on the-Board of D1rectors was

f1rst ralsed in 1960 (October Board M1nutes) The

reconQendatlon vas referred to' a sub- commxttee for study-

and it was 1971 before such action was formally lmplemented

(Board Minutes, February,.197l) Though formal-alumn1

Lrepresentatlon came ' as late as, 1971, a former student of the .

College served on the Board as early as 1946 ‘A total of 21

-
- (28%) graduates of Canadlan B;E&e College“eaJe served on the" .
» ST
Board at’ some po1nt41n 1ts ‘hi iésae endrx F for names
. ahd dates of tenure on Board),\‘ 5&513 on the current - viwi#ﬁﬂ"

Board -An addztlonal four trustees have been former students*

.;_at CBC br1ng1ng the total to 25 (33. 3%) Board members who

'~fUn1ver51by of Reglna representat1ves. The Unlversity of

”ﬁ,:Reg;na representatlve was 1ncluded because of worklng {;

. are e1ther graduates or former students of the: College to

‘wh1ch they subsequently gave over51ght. There have never

abeen any student members or representatpu¢s<bn¢t§p Board

. nor representat1ves from any other in- College groups.

QuéStlonnalre Results for Representatlon on the Board.

» In the Questzonnalre survey,'respondents were asked to'
’1hd1cate the ekteﬂt oqaéhelr agreement wzth Board membershlp

Qfor fagulty, non-acadeﬁic staff 'students, a}umn1, and

¢ -

[P X «

Voo
.
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(50 ,1%) and the. Unlverszty of Regina (58.3%

T ‘ | | 264
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. The data were analyzed in two baglc ways "First,

frequency d15br1but1ons were analyzed and since there was a

S cond, since respondents were requested to record their

pré@erences on a Likert-type scale éxtending from strongly

- ‘disagree through dlsagree, uncerta1n, agree, to strongly

agree, the scale was treated as a contxnuum, and mean scores

,were computed and tested for sxgnlflcant dxtferendes u51ng

W
analys1s of varlance and the Scheffe test (W1ner, 1962). The
¢vy‘f
followlng analys1s of data f1rst consxdered;k frequency
“to &’ >

’“dlstrlbétlons, then concluded w1th the testpao_ statistical

1.3 « . LA O

 of the total sample w1th a. comparlson of responses made by

'&

". Board members.ﬁBy comb1n1ng the two. categor1es for-

A

agreement" and’ the. two for "dlsagreement ' 1t Nas qﬂ?ﬁy'
Y 't

- that a major1ty of ¢he total sample agreed that faﬁulty

(8171%) 'and’ alumn1 (67 5%) should have a representatlve on

k] " N

the Board hOWever, the majorlty dl,sagreed@‘,t-students o
should be so

R
represented A h1gher percentage agreed (45, 5%) thh non=-

agadem1c staff rEpresentat1on than dasagreed (36 l%) but

q . Bl . 10

"fnelther represented a malorrty-of the respondents.

K3

Board members expressed an average of 20 7% less.

i

\agreement than the total sample for the 1nc1u51on -of var1ous

. )
L . AR . - - -
- PR - LT . - Lo

,
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representat1ves, except in the-case of alumn1

representation, for wh1ch 13 5% more Board members favoured
Q.

the action than was true for the total__sample- The Board
members ‘generally expressed less uncertainty than the total

sample..

9 : . ' . i
o

NI Strongest sup ort for facult reptesentat1on came from-
B y

-

-alumni (89.8%), students (89 ]'9 and f1nanc1al supporters

< &(86‘8%), whxlq,strongest d1sagreement came from ' --".
BN PO o
admrnléirators (38 5%) . StrongeSt sugpqrt for alumn1 .

L

»

L

. Y &5
pr%égpoe ‘on - the Board caae g?oq;faoulty (92: 9%) and Board
méﬁbers (81 0%),,wh11e the hlghest lovel of dxsagq.emené

8 e came from student leaders (33 4%) and Students (31 6%). Non-”

I q...

~q~~academ1c

.

:ff 1nc&us1on on bhe trustees board rece1ved

hiéhest‘u of agreement form students (58, 6%) and ‘the

' -t

. non“academ1c 5!

-

ff (57 9%)L andMost d1sagreement from Board

members (72 5%).QStudentamembersh1p on the Board found

o
&

3:ﬂqu ’highkst agreement by f1nanc1al supporters (29 8%), wh?ie

' Board members (9 5%) adm1n1strators (15 4%)"nd student
lf*' leaders (16 6%) gave 1t least support. Values for lambda
. néver rose - above 0. 10 1nd1cat1ng no 1mproved pred:ctlons.

@ o
beyond the mode could be made f;om responses to potent1a1_~

«Board represntat1on\' A :
' ST o AT

Loimillie T . D ST
. . - : . : ‘8 "
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Statistically significant differences. In Table 8.5, there

.15 a summary of statistically signifiéaht (ps 0.10)
differences in mean response to the ciescion of agreement
with membership of various grougg on the Board of Directorsf\\

A
Statistically significant diffences, attributable to the

;gggspondents‘ relationship to the College, were -evoked for
the gquestions of Board representation for non-academic
staff, students, and the University of Regina. Finan&ial
supporters exp;éssed significantly less disagreément for
student and university representatioh than did Board
members, and‘{n the case 9f University representation, than
admﬁnistrators as well.f%ifferehcgs attributable to sex were
significant on each question. With the exception of alumni,
female respondents were more agreeable/less disagreeable to
the admission of various representatives to Board membership
than were males. In the cases of faculty and non-academic
staff,.feﬁéles expressed, greater agreement, while for

student and university representation, females were less

disagreeable than were males.

The only difference identified with locatiom of home
residence, was that of respondents from Ontario and eastern
Canada who were less disagreeable to University of Regina
representation on the Board than those from Saékatchewénﬁgpd
T Manitgba. 4 | , N

In each case, except for student representation,

occupational differences were evident. The clergy had the

n
ad &
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lowest mean response for faculty, non-academic staff and
Uni%ersity representatives, while professional respondents
had the highest mean response for faculty, alumni, and
University representation: the latter was twice shared with
"other" respondents (busines%, farm, labour, clerical,
students) for faculty and Universijty representat:on on tne
CBC Board. It was interesfing that respondents in the
"other" category were significan;ly less‘disagreeable to the
inclusion of non-academic staff than wére the clergy.
Summary. A summary of responses to Qquestions regarding -
who should have representation on the Board of Directors
P€-mitted the following conclusions: \
?lJ ~here was majority agreement that faculty and alugéﬁ
-Q«dld have representatives oh the Board, and majority
disagreement for students and University of Regina
representatives to be acéorded the same pridflege. The
status of non—acédemic staff was more ambivalent, wigh
slightly more favoring inclusion than disagreeing with it;
(2) Board ﬁé&bers tended to express less agreement than the
total sample for opening up membership to other groﬁps,
except for alumni which received-greater agreement. In three
cases (non-academic staff, students, University of Regina)
the Board responses were significantly lower than those of
Students and financial supporters
(3) femaies gave significantly more agreeable responses than

males to the inclusion of all but alumni representatives on
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{
the Board, while males switched the pattern giving

significantly more agreehent tPo alumni representétion than
did the females; | |

(4) clergy gave significantiy less agreeable responses than
non—professiCAaA occupations ("other") td non-academic étaff
representation and less agreeable ratings than all other

respondents regarding faculty and University representation

on the Board. - .

Questionnaire Results for Enfranchisement of Board

Representatives:

Respondents were not only questzoned Jabout whether
certain groups should have representation en the Board but
whether or not they should have a vote. The data were again
analyzed by a fregquency distribution .and by analyses of
variance for sighificant di ferences between mean responseg.

7
‘

Frequency distribution. Table B.6 displays the

percgntaée gistribution of the total sample, with comparison
of Board member résponses, to the guestions of whether or
not privilege of voting should be extended to faculty, non-
aéademicAsfaff, student, alumni and University of Regina
representatives, if they were on the Board.

The initial, striking observation was the high degree
of similarity of the distributions in Tables 8.4 and 8.6 for
the response of the total sample. It was ah_evident
generalization that respondents were prepared.to agree to-

enfranchising Board representatives to approximately the

-
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same degree they would permit membership in the first place.
Both levels of disagreement and uncertainty were slightly
higher for the issue of voting privilege than for allowing'
representation: conversely, the levels of agreement were
slightly lower for enfranchising representatives than for
allowing membership on the Board, though none of these
differences was significant.

Tﬁe Board, in similar fashion, had higher levels of
disagreement and lower levels of uncertainty and agreement
than the total sample, except for allowing the alumni
representative a vote, in which case the pattern was
reéersed.

By combining the two levels of agreement together, as
well as the twovlevels of disagreement, it was apparent that
a msjority of respondents would enfrsnchisé faculty (69.3%)
and alumni (62.5%?, but the majprity would disagree about
the same privilege for University (64.8%) and student
(59.2%) representatives. Again, opinions about a voting.non;
aéademic*representative were ambivalent with 38.8%
disagreeing and 39.5% agreeing. Uncertainty levels were
slightly higher for each case when the issue was extending
the right to vote, rgther than the right to‘membersﬂip.

Strongest‘support for the faculty vote came from
students (82.7%) while strongest disagreement came from
Board members (52 7%) and adminzstration (46.2%). Strongest .

support for enfranchising the alumni representative came

~
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from Board members (7B.6%) Jnd strongest opposition from
students (34.5%) and student leaders (33.3%).
Parenthéticafly it was of interest to observe that nearly a
fifth of the Board members were uncertain or disagreed with
a voting aluﬁni rebresentative when they already had the
same on the Board. Strongest support for non-academic staff
enfranéhisemenilcame from faculty (57.2%), while strongest
disagreement was expressed by the Board (73.2%). Student

right to vote was agreed to most often by faculty (42.9%),

and least often by Board members (7.3%). The right of

University of Regina representation to vote received

greatest agreement from President's Council members (16.0%)
and greatest disagreement f;om Board members (90.3%). No
lambda vafzes were higher than 0.10,indicating that a
knowledge of who was being considered for prjvilege to vote
did not help ip preé&c&ing what level of agreement.there

would be.

Statistically significant differences. Table 8.7

records the statistically significapt differénces (ps 6710)
in mean response to the issue of voting-'privilege for Board
representatives. Board members expresséd éignificantly less
agreement with faculty votiné privilege than students,
student leadefs, alumni, and financial supporters.
Differences due to sex gave the same pattern as with
the issue of representation: females'registered |

significantly greater agreement than males to extending
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voting rights to faculty and non-academic staff, and less
disagreement for student and university_enfranchisement.

1 d
Males, however, gave greater agreement for the alumni vote

<

"~ than did females.
: Ontario and Eastern Canadian respondents reported®
significantly less disagreement over extending a vote t¢ a
University of Regina representative than those from either

‘b Saskatchewan and Manitoba or the U.S.A.

With respect to occupational differences, clergy again

registered less agreement for faculty and University voting
privileges than all qther réspondeg;s. In a fyrther two
cases, clergy scored greater'disagreement than non-
> professional respondents for non-academic staff and student -
votes. In only the case of the alumni vote did clergy, along
with "professionals” indicate significantly greater
agreement than non-professional respondents. L
Two differences due to education found respondents with
some high school disagreeing less than those with a
~doctorate over the non-academic staff vote. The issue of the
jalumni vote found respondents with a master's degree giving
significantly greater égreement than tgchnical institute
graduates. 7

Respondents with a conservative political ideology were

in less agreement than liberals and an unidentified, "other"

I4

‘group on student and ‘faculty voting privileges respectively.
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S :

Summary. When considering the issue of whether or not

certain potential Board representatives should be able to

vote, respondents' preferences revealled that:
(1) there was majority agreement to enfranchise faculty and

alumni, butrnot students and University of Regina

representatives, \while response to non-academic staff was

equally divided;
(2) Board members consistently expressed less agreement than
‘the total sample for enfranchising rebresentativesl except
in the case bf the alumni represéntative, which they gave

+ . greater support for than the total samﬁle. Only in the case
*of the faculty vote, however, did the Board significantly
differentiate their responses Qy registering less agreement
than four other respondent groups;

(3) females gévefsignificéntly more adreeable responses than
males to all but alumni voting privileges, for wﬁich
situation the converse was true:

(4) clergy again gave a significantly less agreeablelverdict
on the non-academic staff ana student vbte: than non-
professional respondents, and less agreeable‘respoqses to
faculty and University enfranchisement than all ;thef
/:;épondents. They did however join "professional"
respondents in giving a significantly higher rating to the
alumni vote; and, |

(5) respondents with conservative political ideology

registered less agreement than other groups when there were

NI

PO T L
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differences attributed to that dependent variable.

Responses of Certain Interest Groups

A guestion of interest was how the preferences Qf,ﬂg?# E
\,
faculty, non-academic staff, students and alumni resﬁ6n¢eqts
7 J . ‘ﬂ' :
were distributed on questions of Board représént'“

the right to vote for their respectgye%g;oupsh;Lgykxng irst

at the column in Table 8.8 which comblnnd the aggsé" and
AA._I‘\.

"strongly agree" categories, all gréups, except the faculty,

\

registered greater support for their own representation and
voting privilege than the gBEST"EEEbTé.;All groups, except
the alumni, exp;essad a higher percentage of agreement“than
did Board members for both representation and vote. With
regard to the intensity of feeling, a relatively high |
percentage of both faculty and studgnt leaders expressed

strong agreement for both Board {epresentation and the right
to vote, whereas other groups were more moderate ;n their
opinidns; The, issue of thé right to vote registered greater
levels of uncertafnty for faculty, non-academic staff,
students and -alumni than the issue of representation;
student leaders alone had a lower percentage who were
qpcertain of voting right than representation 6n the Board.

- 1f left to their own decision to gain Board membership -
and voting right, only alumni, faculty and non-academic
staff had more than 50 percent who agreed that they should

have Board repregentation, and only alumni and faculty had

more than half who agreed they shoﬁ;d be enfranchised. Since

RS
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the Board ultimately controls such decisﬁg:s, it was of
1nterest that more than half of Board respondents would have
jgzven representatlon on the Board to alumni and. faculty, but
‘votlng prlvzleges only to the alumni representative.
summacy |

; | Apart from three short terms for faculty members in the
;first decade of Board operation, Board membership‘hasfbeen
:restricted to eut—of-College personnel, except for the
pres1dent Alumhitrepresentation was gained in 1971, 21
years after the Board had been formally in oper:tion. There
have;ne@er been representat1ves from any other in-College
'groups..The clergy -dominated Board has had a moderately
wlncreaslng non- clergy component since 1955,

) The OplDlOﬂS of questionnaire respondents reflected
current feellndg regardlng Board memberxship, and could be
cue 1nd1cator of future pressures to dify membership
crlﬁerla, U51ngzthe cut-off point of 50 percent, the

fbllowiﬁ@ pkeferences“of questionnaire respondents (Table

' %§9) 1nd1cated~the1r desire. for selected groups to have

.representat1on and vot1ng privilege on the Board of
QDlrectorsr Members of the Board of D1rectors\were clearly”
1nterested 1n extendlng membership only to include the
faculty, hut not votlnﬁ pr1v1lege for them, since alumni
already have both Based on these data, if any pressure
exists for a change in Board membershlp it will be that of

L'

inclusidh'of faculty; however, -Board members seem prepared ,

¥s



Table 8.9 Summary of Groups to Obtain Board Representation

and Vbting Privileges Based on a 50 Percent or Greater

Level of Agreement by Respondents

Representation on

Voting Privilege

Board Given by Given by
To Faculty
1. All respondents Ad. All respondents except
: Board members & admin.
To Non-Academic Staff
l. Non-academic staff, alumni |1l.-Faculty
and~students :
2. Females
3. 17-24 and 50-59 yr. olds
4. Tech. inst. grads, and 2. Tech. inst. grads.
those with some grad. stud.
5. Those with moderate & lib- |3- Those with liberal pOll—
eral political ideology tical 1deolog§
To Stucdents
1. 17-20 year olds
2. Those with some grad.
studié§‘-~
3. Those with liberal poli- 1l. Those with.liberal polltl-
tical ideology cal 1deology
To Alumni
1. All except 17-20 yr. olds. {1. All except students & stu-"

dent leaders, those 17-20
& 70+ yrs. old, and tech.
institute grads.

