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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF NORMATIVE AND EMERGING FUNCTIONS

OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DEVELOPMENT

OFFICER WITH IMPLICATIONS FOR

COMPETENCY DEVELOPMENT

BY

Joseph Martin Mego

The purpose of this study was to examine the per—

ceptions of community college development officers toward

the normative and emerging functions of the development

officer position, a relatively new addition to the com-

munity college president's cabinet. Three questions were

answered by the research: (1) Are there significant dif-

ferences in the chief responsibility attached to the major

function categories of the community college development

officer position? (2) Are there significant differences

expected in the chief responsibility attached to function

categories a few years from now compared to present

practices? (3) Are there significant differences in

function emphasis or change expected in the next few years?

The instrument designed to measure community col-

1ege development officer perceptions was a mail question—

naire containing fifty task statements grouped under seven
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selected development officer functions. A pretest was

employed to obtain information on the two—year public

college develOpment officer which served as a major source

of information for the development of the main question—

naire. The questionnaire was mailed to thirtyvtwo com—

munity college development administrators in a seven-state

population which included Maryland, Michigan, Illinois,

Pennsylvania, New York, New Jersey, and Florida. Twenty—

five questionnaires were returned, all usable, for a

78.1 per cent response.

For the pretest data, a rank order subjective

analysis was employed. The questionnaire data were sta—

tistically tested to determine null hypotheses differences

among seven selected development officer functions,

function differences between now and 1975, and inter~

action between time and function change.

-The statistical model used for testing significance

was the two—way fixed analysis of variance. The decision

rule followed was to reject the null hypothesis at a = .05

level of confidence. The Tukey Post Hoc Procedure was

administered to find specific differences between functions.

The findings of the study were:

1. There are statistically significant differences

perceived by development officers in the chief

responsibility attached to the major function

categories of the community college development

office.
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There are statistically significant differences

perceived by development officers in the chief

responsibility attached to development officer

function categories by 1975.

No statistically significant differences were

perceived in function emphasis or change by

1975 by community college development officers.

Major conclusions of the study were:

The Master Planning Function was perceived by the

community college development officers as a chief

responsibility significantly more than most of

the other functions.

The Master Planning, Capital Facilities, and

Grants Procurement Functions were viewed as

relatively equal in primary responsibility by

the development officers.

Statistically significant differences were found

between the Public Relations Function and five

other functions indicating the respondents per-

ceived the Public Relations Function as relatively

less of a primary responsibility for this adminis-

trator than the functions of Master Planning,

Capital Facilities Development, Capital Budget—

ing and Systems Management. Relatively equal

importance or primary responsibility was attached

to the Public Relations and Institutional Research

Functions by the respondents.
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Functions viewed as relatively equal in primary

responsibility by the develOpment officers were

Capital Facilities Development, Grants Procure-

ment, Capital Budgeting, and Systems Management.

Institutional Research was included in this group

except in comparison with Capital Facilities

Development which was perceived as significantly

more of a primary responsibility than Insti-

tutional Research.

The development officers perceived a greater

degree of primary responsibility for the function

categories by 1975.

Implications of the study included the following:

The emergence of the community college development

officer in the last decade had resulted from the

burgeoning administrative needs of the two—year

public institutions complicated by its growing

size and complexity and the necessarily increased

emphasis on institutional pIanning brought about

by the greater demands for more efficient

stewardship.

A community college development officer function

model was developed based on the study and the

investigator's experience. It included the

functions of Master Planning, Capital Facilities
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Development, Grants Procurement, Capital Budget—

ing, Systems Management, and Institutional

Research.

The Public Relations Function was not regarded as

a primary responsibility of the development

officer but more properly belonged directly

under the president's office.

A key to the preparation of community college

development officers is futurevorientation,

generating images of the futurev-on jobs,

problems, organizational structures, and

' educational facilities.

The need for multi—learning experiences is

indicated and approaches would include inservice

programs, internships, and graduate programs.
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CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction and Background
 

This study, descriptive in nature, will seek to

extend the investigation of studies concerned with admin-

istrative behavioral competencies for members of the com-

munity college presidential cabinet. Representative

studies of similar concern have been completed by T. G.

Davies (26), who examined the general competencies needed

by the junior college presidential cabinet, and by W. J.

Lynam (62), who developed the competencies needed by the

community college academic dean.

The cabinet member and subject of this research

is the community college development officer.

The traditional concept of the chief development

officer in higher education is that of a fund raiser and

public relations man. Much of the literature and Studies

reviewed concerns itself primarily with these two areas

and to a lesser extent the publications and alumni areas.

However, recent studies indicate his institutional role

is expanding. Carl M. Halvarson in a survey of ninety-nine



higher education chief development officers concludes,

"Although fund raising remains the chief assignment of

the development officer, new research indicates he has

internal identity as a chief policy officer with.major

responsibility in planning and implementation for insti—

tutional advancement" (40:44). Francis C. Pray states,

"The times demand the evolution of a whole new concept of

development which I shall call, for want of a better

phrase, 'total resource development'" (81:28). Shultz

and Winstead point out the role of the educational

development officer has emerged which " . . . deals with

the problems of bringing about constructive change, the

management of change" (91:23).

Research dealing with community college adminis—

tration offers little on the development officer per se

but the area of institutional development is recognized

as one of the major administrative divisions of the two-

year institutions. Ayers and Russel conducted a study of

the internal structures of institutions of higher edu-

cation. In the public community college, they concluded

there were four major administrative areas most commonly

designated as second in command to the president: (1)

academic affairs area, (2) student services area, (3)

business management area, and (4) institutional develop—

ment area (10). Davies (26) includes as a member of the

presidential cabinet the person with responsibilities in



areas of institutional development and research. Rarig,

who surveyed community college administrative practices

in institutional long-range planning, concludes "long-

range planning as a major administrative function, and

the position of Director of Planning (or another title

but performing this function) as a position of increas—

ingly major importance" (85:124).

Because of limited published material on the com—

munity college development officer, the use of a pretest

questionnaire was necessary to obtain information vital

to the development of this study. The results are pre-

sented in Chapter III but it may be appropriate in the

introduction of the study to briefly introduce information

relating to the titles and areas of responsibilities

reported by the selected sample of nineteen public com-

munity college development administrators. A variety of

titles was reported but in most instances development or

planning appears in the title. For the purposes of this

study, the title Development Officer is used to denote

a top—level administrator with institutional development

responsibilities.

In areas of responsibilities, the two—year public

practitioner shares a similar role with his four-year

colleague in responsibility for fund raising and public

relations. The difference in fund raising activity is

one of emphasis with the two-year administrator more



involved in seeking federal and state grant support

rather than private or foundation support. In addition,

major areas of responsibility reported by 50 per cent or

more of the survey respondents include: facilities plan—

ning, coordination of building program, institutional

research, and publications. Approximately one—third

also listed capital budget, computer center, and alumni

relations within their areas of responsibility.

Need for the Study
 

The need for this study is based on three consid—

erations: (1) there is very little published material

available on the community college development officer

or his role; (2) there is need for more research and

information on ways to cope with the ever—increasing

complexities of higher education management; and (3)

there is a need for more research on training programs

for higher education administrators.

Although the need for more research on community

college administration is generally recognized, this need

appears particularly critical in the area of institutional

development. Studies in this area have been few and pub-

lished material on the role of the community college

development officer is extremely limited if nonexistent.

Representative studies concerning institutional

development areas have been completed by Rarig (85), who

examined administrative practices in institutional



long-range planning, and Van Istendal (106), who sur-

veyed institutional research programs within selected

community colleges. While these and other similar studies

have provided helpful information, their concerns were

more from the standpoint of administrative practices

rather than administrative competencies, the concern of

this study.

There is an appalling lack of research and

literature on the role of the community college develop-

ment officer. A series of publications by ERIC on com-

munity college development has provided some basic infor—

mation on planning, research, and grants; but there is

little information on the dean level development adminis-

trator who may have overall responsibilities in these

areas. Related literature available on the four-year

college and university development officer and his

expanding role in these institutions indicate the

increasing importance of this administrative role in

higher education. A case in point illustrating the

critical need for more information and research in this

area and perhaps its contribution and potential appli-

cation to community college administration is made by

Francis C. Pray, Chairman of Frantzreb and Pray Associates

of New York City who issued this challenge:

I see a new and expanding role for the develOpment

officer who is big enough, courageous enough,

educationally oriented enough, trustworthy enough,

and professionally competent enough to lead the



task of mobilizing the effort to maximize the

resources. Furthermore, I see him as a new kind

of staff organizer for a new concept of team

approach which will involve the whole institution

and its entire leadership in the program to build

growing strength of the organization. (81:29)

There is a tremendous need for more research and

literature relating to management techniques for dealing

with the kinds of problems brought about by change in

higher education administration today and in the future.