281
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to accept that possibility.

Method of Selection

/

Although the three founders of the College were

initially called "directors” in 1941, their 1943-44

_ designation was "Executive Committee"” of the Institute

(Martin, 1962:17). In 1946-47 the Executive Committee became
known as the "District School Board" (Martin, 1962:50). By
this time their membefship had\groﬁn from the original three
to five. The only indication as to how they came to/occupy
their positions was found in the Sepﬁembgr 13, 1955 School

Board Minutes, which noted ". . . it has not formerly been

the policy for [District] Coﬂference to elect School Board
members."” By implication, inclusion on the Board was by
intgrnal appbintmen;.

It appeared that after eieven years of co-opting new
members, the Board approved its first constitution (1955)
which p?bvided for two basic forms of selection to the
Board; election by Distfict church conferences, and -ex-
officio membership. Ex-officio membership included the twél
District Superinténdents and the College President. The
Western ﬁistrict elected si# members ". . . two for a one-
year period, two for a two-year period and twé for.a three-
year term. Hereafter it will be nécessa;y to elecgﬁbut two

N -
anhually for a three year term" (School Board Minutes,

September 13, 1955). The Eastern District elected three

members by a similar scheme,
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In March 1858, a third method was added for Board

member selectjon. The Board Minut~s for that year added
three laymen b; appointment 6f fhe District church Executive
Commﬁttees‘for one-year -terms. Thus, for the 1959 Board,
three memberships were ex-officio (20%), three were by .
appointment (20%), -and nine were by election (60%). All
appointed and elected members were chosen by oué—of—Col&ege
'constitqencies. ‘

Because of structural chaﬁges in the church conference
organization to form fhree instead of two District :
Conferences in 1963, the Board prepared, in advance, a
slight modification in the distribution of the méde of
selection to the Board. From each of three districts,'the
Superintendent had ex-officio membership, one layman was

/ ' ' .
appointed by the District Executive Committee, and two

members were elected by each of the three respective church

e

cohfééénces. Thus, the distribution'was changed to four ex-
officio members’ (30.7%), three by appointment (23.1%) and
six by election (46;1%). The pefcentage of elected .
rep;esentatives had dropped from 60 to 46 percent.

In 1971 the Board added the Alumni Presidentf ex-
.:offi;io, to its membership, and two laymen appointed by the
Board. The year 1975 brought the final change with the ex-
‘officio inélusion of the Canadian Director of the C&MA on

the Board. Th's brought the final distribution to six

.-membership positions that were ex—officioa(35.2%),(five by

N ) J
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apbointment (29.4%), and six by election (35.2%). Table 8.10
summarizes the changes in mode of selection over tﬁe Board's
history; There has been a marked decrease in the percentage
of eLected‘pégi;iohs, and a gradual and equal increase in
the number of ex;offiéio and éppointed pssitions.

Questionnaire Results on Mode of Selection

1

Questionnaifé”respondents were requested to express
preferences Fegd??ing the election and appointment modes for
selection of. Board members. Data were ana%yzed by frequency
distributions’and by cohparison of mean responses using
analysis of variance and the Scheffe test. ”

Frequency distribution. Table 8.11 displays the total

sample response for the three options given to the
respondents with a comparison of Board membér responses.
Though the thrée optiong were mutually exclusive, the fact
that regpqndenté evaluated all three perhaps gave a clearer
picture of their attitudes than if a forced-choice opinion \
had been required. ) |

The generpl response of the total/sample,was‘geherally
distributed in éimilar.fashion to- that of Board mémbers. One
notable feature waé the high percentage‘pf strong
disagreement expressed by the Board fér ;n,"all—appointed"
membership.iprédictably the Board was far less "uncertain”
than the total sample. Interestiﬁgly, the faéulty registered
the highest percentage of uncertainty for the "all-elected"

(28.6%) and "all appointed" (35.7%) options.

/
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Table 3.10 Summary of Modes of Board Selection Over

its History, Expressed as a Percentage

Co-optation Ex-officio

Election

Years Appointment
1944-1955 100.0
1956-1958 | 25.0 75.0
1959-1963 120.0 60.0 20.0
1964-1970 30.7 46.1 23.1
1971-1974 31.2 37.5 31.2
1975- 35.2 '29.4

35.2
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v -

By .combining the two levels of agfeement aﬁd the two
levels of disagreement, respondents expressed their
preference for the oétion of "some appointed and some
elected,” with 56.0% agreeing and 29.2% disagreeing.
‘Respondents clearly did not favour total appointment with
72.1% disagreeing ahd‘only 11.5% expressing agfeement, while i
opinions regarding a totally-elected Board were divided:

39.4% disagreed, and 45.1% agreed. | |

Strongest support for an all-elected Board caﬁg from
financial supporters (52.5%) and faculty (50.0%), while o
strongest disagreement was registered by‘student leaders
(66.7%). Most agfeement~fon&the all-appointed Board came
from student leaders, (38.9%), and most disagreement from
Board members (88.6%). The combined appointed-elected Board
found administrators (84.6%) agreeihg,most, and étudents
(41.3%) and Stgdent leaders (3319%) disagreeing most.‘All
values for lambda remainéd/well below 0.10 indiqating that a
knowledge of which mode of selection was being considered
'would‘not enhaﬁce prediction of level of agreement.

Statistically significant differences. Statistically

N

significant differences (ps 0.05) in mean response were
sporadic, with-no'éﬁﬂérent patterns emerging. The only
statistically signifi~an< differegce on the éll-elected
Board option found financial“supporters (mean=3.4)
expressing greater égfeeneﬁt than all other respondent

- groups.



288

When considering the all-appointed Board, s;udent
leaders expressed significantly less disaqreement (mean=2.9)
than did Board members (mean=1.7), while female rpspondents'
(meaa=2.4) disagreed significantly less than their male
counterparts kmean=2.l).,Furthermore, clergy (mean=1.8)
expressed greater disagreement than "professional;
respondents (mean=2.1), who in turn felt greater
disagreement than "non-professional” respondents (mean=2.4).

When, considering the Bqardeselected by a combination of -
- appointment and election,;édministfétors (mean=3.9)
registered a higher levql16f agreement tﬁan all other
resp§ndents, while "non-professional” respondents (mean=3.2)
expressed sigﬁificantly less agreeﬁent ghan either
nprofessional” respondents (meané3.6)'or clergy (mean=3.7).
Using an agreement level of 50 percent as the éut-off point
for qhgosigg an option, an- all-elected Board would have been
‘cho§gn«5y;financia1 supporters and faculty, by those between
 the ages'of 17-20 and 60-69, and by those with some high
school, and technicaltinétiﬂute graduates. An all-appointea
-‘-boa;d would have been chosen by ho one. A boagd chosen by
election and appointmént would have been chosen by all
respohdents exéépt by finahcial supporférs, studenfs and
student leaders, by those with ages ranging from 17-20 and
" over 70 years of age, by "non;professionai“ respondents and -

by those with high school graduation or less, and by those

with some graduate studies.
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Summary. ﬁespondents favoured the option of a Board
chosen by appointment and election, énd‘expressed
cdnsiderable disagreément for an all-appointed Boaré, while
response to the all-elected Board was ambivalent. A few
statistically significént differences were registered in
mean rgsponse, but no patterﬁs emerged. |

Wy b

Questionnajre Results Regarding Those Authorized to .

Elect/Appoint Board Members

Respondents were asked to register the extent of their
agreement/disagreemnt with having Disérict conferences
.choose elected Board members, and with having (1) the
District Executive Committees, (2) tﬁe.Canadian Corporation
~of the C&Ma, (3) th? Board of Directors of CBC, and (4) the
Coilege President involvéd in choosing appointed Board
members. These were the agéhqieéﬂcurrently involved in the
appointmen/election procedhres, except for the Canadian 1

_Corporation of the C&MA.

Frequency distribution. on the whole, respondents

affirmed their agreement with all selection procedures now
in use (Table 8.12), and supported giving the Canadian .
Corﬁor;tion a role in~Boarq appointments. A hiéher
pfoportion of Board/membefs were agreeable to elections

... occuring in District chufch conferences than the total
sample, but a léwer percentage than thewto%gl sampie’ﬁor'a
Canadian Corporatidn role in appointments., The only group

who did not have™majority agreement (i.e. 50% or greater)

~J
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Table 8.12 Respondent's Level of Agrggment for Those

; , WEE :
Authorized to Elect or Appoint Bq@rézMemBers, Expressed

as a Percentage (Total Sample with Board Member Cpmpé}ison)

.Strongly
Disagree
or

Authorized Group Disagree

Uncertain

Strongly
Agree
or
Agree

Those Involved in Election of Board Members

™~

11.7

District Conferences
‘ (10.0) *

\

17.'4
(2.5)

71.0
(87.5)

Those Involved in Appointment of Board Members °

Diétrict Executive 6.8
Committees (17.0)
Canadian Corporation 13.6
(31.5)

CBC Board of Directors ~27.0
' (28.9)

College President 285
4 (31.6)

]

12.9
(2.4)

19.3
(10.5)

14.8
(7.9)

19.6
(13.2)

80.3
(80.5)

" 67.1
(57.9)

58.2
(63.2)

51.9
(55.3)

" *Numbers in parenthesés represent the percentage for current

and former Board hembers.
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{
for election in District Conferences, were students (37.5%).

All respondents expressed majority agreement for an O
appointment role by the District Executive Committees and
the Canadian Corporation of the CiMA; however, a place for
Board of Directors of CBC in appointing their membérship
.would not have been chosen (i.e. less than 50% agreed) by
faculty (46.2%), President's Council members {48.9%) and
alumni (43.1%), by those between the ages of 25-29 (44.2%),
by clergy (36.2%), by technical institute graduates (43.5%),
nor by those with a iiberal political ideology (44.4%). The

1 .
College President would be denied a role in appointments by

administrétors»(only 46.2% agreemeg:), students (48.3%) and
alumni (45:4%), by those in the aée ranges of 25-29 (44.2%)
and 40-49 (41.0%), by those from Ontario and Eastern Canada °
(48.8%),vby respondents with professional occupations
(49.6%) and by technical institute graduates (36.3%). Lambdd
levels were all below 0.10, thus ind}cating that a knowledge
of which group was being cgnsidered for involvement would

s g

not substantially improve predictions of the level of

agréement/disagreement, B

1

StatisticallyvSignigjcant differences. Only two
differences in mean response were statistically siénificant
(p< 0.05) in this analysis. Board members (mean=3.9)
expressed significantly Qreater agreement for elections in
District Conferences than did students (mean=%gl), while

clergy expressed greater disagreement (mean=2.8) than either

.
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Y
respofidents with professional (mean=3.4) or non-professional
(mean=3.4) occupations on the .same issue. ,

Summary. Respondents substantially agreed with the
bt} ,

[
‘current practice of elected Board members being selected at

District conferences. Also respondents, as a whole,
supported a role in appointing Board members, for District
Executive gomm}ttees, the Canadian Corporation of the C&Ma,
the Board of Directors of CBC, and the Coilege President.
Only the CBC Board and College President did not receive-
complete support, even though the overall response had a
majority agreeing to their involvemenf.

Length of Term of Office

Prior to 1955, there did not seem to have been a

.

restriction set on the length of a Board member's term of
“ N ‘

-
office; however, members did not automatically maintain

continuous membership as a result. Only one member, the

\

founding President had continuous membership in the first

decéde. The adoption of the first consitution in 1955 set
terms of electad qembership at three years, a practice that
has carried on to the present.

When laymen were added to the Board in 1958, their term
was for one year only. The 1960 report of the review team
from the Accrediting Association of Bibié'Collegesiiﬁcluded
the recomméndation that the term of office for all Board
members should be three yea since serving less than that

length;of time did not permit a member to become "fully

b4



vhose service had terminated was 4.9.yea?§. Further, if the
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4

effective” in his fesponsibilitiesﬁ By proper motion of the
Board this recommendation was implemented in 1960 (Board
Minutes, March 1960).

When questionnaireArespondepts were asked their
preferenﬁe for length of term«gg office, they chose three

years, which was the mean response and the modal category

for all but students who chose two-years most often. With

all responses considered, three guarters chose either two
‘ t ‘ ,

(19.5%) or three (55.3%9 year terms. There were no

statistically significant differences due to any of the

- &

demographic variables considered in the study, and values

4

for/lambda were all belo& 0.10.

-

Length of Service

The range in number of years served extended from one
to twenty-seven. Fiqure 8.4 displays the'frquEnc&
distribution of the number of members by the number of years
they served. The modal category was clearly three years of
service, Tﬁé mean number of years se;ved'was 4.8 years;
however, since 12 members were serving uﬁexpired terms

(excludihg ex-officio), the mean number ofbyeérs for those

o

‘years given in an ex-officio capaéity'were not counted, the
-mean number of years served dropped to 3.8 years, or 4.0
'years for those who no longer served as Board members. The

-longest service of 27 years (16 of which were in an ex-

\ ‘ ,
officio capacity) was given to the Board by R. McIntyre,

PO
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194

'

wh1le W. H. Brooks served the.longest time, 17 years, in a
non-ex-officio capacity. Further ‘detail on the length of
service of individual Board members may be found in Appendix
F \

In conclusion, while a modal number of Board members
served in that capacity for three years, the mean number of
years given by members who had ex-officio status during at
least a part of their tenure was 4.9 years, but those

‘w1thout an ex-officio position gave an average of 3.8 years.

Committee Structure ’ 7

PThe first suggestion that the Board had erganized,'and
.-was using, an executive sub-committee came with the first
minutes of that sub-commlﬁtee February 18, 1957, thirteen
years after the initial Board had been formalized: This
delay‘was no doubt understandable, since the size of the

College, and its financial operations were l-.small enough

to be handled by the full Board at regul r meetlngs. The
1961 rev1sed constitution called for a’ stahdlng, executlve
sub- commlttee of six members, who were spec1f1ed in October
.1963 as the Chalrman and Secretary of the Board, the College
President and three others elected at the fall mgeting.

In the February 1971 meeting, the Board apﬁointed three
ad hoc committees which appeared to serve only ﬁhat one
year, perhaps becauae it was the last meeting of an outgoing
APresidedm. The Board was divided so that each member serVed

on one of three committees: academic affairs, finance, and



296

student life and extension ministries. Each committee met,

with the respective administrative officers to study their

reports (Board Minutes, February 16-17, 1971). Since 1971,
the Board has maintained two-§yg-committees, in additien to
the Executive Sub-Committee: one committee was commissioned
to oversee campus development, the other focused on-finance,
thoughfthe two committees appeared to h;ve areas of
overlabping concern.