Alvin Toffler, author of Future Shock, states in an
 

article "Learning to Live with Future Shock" that "In

an accelerated society where transient problems, oppor-

tunities and relationships will be commonplace, slow

methodical organizations cannot cope" (102:56). He

further suggests that present bureaucratic college

organizations patterned on the practices and values of

the industrial age are no longer valid and that the

developing age he calls super—industrialism based on

technological change will require ad hoc forms of

organizations to cope with accelerating change (102).

An indication of the development officer‘s role as a

catalyst and his contribution to management in a changing

higher education world is found in the statement by

Shultz and Winstead from their study, "The Educational

Development Officer: A Catalyst for Change in Higher

Education."

The Educational Development Officer represents a

senior-level highly professionalized role in higher

education. He deals with the problems of bringing



about constructive change, the management of change,

and ways to COpe with the ever increasing complexi-

ties of institutions of higher education. As a

catalyst for institutional advancement, the BBQ

helps establish a climate conducive to maximum pro—

ductivity by all those engaged in the administration

and educational processes on campus. (91:23)

There is also a great need for more research and

information on training programs for prospective higher

education administrators as well as information that would

help working administrators evaluate their own role and

competencies. The training programs for future community

college administrators during the 1960's was initiated by

the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges

(formerly AAJC) and funded by the W. K. Kellogg Foun—

dation. It made a vital and important contribution in

filling the great general need for administrators in that

decade of tremendous community college growth. But the

changing conditions demand new techniques and new

approaches to administration and consequently new

approaches to training programs. Previous studies by

Davies (26) and Lynam (62) associated learning experiences

with administrative competencies stated in behavioral

terms thus providing a somewhat different approach for

developing administration training programs. This

research will use the same approach in the study of the

community college develOpment officer functions and may

contribute information helpful to the development of



training experiences for this administrative officer, at

least in their implications for competency development.

Purpose of the Study
 

The purpose of the study is to examine the norma-

tive and possibly emerging functions of the community

college development officer in his role as a member of

the president's cabinet.

The research seeks to answer the following three

questions:

Question 1:
 

Are there significant differences in the chief

responsibility attached to the major function cate—

gories of the two-year public college development

officer as perceived by community college adminis-

trators in development and planning positions?

Question 2:
 

Are there significant differences in the chief

responsibility attached to function categories a

few years from now compared to the present as per-

ceived by community college development officers?

Qpestion 3:
 

Are there significant differences in function

emphasis or change in the next few years as per-

ceived by community college development officers?

Definition of Terms
 

Development Officer.--For the purpose of this

study, the term, DevelOpment Officer, is used to denote

the administrative position in a public community



college responsible for functions which are institutional

in nature. Other titles considered interchangeable with

Development Officer in this study include: Dean or

Director of Planning and Development, Director of Public

Information and Planning, Director of Resources and

Development, or Vice-President of Educational Services.

In this study, he is the administrator who supervises

and/or is directly responsible for three or more of the

following functions: institutional development and plan-

ning including physical facilities, capital program,

coordination of building program, grants, public relations,

publications, institutional research, systems management

and computer center. He is a member of the president's

cabinet and holds equal status with other deans of the

institution on the formal organization chart.

Community College.--The term Community College

(sometimes called junior college) refers to a public,

state and locally supported, two-year college offering

transfer, career, and other educational programs and

services. It basically serves the community at large

that supports it.

Development Officer Function.--A development

officer function is defined as a number of critical tasks

characteristic of and related to a special administrative

responsibility performed by the development officer and

for which he is held accountable.
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Administrative Task.~«An assigned duty or piece

of work essential to the performance of a function.

Learning Experiences.--Learning experiences refer

to those experiences which may assist in training pro—

grams designed to help acquire competencies for a

development officer position and may include graduate

courses, role-playing situations or simulation, field

work and internships, independent study, graduate semi-

nars and workshops, and professional conferences, meetings,

and seminars.

Methodology
 

The following procedure was used to accomplish

the purpose of this study:

1. The literature and research were reviewed con—

centrating in areas directly related to the basic

elements of the dissertation, i.e., the role of

the community college development officer, and

administration and management theory and practice.

This would include literature and research studies

pertinent to the develOpment officer, community

college administration, group decision-making,

systems management techniques, and training pro-

1 grams for administrators.



2.

11

A pretest information survey was mailed to a

selected sample of twenty—eight community college

development administrators. The instrument was

designed to provide a reality test base in four

areas: Part I concerned organizational patterns

and responsibilities of the development adminis-

trator in a community college; Part II contained

statements of behavioral competencies and

attempted to identify those statements most

relevant to the development administrator;

Part III related to the materials produced in

a development office; and Part IV was concerned

with the importance of learning experiences as

perceived by development administrators that may

assist in training programs for development

officers.

The main questionnaire, developed from the pre—

test survey, was mailed to thirty-two community

college development administrators located in a

seven-state population.

The collected data were tabulated and tested for

significance. The statistical model selected

was the two-way fixed analysis of variance.

The Tukey Post Hoc Procedure was employed to

determine specific differences.
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Organization of the Study

Chapter I, the first of five chapters, has been

described and includes the introduction, need for study,

purpose of the study, definition of terms, methodology,

and organization of the following four chapters.

Chapter II encompasses the review of literature.

The primary areas of interest are intended to be (1) the

higher education develOpment officer, (2) administration

theory and concepts particularly as related to group

decision—making and systems management, (3) behavioral

theories in learning and research relevant to adminis—

trative training programs of concern to this study.

Chapter III contains the design of the study and

the methodology used in carrying out the purposes of this

study. This includes the development of the instrument

used, description of the sample, and statistical treatment

of data employed.

In Chapter IV, analysis of the data and findings

are presented.

Chapter V contains the summary, conclusions

including implications for competency development, and

suggestions for further research.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction
 

In this chapter, a review of the literature and

research related to this study is presented.

There are three main areas of investigation of

primary interest to the study. First, because of the

lack of information published on the community college

develOpment officer, a search of the literature is made

on the college and university development officer that

may have a bearing on this study. The second area of

interest is concerned with administration and behavioral

concepts related to group decision making and management

systems. And finally, material is reviewed which may

be helpful in relating the community college development

officer competencies to training and learning experiences.

A summary is presented at the end of the chapter.

The Development Officer
 

A search of the literature revealed no apparent

specific articles or research on the community college

development officer. The difficulty in finding such

13
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information possibly may have been due to the relative

newness of this position in two-year organizations and

the employment of the administrative officer on the public

two-year college administrative team.

.A review of familiar books on the community

college by Fields, Blocker, and Mayhew revealed little

information on the develOpment office or the development

officers in the junior college administrative structure.

A search of dissertation abstracts and the professional

journals such as Junior College Journal, College & Uni-
 
 

versity Business, and College Management was equally
  

disappointing.

A few studies would indicate that the emergence

of the community college development officer in the last

decade had resulted from the administrative needs of the

growing size and complexity of the two-year institutions

and the increased emphasis on institutional planning.

Institutional planning and development had been histori-

cally the administrative task of the junior college

president but more recently the task has become so demand-

ing, especially with increasing state requirements, that

this critical function can no longer be completed by the

president alone. Ayers and Russel in their study of

higher education internal structures reported:

Increasingly, colleges and universities are selecting

directors of institutional development who are given

responsibility and authority for the administrative
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coordination of all segments in this area. Size and

complexity of institutions have made it impossible

for the president to direct and coordinate these

within his own span of control. (10:82)

They further recommended in their model administrative

organization that this specialized area of responsibility

be assigned to a major administrator and state:

The model administrative design . . . calls for a

major line officer--a director of institutional

development—-as one of the four arms of the

president. (10:82)

Rarig in his dissertation on "Administrative

Practices on Institutional Long—Range Planning" found

in interviews with community college presidents that

although they recognized the long—range planning job

as the president's responsibility, it was a job the

president cannot do himself and some one individual

must be in charge of planning. Rarig concluded:

The position of Director of Planning, or if by

another name yet performing this function, is

assuming a role of major importance; relatively

few people possess the necessary qualifications for

the position; when a skilled planner is found, he

stays only a short time and then moves into the

deanship or the presidency; planning is now recog-

nized as a major administrative task. (85:78—79)

The community college president's cabinet was

defined in Tim Davies' dissertation as those adminis-

trators designated by the president as being second in

line or second in command. He included the person

responsible for institutional development as a member

of the president's cabinet (26:22).
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Articles on community college state board systems

provided information that would indicate greater demands

by the state for institutional development and planning

data from the colleges. Stuckman and Wattenburger in

the Junior College Journal, reporting on the development

of state boards during the past fifteen years, found state

legislators realized planning and coordination were

essential if a state's education and occupational needs

were to be met and community college development was to

be orderly. They recommended that " . . . to achieve

more effective and statewide and institutional planning,

each junior college should be required to develop a

master plan for campus development and for program

development which includes provisions for all assigned

programs such as transfer, occupational, adult, guided

studies, community service" (97:43-44).

Alfred C. O'Connell, Executive Director of the

Maryland State Board for Community Colleges, suggested

that in order for the colleges to properly support their

capital requests and provide the necessary information,

a full-time specialist in planning and development was

a necessity. He saw the task as one the president does

not have time to devote to and the job as too critical

for half-way measures (76).

Although there was an appalling lack of published

information on the community college development officer,
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a review of the related literature on four—year college

and university develOpment officers suggested there were

administrative competencies which both may have in common

with respect to their institutional roles.

One of the articles having particular significance

for this study was by Carl M. Halvarson in College & Uni—
 

versity Journal (40). It was reviewed here in some detail
 

because of its behavioral statement implications for the

community college development officer. The Halvarson

study was designed (1) to determine the scope of the

internal institutional role of the chief develOpment

officer through an analysis of his functions and behavior

in selected colleges and universities; (2) to discover

if the chief development officer had acquired a new

internal role as a chief administrator with major

responsibility for institutional policy and planning.

Data were obtained from ninety-nine chief development

officers indicating the degree of participation in

thirty-six suggested internal task statements of behavior

adapted, in part, from American College Public Relations

Association principles and pronouncements since 1958

concerning the emerging advancement administrator (40:44).

The Halvarson study revealed that most develop-

ment officers function in a complex but effective

external—internal institutional role. Half of the

development officers performed 50 per cent of thirty-six
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suggested behavioral tasks in areas of policy formulation,

decision-making, and serious participation in the internal

administration of the school. They scored above average

in such key administrative tasks as: shaping insti-

tutional policy—~78 per cent; functioning as a catalyst

with a voice and participation in decision-making——84 per

cent; and sharing in major policy decisions—-78 per cent.

Also, 81 per cent interpreted development programs to

faculty and staff; 78 per cent maintained close communi—

cation with the faculty; 61 per cent attended faculty

meetings regularly; and 46 per cent included faculty on

develOpment committees. Halvarson concluded that fund-

raising continued to be the major external thrust of a

chief develOpment officer 76 per cent of the time but

within the institution he had clearly emerged as a chief

policy officer. He stated that:

. . . If the data of this research is reasonably

valid, a chief development officer can function as

an external coordinator and internal catalyst in

his institution. He has a role identity as a fund

raiser, policy officer, institutional planner,

internal communicator, and not least of all,

education. (40:47)

Twenty of the thirty—six statements of behavior

developed by Halvarson which appear more pertinent to

this research are listed on the next page under Table l.

A number of other articles written about the

four-year development officer contributed in varying

degrees to sources of information covering role,
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TABLE 2.1.-~Twenty statements of behavior and average per—

cent degree of participation from all size institutions

of ninety-nine development officers in suggested internal

tasks (40:45)

 

Average

Statements of Behavior %

 

1. Serve on the president's administrative

council 80

2. Serve as a line and staff officer respon—

sible only to the president of the school 89

3. Engage in long—range planning with out-

side consultants in education and/or

fund raising 81

4. Fulfill a role as an educator as well as

a fund raiser and public relations

practitioner 39

5. Help shape the internal administrative

and academic policies of the institution 70

6. Function as an overview officer to

identify problems and help achieve

institutional unity 55

7. Plan development programs within the

educational/academic context of the

school 81

8. Function as an effective catalyst and

coordinator with voice and partici—

pation in the policy making of the

institution 73

9. Help prepare or edit institutional self—

study reports 42

10. Coordinate internal tasks to make it

possible for the president to devote

more time to educational duties and

less time to administration 40

11. Prepare annual reports for the Board

of Trustees 68
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TABLE 2.1.e-Continued

 

 

Statements of Behavior Avegage

12. COOperate with institutional research

personnel 64

13. Share in the major policy—making

decisions 71

14. Interpret development or advancement

concepts and programs to faculty and

staff 81

15. Participate in trustee/regent board

meetings 67

16. Help evaluate fiscal policies and

procedures 51

17. Function externally as a primary

interpreter of the institution and

internally as a unifier, mediator,

and communicator 50

18. Include faculty members on the

institutional development council

or committee 46

19. Accept major responsibility for

internal institutional communication

and understanding 37

20. Exercise authority as well as

responsibility in key administrative

decisions 56
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characteristics, qualities, and function of the develop-

ment officer. Shultz and Winstead wrote that the role

of the educational development officer was not only a

source of change but was one of major potential for

planned change-—anticipatory change, management sponsored,

from within the institution. They felt the educational

development officer represented a senior-level, highly

professionalized role in higher education and had a role

similar to one in industry and government, that is, he

attempted to insure that decisions being made were based

on the best research and knowledge available (91).

Fred Alexander, institutional development consul-

tant, suggested the Development Officer's job was highly

specialized, a task which demanded know-how in a great

number of different fields. He did not think there were

enough qualified people to go around " . . . probably

because the basic attribute is a quality which may well

be a non-transferable skill.” He was referring to

empathy, a special trait not possessed by everyone,

which he said, " . . . enables one person to virtually

step into the shoes of another and identify with him,

see things from his point of view." In listing the char—

acteristics a development officer should possess,

Alexander stated:

A develOpment officer should be so many things

and have so many skills that it is probable the

perfect and complete answer to all these require-

ments could never be found in one man.
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Primarily, he should have experience in public

relations and have at least some of the skills

required for this field.

He should have executive ability and experience

as a working executive.

He should be a team worker and not a "loner."

The development officer should have an understanding

of systems management and some practical skills

related to that field.

He should be adept at communicating with peOple

and be personally appealing in both one-to—one and

public situations. (2:3)

Noel Johnston, President of Defiance College,

listed twelve major qualities he wants in a development

officer. Heading the list was compatibility, " . . . a

man who can get along with me . . . and they must respect

one another." Other qualities included creativeness,

courage and integrity, respect for scholarship, imagi—

nation, optimism, adaptability, judgment, scope, self—

lessness, tact, and personality. "The president wants

eXpert analysis, competent planning and good execution

of a fund raising and public relations program." Admitv

ting his view of a development man was idealistic, he

nevertheless felt the list was sound and concluded:

. . . The development officer should probably be

the best man on the staff—-and often he is. If

he's best, why not make him president? Maybe

he will be, if he isn't too smart. I think the

training is perfect for the job. (50:9)

Ketchum, writing in College & University Journal,

likened the duties of the development officer with that

of the professional guide in the north woods or in Africa

who was employed by the amateur hunter or fisherman whom

he was expected to lead (56). On the other hand, Francis
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C. Pray saw the development officer as a new kind of

staff organizer for a new concept of team approach

involving the whole institution and its entire leader-

ship (81). Alexander would agree that at the helm of

every institution there should be a team of executives

who were the administrative arms of the president which

he called the management team. As a respected and valued

member of top management, he saw the development officer

as a talented, functioning executive who participated

in policy making at the highest level (3).

In College & University Business, Paul H.
 

McWilliams stated the Advancement Office should combine

management technique with knowledge of education and

would cover four activities: public relations, fund

raising, alumni, and publications (72).

In another article, "Development Officer Inter—

prets Plans, Should Help Make Them," Cushman wrote that

the development officer should definitely be a partici-

pant in policy determination which precedes number and

dollars both in academic planning and as the key officer

for capital campaigns necessitated by the academic blue—

print (109:38).

In a conference paper, "The Development Office

and The Development Officer" presented by Billy O.

Wireman, it was suggested that the development officer's

prime responsibility, in its broadest sense, was to
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influence favorable public policy and attitudes toward

higher education. The development officer interpreted

the college and its purposes to the business community

and general public and in dealing with the public, " . . .

the Development Officer should View himself less as a

salesman . . . more as an educational entrepreneur or

statesman." Qualifications of the development officer

offered by Wireman included being articulate and a self-

starter, speaking authoritatively, showing initiative,

keeping abreast of latest developments, and exhibiting

qualities of honesty, integrity, compassion, and

tolerance (113:1—17).

There would appear, then, to be fairly good

evidence from the literature that the four—year develop-

ment officer had a major administrative institutional

role in policy formulation, decision making, planning,

fund raising, public relations, and institutional change.