When current Board members were questioned regarding .
their actual verses preferred participation in attending
committee meetings there was no difference between the two,
so current Board members appeared to be satisfied witb their
committee- involvement.

Frequency and Openness. of Meetings

‘Freguency of Meetings’

Prior to 1960-61, the number of Board heetings perqﬂear
was sporadic ranging from one to-five,.with a mode of two
meet:ngs pet year aﬁd a mean of 2.7. In 1960, the examining .
team from the accrediting association.recommended in theér
report that the Board should meet at least three times a
year, and if po;sible four times} In March 1961 (Board .
Minutes) the Board upon motion agreed to meet three times a
year in‘chebet, March and May. Following this action,
meetings were consistently held three times a year except
for three fears. The mean numbet of. meetings was 3.07 since

1960-61. For the entire history of the Board, they have met
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a mean number of 2.88 times per year, with a modal number of
three meetings per year. The Board continues to meet three
times each year, only their spring*meéting presently
‘convenes in February rather than March.

Openness of Meetings

Board meetings have never.been opén to noﬁfboard
members, e#ept for brief appearances by administrative
officers or consultants who have been inv@ted to siﬁ in
yhile their reports and.recommendations‘weré under
cénsideration. Questionnaire respondents were asked to
express their agreemenﬁ/disagreement with opening Board
Ametings to.fachty and students. Based on the total.sampie‘
resulté, there was no"majorfty'of opinion agreeing or
disggreeing (Table 8.13) with opening Board‘meetings to
faculty or students; hbwever,lthere was less aisagreemeﬁt
over faculty attendance than for students. A higher
pexcéntage of Board members glearly expressed stronger
‘disagreement‘qh both counts thén the overall sampie, and
characteristically registéred less uncertainty.

Using a cut-off point of 50 percent agreemen&, no
‘respondenfs agreed to stuégh; atfeﬁdance at Board meetings,
but ‘there were selected grsﬁgs prepared tb admit faculty.
"These groups were faculty'fhemselves (71.5%), non—academic
sﬁaff (57.9%) and financial $upportef§ (52.6%). In addition

faculty would have been able to attend Board méetings if the

" decision had rested with females (52.6% agreement), by those
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8
Table 8.13 Respondents' Level of Agreement for Opening

Board Meetings to Faculty and Students, Expressed as a

i

Percentage (Total Sample with Board Member Comparison)

Open :
Meetings Strongly . Strongly
To: Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree
Faculty 7.6 21,7 18.7 39.1 7.6
(11.9)* (47.6) (11.9) (26.2) (2.4)
Students 15.0 34.5 21.5 24.8 - 4.3
(21.4) (59.5) (9.5) (9.5) - (0.0)

*Numbers iéﬁparentheses represent .the percentage‘for current

and former Board members.
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with ages ranging from 17-20 (58.1%), 20-24 (50.0%) and 50-
59 (51.8%), by respondents with professional occupationé
(56.1%), by those with some university education (54.6%),
some graduate studies (53.3%) or a master's degree. (51.5%),
and by those with no identified (;other") political
. ideology. None of the distributions by any demographic
variable produced.a value of lambda greater than 0.10.

Statistically significant differences for these two’
issues found 17-20 year'olds (mean=3.2) disagreeing less
than those 60—59 years of age (mean=2.2) over opening Board
meetings to students. Respondents from a profession
(mean=3.3) disagreed‘less than élergy (mean=2.9) over
facﬁlty privilege of at;endaﬁce, while clergy (mean=2.3)
disagfeed more over oﬁening meetings to students than
re§pondénts from either professional (mean=2.9) or non-
éfofeSsional ?mean;2.7) oécupatidns.'

In conclusion, it appéared that neiyher'students nor
faculty would have Board meetings open to their attendance,
dispite high support among faculty fOf their own attendan;é.

Most respondents were less disagreeable to faculty than

student attendance.

& ‘Internal’ Board Operations
>Current ﬁoard members were asked to give their
perceptions and preferences regarding variogs_aspeéts of
internal Board operations. The results of that probe'foliow,

first regarding Board-related activities, and second, with
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respect to factors operative in Board decision making.

Board-Related Activities

- Board members were asked to indicate their actual and
preferred extent of involvement in 14 board-related
agtivities. Table 8.14 records the mean responses to each
item\and indicates t-test scores for correlated observations
and two-tailed probabilities.‘Respondents had five options
for'indicating'ihvolvement‘in ;oard—related activities
ranging in value from one through five: not at all, to some
extent, to'a moderate extent,.to a great extent,wand to a
very éreat extent. The first observation was that for each
activity, -except one (securing contributions), the mean
"preferred" involvement was higher than "actoalﬁ
involvement. Apparently, the sample of Board members who
completed the survey were generally 1nc11ned to be more-
involved than they perceiyed themselves to be at the time of
completing the questionnaire. In the'case‘of five
act1v1t1es, the mean 1ncrease in preferred 1nvolvement over
actual 1nvolvement reached a level of statistical
szgnlflcance (ps 0.05). In these f1ve cases, Board members
expressed their desire for greater’ 1nvolvement in (1)
participating in orientation and. 1nserv1ce se551ons for
Board members, (2) attending ad hoc meet1ngs of campus
groups, (3) attending profe551onal conferences for Board

“members,” (4) consultatition with other (not President and

administrator%) College groups, and (5) talkinglwith_
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Table 8.14 Current Board Members Evaluations of Actual and Preferred Extent .

of Involvement in Board-Related Activities

Mean ‘2-Tailed
Board-Related Activity . oo + - Score* Tt Probability
l. Preparing Board agenda actual l1.78 :
1.84 0.104
preferfqd. 2.22 ) N o
2. Attending committee - } actual 3.75
meetings .
: preferred 3.75
3. Participating in orien- | actual 1.50
tation & inservice ses- - .
-sions for Board members preferred 3.25
4.‘Attending ad hoc meet- actual . 1.25\\\
ings of campus groups -
. preferred 2,12
5. Atﬁeﬁding professional - actual 1.00
conferences \for Board } : 7.00 0.000
members . : preferred - - 2.75 L
6. Making speeé@es on be- actual '2.56
half of the ollege 2.00 0.081
: l preferred 2.89 . ’ :
1 .
7. Securing financial, phys- actual | 3122 .
“ical or other contribu-- |° ) 0.55 0.594
tions from constituents preferred 3.11
{
8. Individual consultation . actual 2.44 . .
with the president s ) ' 1.51 0.169
: preferrgd' 2.67 - - .
9. Consultation with other | actual |- 2,22
. College administrators e " 1.84 0.104
- preferred 2‘67, .
10. Consultation with other " actual 2.00 h
College groups - 7 2.38 0.049
. . preferred 2.62 .
1l. Talking with politicians | actual 2.62
~or church leaders about - __— -2.05 0.080
College matters . | preferred | 3.00 : .
12, Talking with government | actual 1.00 : .
) dept. officers about : . 5.23 0.001 -
College matters preferred 2.38 ' : .

*Range was from one to five ("no involvement" to "a very great extent")

/
iy /
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government departmental officers about College matters.

. The data was also analyzed by the frequency with wh1ch
the two extreme alternatives were selected as a response.
interestlngly enough (Table 8, 15) there were only five
responses for preferring not to be involved at ali; and
three of those related to agénda preparation. W1th regard to
the change between those actuallz not involved, and those
who Qreferre not to be involved, Bbard members were clearly
open to greater involvement on all tasks identified. In only
two activities dig Board members claim to be involved "to a
‘very great extent." One was undouhtedly the Chairman, whose”
involvement in agenda preparat1on was obv1ous, and not
unde51red Three members 1nd1cated similar 1nvolvement in
attend1ng commlttee meetlngs, but two were not unsatlslfzed
\¥ith that demand. ' |

In summary, Boardvmembers appeared to be prepared for

er involvement in Board-related activities, especially

hat would 1mprove thelr own effectlveness,
(orlenta ion, inservice and profe551onal conferences) ‘would_
1ncrease coptact with College groups other than the‘ o
President an adm1n19trators, and would enable more

interchange with government personnel.

Factors Operative ih Decision Making

Board members were ext surveyed to determgne the

. X
- /



Table 8.15 Frequency with Which the Two Extreme Alternatives Were

Selected to Indicate Actual and Preferred Level of Involvement

in Board-Related Activities (n=10)

\

/"\.
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Extent of Involvement

"Not at all" L'To a very great extent"
Board-Related Activity Actual Preferred Actual Preferred
-
1. Preparlng Board agenda 6 3 1 ‘ 1
2. Attending committee 2 0 3 Yoz
meetings
3. Participating in orien- 6 0 0 0
tation & inservice ses-
sions for Board members
4. Attending ad hoc meet-~ 7 1 _ 0 0
ings of campus groups # T
5. Attending professional 9 0 0 0
conferences for Board
members
6. Making speeches on be-~ "0 0 0 0
half of the College
7. Securlng financial, phys- 0 0 0 0
. ical or other contribu-
3 tions. from constituents
- 8. Individual consultation- 1 0 0 0
with the president
9. Consultation wifh other . 2 0 0 0
College administrator§
10. Consultation with other. '3 0 0 0
College groups .
11. Talking with politicians 1 0 0 0
or church leaders about
College matters
12. Talking with government 9 1 0 0 .
, dept. officers about o
. College matters
<
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’ :
responded on a Likert-type scale ranging from "not operative

at all" (value of "1" assigned) to operative "to a very
great extent" (value of "5" assigned). Table 8.16 indicates
frequencieé of the two extreme alternatives and the mean
response, with a compa;ison of the mean response of ggrmer
Board members who were fequested to evaluate the sitﬁation
as they remembered from their most recént yéar of ser?}ce.

~

Only five responses indicated factors operative in /Board

.

decision making "to a very great extent." Three of the five
’
chose presidential recommendations and présentationf/by'
College committees. Only one felt that there was extensive
recourse ﬁo outside expert opinion, and one who felt there
was an extensive lack of required information available.
:More enlightening were the f;equenéies of responses
indicating thét various féctors were "not at all" present in
decision-making. They portrayed a Board characterized by
Iittle interhal conflict, and a minimum of pressure or
intervention from outside sources. :

Judging by the mean response of curfeqt,Board\membefs,
decision méking was characterized to a great extent by.
openness‘to Presidential recommendations énd presentations
by College committees, but élso by'active and vigorous
debate, coupled with é willingriess to accept responsibility.
Again, mean scores sdpportea the view of the Board éé being

nearly free from internal conflict and a minimum of external

pressure brought to bear or decision making. Two areas of
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Table B8.16 Frequency with Which Current Board Members Selected the Two
Extreme Altetnaéivel Indicating the Extent to Which various Factors
weré Generally 0peratixk in the Decision Making of the Board, with
Comparison of the Mean Responses of Current and Former Board Members
Frequency of Occurence
for Current Board Mean Scores*
- To a Very Current Former
Factors in Decision Making Not at All |[Great E:tent Board Board
. : (n=10) (n=32)

" 1. Recommendations by the 0 2 Y 4.00 3.88

president -
2. Willingness to accept 0 .0 3.89 3.58 ) <
, Responsibility “
3. Presentation Sy College 0 1 3.78 3.33
coimittees
4. Active & vigorous debate 0 0 3.67 3.38 “
5. Strong guidance by Board [ 0 3.33 3.75 K;T
committees or committee ,
chairmen '
6. Board member's first- 0 0 3.22 3.17
. hand knowledge of the .
situation
7. Recourse to“expert opin- 0 1 3.22 3.04
ion outside the Board {
8. Firm guidance by the 0 0 3.00 3.75%
chairman 7 .
~—
' 9. Adequate agenda materials 0 0 2.89 3.79*
prior to meetings .

10. Individual, private ex- 0 0 2.78 2.46
changes amang two or more
Board members R

11. Required information not 1 1 2.56 2.45
readily available

12. Time devoted to trivial. 0 0 2, 1.62¢* E
rather than substantive
matters

13. Challenges from members of 3 0 oo 2,46
the College community .

14. Strong differences of opin S 0 . 1,44 2.21*
ion within the Board \

15. Intervention from outside 7. 0 1.22 1.83%

16. Lobbying by, or pressure 8 0 < 1.11 1.67# ‘ &
from, community groups, " N
political bodies, etc.

17. Conflict between President 9 0 1.00 1.87*

. and Board - . -
1

*Significantly different means marked (*) for p 0.05, or (**) for p 0.01

N .

o “
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2
)

possible imp;%vement would be increasing the availabiljty of
required information and concentrating on fewer trivial
' @aiters. l '

) The mean scores of former Board members may have been
sufficiently contaminated by many variables, such as
ﬁdrgetting, infgreﬁtial confusion, halo effects,'selec;ivé
retention, efé., so as to render the comparisons with
current members of little value. With these risks in mind,

it was of interest to note the significa#tly ﬁigher mean
_responsé of all items in the lowest four categories in Table
8.16 for current Board members. Former Board members

recalled a greater degree of internal’conflic£ and outside
pressures than current members perceived. The former members
also reflgcted'fﬁrmer‘guidance by the Board Chairman and |,
adequéte agenda materials available to a greater extent than
their current counterparts. The belief of_former Board
mst¢ré that time devoted to trivial matters was less
extensive than that perceived' by current members, may be
paréicularly\suspect;'since a goéd case .might. be made that
former members proba?ly’retained clearer memories of major
Board decisions than time spent on less ;ubstamtive issues.
In any event, if’;émories of former Board members were
asSumed to be somewhat accurate, tﬁe current Board seemed to.

~

be more healthy than earlier Boards.