It would also appear that his two-year counterpart, the

community college development officer, was emerging in

the junior college organization in a similar role and

as will be developed in Chapter III has many common

characteristics.

Decision Making and Administration-—

Management Theory

 

 

The concept of Administration in the community

colleges was variously described as "a questionable
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science" by Richardson (87:16) and conversely by Blocker,

Plumer, and Richardson as " . .‘. providing both structure

and function necessary for the systematic operation of an

organization" (17:171). The limited research in com-

munity college administration noted in recent disser-

tations by Davies (26), Lynam (62), Stanbury (95), and

others while of consequence to this study did not neces-

sarily adversely affect the approach taken here in

determining administrative competencies of the community

college development officer. A search of the literature

was made with the view towards investigating higher

education administrative concepts that would have general

as well as specific relevance for this administrator.

Although administrative theories vary widely

along the continuum from the traditional through systems

management to Toffler's future "Ad—Hocracy," it was

generally agreed that decision making appeared basic

to all administration theories. According to Griffiths:

"The specific function of administration is to develop

and regulate the decision—making process in the most

effective manner possible" (37:73). Griffiths also made

the assumption that " . . . it is the function of the

executive to see to it that the decision process pro-

ceeds in an effective manner," that is, one which results

in the accomplishment of a stated objective and " . . .
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if the executive is personally making decisions this

means that there exists a malfunctioning in the decision

process" (37:73).

Herbert A. Simon underscored the importance of

the decision-making process as rather organizational

decision making and not individual decision making and

stated:

The organization . . . takes from the individual

some of his decisional autonomy, and substitutes

for it an organization decision-making process.

The decisions which the organization makes for the

individual ordinarily (1) specify his function,

that is, the general scope and nature of his

duties; (2) allocate authority, that is, determine

who in the organization is to have power to make

further decisions for the individual; and (3) set

such other limits to his choice as are needed to

coordinate the activities of several individuals

in the organization. (93:8)

Administration is concerned with the total

functioning of the organization rather than with each

decision. As Barnard stated in Functions of the Executive,
 

"Executive work is not that of the organization but the

specialized work of maintaining the organization in

operation" (12:215). He reinforced Griffith's theory

that the function of the executive was to promote the

decision-making process by pointing out, "The executive

is primarily concerned with decisions which facilitate

or hinder in the effective or efficient operation of the

organization" (12:211).

The process of decision making becomes of paramount

importance if "decision stress“ explained by Alvin Toffler
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in Future Shock was to be circumvented. Toffler contended
 

that the " . . . accelerative thrust and its psychological

counterpart, transience, force us to quicken the tempo

of private and public decision making. New needs, novel

emergencies and crises demand rapid response." This very

newness of circumstances and rapidity of responses

brought about a revolutionary change in the nature of

decision making and " . . . upsets the delicate balance

of 'programmed' and 'nonprogrammed' decisions in our

organizations and our private lives" (101:355). Simon

defined the difference between these two kinds of

decisions-~programmed decision was one that was repeti-

tive, routine and easy to make while nonprogrammed

decisions were novel, unstructured, and consequential

(92:6). Toffler claimed that decisions that were non—

programmed were high in psychic cost forcing the indi-

vidual to make one-time or first—time decisions that

would establish new habits and behavioral procedures.

If the mix of the two was too high in programmed

decisions, there was no challenge and life became boring.

But if the mix was too high in nonprogrammed decisions

where programming became impossible, life became dis—

organized, exhausting, and anxiety filled. "Pushed to

its extreme, the end-point is psychosis“ (101:356).

Bertram M. Gross suggested that to achieve a prOper

decision mix balance routinization was necessary.
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Gross states:

Rational Behavior always includes an intricate com—

bination of routinization and creativity. Routine

is essential because it frees creative energies

for dealing with the more baffling array of new

problems for which routinization is an irrational

approach. (38:250)

The key concept in a discussion of administration,

said Griffiths, " . . . is that of directing and con—

trolling the decision—making process." He continued,

"It is not only central in the sense that it is more

important than other functions . . . it is also central

in that all other functions of administration can best

be interpreted in terms of the decision—making process"

(37:74). Griffiths, Simon, and others generally recog-

nized decision making as the heart of the organization

and the process of administration. Davies, in his

dissertation on the administrative competencies of the

community college presidential cabinet concluded " . . .

the major responsibility of the presidential cabinet is

this decision—making process" (26:16). A review of

that process with emphasis on concepts that might have

particular significance for the Development Officer

might now be appropriate.

Group Decision Making

Many of the administrative competencies needed by

the Development Officer in directing and controlling the

decision-making process were basically the same as that
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required of other cabinet members and had their basis

in the concepts of shared or group decision making. Also,

the administrative framework within which the process

took place might have an important effect on the quality

of the decision making.

Much of the research on participation in decision

making had been shown to be related to morale, produc-

tivity, job satisfaction, and interpersonal behavior. A

significant study conducted over a period of several

years and one often quoted was that of the Western

Electric Company at their Hawthorne plant in Chicago (88).

The study showed that such variables as temperature,

variations in illumination, higher pay, mid-morning meals,

and spaced rest periods were not directly related to

increased production. However, the researchers concluded

that increased productivity was a function of morale or

human relations which appeared to be related to the

improved manner of supervision, the attention focused

upon the experimental group, and the satisfaction

derived from participating in decisions through manage—

ment's willingness to listen to their individual problems,

opinions, and suggestions (88:19—186).

In a study by Maier, it was shown that partici-

pation in group decision making resulted not only in

more acceptance of decisions and willingness to carry

them out but encouraged creativity, thereby improving
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the quality of the group thinking (66:155—74). The

advantages of shared decision making were also shown in

a study conducted by Morse and Reimer of four parallel

divisions of clerical workers. The authors found that

individual satisfaction increased significantly in the

two divisions which had participated in decision making

and decreased significantly in the two autocratically

conducted divisions (75:120'29).

Marcus and Cafagna writing in Public Administration
 

Review indicated that group decision making resulted in

greater productivity, higher morale, and a more effective

organization. They also found that it was no longer

possible for the chief executive to have expertise in

all areas and today's organizations required more dele—

gation of control to those organization members who were

in a better position to influence the decision process

related to their specialties (68:127-37).

Tim Davies in his dissertation found support for

the junior college president's cabinet as a group

decision-making body as opposed to the president

commanding all decision-making power and summarized:

There seems to be strong arguments in favor of

group decision—making process both in administrative

theory and practice. There is also indication that

junior college presidents are requesting and

accepting decision—making help from their cabinets.

(26:53-54)

Although research suggested that group decision

making was basic to the productive and efficient
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functioning of today's complex organizations, the manage-

ment technique within which the decision—making process

operates might also have an important bearing on the

quality of decisions produced by the organization's

management team. Thus, a review of the literature

related to management techniques might be of consequence

in examining the develOpment officer administrative com—

petencies.

Management Techniques
 

Everywhere one turns in education today he hears the

term accountability. If he happens to be in the

management arena, he more than hears the term, he

lives with it. Chief administrators in community

colleges in particular are being called upon to

justify the expenditures of their institution in

terms of value received. The concept of steward—

ship is not new, however, the demand today involves

more than simple stewardship; it involves proving

in very specific terms that one is accountable for

the goals of the institution and that the insti-

tution's expenditures relate in terms of outputs

to these goals. (69)

This Opening statement in a paper delivered by Harold D.

McAninch, President of Joliet Junior College, at the

National Conference on MBO in Higher Education reflected

the climate prevalent today in higher education circles.

"The demand for a brand of accountability that must be

proven in objective terms leaves college administrators

with a need to better define institutional objectives

and better communicate these objectives to the various

publics" (69).
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In a College Management article by Grassel, "The
 

President Needs Training in Management," it was suggested

that for too long the terms "management" and "manager"

referring to higher education administration and admin—

istrators had been dirty words. The chief executive

officers (and major administrators) today must be pro—

fessional managers. Grassel stated that:

Today‘s academic leaders must have more than

scholarship. They must have an appreciation of

the complex factors which enter into administrative

decision making and the formulation of academic

policy. They must understand the basic principles

of management by objectives, administrative effi-

ciency and effectiveness, and personal leadership,

and be able to apply these concepts with prudence

and candor toward meeting the unique needs of each

particular institution and of the distinctive

enterprise of American higher education in

general. (35:28)

An informal survey of twenty-three Trustees

responding to concerns on their campuses stated their

uppermost concerns were finances, a more meaningful

assumption of responsibilities, authority and the

decision—making process, and legislative relations. To

the question-~what particular strengths do you believe

persons in your area of responsibility should develop—-

the one most often cited by the Trustees was greater

administration skills (management, technology, fiscal)

(1:4).

Featherstone, summarizing a group of forecasters

projecting their ideas on what the 1970's will mean to

educational facility planners, wrote that the authors
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indicated " . . . the solutions to complex problems of

the next decade will require managers of planning . . .

they may become the skillful managers of teams of

specialists who attempt to solve education-social

problems . . . they may become the first 'Educational

Planners'" (32:20).

Since institutional development and planning were

a major function of the development officer, perhaps no

administrative competency was more valuable and basic

to the management skill and administrative competency

of the development officer than competency in systems

analysis. Alexander stated that the development officer

" . . . should have an understanding of systems manage-

ment and some practical skill related to that field" (2:3).

The systems approach technique had implications for the

development officer in many areas but, certainly in

capital program management, the systems concepts had

important significance. Featherstone suggested that in

the next ten years the planner of educational facilities

will be involved in more change than ever before in»

history and the "complexity" encountered in educational

facilities planning might require the planner " . . . to

construct a new set of 'principals of economy'" (32:20).

McGuffey, writing about "Accountability in

Planning Facilities," stated that:
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The use of systems analysis in planning requires that

the total process be understood from the start and

that alternative choices be known to the planner.

The planner should identify the alternatives

available and evaluate cost and potential outcomes

so that the most viable choice can be made. A final

choice would be made based upon the most desirable

cost-effective alternative within the constraints

surrounding the project. (71:5)

Article after article appearing in the professional

journals attempted to deal with the problems of manage-

ment accountability by means of systems techniques.

Those systems which appeared to be receiving the most

attention in the literature were: Program Evaluation

Review Technique (PERT), Critical Path Method (CPM),

Program Planning Budgeting System (PPBS), Management

by Objectives (M80), and simulation and computerized

systems such as Management Information System (M18) and

National Center for Higher Education Management Systems

(NCHEMS). A review of the literature concerning these

"systems" had important implications for the development

officer in terms of management techniques applicable

to his function responsibilities and administrative

competency development.

In the Educational Facilities Laboratories pub-

lication, Systems, a statement was made that:

In broad terms, a systems approach simply means that

a problem will be solved in an orderly process that

will define the goals, analyze the means of achiev-

ing them, and then carefully organize the actual

achievement. In construction, the systems approach

necessitates an improvement in building technology,

but it demands a revolution in management techniques.

(36:8)
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Program Evaluation Review

Technique (PERT)

 

 

One of the earlier management techniques applied

to school construction was PERT which stands for Program

Evaluation Review Technique. A detailed article in

School Management by John E. Justus (53) described PERT
 

as an efficient way to plan and keep track of any edu—

cational project that must achieve certain objectives

within a specific amount of time. PERT was a set of

principles, methods, and techniques that establishes

a sound basis for effective scheduling, cost estimating,

controlling and pre-planning in the management of pro-

grams and provides a graphic network picture of arrows,

numbered circles, time, cost estimates, and dates. The

"critical path" in the sequence of events and activities

visualized the entire project on paper. Justus listed

the five basic steps as:

(1) Identify and organize objectives;

(2) Plan the project;

(3) Schedule the project (convert to calendar dates

and time estimates);

(4) Get regular reports, once the project is under-

way, and evaluate the project continuously;

(5) Recycle as necessary.
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He suggested that although its application potential was

enormous " . . . construction is a natural for PERT

because it entails all of the necessary elements: time,

construction deadlines and a complex of jobs, some depen—

dent on others, some independent." Justus stated:

We had seen that PERT's value in planning is,

indeed, considerable. There had been no question

that PERT is management's answer to planning and

coordinating mammoth projects, involving thousands

of separate steps and stringent time requirements.

But we saw that PERT can also be a boon to even

relatively simple projects. . . . we had developed

a base for effective management decisions. . . . We

had, with PERT, drawn an advance picture of an edu-

cational project before it took its first steps.

In a sense, we had simulated the project. (53:24-29)

Other approaches to facilities development appear-

ing in the literature using a systems technique might be

found (among others) in such publications as the pre-

viously mentioned EFL Systems (36), CEFP Journal (33),
  

(27), (32), and H.E.W. Building Information Circular (116).

Based on the premise that all school buildings require

about the same basic components--floors, structure, walls,

roof, and a method of controlling environmental con-

ditions--various systems approaches and building systems

had been applied to physical facilities development.

Some of these which had received considerable attention

in the literature were:

(1) School Construction Systems Development (SCSD),

California;
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(2) Study of Educational Facilities (SEF), Toronto,

Canada;

(3) Research in School Facilities (RAS), Montreal,

Canada;

(4) Schoolhouse Systems Project (SSP), Florida;

(5) Academic Building Systems (ABS), Indiana-~

California;

(6) Construction Systems Program (CSP), Michigan.

A review of these systems techniques might have impli-

cations for this study from the behavioral aspects which

characterize the steps in developing the "systems."

Ehrenkrantz suggested the general steps were:

.statement of objectives

.problem analysis and base line data gathering

.development of performance criteria

.generation of alternative solutions

.evaluation and selection of alternatives based

on previously defined performance criteria (27:5)

Another study which might have administrative

competency implications for the development officer is

Fast—Track, prepared by the architectural firm, Caudill
 

Rowlett Scott for the State University Construction Fund

of New York. Through management scheduling techniques

and procedures, this management contracting system

purported to control the project delivery process. The

conclusions reached by the study were that:
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Substantial reductions in project delivery time

(25%) can be achieved with fast-track scheduling.

Remarkable savings (45%) if a pre-selected systems

approach is integrated into the process. If the

continual delivery process were fully operative,

the whole notion of project time would need to be

re-thought since, as classically defined, the

project delivery time could be reduced to less

than a year. (22:40)

Baas in an ERIC publication on educational manage—

ment ”Systems Building Techniques," concluded:

Systems building programs for school construction

have shown that it is possible to analyze a

behavioral process such as education and determine

the performance required of the physical facilities

to house that process. . . . However, much work

remains to be done by legislators and educators to

facilitate legal and political aspects of systems

building programs. The future holds great promise;

the machinery has been refined and all that remains

is the active commitment of schoolmen to a new

way of thinking about building. (11:10)

Critical Path Method (CPM)
 

Another systems approach which had implications

for the development officer was the Critical Path Method

(CPM). It was similar to PERT in that both were essen-

tially network types of analysis but according to Justus

CPM used only one time estimate while PERT used three:

"optimistic," "most likely," and "pessimistic" times

that each activity might take (53:25). Gene M. Anderson

suggested the use of the Critical Path Method had appli-

cations for college and university fund raising. The

modular concept specified separately designed programs

complete in their own function. With CPM " . . . a

clear view of activities is given from which the working
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relationships for staff, volunteers and supporting ser-

vices can be easily deduced . . . also provides an objec-

tive standard for program review and improvement" (7:12).

Planning Programming Budgeting

Systems (PPBSY

 

 

"Among the new ideas now firmly established in

modern practical management technology (and appearing

with increasing frequency in educational journals) is a

concept of the manager's role expressed through a set of

administrative systems and procedures called program

management or program budgeting-~a technic best known

for its application in the Department of Defense under

former Secretary Robert S. McNamara" (29:55). Etherington

and Vancil discussed the application of PPBS to the

management of educational institutions which in broad

terms created a new "primary" administrative system for

the university. They did not see PPBS as a "total" or

"integrated" management system but rather as "the glue

that holds together a set of inter-related, existing

administrative systems" (29:55—56).

Andrew and Robertson suggested the introduction

of PPBS into the management of higher education " . . .

has been tedious and almost as evolutionary as the

development of man." Their study of PPBS in higher

education appearing in Educational Record indicated
 

that even though about half of the fifty states made
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the decision to implement PPBS following federal leader—

ship when Lyndon B. Johnson ordered the system for all

government agencies in 1965, seldom had the states

followed the decision with meaningful action. Two years

after President Johnson ordered PPBS in federal agencies,

-1itt1e was learned other than the use of PPBS was man-

datory in twenty—two agencies and encouraged in seventeen.