3

i. In summary, current Board decision making was
4 . .

characterized by_ité members as having, to a great extent,
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an openness to Presidential recommendations and College ,
committee'fepresentatidns; active and viéorous degafe qnd a
) ~ W

' willinéness to aécept responsibil&ty. It was also
A ASUbstantially“fvée'of\intéfnal confliét ¥ ‘eséufe froﬁ'
outside sources.‘lmproyemeht could bermade‘by increasing
time spent on Substantive ﬁattets,'and by making rgqgired

information more readily available. ‘ “\V

o

Summary e
-.The major findings of thi§~chaptaﬁfareféfesented in
tabular.form (Table 8.17). When fﬁere were statistically

.signiflcant:dffferences in the Gata, the following:

" tendencies appeaféd: ' | : -

(1) Board members tended to respond less positively to

QUestionnairé items than other respdndenté;

(2) clergy tended'to respond less positiQely to
‘questionnairecitems than‘respondents from ot%er pccupatibns;
‘andh |

(3) females tended to respond more positively to '

{ - LT

guestionnaire items than males,
. ) o
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CHAPTER NINE
'SUMMARY: EVOLUTION OF BOARD ROLE IN GOVERNANCE
The findings of the present stﬁdy are presented below
in summary fashion in accordance with the majer divisions of
the analytica}>framework, to enable an analysis of the
evolution of Board role in the governance*of Canadian Bible
Eellege: o |

Distribution of Authority

Fromfénalysis of actual Board decision making over its
‘histdry,*rt was evident that:

(1) when compéred to similar studies ofjother.boards, the

CBC Boara spent.prqportionetely more of its time'making

decisions about personnel end‘ékterhal affairs issues--this
suggested greater centralizatieh than'other boa;ds;

(2) when compared to'other boerds; the CBClggard epent‘
,proportionately less’time‘on matters of business and
financehiphysical‘pleht andveduc;tional programe——this
suggested'greater deeentraliiatron of decision making than';,

other boards in these areas; I o o >
'(3) there was a trend ‘to decentrallze personnel dec151ons,'
hlstorzcally character1zed by substantlal central1zat10n,
r;and to a_lesier eﬁtent, adm;nlstrat1ve organization matters;
(4) there was a‘trend to centraliie educatibnal‘brogram R

' dec151ons, even though such dec1s1ons have- hlstorlcally been

S -
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N

cons1derably decentralzzed, and. a sllght suggestlon of a

trend to decentral1ze dec151ons in areas of external affalrs.
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and student affairs;

(5) n6~geheral trends were observed for decisions regarding
internal Board affairs, business and finance or physical
plant, the latter area appears to have had a considerable
aegree of decentralization already; and,

(6) there is some indication’that the'éecentralization of\n
dec151on making is occurring for admlnlstratlve level
»dec151onsg while. the frequency of policy-level dec151ons is
remaining constant, relative to the other levelss

%be'most conservative conclusion.was that the Bbard was
- seen as restorlng balance to a dlsproport1onate
centralization of personnel dec151ons, and” decentral1zat1on
'of educat1onal program 1ssues/ rather than a clear, overall
trend to decentrallze, ‘'or share more wldely, its decision-
making authquty. o . :

If the pereeptionsfoﬁ‘present decision;making actjvify
and pgefereﬁces of':espondents’regarding its distribution
were to become the basis of change, was thefe eny evidence
that the dlstr1bu%%on of author1ty would change? The

percegtlons of in- Collggg respondents had major decision-

mak1ng authorlty concentrated in three groups: in descending
rank these were admlnlstrators, Board members and faculity.
This was the eonsisteﬁt'patfern for each decision level &-d,
with few exceptioﬁs; for each subject area as well.

When -the preferences of -both in- College and external

\
respondents were considered,. 1t was d1scovered that'
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(1) both group%{have generaliy preferred to localize
decieion-making.authority in two primary groups, .with
admin}strators“given first ehoicer and Board members second,
but this pattern was more consistent for internal College
respondents; | | )

(2) faculty have been generally, but weakly preferred to be

- : L
the third choice of all respondents, and®when exceptions 'to

this occurred, other groups more naturally related to

subject areas of ‘decision making have been preferred over

faculty;
(3) although all respondents ferredla high degree of
centralizationtof decision—maklng authority, it appeared

slightly higher for external respondents than for their in-

College counterparts; and,

(4) there were virtually n statistically Significant

Is

differences between extern:l ygroups .in their preferences for

the centralization of authority in decision making, but. y

. . - N R J .
" there was_less agreement among in-College respondents§. When

statistically significant differences occnrred for the
latter, it was most often students who preferred less
central1zatlon than e1ther admlnlstrators or Board membersﬁ
Furthermora,’students slgn;fncantly»dlffered in- their °
preférences nith externai consitutents of tne College, and
theSe were most often former Bo;rd members.and afumni: |

From the above, it was clear that all respondents

hperce1ved and preferred a hlgh level of centrallzed dec151on

<

-
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making. Board members perceived and preferred more decision-
making authority to be localized.in administrators than in

indicating

,themselves\(except for internal Board affairsh
bcon51derable delegatlon of authority to the admi 1strat1ve
level Because of the similarities between respondents' |
proflles for the perceived and the preferred digtribution o{ -
authorlty, there did not seem to be a basis for su7gest1ng v{\
any 51gnrf1cant changes in the forseeable future. It should.

be noted, though, the:‘}aculty consistently registered the

1ghest 1ncrease of preferred over actual 1nvolvement for
th mselves in all levels of decision making, even though
thelr,preflles of authority distribution were in basic

agreement with other respondents,

Legitimizdtion of Authority
In-College respondehts generally<perceived the actual
distribution of decision-making autho?ity to be legitimate.
Support for this conclusieh was drawn from thevfindings (
that: o

.‘K(i) respondents expressed uniform agreement in the rank-

ordered‘choice‘of'which group would most often'be perceived

and preferred, to be exercising authorlty regardless of the

dec151on level'

(2) the same finding, with a few exceptions, occurred when
responses were compared»by subject area; |

(3) when the gap between "actual"” and "preferred" scores

were tested, less}than 15 percent of all comparisons between'
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reepohdent groups called’for a decentralization of decision-
making authority, and not more than one-third for any
comparlson by subject area of dec151on level;

(4) less than One percent of all actual—preferred" score
comparisons called for 1ncreased centralization of |
authorityy. . |

i Though the general pattern supported the percelved
le91t1macy of’ authorlty as dlstrlbuted in the College, when
'there were dlfferences, the student element most frequently
expressed a preference (65% of all 51gn1f1cant differences)
for decentralized decision making of any infColIege-group.
Facuity and staff split, almost eQually, the remaining'35
percent of dlfferences calllng for decentralized decision
maklng Furtherdpre, percelved legitimacy- wasglowest in
areas of student affalrs, educational’ programs and
ceremonial dec&sions 'although over’ 70 percent:of all

)

' gomparisons in each of these three areas reglstered no

- 51gn1f1cant gap between "actual™" and preferred" scores.

R

e ,.“»‘\’

° The major 1mp11catlon of the above f1nd1ngs was thatm i
questlonnalre recpondents were prepared to rely upon the
formal legal authorlty of the .Board, and the substantial
delegat1on of that authority to admlnistrators. Apparently
there has not been a disparity between the formal and
functional author1ty exerc1sed by these two groups. it is’

p0551b1e that the sample of respondents were qu1te compliant

with a hlgh level of formal authority, or that there was an
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-appropriate blend of formal and functional authority or
perhaps both. It seemed evident“that those associated with.
. the College havernotrmgved to embrace a basis of anthority
related to 'organizational membership,‘ otherwise one would
have expected more heterogeneous and conflicting patterns to
emerge in their responses. There was'only a slighty
indication, referred'to earlier, that fac&lty would prefer
greater decision~making authorrty at all levels of decision
making. It is plausible that as the.College grows,lmore
faculty involvement in decision maklng will not only
de51rab1e, but perhaps necessary. o

\.'

Board Roles

Board members at CBC have operated w1th1n unchanged
‘hlstorlc legal roles of board members 51nce the 1nceptlon of
* the College. ‘These 1ncluded (1) ensuring that 1n3t1tut10na1
m1551on conformed to the Charter and Constltutlon, (2)

GVer51ght oﬁ phys1cal assets, and (3) oversight of f1nanc1a§>

matters. Actual Bbard decision making has focused prlmarlly é‘

" on the role identified by Perkins (1973) as being an "agent
iof the creator" of the corporation, with'a slight snggesrion
that this focu; has been greater in the 1951376finterval
than before 1tN\ o L LN o

All respondent groups gave responses whlch when
analyzed gave homogenedhs ranklngs of the 1mportance of ten

specified roles. As these related to the evolutlon of roles

del1neated by . Perklns (1973), actlng as a'brldge-Between’

[ae)

N
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College and constituency” ranked fourth after "selecting a
president™ (first), "esﬁsblishipg instituéiegal goalé,
objectivgs, and educational poiicy" (second), and "managing
financial resourcesfrkthird). The role of fsettliﬁg internal
College disputes as a court of appeal” raﬁkedytenthA This
prioqitization inéicatéd guite well the extent to which the
Board has ‘assumed major‘additional roles beyond acting as
"agent of its creatdr."?ExCept for one or two isolated

incidents the Bdard has not functioned as a "court of

&

appeal,” pfesumably because -there has7%een no need. There __ .
N Rk o

was some'indication, however, that the Board.has been '
increasingly acting as a "bridge" as evidenced by its-

relatively high rank among_méjor roles. This has not

©

appeared to cause any difficulty or‘confliéf with its role
~ of "agent ofoits creator." Supporf fo;tthés came from the
general'homogeneity‘qf perceptions and preferénces among“éll
College constituents, and has 'like€ly been fostered by then'F
linking role of ten deﬁominational leadership on the Board,
'as&wéil as thep clergy. The Board did not give‘§viden¢elof
ﬁaving assuméd some of the more recentféoles iden}ified in
the iiterature (i.e. ensufing'tenure for facultyf final
authorityein tpllective bargaining, and impro&ing internal
Board functions). o |

(. :
Board Membership Composition and Organization

With respect to the general trend identified in the

literature of a broadened representational base for Board

6
LI
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members from the institution, the CBC Board has only
recently }1971) opened its membership formally to 1nc1ude
the pre51dent of the alumni assoc1at1on. 1t should be noted
parenthetlcally, however, that many of the more recent Board
members have been alumni of the College. There_was majority

agreement from questionnaire respondents to open membership

to faculty, but not to students. Although Board members vere

. not as positive as other respondent groups, ,a majority of

them would have permitted faculty memberShip,vbufﬁwould not
have extended the right to vote.

/)When the present Board composition and various
attitudes of réepondent\groups were.viewedaoverall,aghere
seemed to be at least an open attitude to broadening,the
representational'base from College personoei on the Board of

4
Directors Thls was in keeplng with trends 1dent1f1ed in the

1 .
llterature, but has not gone as far as many institutions
have. o . d A ” ' L )

Board Member Characteristics

If one were to construct a "typicai" CBC Board member,

in terms of personal characteristics that represented modal

categorles of current and former trustees combined, he would

be a clergyman between 40-49 years of age with a bachelor's

degree or its equ1valent He would have a self-professed

conservatlve polltlcal 1deology, reside in a medium to large

“urban centre 1n,Br;tlsh Co;umbla or Alberta with an income

: glightly above the national mean. He would not have served <.
S i {

[3
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revious board of a postsecondary 1nst1tut10n, but

over the past five years would have sat on a mean of 3.2
othgr kinds of boards. He would be v1rtually unknowledgeable

regarding literature relating to his role in governing a

1X 3

postsecondary institution.

o . .

Essential miscellaneous characteristics for selecting

Board members were réportedvﬁo be, in order of priority,

spiritual‘stature, understanding the role of the Bible

~ college, time to Jevote to Board activities, and an ability-

@

to listen. Though not.considered essential, other

characteristics of importance were vision to move ahead with

new idéas, knowledge of business and higher education, and
stature in chosen vocation and community.
Evident, or suggested trends related to Board member
R . . —_—

characteristics were found to be,. increasing educational

level, decifasing numbers of clergy, a greater rate of

- growth in Board members who have professional (clefby

exclhded)'rather'than business-related oécupations, and:

perhaps a hint of an increase in members with conservative

" political ideologies.

- Board éize has.slowly'increaseé from three to 17 ;ver
1ts.§15tory Board members and adm1n1strators preferred a
modal number of 13-16 Board members, wh:le the mode for all
other groups was 9-12 memberqf Although the const;tut1on_has

set limits on Board size, this has been revised regularly in
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the Board's history.

Method of Selecting Board Members

There has been a marked decrease in the percentage of
elected positions, and a gréduéi'inérease ih the number of
ex-officio and appointed positions.' |

Respondents favoured the option of a Board chosen by
appointment and election, and expressed‘cohsiderable
disagteemént~for an ail-appointed Board, while responsé to
the all-elected Board was ambivalent, A few statistically
significant differences were registered in mean response,
‘but no patterns emerged. Furthermore, respondents
substantiaily agre@dywith the currenf practice of elected
Board ﬁembers being selected at District conferences. Also
.réspondentg( as a whole, 5dbpqrted.a role in appointing

* Board members, for District Executive Committees, the

Canadian Corporation of the C&MA, the Board of Directors of

| CBC, ahd the College Président. bnlyrthe CBC Board and
Collége PreSideht did not ;eqeivé complefe éupport,'evén
though the‘overall response had a majority agreeing to their
_involvement. |

‘Length of Term and Service

Length of term was_not specified until 1955 when it was

set’ at three years for most members, one year for laymen. By
1 1960-all terms of'offiCerwere three years, which wés~the
modal number preferred by questionnaire reSpondents.~

The modal number of years served was. three; however,
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the mean number of years given by members who had ex-officio
status during at least a part of'their tenure was 4.9 years,
but those withbut~an‘ex—of£icio position gave an average of

‘3.8Iyears. o . - o | |

Committee Structure

‘Thirteen yéaré after beginning, the Board approved its
first sub-committee, an executive spb—committee. Fourteen
years later, there were two additidnal,‘standing sub-
committees in place, which focused on campus development,
and finance. Board preférenceé for committee involvéhenf
confirmed éatisfaction“with thevpreSentkpractice.

Frequency and Openness of Meetings

Until 1961 thewnumber oﬁ'meetings,per year was
irregular ranging from two to five: after'that time'thq
Board has regularly héf three times a year.

- Board meetings havg never been open to any but Board‘
mgmbers; and ;he'occasibnél invited guest or administ;ator
for-a specific issbe, for a shortiduratidn'of'é}me. Using—a,
cut-off point of 50 percent agreement, no feSpondent groups
“égrged'to studentfattendance at Board meetings, but there
o were selected~groups-p§epared to admit-faculty (not Roard

hémbers howéveri. It appeared th;t neither students nor
’fadulty.ﬁquld.have‘Board meeﬁings open to their attendance,
;despite high support among faculty for:theirbohn attendance.

Most respondeﬁts vere }gss disagréeéble tq faculty than . v
studerit attendance." J

S
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Internal Board Operations

Board members appeared to be preparedhfor greater
1nvolvement in Board- related act1v1t1es, espec1ally those
that would 1mprove the1r own effectlveness, would increase
contact with College groups other: than the-President and
administrators, and would enable more interchange with
government personnel. | .

Current Board declsion making was characterized by its
members as haVing, to a great extent,'an.openness to
Presidential recommendations and College’committee
representat1ons,}act1ve and vigorous debate and a
w1111ngness to a cept respons1b111ty It was also
substantlally free of internal confllct and pressure from
out51de sources. Improvement could be made by increasing
time spent on sdbstant1ve ‘matters, and by making required
‘1nformatlon more readlly avallable >

4

The Evolution of Governance: CBC and Universities Compared

In chapter two, governance was defined‘as_lthe
structures and processes of decision making" (Carnegie
Commission, 1973:viil. It was further developed in the
llterature review and analyt1ca1 framework that to -
understand the complex it was necessary to look at (a) the'
'dlstrlbut1on of dec151on mak1ng authorlty and the leg1t1macy
with which it is perceived, (b) the role(s) of boards of
trustees, and (c) trustee character1st1cs. What

-

generallzatlons may;therefore.be;made when the data of the
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present study are superimposed on that in the analytical
framework7 o o ’ ﬁ

Dlstr1but10n of Authorltz

-while:there~hasebeen-a~clear~trend_to decentralize
decision-meking authority On‘university campuses, primarily
in academic areas, it‘is,difficult to infer a definite trend
at CBC;'however, there is considerable shariné,
predominaﬁtly‘with adﬁihistretors. There was evidence of
faculty desire to be more 1nvolved at all dec151on levels,‘
though they generally preferred the present authorlty
dxstrlbutlon. Students most-frequently de51red
decentrallzatlon than any other group, but’ not necessarlly
'thelr own 1nvolvement It may be concluded therefore that”-
there is mlld internal pressure for;exgsnding thécscope on;
decisions which arevdecentraliied. Based on the CBC Board's
low jnroivement in academic decision»making, this area.was/
judged to be’already considerably-decentralized and thus
perhaps offers a partial explanation for the generald
.setisfaction with howjdeciSion-making authority. is

distributed.