The authors suggested that " . . . scanty evidence

available indicates the extent of PPBS implementation

in higher education is about equal to or slightly less

than that in government agencies." They concluded:

Perhaps the delay in instituting PPBS in higher

education, as well as in government agencies, has

not been a matter of technique in identifying costs

per unit, setting objectives, or defining and

measuring outputs, but a matter of basic rationale

for PPBS which, with the euphemisms boiled out,

means comparing the effectiveness of one program

with another and determining which program shall

receive the majority, if not all, of the available

resources. (8:63)

The authors wrote, however, that despite criticism and

delay in implementation, program budgeting had not lost

its magic for administrators and legislatures. They

suggested that:

The appeal of PPBS lies in its concept of (l)

selecting specific objectives and systematically

analyzing, in terms of costs and benefits, various

courses of action to attain those objectives-—

planning; (2) deciding on specific courses of

action (programs) and providing for review and

control--programming; and (3) translating planning

and program decisions into specific financial

plans--budgeting. (8:60)
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Edward Wheatley explained PPBS as a modern manage-

ment technique that involved the develOpment of long-range

objectives for specifically defined areas of activity,

identified the programs necessary to meet these objec-

tives, detailed the resources or inputs necessary to

support the programs and the anticipated accomplishments

or outputs of the programs. A PPBS matched resources to

objectives and permitted managerial control based upon

progress toward objectives rather than organizational

and functional expenditures. Wheatley listed the several

steps involved as:

1. Development of objectives for the entity con—

cerned.

2. Planning, i.e. identifying and considering

the alternative courses of action available as

means for objective achievement.

3. Programming, i.e. assembling the units neces-

sary to carry out the.plan into specific pro—

grams and determining the manpower, materials

and facilities necessary for accomplishing the

program.

4. Analyzing the costs of alternative programs

over the extended time span (5 to 10 years)

and selecting the most appropriate alternative.

5. Progress reporting and continued revue, analysis

and revision to modify programs in light of

changing objectives. (110:56—57)

No attempt was made in this study to present

other than an overview of PPBS in its beginning emergence

as a higher education management tool. Its implications

for the development officer and indeed the entire presi-

dent's cabinet was one of seeking to improve the adminis—

trator's decision—making capabilities and quality of

administrative accountability. In this context, two
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other management techniques with competency development

implications should also be mentioned which were appear-

ing in the literature as new tools of management, that

is Management Information Systems (MIS) and computer

simulation.

Management Information System

(MIS) and Computer Simulation

 

 

Wheatley described MIS as a system which " . . .

captures, processes, analyzes and disseminates the infor-

mation vital to decision making to the proper decision

points on a timely basis" (103:57). He suggested the

objective of this management tool was to provide execu—

tives with the proper information base for decision making.

Wheatley contended that MIS, as well as the systems

approach in general, did not necessarily require the

use of a computer although the complexities character-

istic of most systems problems render the computer a

valuable tool. However, " . . . as the scope and the

complexity of the system increases, the computer becomes

a necessity for meaningful analysis and control" (100:57).

Computer simulation, according to Etherington

and Vancil, was really nothing more than a calculating

device for permitting iterative examination of a complex

process under alternative conditions (29). Wheatley

quoted McMillan and Gonzalez definition of simulation as:
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"Simulation is a dynamic representation achieved by

building a model and moving it through time" (110:58).

Etherington and Vancil contended that: "A long-

range plan, in one sense, is really a model reflecting

the input-output relationships by which an organization

is expected to Operate into the future, with the net

results summarized year-by-year in traditional terms

such as operating statistics and financial statements"

(29:60). They would suggest further that the greatest

benefit derived from model—building did not come from

the end product model but rather from the process itself,

the continual planning and modeling which encouraged

constant analysis, reappraisal, and questioning of

assumptions. They saw the planning model as a device

by which the decision-makers through simulation could

explore the implications of alternative courses of action

in more detail, and for more alternatives, than would

otherwise be feasible (29:60).

Wheatley reported that simulation had only

recently been used as a problem-solving technique in

higher education administration and was being implemented

at Yale, Michigan State, and University of Toronto. He

felt there was a promising future for simulation in the

college and university setting. One development of

simulation techniques was CAMPUS (Comprehensive Analytical

Method for Planning in the University Sphere). Wheatley

explained that:
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The simulation model represents only one ingre—

dient in the ultimate CAMPUS system. Although there

are several ingredients in the system the three

major components are: an integrated information

system (MIS), the CAMPUS simulation model, and a

program planning and budgeting system (PPBS).

The information system provides the data base

for the simulation model and includes the areas

of personnel, facilities and finance. The PPBS

and the simulation model are interacting subsystems

of the over-all campus approach. The information

system is also vital to the PPBS, which is equally

dependent upon accurate and reliable data for both

current control and long-range planning. (110:59)

The simulation model was constructed around functional

sectors for each activity being modeled and Wheatley

listed these to include:

1. Activity formulation——the objectives sought by

the activity being modeled.

2. Resource, utilization and planning decisions-—

the nature of the resources needed, their planned

utilization, and the decision sets which

establish the specific resource applications.

3. Generation of resource requirements—~the

specific amounts of money, manpower and

facilities required.

4. Budget and report preparation-vcontrol and

planning documents are prepared which reflect

steps 1 through 3. (110:59)

Campus models developed by Systems Research Groups,

Toronto, according to Wheatley, have been adapted to

community colleges and were in operation at three and

were being implemented in another seventeen.

Management by Objectives (MBO)

George S. Odiorne in Management by Objectives
 

observed there was a new look in management and the

climate of the 1960's set the stage for the development
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of the manager of the future——the “manager of situations."

He stated:

. . . the changing economic and social milieu has

brought into existence a new type of manager. The

ability to organize, get results, and adapt to

rapidly changing circumstances will be the primary

criterion for executive success in the future. The

manager may be a Specialist in his own field, but as

a manager he will use his analytical ability at the

corporate helm, and he will allocate responsibilities

among his subordinates. (77:12)

The important implications of MBO for this study

were two-fold. One area of interest was competency

development for the development officer. MBO's orien-

tation towards goals and results through behavioral

objectives or performance objectives was thought to have

implications for competency development. Odiorne stated

it as follows:

Management by objectives provides for the maintenance

and orderly growth of the organization by means of

statements of what is expected for everyone

involved, and measurement of what is actually achieved.

It assigns risks to all responsible leaders and makes

their progress--even their tenure—-dependent upon

their producing results. It stresses the ability

and achievements of leaders rather than their

personality. (77:54)

The second implication for this study was that MBO was

getting increasing attention from higher education as an

important management tool. The literature indicated

that more and more colleges were considering and adapting

MBO to their needs. Thus, a review of the literature

on MBO would appear to have relevancy for the development
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officer in its systems management application to com—

munity college management and this administrator's

function responsibilities.

One of the most important sources of information

on M80 is Management by Objectives by George S. Odiorne,
 

published in 1965, and considered a landmark book in the

field of management. Odiorne considered the major pre-

mises of management by objectives to be as follows:

A. Business management takes place within

an economic system that provides the environmental

situation for the individual firm. This environ-

ment, which has changed drastically over the past

30 years, imposes new requirements on companies and

on individual managers.

B. Management by objectives is a way of

managing aimed at meeting these new requirements.

It presumes that the first step in management is

to identify, by one means or another, the goals of

the organization. All other management methods and

sub-systems follow this preliminary step.

C. Once organizational goals have been iden—

tified, orderly procedures for distributing respon—

sibilities among individual managers are set up in

such a way that their combined efforts are directed

toward achieving those goals.

D. Management by objectives assumes that mana—

gerial behavior is more important than manager

personality, and that this behavior should be

defined in terms of results measured against

established goals, rather than in terms of common

goals for all managers, or common methods of man—

aging.

E. It also presumes that while participation

is highly desirable in goal—setting and decision

making, its principal merit lies in its social and

political values rather than in its effects on

production, though even here it may have a favorable

impact, and in any case seldom hurts.

F. It regards the successful manager as a

manager of situations, most of which are best

defined by identifying the purpose of the organi—

zation and the managerial behavior best calculated
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to achieve that purpose. This means that there is

no one best pattern of management, since all manage-

ment behavior is discriminatory, being related to

specific goals and shaped by the larger economic

system within which it operates. (77:VII-VIII)

Odiorne believed management by objectives was a

system that made the hierarchy organizational form work

and brought more vitality and personal involvement of the

people in the hierarchy. He briefly defined the system

of management by objectives as " . . . a process whereby

the superior and subordinate managers of an organization

jointly identify its common goals, define each indi—

vidual's major areas of responsibility in terms of the

results expected of him, and use these measures as guides

for Operating the unit and assessing the contribution of

each of its members" (77:55-56). In a College and Uni-
 

versity Journal article, Odiorne described MBO in system
 

terms as " . . . a system which begins by defining out-

puts and applies these (output statements) as criteria

to judge the quality of activity (behavior) and to govern

the release and effectiveness of the inputs" (78:14).

The system of management by objectives was a cycle and

the key points were outlined by Odiorne as follows:

1. Identify organization's common goals stated

in terms of the measures of organization per-

formance you intend to apply at the end of the

period.

2. Revisions in organization structure if goal

changes require changes in individual areas

of responsibility and authority.

3. Superior and subordinate set down objectives

for next year.
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4. Joint agreement on subordinates' goals. (Feed—

back and change interaction with organization's

common goals).

5. Feedback of interim results against milestones.

5a. New inputs

5b. Knockout of inappropriate goals

6. Cumulative periodic review of subordinate

results against targets.

. Review of organization performance

1. Cycle starts again. (77:68'79)

One of the many articles appearing in the

literature examining the application of MBO to higher

education management of value to this study was by

Robert E. Lahti, President of Harper College. The

article in College & University Business discussed the
 

pro's and con's of Harper College's experience with

M80 and provided some practical aspects in its use as

a management tool. Lahti suggested MBO was most effec-

tive when used as a total approach to management and

that according to management experts MBO served four

managerial needs: planning, improved communication,

motivation of employees, and coordination of systems.

He and others writing about MBO considered it essential

to the success of the system to provide managerial

development prior to or concomitant with MBO imple—

mentation. Yielding positive results in Harper's

second year of MBO implementation at the time the

article was published in 1971, Lahti stated:

At Harper, this training is provided in an

administrative development program through which

administrators are sensitized to the field of

management, exposed to professional business

management, and educated in effective decision
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making, personnel interviewing and selection, per-

formance appraisal and coaching, delegation of

authority, utilization of time, motivation and

boss-secretary relationships. This program includes

background on MBO process, the central purpose and

function of the institution, the purpose of the

sub-unit in which they are employed and how it is

integrated into the over—all structure, and their

individual role within the institution. (57:32)

Lahti pointed out that writing major performance objectives

was the most difficult and complicated part of the M80

process but the formulating of precise objectives was

crucial to the success of the MEG system.

Basically, objectives are defined as: (l)

routine--a repetitive, commonplace, but necessary

goal to which an effort is directed; (2) problem-

solvingv-a performance modification which leads to

the correction of a discrepancy or deficiency in

the level of current performance; (3) creative-

developmental--a new and different approach which

may lead to improved or expanded results; and

(4) personal--an individual effort which leads

toward the improvement of professional or mana-

gerial skills and the enhancement of career growth.

A good objective is measurable, limited in

time, realistic, a commitment between the employe

and his supervisor, integrated into the organi-

zation, and specific. (57:32)

McConkey (70), McAninch and Connellan (69),

Lahti (57), Harvey (42), and others writing about MBO

generally agreed MBO was a tough, demanding management

system that was not easy to implement, required hard

work and commitment and highly competent managers to

operate it. Utilized correctly it offered and yielded

many benefits to the organization, the superior, and the

subordinate. Odiorne's statements on what MBO should

accomplish might summarize these benefits:
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l. A natural tendency toward "Goal Displacement"

will be alleviated. . . . MBO from the top

management perspective is a direct attempt to

build into management systems an unremitting

attention to purpose.

2. It should clarify role conflict and ambiguity

between individual managers and subordinates.

. . . MBO attacks directly the gap of expec-

tations and directly defines "success" in

specific output terms.

3. MBO should be causally associated with over-all

success of the organization. . . . Thus, MBO

should improve overall organization performance

and increase the level of participation.

4. When an individual is clear upon his own job

objectives, his performance improves over where

he is not Clear. . . . MBO should achieve such

individual improvement and growth. (78:14)

As with any system of management, MBO was not without

limitations. Some of MBO limitations listed by McConkey,

Lahti, Harvey, and Odiorne were summarized as follows:

Odiorne: Presumes supervisor and subordinate will

together establish objectives, implies supervisor

understands his limitations, stresses results and

doesn't provide for methods of achieving them. (77)

Lahti: Difficult to implement, process must be

taught and continually reinforced through leader-

ship training, some managers unable to learn to

manage with objectives, over-lapping objectives

difficult to set, attain and evaluate. (57)

Harvey: Quantification is difficult, takes three

to four years before it will operate efficiently,

can become an intellectual exercise in paper

shuffling. (42)

McConkey: Requires highly competent managers to

operate. (70)

McConkey's statement might well serve to intro-

duce the third investigative area of interest to this

study, that is, a review of material that might contribute

in relating the community college development officer

competencies to training and learning experiences.
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Training Community College

Administrators

 

 

Odiorne observed that employees of the modern

firm might count on a steady return to school, either in

company classes, in man-to-man coaching, tuition refund

support for adult education, or guided experience on

their jobs, for the rest of their working lives. He

found this was not only true of mechanics and salesmen

but staff experts and company presidents as well. Odiorne

believed the field of manager education was especially

crucial for the company training staff at this time

because so many conflicting theories of management were

being promulgated as being the prOper style for the

manager of the future to adopt (79). Lahti would agree

that community college administration had similar needs

for training: "There is a crucial need for trained,

efficient administrators who can use management systems

which maximize the resources at their disposal in order

to cope with contemporary problems" (57:33). The need

for preparing people specifically for jobs in community

colleges was made dramatically clear in a report by the

National Advisory Council on Education .rofessions

Development who estimated that two-year colleges would

need some 9,370 new staff members each year during the

next decade. The article, appearing in The Chronicle

of Higher Education by Larry A. Van Dyne, suggested that
 



52

emerging community college training programs were either

so few in number or so limited in content that the train-

ing gap was not likely to be closed soon. What was

offered now by some 100 institutions too often consisted

of a single survey course on the junior college grafted

onto the regular program. More fully develOped prepar—

ation, the report continued, should include internships

in community colleges as well as courses on their history,

mission, and philosophy. Also courses on learning theory,

teaching techniques, testing, instructional media, and

characteristics of students. It was anticipated that

for some time " . . . most community college people will

come to their jobs as they do now-~without adequate

training." Therefore, the report said, " . . . the

highest priority for the next decade should be placed

on comprehensive, year-round 'inservice' training for

existing staff, including institutes, workshops, retreats,

seminars, encounter groups, conventions, visitations, and

apprenticeships" (104:1—4).

The need for community college administrator

training programs appeared quite clear but the literature

was not nearly as clear in providing information on the

types of training programs currently being offered for

training junior college administrators. Some evidence

of a trend back toward a more sophisticated version of

the old professional-apprentice system of training may
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be developing in the internship program in specific

fields. Alexander, prognosticating about the future

and tomorrow's development man, stated:

Correlary to an educational program would be an

internship program in the particular type of

institution desired by the graduate student.

. . . The nearest contemporary type perhaps is

the hospital administrator who is trained and

interns specifically for the management of a

hospital. (4:3)

Higher Education and National Affairs reported a new law
 

school to be established in Washington, D.C. by Antioch

College modeled after the clinical method employed in

medical schools. The Urban Law Institute would serve the

law school as a teaching law firm just as many major

hospitals serve medical schools as teaching hospitals.

"Students are eXpected to use their experiences and

training, supervised closely by the law school faculty

as a springboard for examining legal concepts and pro—

viding the kind of professional training that leading

lawyers and jurists admit most law schools fail to

provide" (9:6).

Another approach being taken in training school

administrators was one under a federally funded program

called National Program of Educational Leadership (NPEL).

Men and women from diverse fields were being trained as

high-level educational executives. The two—year program

offered no degree but it did offer a range of educational

experiences. The main qualification for NPEL was the
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person's proven ability in the previous career. The

premise of this program which had some implication for

development officer training was an attempt to bring in

fresh innovative thinking to education from other pro—

fessional and business experiences (112:1A—15A).

Toffler's Future Shock suggested still another
 

approach in training which was future oriented and per-

haps had some relationship to the development officer's

long-range planning role.

The technology of tomorrow requires not millions

of lightly lettered men, ready to work in unison

at endlessly repetitious jobs, it requires not men

who take orders in unblinking fashion, aware that

the price of bread is mechanical submission to

authority, but men who can make critical judgments,

who can weave their way through novel environments,

who are quick to spot new relationships in the

rapidly changing reality. It requires men who, in

C. P. Snow's compelling term, "have the future in

their bones." (101:402—03)

To help avert future shock, Toffler would create a super-

industrial education system which would shift our time—

bias forward and would require generating images of the

future-~assumptions on the kinds of jobs, human and

family relationships, kinds of problems, and kinds of

technology surrounding us and organizational structures

with which we must mesh. He saw new skills needed in

three crucial areas: learning, relating, and choosing.