.Legitimization.of'Authority'

Within the unlver51ty sector, the ba51c trend was for
. the addition of new and confllctlng bases of author1ty to
‘fleglt1m1ze dec151on-mak1ng 1nvolvement. Further, the
ada1t10nal bases came wlthout a change in earller ones, thus‘

-dpresentlng the ba51s for confllct. The data collected from
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CBC suggested reliance both on the formal authority of the
Board and the formal/functional authority of administrators.
Dueito low Boardbin§olvement there appeared to have been
considetaoletfeliahce on fééﬁif&dinpﬁt into aoademiol |
decision making, even'ﬁithout.a senatettype structure. Since
the presldent‘has,been tﬁe ohly iaFCollege represehtatiVe on
the Board, this spoke well'of the oredlbility that those in
‘this office have had gith their faculty and subordinates.

| If theiliteratdre:isvcorrect, this'mUItiole authority'
base ;epresents a latent conflict‘situatioh,,and the .
:suggestions_as to"what-might make it overt were failure to
attend to what is ﬁevelooﬁng'on campus (Zwingle, 1970) and
what happens about purpose (Carneg1e Comm1ss1on, 1973: 77—

,“78) | . . R

‘Board Roles | ] .

Whlle un1ver51ty ‘boards have generally, increasingly |
assumed a govern1ng role, the CBC Board still appeared to be
predominantlygfuﬁctioaing as a'fevieﬁ (trustee)’board._The
stated preference of the:Boaré members’themselVes was to
more ftequedtly give administrators authoritybabOVe .
t:themselves in all levels of decision ma&;dg, even pollcy

‘dec151ons. The CBC Board does, however,~assume a large role
as bridge between College and const1tuents. Whlle Perk1ns~
(1973) identified the. 1nherent potent1al confllct in th1s,'

1t 1s st1ll latent at CBC. As stated earller,bthls is no_g‘

doubt due partlally to the ex- off151o 1nclu51on of top
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_chnrch-leadership on the Board of Directors. With the
-attitudinal openness to.including'faCUlty within its
membersh1p, the CBC Board is at a cr1t1cal juncture in
>aff1rm1ng its trusteeshlp orlentatlon, or mov1ng to more.of
a governlng role with 1ncreased 1nst1tutlonal representatlon

being a l1kely,consequence.

L)

CBC shared, with un1ver51ty boards, involvement in
other major} histor1c roles, but has yet to_.act regarding
. tenoreAi95ues, and to assume a role w1th respect to
collective bargaining and settllng 1nterna1 dlsputes.

Board Membership .

~

There,haspbeen a.slight movement at CBC for a broader
irepresentational'base for members of the institution but
this~was seennto-be primarily«attitudinal' as opposed to the
Tealltles of such a trend in un1ver51ty boards. |

- The trends in membershlp characteristics where there
.mas'51m1;ar1ty_between CBC and university boards were: (a)
.increasing‘formal education and (b) decline‘inithe |
.proportion of olergy'on the board. Characteristics'that were
'different revealed'that'(a)-CBC has neverdhad any'WOmenb
members, wh11e the1r presence 1s 1ncrea51ng on un1vers1t§
boards and (b) CBC Board members may be moving sl1ghtly to
~the polxtlcal r1ght 'whlle the1r counterparts may be
‘sh1ft1ng towards a more l1bera1 stance. |

In add1tzon, descr1pt1ve membersth characterlstlcs

would have CBC Board members d1ffer1ng from thelr un1vers1ty‘
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- colleagues by (a) 11v1ng further away from the 1n51tutlon
they oversee, and (b) earnrgg considerably lower salaries.

o

Po1nts of 51m11ar1ty included (a) lacking experience on
boards other than the one- they presently ‘served, (b)hbarely
familiar with relevant lhterature on postseco dary
.educatlon/governance, and,(c) having a degree from the
college/unlv;rsity they served.

The CBC Board size compared with the modal category for
Canadian un1ver51t1es (low end of the range) ‘but

'con51derab1y smaller than private U. S. colleges. Membersh1p_
‘was Stlll predom1nantly lay (non- educator) at 'CBC, while
‘there was,a_trend away from th;s in universities and
colleges. N ) | \

Wlth regard to’ the selectlon of trustees, the
percentage of elected members at GBC has been decreas1ng,

: but the basic methods of selectlon were not d15t1ngu1shably
dszerent from other institutions. Both CBC and other boards
have_a mode of three-year terms, but the average length of
service appeared, to be sl1ghtl& lower for CBC Board members

"‘than the1r unlver51ty counterparts. L ;.~f o .“‘Q\‘

The Board commlttee structure at CBC was similar to“
other 1nst1tut10ns, and - the frequency of meet1ngs was
comparable to other pr1vate colleges but in terms of

‘unlver51t1es was one or two meet1ngs fewer per year, on the‘

average. The closed meetlngs of the CBC Board were much like

the1r c%ugterpartsf



‘CHAPTER TEN
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

This research was initiated with the full,anareness_

’that-in'many-respects-the Bible'college and university
. . ¥
shared very little in common. However, it was observed, on

- the ong hand, that the historic mission of most universities

included a high profile for the traihing of clergy, but‘//
subseguent development led these institutions to become

large, pluralistic and secularized centres of learning. On

the other hand, it was observed-that'the initial. stages of a

§imilar trend were perceptlble wlthlﬁ‘the Blble college

movement itself, as many (mostly in the U.S.X.) are

expanding their missionslto include general arts degrees andi‘
teacher education programs. These&ooservations led to the
central\desire‘to)assess the development in governance of
one particular college against this evolutlonary backdrop.
'Governance at’Canadian'Bible College (CBC) has moved-to
at ‘least a second stage when compared to the evolutlon 1n:
un1ver51t1es and colleges. Rather than a rellance on a’

\

strong board, CBC has comé to rely heavxly on a strong

fpre51dent. There was also att1tud1nal openness to a greater

role for faculty involvement in dec1s1on makzng Further,

. the Board has.assumed two of the\major roles of “agent of

its creator” and "bridge” between“College and constituency.
Though these roles have 1nherent conf11ct 1t was latent at

CBC. A ‘number of other s1m1lar1t1es and dlfferences were

@
-~
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noted in relation to the membership characteristics and
functioning of the CBC and university boards.

Maijor Implications for the Board of Directors of CBC

Based.on the findings of this study the Board of
birectors at Canadian Bible' College would no doubt find it

helpful to reflect on the following issues.

Related to Decisibdelmnr,w

[

o 1: Though»thérégéasowu 1 jt1sfact10n ‘with the leg1t1macy

of the distrfgut ;on—mak1ng authority,

respondentsjgepéralay ‘rred ahe°greatest increase in,

‘their oknfinvolvement'in'§2c151oh maklng 1n areas of- most
direct concern to them Faculty con51stently registered the

greatest desire to 1ncrease the1r 1nvolvement in all levels

[

of. decision mak;n& Students expressed the strongest de51re

for decentrallzalng decision making in a;eas of student
¢
aftalrs, educatzonal programs and ceremonial issues. It

would-seem appropriate for there to be more attention‘to and
jcommun1cat10n Wlth these two groups regarding dec151ons
which ZEfect them. y |

~ 2. The actual and preferred prominence of administrators in
Ve
all levels of dec151on maklng, espec1ally pollcy dec151ons,

'was a s1gn1f1cant feature. Since this arrangement was also

’ preferred by Board members, the Board s respon51b111ty and

role in pol1cy level decisions m1ght well be reviewed.

S

’33. The f1nd1ng that nearly one—quarter of all non—academlc

i

staff (the hlghest.ot any 1n-College group) reported no

- < . . _ o
; 2 . - e’
‘ A \,/ PRI "“‘% o
. : - - o
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i

basis for judgment regarding the distribution of decision-

making authority indicated.a clear need for at least better -

commun1cat10n. -

1

) 14

" Related to Board Roles

. .
‘The central 1ssue regardlng Board role appeared to be the

.pr1m5ry or1entat1on wh1ch the Board would embrace, namely, a
trueteesh1p (over51ght) role or a govern1ng role. The latter
vwould be'lon51stent with an 1ncreased representatlon of _ &'
constituent membersh1ps on the Board while the former would
suggest the preservatlon of an external lay board w1th a
mandate to - oversee, or in the words of the Carnegle
Commission (1973 36) to provide for governance rather than

to govern. The°evolut10n of un1ver51ty governance has been ¢

N

to depart fr::é;/ﬁvlely trusteeshlp role and as Perkins
d

(1973) sugge trying to combine the_two would lead to

: role conflict. i
2. Although ‘the Board was, Judged to be performing all major

roles well whenever respo:j%nt groups gave lower

performance evaluations, i¥ was usually in an area of direct

concern. to them. The most noteworthy 1llustratlon was the

faculty 5 low evaluation of Board performance ir’ develop1ng
' 2

' approprlate work1ng relationships: w1th faculty . . 7 ‘

‘Related to Board Character1st1cs(and,Functxoning

1. In the light»of (a) the lack of previous experience by
'Board members on a trustee board of a postsecondary

' educat;onal 1nst1tutlon, (b) the complete lack of knowledge

[

A
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Y

by Board members regard1ng relemant literature related to
thezr role, coupled vith (c) a 51gn1f1cant desire on the
part of Board members to 1mprove their effectiveness w1th
orlentatlon, 1nserV1ce and profess1onal con}erences, the
~Board should addressﬁways of meeting th1s‘apparentaneed.

2. The issue of Board size-should be discussed since it has
exceeded the range preferred by a modal number of past and
present members : | - o '_ ;#
ﬁ. The trend for the percentage of'ex—oﬁficio'and-appointed/////l
positions to‘increase,”while_the proportion of elected I |
'»positions'decreased, appeared to not conflrct with the_
vpreferences of respondents for mode of selectlon, but the
relat1ve dlstrlbutlon should be mon1tored to reflect the';
1nterests of-both constituency and Board. N

4. The absence of female membersth should be consldered by

the Board, since both Board members and clergy generally

were more conservat1Ve in their responses than the sample,

while women ‘were typlcally more .open to var1ous'

i

.alternat1ves Perhaps thlS ‘would foster 1ncreased 1nnovatzon

;aébthe Board level._ ' L - o : éi,/l

'Major Implications'for Future Research

s

_ Insthe‘analytical'framework there were no theoretica1‘
linkages between the three streams of research related to
board role in governance. On-the bas1s of this study,
several hypothesized relat1onsh1ps between these variables-

- R
were developed and are%%eserv1ng of future exploratlon.

R



1. It was hypothesized th 'as‘décision-making authorif& is

decentralized, membership \at the board level would

increasingly reflect a broader representational base{'These

tendencies would also be positively correlated with the need

for boards to movy beyond their trusteeship role to become
‘courts of appeal for resolving internal conflict, and‘would

foster the view that membership within the organization is

. the most legitimate basis for authority (as opposed to f

k3

position or expertise).
2. It was‘hypothe51zed that the ‘frequency of meetlngsuyf the

board, ﬁst1tut10nal size and pluralzty of missions uld be e

,ﬁ ‘ ' .

« major determ1nants of the part1cular conf1gurat1on of : .
’

1 . governance on any campus. More particularly, as the mission .

bl

became more pluralistic, governance would becocme more
. - .

décentralized As the institution grew, governance would

';51on'mak1ng. Further as 1nst1tut10nal size

mwould be a p051t1ve corre&atlon w1th
i

fﬁhﬁahoard roles have been shown to be in confllct ot o

@ﬁ”bvibr conceptually, yet such conflict in the ' N

hi " : s
;i%;éﬁt study was latent. What factors would be. assdc1ated
‘3 -

d,,‘

.po&entlal 1nfluen¢e- (a) 1ncreasxng.1qst1tut10na1 size; (b) .

P -
. - ¥

7e.
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. : - | : _
increasing the scope of the mission; (c) failure to pay

PR

attention to what is develop1né'on _campus; and (d)

1ncrea51ng plurallty of values held by constltuents.

/ - - 4, It was hypothe51zed that the percelved leglt1macy,pf )
governance would be p051t1vely correlated with agreement S
. ;’ }
[o about institutional purpose/mission. R :

° 5, It -seemed appropriate that more research needs to be
& 0
devoted to the conditions under which economic and polrt1cal

v1ab111ty are ensured for 1nst1tut10ns wvhich may choose to-
, -

restrlct their mission: w1th1n a system of higher educatlon. .
6 Does a - weakenlng cohe51on over ends (mlss1on purpose)

co1nc1de with an attempt’ to develop cohe51on over means

. . ‘ . Coo
(governance)? . . A . 39' I o

pa ’ ~-4;“ {

7. 1t was hypothe51zed'that the des1re for decentrallzatlon

of authority in dec151on making would be strongest in areas B o
of direct concern to the respondent

85 It wde h pothesized that ‘the furtheﬁﬁa respondent{;TZ:

~removed fr

judgments about the quallty of - board performance in” major . L i

Z

~‘roles would be p051t1vely correlated wlth h1s percept1on of

. J . " 3

,wfthe 1mportanoe of. those Loles. . ) g yﬁ

fﬁe v3r1ous trends assoc1ated w1th board member
A‘;m‘-
Léhanacterlstlcs and funct1on1ng co d be tested for
, 2 “ - . )-

joczat;on w1th the major trends in the evolut1on of board ; “

&roles and the decentrallzatlon of dec151on-mak1ng author1ty *‘f

x

to determine if the1r was a correlatzon or ‘if- the

PR
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relationship was orthogonal.

10. With respect to the methodology, a generalization

', fegarding the documentary analysis which emerged was that
3 not ‘every year of .board functioning need be investigated to

A ‘o wiﬂpquately assess $rends. The years\preceedlng, following

dxﬁfand 1ncludlng any magor event iould appear E; suffice. Major

h ’_".t‘ -
" " . “,- ”- :
d@#’ chaHQEQ-ln'%KeSIdphts' campqg relocatlons, major currlculum
TR o e
(' F ) ) <
-~ chaﬁges aﬁﬁ cénstltuflpnal revisions. "
e e R . A '(’ . . u i ’ - (I
Falt ) -Q, 4y ‘ ‘
) EX !
SV '4(":. : ' . . . ’ ‘ l
. oS

. d"
o events in thls,stﬁdy wngch led td .such a gen&rallzatlon vere ..

R
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& This questionnaire ks designed @ provide 8 profie/pf—’w‘\ '
o ' _ " the percepiions and attitugfigh™ ) ious- gz'oups associated R A
. =y ' _ Nlth Canadmn B1ble Colleg¥ Nl i T} the governmg of *
- ‘ the Gollege. o e % ' ' R
‘ . » /‘91 o : ! - o Lo . .",/.
. i ® v LI ) “- . .
s T Your rqsponses are rggardﬂd as conﬂ'dentlal and will only SR
‘ , be usﬁ for staﬁ’Stical purposes. 'I'hé" will not be releqsed ' ‘ '
st , '
trT - in any way that w111 allow them to be 1dent1f1ed with you, . .- )
oo The only way in-which th;s fctﬂi’\has been dehberately coded v . g

_15 ‘by the group- «whxch consututes your pnmary assocmtmn . . ‘
vut_h_the Cd_llgg_e (e.g. student, faculty, alun_mus, etc.). S
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A | 2. No oNE- R
4 T 1 3. PEOPLE IN THE COLLEGE I;?tonsrrmsm

© . EXAMPLES”

C students : C preferred 1203 @ S .6 78"

~ If you want ito change your answer sftei circling & mmber., ‘place an A0 RN
. “through the circle you DON' 'T want, then circle youy new)choice, L

- . SECTION Il - DECISION MAKING

, INSTRUCTIONS: (Please read carefully) . B \g/,/‘_—\\

Section II consists‘sf 60 stitements of possible College

. decisions. Please respond.to each statement in two different - - -

ways, using the- "'Response Key' below. - o

First, who do you think is actually exerqr ing‘.major
authority in making the decision. }\CHOOSE NO MORE -
THAN'3 groups. b ‘ -

Then, whom would you prefer to be e)‘(ercising major authority’
in making the dec1sion.‘ CHOOSE NO MORE THAN-3 groups.

Even though sevberal groups may be involved in (or have: input
into) a decision, focus your attention.only on the one(s)
exercising MAJOR AUTHORITY in decision making. :

. RESPONSE KEY . -
1. INADEQUATE KNQWLEDGE ON WHICH TO JUDGE Py

» financial supporters,

o e.g. parents, alum
: : ©-  CEMA leaders, etc. ,
4. STUDENTS . : o A .
5. CLERICAL, MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORT STAFF .
- " | 65 FACULTY (teaching faculty) @ ; L .
L ] 7. ADMINISTRATION I
R . . " 'e.g. President, Vice-presidents, Deans,. &
' P ; Registrar, Treasurer, Librarian, etc. | o -
’ .| 8. BOARD MEMBERS L b ' - :

S

‘e

P L .‘ -' - . . . . .__\\J
. - . .

(a) 'Awé{i'_ding tenure to
- a faculty member o o _ _
Cpreferred 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

o — — — e
" (b) Planning orientation = actual " -1%2 WY 5 6 @ 8.
for freshmen : Lo SRl (N -

Y

in‘Exémple’ (a) » the i‘esbonden’t indicated that th:e‘_'f_'ﬁcﬁl'thy,'
“administration and Board members actually exercise major = -

%

authority in awarding temire to a facu [ty member, but preferred. ... .

that only the Boax'd.'mgi}lngs ,}\wo;uld‘g'x‘erc“isie_. major aithority for . °

that decision: L B R
In .Exm'nple' (b) ;; the ‘administration was wviewed as actually. - _
exércising major authority in-planning. orientation for freshmen

tudents do- so.

students, but the respapdent: preferred that onl -

Some decisions, will appear to be al identical; hovever; dxffg;‘en.ce,s' in
. -wordingj#re important, so please respond 1 ecision separately,

e L

w115 45000 - e

%
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: SECTION I - GENERAL INFORMATION =~ = | Do not write
: i in this space
2y "Directions: Ploase circle the number to the right - ID
g .. of the most approprinte response. o 1
;T PO — -t T ;——4—-;'—-—-——5
~1.-Sex A ~
<
! o
Male ............... feierisseneanes PN N R TR R 6
Female ... ..........c.cutn Ceeeaan Cereecaasian Cerenenen i
2. Age at last birthday
® ’ 16 of,under .........c...un.. et ne e ST I B
CT17 - 20 L., Cieeeeaenan PR S ‘ .
. P N
: 25 - 29 Liiiiiveiiieaaa. e e ereriene.s 4 e
30 -39 (eiiiiiene.. ceeeeedeiiieniaas At 5 T
- 40 - 49 ... i e teeresiat et asanrnaananns 6 .
’ BT R ceeanisaveires 7
60 - 69............. it te e e a iy ettt aenanan ettasees 8 N
70 or over ...... P
3. Location of current home residence | -
British Columbia or Albertag,. '
. Saskatchewan ox Manitoba ..
L4 , » _ Ontario, Quebec, or the Ma ) 8
Yukon or ‘Jd’t}west Ternt .

“ , U. S A Lo, S ; . e
T Other ........ ceeeene R f‘,‘@',:-
St 4. Occupational category (if presently unaiployed or- retued. VU L S 4 .

‘ : ‘, indxcate your most recent category of employment) ) T
Clergy (including Assocute Minister, D C.E. , '
Minister of Music, etc. ) R | ;
'Profess:onal (excluding clergy) e.g. doctor, - : : 9 -
- .teacher, nurse, lawyer, etc. ........... 2| :
P Other (business, farm, Inbour, clerical, student etc) 3
LR . }
] T os. Highest level of formal educatmn (Cu'cle only NE) o - :
. . ~y . ‘e .
. : ’ ot ’ ' e . g
' o Some, cr,noiugh school | “abéjﬁl U R
SR High school graduate..............-...:.‘....,.........,.,‘. 2
- Technical institute graduate O P
... Some college or unlversity .......u . iieiiaias., MR |
0 1. L ,Colloge or umvprs:lty first degree (B A., B, Sc PR v
TR L B.Th., B.R.E., etc.) ..... S'|® 10
R e Some’ profé‘éiona! orgraduate study‘.....'.,............. 6} - )
: L _  Attained Master's degree (M.A. , M.Div., M.Ed., etec. ) wie TF
Ca : -Attained a professional degree or doctorate . - AT b
o GM,D‘,;‘LLB PhD.,ThD EdD.,etc) N T X _
6. Nhich of the followmg " :
or leanmg? (Circle one ‘u
2 - .
. . . . D R e O Y TR Rr O 3 N 1(;
e . OthT ....eiuiis ...\ Tl
g . - . ..,'f\;:_ .. R V. . : ; o ! “ ‘ B ° .
g . \ .
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RESPONSE KEY . Do not write
v in this space
o .-‘__I*Jnadequate knowledge on whl'ch to judge ‘ ‘
2, No one e e
- ] 3. People-in thé College's constuuency ' -
; | 4. Students ‘ - ; .
" ]y<5. Clerical, mamtenance and’ support staff’ .
, ) I6.~ Faculty )
7. Administration
8. Board members -
. , o
DECISIONS : CIRCLE NO MORE JHAN 3 ' ey
.1, To apply for affiliation actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 12414
" with a univer31ty :
; preferred 12, 3 4 5 6 T 8 15-17
¥ o- *
2.;To decide what kinds of actual .
services will be provided oo
for students. - preferred .-
3 . To develop a general plan actual ;
for incregsing schoﬁars}up P
. a1d to. students Erefw' »
. . . N .
4. To-establish guidelihes to | ; actual 1
.'govern the appointment of e
- faculty. - ‘ prefarred,
Ay o .
.. i . . .
. 5. ‘Pb'w’develo rocedures for ‘| -.actual
discxplinx students who :

violate the’code of conduct. preféfred

.

6. 'l‘q establish polit;ies for .

-actual
handling of faculty. o
: gr;gvnnceg -and dxsput_es, - | preferred
7. To lpprove students for I ag:t\,u"l,'
' zrlduation. T I - R I
ot preferred . |
< 8.:To. develop a stntmnt of né’tuil I
the mission, or purpose, )
of the 6011e¢e. R prefemd
_ o I,
. ) o : e Y,
' 9 To set: gglicies for ‘recog- | - actual ,}; 60-
Lo nizinz- outstanding service t ., .- . L S
©of. flculty to the College. - [preferred . S 2, } _ 63-
‘10 To- award & scholarsh:.p I vaceual | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 . 66-68
to & student. - AN Y ' T o
. ‘|preferred <1 1 273 4 56 7 8 69-71
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1 RESPONSE KEY Do nod write
v in this space
1. Inadequat.e knowledge on w}uch to. Judge
2. No one
3. People in the College's constituency
4, Students
5. Clerical, maintenance -and- support staff | - - - -} -
6. Faculty . ) . .
7. Administration ‘ -
8. Board members .
: L -
DECISIONS . CIRCLE NO MORE THAN 3
11."To 'investigate an allegation actual |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 72-74
‘implicating a faculty ‘ ’ ' .
member in questionnable preferred |1 2-3 4 5 6 7 8 75-77
conduct. ot
N ID Card #2
. © Y
f; ) — 2
. T 72,3 7475
12. To review the operdtion of actual 'l 2 3 4 5 6.7 "8 ®.8 |
the Board (e.g. committees, . ' K *
bylaws, frequency. of preferred | 1 2 <3 4 5 6 7 ,8 9-11 -
meetings, etc.) o ' § . “ e
T 'm:; 3 s - s" G
) - . ¥ . e &g}m/ R KRS ;_‘. . |
13. To establish general .actual. { 1 2. 374 .5 6.7 8 s12-14" "
¢ standards fop admission , i N P SRV N )
| to the College. g |preferred [1-2 3 4.5 6 7 8| " is-17 - |
. H . . ) - N \ L " - N ':‘;ﬁﬂ,' h . & Tf
.14, To give special recognition actual |1.2 3 4 5 6 7 -8 18-20 ¥,
to a member of the non-’ o : ‘ ; S
academic staff who has ' preferred i 2 34 56 7 8 21-23 - h
distinguished himself/her- - o i . 4 R
self 'in some way.’ AR S e
. % * coLe . - v‘
15. To establish-policies for sctual' b2 3 4 56 7 8 24-26
- .the evaluation of curyic- AT N
.ultim-and instruction. ~ preferred 12 §3, 4.5 6.7 8| .. 2729
.- I O . i . ) 4
) . ] ) i « s e R . . T
16, 'I‘o select an u'chltect fonr K actual |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 - 30-32
a new building.._ B T T U
S : {prefkerréd 172 .3°'4 .5 6 7°8 . 33-35 .
: ‘ S5 T ¢
17 To take steps to ircrease actuai f1 2 34T s 6Y7, 8| . 38-38
the expentise of Board mem- = | - el A ' T
‘bers in the performance of -preferred_. 12 3 4.5 6 7 8 39-41
* "their rggponsxbll;ties. L SR o s
o R EE R T
- 8. To: creatp an adyxsory com- - wctual |1 # 3 4 5 6 7 8] .. 42:44 %
~ mittee(s) %o the Bogrd = - RSl B - RE S
-+~ (e.g. pastors; laymen,.. . . |[preferred {1 2 3.4 S 6 7 ;,8 .. 45-47
profesnonal’ groups etc) A _ o]
‘3-': o U ~ e
e “ LT B TR




&

4 et .'a‘. .
ot .
0
: RESPONS& KEY Do not write,
1 in this space °
1. Inadequate knowlbdge on whzch to judge : ’
2. No one
‘ . 3. 'People in the Coilege’z”s constxtuency “ !
4. Students _
© 5. Clerieal,” muntenance and support staff .
6. Fagulty
7. Admipistration E o R
* 8. Board members
v. o . K - *
DECISIONS CIRCLE NO MORE’ THAN 3
B ' Pa R
. @ ‘ ‘ .
19. To select one faculty me- actual 11 2.3 4 5 6 7 8 © 48-5b
- ber, from several applicants, Ay . Y :
to be given asabbatical. ‘préfegred |1 2 3 .4 5 6 7 8 51-53
. .o ) ) . . - T . .
'ﬁ‘b To set” the- Bount 3¢ tuition atmal’ | 1 w3 K 5,67 8] sase -
7. @3 :™and fees for the next scheal | - [ . v _ * s
;* yelr . preferred | 1 2 N3 4. S 6 7 8 §7-59 ’
> » M !' o~ . - < )
2‘1 "fotm pol1c1es reglrding 7y msctusl B 203 4 5 67 8¢ 69-62
professxonal development " . ’ T e
',, . opportumnes for| faculry. y|preferred .I'L 2 3 4 5 6 7 63-65 . .
2] ., 'n ~. : ‘ v'. 'v.ﬂ.v ‘
22. Ta ‘ove a’ request froﬁ?‘ actual |1 2 34 5. 6 7 8 - 66-68 "
' y member: to have his. - - T
remodelled © %, . "|prefeyred=fl1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 69-71%
-23..To decid} who widl interview acw 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 S 72-74
% a potent n}‘%cplty member: - T AR R )
o T BAA SR - ?refgired 11 2,3 4 5.6 7 8§ 75-77
: e ' _ .
: " ; ) - o ID ,Card #3 ./
[ 4 4 . 3
o Lo ‘ 12737375
:,'.‘ . /] . . . . . B s .
k. 24. To determine the courses a actual 13 2 3 4 56 7 8 . . 6-8
‘. faculty membef will tesch. .. o . K
- S Cohe eferred 2 3 4 5 6°7 8(- . ‘9-11°
o o | ‘ Vs S B
ﬁrsg . .~ N . - . X o - t
- 25. To set standards of ¢ actual 11 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 §F . 12-14
: ach1evement for graduanon - S L o
- s - |preferred- {1 23 4 5678 15-17
» R . C ' N <
. 26. To- mthonze travel for actual 1 2 3.4 56 7.8 18-20
v« . faculty participation 1n S 1. . o
a conferenpe. . oL A-d?preﬁerrgd‘_ 1.2 3 4.5 6 7 8 21-23
. g — ———— S
27 ‘l‘o uke an- except:on to the ) nctual 1-2 3.4:5 6 7 & 24-26 ~
entrance roqnire-ents urider: T T
. ' special circymstances. _ preferreg 1 2 3 45767 8 27-29
- —  -‘ . ¥ ) .'- B
. " PR N
' . Lok .
r .’ ' .’.'_' : *
o ,.' o s e
- ® . N . SR
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’ RESPONSE KLY Do not write
' - ) in this space
1. Inadequate knowledge on which fo judge
2. No one *
3. People in the College's constituency
4. Students {
5. Clerical, maintcnance and support staff y
o 6. Faculty ‘
7. Administration
8. Board members ‘ .
L4
DECISIONS , CIRCLE NO MORE_THAY 5 .
28. To add or dclete a actual I 2 3 4 5 o 7 8 30-32
specific course. . ' .
' preferred I 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 33-35
™,
= _— .
29. To appoint the president actual 36-38"
of the College. ' i
‘preferred 39-41
30. To determine wage scales for actual 12-44
non-faculty personnd®. : .
f "| preferred 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 45-47
~ i
S H
31. To settle a disagreement acgﬂhl' P2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 48-50
between a student and a § B
professor over a course prgferred | 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 g 51-53
grade, " -
5 I
32. To award advanced credit to actual 1 2 3 4 5.6 7 8 54-56
an entering student.
’ preferred |1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 57-59
33. To develop ways of identi- actual [1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 * 60-62
fying faculty members who 1 .
should receive special preferred |1 2 3.4 5 6 7 3 63-05
recognition, .
34. To secure a loan for finan- actual 1 -2 354 5 6 7 8¢t. 66-68
cing the construction of a
new dormitory. preferred | 1" 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 3 69-71
35. To develop a program for actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 72-74
expanding the financial . o
base of the College. preferred |1 2 3 4 5 6.7 gl.. 75«77 --
- ID Card #4
—_——— 4
- 1 2 3 45 ,
N . . . .
(»56. To establish procedures for actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 6-8
j assessing and collecting :
tuition and fees. “ preferred {1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 g 9-12

R

Ewae

TN

]
_ TN g
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4 RESPONSE KFY Do not write
- ; in this space
I. Inadequate knowledge on which to judge '
2. No one
2 3. Leeple in the College's constituency
. 4. Students \
5. Clerical, maintenance and support staff : .
6. Faculty
7. Administration
8. Board members .
\
DECISIONS CIRCLE NO_MORI THAN 3
47. To dctermine ways df re- actual 12 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 72-74
sponding to concerns of ’ . :
people outside the College preferred I 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 75-77
regarding College activities. -
T e ID Card #S
I S
48. To promote alumni/activitics. Aactual 12 3 4 5 4 7 g8 6-8
preferred {1 2 3'4 5 ¢ 7 g 9-11
49. To establish long-range actual 12 3 4 5 6 7 38 12-14
plans for financing capital .
growth. preferred 1 2 3 4.5 ¢ 7 8 15-17
*® :
50. To collect tuition from a actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 18-20
student who is late in
making a payment. preferred |1 2 3 4 5 ¢ <9 8 21-23
Sl. To set long-range plans for < actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 24-26
the development of campus .
buildings and facilities. preferred [1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 27-29
~ R ) ) )
52. To approach individuals to actual 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 30-32
request a financial coftri-.
bution to the College. o preferred {1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 97 8 33-35
53. To establish policies for -~ actual |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 36438
the orientation of new
Board members. preferred {1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 39-41
54. To decide the future of a actual 1 2 5 ¢4 5 6 7 8 42-44
faculty member accused of - : :
unethical conduct with preferred [1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 g 45-47
students.
- 55. To evaluate the required actl& 1 2 3 45 ¢ 7 8 48-50
courses in the various _
degree programs. preferred 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 51-53

-



1
2. No one
3.

4. Students

O, laculty
7. Administration
8. Roard members

RESPPONSE ALY

Peaple-in the Collcege's constituency

Inadeyuate knowledge on which to judge

5. Clertcal, maintenance and support staff

DECISTONS CIRCLE NO MORE TUAN 3
37. To develop contacts with actual 12 3 4 5 6 7 8
other postscecondary |
mstitutions. preferred I 23 4 5 6 7 8
8. To develop a fund-raising actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
plan. .
preferred I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
39. To approve a requisition actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
from a Divistonal Chairman
for an expenditure. preferred 12 3 4 5 6 7 8
"o To upprove architectural actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
drawings for a particular .
building. preferred 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
41°. v authorize payment to a actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
contractor for the comple-
tion of the first phase of preferred 12 3 4 5 6 7 8
a new building.
- -
42. To sct up a committee to actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
evaluiate the curriculum.
preferred 1 2.3 4 5 6 7 8
43. To decide on the specific actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
salary to be included in a
faculty member's contract. preferred P2 3 4 5 6 7 8
44. To estubiish the College actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5
oudget.
preferred [ 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8
45. To alter the accepted wage actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
scale for a faculty member B
“ in an exceptional situation. preferred | 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 |
o~
46. To establish the College's actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
relationships with other
instjtutions and organi- 1 2 3 45 6 7 8

zations. N

preferred

Do not write

in this spjce

24-26

27-29

36-38

39-41
42-44
45-47

48-50

51-S3

54-56

57-59

60-62

63-65

'66-68

69-71



{
RESPONSE KEY
. 1. Inadequate knowledge og which to judge
2. No one -
3. Pcoplc in the College's constituency
1. Students
5. Clerical, miintenance and support staff.
6. Faculty
7. Administration -
8, Board members
DECISIONS CIRCLE NO MORE THAN 3
S56. To allocate finances with- actual 1 2 3 4 5 6.7 8
in the College.
preferred 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
e L 5SS i .
57.vTo take disciplinary action actual I 2 3 4 56 7 8
against u student ‘for cheat-
ing on an exam. prefterred 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
58. To sccure a carpnter to do actual 1 23 49 5 6 7 8
§ome rcemodelling.
preferred |1 2 3 4 5 6.7 8
L ] L d
59. To co-ordinate the meal and actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
class schedules.
preferred | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
— 2
60. To add or delete a program actual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
of study. )
preferred {1 2 3 4 5 ¢ * 8§
N
Vd
Please add iny,comments you wish to make. -
— ’

Do not write
in this space

54-5¢6

57-59

60-62

63-65

66-68

69-7]

72-74
75-77
ID Card #6

127377



SECTIW IIT - BOARD COMPOSITION, FUNCTIONING Do not write
. in this space

. Board Selection and Compositton

Please check the extent of your agreement with each of the fol- -
lowing statements regarding the selection and composition of the
Board of Directors at C.B.C., Circle the number to the right of
each statement which best represents yoyr view, Please use the
following response key.

RESPONSE KE

1. Strongly disagree (SD)
2. Disagree (D)

3. Uncertain (U)

4. Agree (A)

5. Strongly.agree (SA)

SO D U A S

1. All Board members shoulu be elected. 1 2 3 4 5 12
2. All Board members should_be appointed. 1 2 3 4 5 13

3. Some Board members should be elected and

others appointed. .12 3 4 5 14

’
1f some, or all, Board members were elected:

4. District Gonferences should choose any
Board members to be elected. 1 2 3 4 5 15

If some, or all, Bo;rd members were appointed:

5. District Executive Committees (DEXCOM) )
should be involved in the selection. 1 2 3 4 5 : 16

6. The Canadian Corporation of the C§MA
should be involved in the selection. 1 2 3 4 5 17

7. The Board of Directors should be
involved in the selection, 1 2 3 4 5 18

8. The College president should be involved

in the selection. 1 2 3 4 s 19
9. The faculty should have a representative on .
the Board. 1 2 3 4 5 20
10. A faculty representative on the Board should
have a vote in decision making. 1 2 3 4 5 21
11. Non-academic staff should have a represen-
‘tative on the Board. 1 2 3 4 5 ) 22

i
12. A non-academic staff representative.on the
Board should have a vote in decision making. 1 2 3 4 5 23




A. Board Selection and Composition Cont 'd Do not write
in this space

RESPONSE KEY

Strongly disagree (SD)
Disagree (D)

Uncertain (U)

Agree (A)

Strongly agree (SA)

[ZA 0 - N JE R N ey

13. The students should have a Tepresentative

on the Board. - 1 2 3 4 5 24
14. A student representative on the Board should

have a vote in decision making. 12 3 4 5 25
15."Alumi should have a representative on the :

Board. . 1 2 3 4 5 26
16. An alumni representative on the Board should

have a vote in decision making. . 1 2 3 4 5 27
17. The University of Regina should have a rep-

resentative on the Board. 1 2 3 4 5 28
18. A University of Regina representative on. the

Board should have a vote in decision making, 1 2 3 4 5 29
19. Board mectings should be open for faculty to :

attend, except for special "in camera"

sessions. - 1 2 3 4 5 30
20. Board meetings should be open for students

to attend, except for special "in camera" )

sessions. 2 3 4 5 31

Please add any comments you wish to make. _

B. Size of Board

Indicate your preference for the size of Board (Circle ONE)

No opinion’ ...... ... . .. L e . 0
Less than S members ........ ... ... . .. . .. " e e Lol
5 - 8 members ....! - SRR P e e, 2
S - 12 members .............. ... ... .. e e e e e 3
13- 16 members ............... ... . ... el 4
17 - 20 members ................ e ettt 5 -~ 32
21 - 24emembers ............. ... .. ... . e e et . 6
25 - 28 members .................. L S R 7 |
29 - 32 members .............. I 8
More than 32 members ..................... B, .- 9
Comments: _




%

.

C. 'Longth of Term of Office for Board Memebers

Write in the actual number which indicates your preference

“for the ‘length 6f term of office for “an individual Board

member.

Comments:

Length (in years)

———

-

D. Board Member Personal Characteristics
7T

How important would you Yegard the following characteristics in

selecting members for the Board of Directors at C.B.C?

Circle

the number to the right of. each statement which best represents

your view. Please use the following response key:

. RESPONSE KEY

. Highly. yndesirable

Undesirable

Unimport:int, irrelevant,
undecided N
Important

Essential

1. Stature within the community

2. Seature in a-Chosen vocation or occupation

3. Knowledge of higher cducation

4, Generally known to other Boarg members

5. Time to devote to Board activities

6. Business knowledge

7. A middle-of-the-road point of view on most

issues

8. Alumnus of the College

9. Strong views about most matters
4

10. Ability to make financial contributions

11. Vision to move ahead with ncw ideas .

12. Understanding the rolec of a Bible college

13. Spiritual stature

(

14. Ability to listch, be a "sounding board"

Comments-

1.2
12
12
1.2
1 2
1 2
1 2
[
2
P2
12
12
2
1 2

34
34
34
3 4
3 4
3 4
34
34
3
3 4
34
304
34
34

-

Do not write
in this space

33-34

W
w

36

38
39 .

40

45
46
47

48



E. Board Roles
- 0 .

A college board performs a variety of roles and functions, Some

roles are performed better than others and, indeed, some roles

may be more important than others. Please indicate your feelings

regarding the IMPORTANCE of the following possible roles, and also

the QUALITY OF PAST PERFORMANCE of the Board in ea¢h role, Please

use- the following response keys in making your judgments:

RESPONSE  KEYS
IMPORTANCE ) QUALLTY OF PAST PERFORMANCE
1. No importance 1. No basis for judgment
2. Low importance | 2. Performed very poorly
3. Medium importance 3. Performed poorly
4. High importance 4. Performed well
5. Extremely high importance 5. Performed very well
Quality of
Importance Performance
1. Establishing institutional - 4
goals, objectives and - ‘
educational policy. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
.2. Participa#ing in planning
programs offered by the
College. - : 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
3. Creating and maintaining R :
an adequate physical plant. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
4. Managing financial resources. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
S. Developing an effective
Board structure and rules )
of procedure. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
6. Selecting a president, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
7. Developing apprbpriate - .
working relationships with
the faculty. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
8. Establishing effective
commmication with the :
students. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
9. Settling internal College
disputes as a court of
appeal. 1-2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
10. Providing a "bridge" ! .
between the College and . -

its constituency. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45

Please add any comments you wish to make:

Do not write
in this space

49-50

51-52

53-54

55-56

57-58

59-60
61;62
63-64
65-66

. 67-68



P2

F. Potential Interviewees - X DO not write

As a part of this study, various key people will be interwiewed
(e.g. President, Vice-presidents, Academic Dean, Board Chairman,
Alumni President). Please provide the NAMES of any other persons
whom you think would be able to. provide information in an interview
on the following topics:

1. Current and future economic limitations or prospects facing the
College. -

’

2. Political limitations (e.g. government policies, legislation,
accrediting association rulings, opposition from groups outside
the College, ctc.). which the College is'experiencing, or may
cxpect to cxperience in the future,

“

3. Information on previous Board members, Board .functioning’ and
decision-making in the history of the College.

Kl

-

THANK YOU ['OR YOUR COOPERATION. ONLY BbARD MEMBERS ARE TO COMPLETE
SECTION 1V, BOMI_CURRENT AND FORMER BOARD MEMBERS PLEASE COMPLETE
SECTION 1V. : ’

1D

Card #7

in this space



SECTION 1V Do not write
in this space
(TO BE COMPLETED ONLY BY BOARD MEMBERS)

NOTE: Although this section is worded primarily for current Board
members, former Board members should answer the items, wherever
possible, based on the most recent year of membership on the
Board of Directors of C.B.C.

~ . E .
1. Please write in the number of years you have served as a member
. of the Board of Directors. Round your ‘answer off to the nearest

whole numb®r of years. For example, if you have served for 2 yrs.,
and 5 months, enter ''2' years; however, if you had served for 2

years and 8 months; you would enter "3 years.

Number of yeuars served = e 6-7

Please write in the most rccent year in which you have served as
a member of the Board of Directors at C.B.{.

to

Write most recent vear here: 19 8-9
. . —

3. On how many other college or university governing boards have you
*. ¢ PREVIOUSLY served, exclusive of your present hoard membership(s)?

Please write in the numbher of other boards here: to-11

4. Exclusive of postscceondary governing hourd&, of how many other
boards have you been a member over the past five vears (c.g.

’ provincial, corporation, public school, municipal, church, cultural
affairs, community services, ctc,y? )
L :
% . , . . .
Plewse write in the number of boards here: . 12-13
&
5. Indicate the extent of your awarencss and recading of publications
(c.g. books, periodiculs, journals, rerorts, ctc.) _related to .
vour 'role in governing a postsecondary institution. Circle one
number. . . . —_—
(S £ .
I am not aware of any such materials that would
benefit me ..o L P 1
L.am aware of uscful publications but have not rcad
2 or examined them ................. .. P 2 )
h I have briefly examined some publications but have
not read them ......... ... ... ... ... [ 3 14
I have read at least 5 publications related to the
. governing of a college ............. . e 4
//: 1 seck out and read material that will be of henefit
to me in my role as a hoard member {(must have -
. included more than 5 publications) .................. &
‘ Plcase add any commenys you wish to ‘make:
’ ] o - 1 -7 .

N



6. Board-Reldted Activitjes

In addition to your partici
you indicate approximately
- Your involvement in each of

¥
Please respond twice'to each stateme
your ACTUAL extent of involvement, a
PREFERRED extent of involvement .

pation in formal board meetings, could
the actual and preferred extent of
the following board-related activites,

nd one number for your .
Please use the following‘res pnsd

nt by circling one number for »‘;f
one number ‘

key. N S
s ST
RESPONSE KEY' g
1. Not at all Tl R
. 2. To some cxtent e, P
3. To a moderate extent h s
4. To a great extent
5. To a very great extent
(1) Prcparing the Board agenda -———1ﬁcrun1*““L1““7 3 5
preferred 8 3 ]
(2) Kttcnding committee meetings actual 2 3 5
) s preferred 2 3 5
(3) Participating in orientation actual 2 3 5
and inservice sessions for N
Board members preferred 2 3 5
(4) Attending ad hoc meetings of actual 2 3 5
campus groups
preferred 2 3 5
(S) Attcndiﬁg profcss?onal conferences actual 2 3 L3
for Board members. PO
preferred . 2 3 S
(6) Making specches on behalf of actual 2 3 5
the-College ;
preferred 2 3 S
(7) Securing financial, physical or actual 2 3 5
other contributions from pcople in :
the College's constituency prefetyed 2 3 5
(8) Individual Eonsultution with the _actual 2 3 S
president
preferred 2 3 5
(9) Consultation with other Cpllege actual 2 3 S
administrators
) "preferred 23 S

Do not write
in this space

15

17
18
19

20

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32



7. Pactors Operative in Decision Making Cont'd Do not write
- in this space
_ RESPONSE KEY = / . -
. 1. Not at all
2. To some extent
3. To 'a moderate extent
4. To a great extent N
-~ 5. To a very great extent
(6) Recommendations” by the College president 1 2 3 4 5 RE )
e (7) Presentations by College committees 1 2 3 4 5 A8
. \A !
(8) Required'information not readily available (1 273 4 3 1o
(9) Lobbying by, or pressure from, communxtv
groups, political bodies, etc. I 2 3 4 5 17
(10) Board member's flrst hand knowledge_of the “‘ o
' situation b2 5 a4 s S48
(T1) Tonilict between the Board and the presidggf I 2 3 4 5 44
(12) Strong’differences of dpinion within the Board 1 2 304 % 50
kIS) Willingness to accepf‘re?%onsibility Ji 2 3 4 5 51
(14) Challenges from members of the College 2
community (i.e. students, faculty, staff etc) 12 3 4 5 52
-
(15) Intervention from outside sources 1 2 3 4 5 ‘53
(16) Adequate agenda materials provided prior to »
meetings o I 2 3 4 5 54
'(17) Time devoted to trivial rather than to
substantive matters I 2 3 4 5 55
! © A S
Please make any comments you wish: \/r~f/
i
; :
. * - —_ T
wi} . ~
THANK YOU VERY MUGH FOR YOUR® COOPLRATION! . -
’ 3
Ay
b ~



* -
d .
- i
- '
\
. \
"6, Board-Related Activities Cont'd "~ . _ ' . . . -+ Do not write
— * . in this space
' RESPONSE KEY
g o 1. Not at all
a 2. To'some extent ~
3. To a‘moderate extent .
C 4. To.a great extent- .
5. To a very grecat extent
(10) Consultation with other Cdlilcge . actual 1 2 3 4 5 |. . 33
groups ) ! '
“ préferred r 2 .3 4 5 o 34
P N
(1) Talking with politicians or " cactwal | 1 2 3 4 S8 35
church leaders about College
marters o preferred 12 3 45 36
e} 2 - - Sux WTTual 7 3 45 37
departmental officers about ( . o
N Collepe matters N preferred } 1 2 3 4 5 |. 38
>
Mcase make any comments you wish: ' g ) -
¢
- . ; o ’ ]
7. Factars Operative in Decision Making « S

- . , r) . s .
In" the following statements vou will be invited to assess the cxtent
to which cach of the fuctord listed generally operates”in the
. decision-making process of the Board. Circle the number to the
right '8f cach statcnent-which best describes your view. Use the
following response Key:

RESPONSE KLY

)

y 1. Not at all
. 2. To somc cxtent i
3. To a moderate cxtent
4. To a great cxtent
S. To a very great coxtent
¥ .
: (1) ¥irm guidance by the chairman o 1 2 3 45 . 39
> i v : . . -
{2) Recoursce to expert opinion outside the Board- 1 2 3 4 58 40
RS ° . , .
[3) Active and vigorous dehate _ 1 2 3 45 T
N (4 Strong‘guiancé by Board committces or <"
: committee, chairmen ' 1 2 3 45 K

(8) Individual, private cxchanges among two
or more members of the Board = i

i

“‘ “ .
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. TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Page 378 is not missing but has been misnumbéred.
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The Canadian Bible College 380

-CB

Canadian Theological College

oTE

‘May 1, 1977

The Canadian Bible College

- Canadian Theological College |
4400- 4th Avenue, Regina, Saskatchewan S4T oHg (306)545-1515

Dear Friend of the College:

. The enclosed questionnaire, which is concernied with the governance

; ‘(or decision making) at Canadian Bible Cdllege, is part.of a study -
/ being conducted by one of our Faculty members, Mr, Bob Rose, for hisg

,/ } doctoral dissertation. This project ig concerned specifically with

" be carried out until the results of this questionnaire have been
analyzed. . '

Thank you for your cooperation,

|
Sincerely

T Pave X Lo

N David 1,. Rambo, President -
R/vfb

Enclosure.

5

Colleges of the Christian ‘and Missionary Alliance in Canada

3
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| EB: Jhe Canadian Bible College °
._ Canadian Theological College \ |

Canadian Theoiogical College ’ .
' :T _ 4400-4th Avenue, Regina, Saskatchewan S4T OH8 (306)545-1515

,May 1, 1977

To Board Members and Former Board Members: . Q

The enclosed questionnaire, which is concerned with, the governance
(or decision making) at Canadian Bible College, is part of a study
being conducted by one of our Faculty members, Mr. Bob Rose, for
his doctoral dissertation. This project is concerned specifically
with who is, and who shquld be involvgddén decision making at the
College. o :

As one who is currently on the Board, or who has served on the Board
in the past, your Tresponses are of special significance to the study.
I would encourage you to complete the questionnaire and return it in
the enclosed bostage-paid envelope as soon_as possible, preferably
before May 20, 1977. oOther phases of this research project cannot
be carried out until the results of this questionnaire have been

analyzed. : o .

The questionnaire has been Pre-tested with a sample of people like
Yourself and has been revised to retain the essential items while
requiring a minimum of your time. You can expect to take approximately
40 minutes to complete the questionnaire,

I'm sure Bob would welcome any comments you may have concerning any
aspect of College decjsion making not covered in th questionnaire,

Thank you for your cooperation.

i g

Sincerel? -
mx@k

David L. Rambb, Président
R/vEb - , .
A\

Enclosure

- Colleges of the Christian and Missioh\a_(y Alliance in Canada



382

Appendix F: List of Board Members, with Terms of Office,

Over the History of Canadian Bible College
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& List of Board Members with dates served (during years 1944-75)

G.A. Skitch 1944-1949 ( 6 years)" .
G.M. Blackett 1944-1962 (16 years) President 1944-1953
’ : Chairman 1954-1959
W.H. Brooks 1944-1948; 1950-58; (17 years) : .
. : 1960-62
E.F. Mapstone 1945 ( 1 year) .
R. McIntyre (Fbs.) 1946-1948; 1952~ (27 years) Chairman 1960-1962 Q}
b 4 ) '
G. Magnue 1946-1953 ( 8 years) . :
. G. Ferguson 1947-1953 - ( 7 years)
S.d. Jessop (F). 1948-1952 ( 5 years) , " Lo
T.J. Spier 1948-1951 - ( 4 years) : .
W.M. Fox (F) 1949-1952 ( 4 years)
N. Bailey 1949-1959 (11 years) -
R. Freed (F) 1952-1953 ( 2 years) . |
A.H. Orthner 1952~1960; 1962- (23 years) Chairman 1963-1970
R.F. Merrill 1952-1956 ( 5 years)
J. Cunningham 1953-1956; 1959-60 ( 6 years) -
E.J. Bailey i 1953; 1970-72 . ( 4 years)~ . !
W. McArthur 1954-1958 ( 5 years) President 1954-1958 )
P. Currie 1954-1958 ( 5 years)
D.T. Anderson 1955-1957; 1960-65 ( 9 years).
S. Jesperson (L) . 1955 ' ( 1 year)
C.V. Freeman . . 1956-1958 " ( 3 years)
L.L. Brooker 1956-1963 ( 8 years).
J.D. Carlson 1957-1958 ( 2 years)
J.F. Conner . 1957-1958 ( 2 years)
A. Martin 1958-1971 (14 years) Acting President 1958
' . President 1959-1971.
B. Backlin (L; F.S.)1959-1962 ( 4 years)
J. Clemenger (L) 1959~1962 ( 4 years)
H. Gerhart (L) ©1959-1961 ( 3 years)
D.E. Jane . 1959-1961 ( 3 years) . 2
W. Newell - 1951-1973 (15 years)
J.T. McNair (G) 4+ 1959-1961; 1965-67 ( 6 years)
E. McVety (G) 1959-1964 ( 6 years)
C.D. House (G) 1959 ( 1 year) N
G.R. Gray 1960-1962 (-3 years)
L. Matheson (L) 1962-1970 ( 9 years)
o . =) Foy)
M. Shareshi (G) 1962-1964 ( 3 years) -
S. Palmer (G) - 1963-1965 ( 3 years)
T.A. Reeve (L) 1963-1974 . (12 years)
W.G. Rose 1963-1964 { 2.years)
R.W. Sherwin (L) 1963-1965 ( 3 years).
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List of Board Meémbers with dates \served (during years<1944—75‘cont'd.

H.I. Schroeder 1965 ( 1 year)
R.G. Simpson 1965-1967 ( 3 years)
M.P Sylvestet (G) 1965- (11 'years) Chairman 1972-
R. ﬁaron (Ly 1966-1968 ) ( 3 years) S
W. Boldt (G) 1966 1968; 1973 -75 ( 6 years)
E. Fitch 1966-1969 ( 4 years) r
J. xlaﬁign (F.S.)  1966-1968 ( 3 years) '
R.A. Mcleon (G) 1968-1969 ( 2 years) _ :
L.L. Young 1968-1970 ( 3 years) . :? . ‘
R. Batchelor (G) 1969-1971 ( 3 years)
T. Colley (G)._.. Y/ 1969-1971 ( 3 years) ,
Gerald Fowle L) 1969; 1975~ ( 2 years) ) \
D. Fearon (L G) 1970 ( 1 year) !
K. Lang (L) 1970~1972 ( 3 years)
Gordon Fowler (G) 1971~-9973 ( 3 years)
. \ .
‘M.Y. Wilson (L) 1971-1974 ’ years)

year) Chairman 1971

years
yearg)
years)

years) Presid®At 1972-

T

M. Dirks (L) 1971 .
W. Goetz (G) 1971~1973
M.R. Johnston (F.S.)1971-1972
F.L.C. Reed (L) 1971~

[ RN W NN
VN wWweE

D.L. Rambo ' 1972- (4

J.. Robdb A 1972-1974 ( 3 years) -

A. Downey (G) 1972-1974 ( 3 years)

G. Ross' (G) 1972-1974 - ( 3. years)

R. Willoughby (G) 1973 ( 1 year) ) ;
P. Dyck (L) 1973-1975 ° ) é’B years) ) \?
C.R. Alton 1973-1975 " ( 3 years) o
G.R. Bell (L) 1973 -1975 (3 years)

N. Wylie (G) 1974 (1 year)

R. Ingram ~ 1974~ ( 2 years)

R.J. Gould (G) 1975- | ( 1 year) R

A. Reimer (G) 1975 ( 1 year) : : )
R. Howell (L) 1975~ { 1 year)

J. Cooper(G) - 1975~ : ( 1 year) ’
A. Hindmarsh (L) 1975- v 2 (1 year)

c. Smith (G) 1975~ ( 1 year) AN

* if no end date is included it means the member continued to serve
, after 1975. - :

. (L)= Layman (non~-clergy); (F)- Faculty member; (F.S.)= former/CBC Student; -
(G)= CBC grad ' '

-
[

t’:‘
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Coding Protocol
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0.

. .

&

Generel Subclassifications of Trustee Actions -

Personnel

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11

Academlc and/or nonacademlc salary
Staff benefits

Employment conditions

Employee organizations

Tenure

Faculty and staff app01ntments
Faculty and staff sabbatlcals
D15c1p11nary actions

Grievance procedures
Dismissals N
Creation of new positions

1. Student Affairsl

01
02.
03
04
05
06

07
08,

09

Scholarsﬁlps
Athletic. programs

Student government/student control of organlzatlons

Codes of conduct/student dlsc1p11ne
Student services
Campus speakers

Student newspapers/publ1cat10ns/med1a‘
Fraternal- societies/other student extracurrlcular

organizations
Student records

2. Business and Finance

<01
02
03
04
05
06
07

08

09

- 10

11
12
13

N~

-Fiscal long-range plans

Overall operatlng budget
Fund raising (development)
Tuition and feds"'- _
Purchase orders.. .-
Gifts ”E“ a - -
Legal matters =~ - o
Insurance matters S
Budget’ adjustments/transfers
Investments

Accounts recelvable/collectables
Audits, special financia reports
Expenditures . . ;

Coding Protocol for. Subject Areas and

‘

358
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3. Physical Plant -

Actions pertaining to financial and business matters
" related to physical plant:

. 01
02

03
~04
05
06

Overall capital budget !

Fund appropriations and/or authorization for
revenue bonds and/or other_financing '
Property disposals (real estate or equipment)
Awarding contracts

Change orders

Planning funcs

Actions pertaining to other matters regarding physical
Plant: y ' ¢ . ’

» 07
08
09
10
11

)12

13

-

01
02

03

Physical long-range development plans
Stages of physical Planning-construction
Buildings/grounds alterations '

‘Site approvals

Naming of buildings and/or campuses

4

Leases ' A

‘Policies/procedures for design and construction of ‘

~buildings ot ’
4. External Affairs ’

. . . Y

Coordihating agencies

Legislature !

Governor _ )

Other state agencies

04
05
06
07
08
/ 09
10

L,
-

5. Internal Board Affairs

01
02
03
04
. 05
06

‘protocol)

State Board.of Higher Education
Federal government ,
Local community (public relations).
Other T /. -
csMa Héddquarters (not part of origjfal protocol)
Educatibn Department of cCgMa (not_pgart of original

a .

~

Standing committees
Other board committees N ,
Board officers ‘ o 5
Board meetings : . , .
Bylaws/standing orders/rules and regulations
Other board procedures



. v - 360

’

6. Administrative Organizations

i

01 Admlnlstratlve transfer of. authorlty

- 02 Organizational plans e

03 Delegations of authorlty !

04 Name changes o

05 Creation of new p051t10ns and/or new offlces .
06.- Campus or system governance structures :

7. Othér

01. Other administrative-type regulations/actions
02 President's reports ,
03 Committee reports .

04 Campus reports ,ﬁﬁ\\

05 Other reports \

8 Ceremonlal Actions .\\‘~\\\ .

~ 08 Workloads/standards "~

S o

01 Commendations ;h‘\x‘

02 Appreciations i

03 Awarding honorary degrees and/ r other awards
04 Commencement/convocation/specYal speakers

9. Educatlonal Programs ' .

Actions pertaining to financial and business matters
related to educatlgﬁii/programs-

01 Appropriation of program funds
02 Use and fiscal control of grant and/or gift funds
03 Budget transfers

Actions pertaining to other matters related to education-
al programs: o

04 Long- range academic ‘plan

05 Cooperative programs

- 06 Intrainstitutional programs _ ’ - T

07 Grants and contracts: ' _ 'L

09 Current curriculum \

10 Degree programs/types offered

11 Admissions standards/requirements
12 Academic calendar .

13 Establishment of new campuses

14 Academic regulations
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Appendix B: Board Decisions Coding Sheet



CODING SHEET ) 1. Decision Number: .
] T 7277373
2. Date:
Mon Year
2

3. Session Number:

ot 4. Duration of Session: —
5. Decision Code® —
6. Decision level:
Legislative ........ T 1
Managerial .......... R T T T 2
Working ................ ettt et 3
Uncoded ................... ettt i, R |
7. If decision related to pPlanning, it was:
Basic, long range ...... e e e e e 1
Incremental ........................ ... e i i, 2
8. Timing of decision:
Prior to action e ettt i, et itee e 1
After action .................... ... .. ettt 2
9. How was the matter brought before Board?
Recommendation/motion e it 1
Report ... ... L L 2
From the floor/other ........................ ...~ e 3
10. If item was "report § Teview'", how was it received?
Formal action ................ et te ettt et etanna, 1
Nonaction .,........ R ettt 2
11. Source of this item on agenda:- .
- Standing committee of the Board et et e e, cereas 01
Ad hoc committee of the Board .............. et e 02
President ar his office ......................... " “.. 03
Other senior administrator ......................... vese. 04 -
Regular Board member ......................... " [ T 1
Ex-officio Board member .................... ... cresassea. 06
Facu'ty committee/member ........................ e, 07
Studants IR I seere. 08
Other sources ....,......... ettt e, . 09
Minutes do not specify ................ . feeverana. 10

12, Action taken on this item:

Affirmative (accepted, carried, confirmed, approved, etc) 1
Affirmative--as dmended or with accompanying conditions . 2
Referred to a Board committee ..... et . |
Referred to the administration B, et teceaen 4
Tabled, deferred, postponed .......... ... i0iiiiiieein.. §
. Request for information Tttt ieitte et ittt et nan.an . 6
, Received for-information only .......... e e .7
' Negative action ..... e, eede.. 8
Other action ................... et teieti e, veereee T 9

13. Change in Board Code: (
' " 724 725 726
; .

1 -2

13 - 15

16

17

18
19

20

21 - 22

23

24 - 20
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Appendix C: Questionnaire