The constant changes occurring placed an enormous pre—

mium on learning efficiency. Students must learn how

to learn, unlearn, and relearn. If life pace continued
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its acceleration, education would have to teach us to

relate in a high rate of people turnover in our lives

and perhaps find new ways to accelerate friendship

formation. In the third crucial area, choosing, Toffler

assumed that the shift toward supervindustrialism would

multiply the kinds and complexities of decisions facing

the individual and " . . . that education must address

the issue of overchoice directly.“ His curriculum of

tomorrow would:

. . . include not only an extremely wide range of

data-oriented courses, but a strong emphasis on

future-relevant behavioral skills. It must combine

variety of factual content with universal training

in what might be termed "life know—how." It must

find ways to do both at the same time, transmitting

one in circumstances or environments that produce

the other. (101:418)

An important aSpect of Toffler's super-industrial edu-

cation system with the most implications for the develop—

ment officer planning competency was the concept of shift-

ing the time-bias of the individual to the future.

Toffler maintained that regardless of the problem faced,

performance improved when the individual knew what to

expect next. He was able to adapt better when provided

with advance information presumably because the mental

processing of the advance data cuts down processing and

reaction time during the actual period of adaptation.

However, Toffler suggested even more important than

advance information was the habit of anticipation.
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This conditioned ability to look ahead plays a key

role in adaptation. Indeed, one of the hidden clues

to successful coping may well lie in the indi—

vidual's sense of the future. The peOple among us

who keep up with change, who manage to adapt well,

seem to have a richer, better developed sense of

what lies ahead than those who cope poorly. Antici-

pating the future has become a habit with them. The

chess player who anticipates the moves of his oppo—

nent, the executive who thinks in long—range terms,

the student who takes a quick glance at the table of

contents before starting to read page one, all seem

to fare better. (101:419)

Raines and Myran writing about "Community Services: Goals

for 1980" suggested the establishment of a futuristics

center. Its purpose was to help orient the community

college programs to implications for the future rather

than the past and planning for related institutional

renewal and change (84). Toffler believed we need to

make speculation about the future respectable to soften

the impact of future shock. Not deride the "crystal-

ball gazer" but encourage " . . . from childhood on, to

speculate freely, even fancifully, not merely about what

next week holds in store for them but about what the

next generation holds in store for the entire human race"

(101:424). For the development officer, projecting what

the future holds for the institution, his competency

in sensing the future and anticipating the future have

most important implications for the organization.

One of the current approaches to training which

may have a bearing on this study was a systems approach

training concept which had its emphasis on verifiable
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objectives called behavioral objectives. A major task

of this study was to examine development officer com-

petency development and related learning experiences.

Thus, a valuable source of information for this study

might be books and literature on various types of sys-

tems type training programs. One such source was a book

by the MBO expert George S. Odiorne, Training By Objec-
 

tives (79). He stated, " . . . the basis for training

should be changing job behavior. Behavior is activity

that can be seen or measured for which the company

rewards the man." Odiorne believed only those proven

techniques should be used and suggested:

There are certain techniques of training that

have been proved effective in changing behavior.

Such methods should be applied, and other methods

for which no research evidence exists that shows

behavior is changed should be avoided. Among the

methods that have proved effective are lecture-

discussion, role playing, case method, management

games, programmed instruction, and the incident

process. (79:13—14)

Odiorne questioned the practice of training

supervisors and managers in motivational training and

suggested " . . . the attempt to teach motivation has

been a not—too useful attempt to teach explanations of

behavior, and it was perhaps time to quit teaching the

explanations and focus on changing management behavior

itself and the stimuli that shaped it. If we cannot

identify what behavior we want to change, we cannot

change it." He also attacked sensitivity training and
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the T-group concept and stated that not a single con-

clusive piece of research had been reported that sensi—

tivity training changed behavior of trainees overtly

back on the job. Odiorne referred to a study by Lowrey

and House that, "After 13 years or more of laboratory

training . . . researchers find that not a single bit of

proof exists in published form that laboratory training

changes behavior" (79:53).

Johnson, Kast, and Rosenzweig in The Theory of
 

Management of Systems explained systems very simply as:
 

"The system concept is primarily a way of thinking about

the job of managing" (49). Odiorne would say that

" . . . system provides an integrated plan for the

whole that goes from one place to another in regular

fashion and by which progress and achievement can be

measured" (79:74—75). He stated the cybernetic system

of training is perhaps the most common form of system

in use in advanced training departments. It presumed

organizational needs would be identified, training pro-

cesses would meet the needs, evaluation would measure

the effects and organizational performance restored to

ideal levels through changing behavior that required

modifying. Pictured schematically, it looked something

like the following: (79)
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Training Need -———#> Training Effort Evaluation
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Fig. 2.1.-—Cybernetic system of training

Odiorne suggested three major ingredients comprise the

training system where training was being managed by objec-

tives: inputs, activities, and outputs. Diagrammed

below, it began (a) with a definition of outputs or

results that would occur as a result of training taking

place. Following the definition of results, the actual

training effort, (b) activity, was planned and carried

on. This calls for certain resources, (c) inputSwv

budgets, staff time, facilitieSv'to be devoted to the

training (79:99v100).

(c) Release (b) Conduct (a) Define

INPUTS> ACTIVITIES> OUTPUTS>

Training Department //’/////;7

Fig. 2.2.--Basic system of training
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Odiorne offered three classes of objectives which

comprised an ascending scale of excellence in training

administrators, as shown in Figure 2.3 (79:106).

 

 

 

 

   

High

<9—

(3) INNOVATIVE TRAINING OBJECTIVES

(2) PROBLEM—SOLVING TRAINING OBJECTIVES

<5

(1) REGULAR TRAINING OBJECTIVES

Low

Classes of Training Objectives

Fig. 2.3.-—A hierarchy of training objectives

Odiorne concluded that training " . . . should serve as

a change agent to improve the already satisfactory, to

make breakthroughs to newer levels of performance, and

to have improving and innovating effects in the organi'

zation through enlarging and altering the behavior of

people in the organization" (79:106).

Another source of information of value to this

study and contributing to the concepts of behavioral

objectives was Mager's Preparigg Instructional Objectives
 

(65). Mager opted for instructional objectives that could

be verified by learner performance. He proposed that the

learner's learning should be evident to both teacher and

learner, mutually understood, and concretely defined.

He also asked that the definition included clear
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statements describing the conditions under which the

performance would occur and a precise description of the

standard or acceptable level of performance.

And finally, Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational
 

Objectives provided information on behavioral statements,

their classification and identification (18). Arranged

in hierarchical order, the six major classes of edu-

cational objectives were: Knowledge, Comprehension,

Application, Analysis, Synthesis, and Evaluation. The

source was of value to this study in helping to identify

and relate educational objectives and behavior to the

development officer administrative competencies.

Summary

Although no specific articles or research on the

community college development officer appeared to have

been published, there was good indication from the

research on the four-year development officer and other

related studies that both development officers had a

major administrative institutional role in policy formu—

lation, decision making, planning, fund raising, public

relations, and institutional change.

There was some evidence that group decision

making promoted more effective organizations in terms

of morale and worker satisfaction but the literature was

showing more concern with administration management

accountability and management techniques in dealing with
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the increasing complexity of administrative problems.

The various systems techniques were reviewed and had

implications for the development officer in relation

to his administrative competencies and the behavioral

concepts of those competencies. Several articles and

studies on Management By Objectives indicated a growing

interest in what Odiorne called a new look in management

and there was evidence that MBO could work and did work

for the community college. But it was also shown that

MBO was difficult to implement and required highly com—

petent managers to operate successfully.

The evidence from the literature suggested

preparation of community college administrators was

inadequate and high priority should be given to "in-

service" training for existing staff. Toffler's approach

to education was a future-oriented system and its impli-

cation for the development officer was in its concept

of the individual's sense of the future, his habit of

anticipation. However, the training approach which

appeared to be directly related to this study was a

systems technique called training by objectives. It

had its emphasis on behavioral objectives which could

be measured and its concept that "the basis for training

should be changing job behavior."

In the next chapter, the design of the study and

methodology employed in carrying out the purposes of
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this study is described. This would include the design

of the instrument used, the selection of the sample,

and treatment of the data obtained.



CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction
 

The intended purpose of the research design is

to provide information and quantitative data for subjec—

tive and statistical analysis which would serve to test:

(1) chief responsibility differences between seven

selected community college development officer functions;

(2) chief responsibility differences of these functions

between now and 1975; and (3) interaction between time

and develOpment officer functions to determine function

change or emphasis.

The basis for this investigation was a mail

questionnaire to a selected sample of community college

development administrators included in a seven—state popu—

lation. In developing the questionnaire, a pretest mail

survey was employed. This chapter contains a description

of the population, the development of the pretest survey

and the main questionnaire, use of the pretest data,

collection of the questionnaire data, statistical treat-

ment of the data, null hypotheses to be tested, and limi-

tations of the study. A summary is presented also.

64
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Population and Sample
 

The population included the public community and

junior colleges in the seven states of Maryland, Michigan,

Illinois, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New York, and Florida.

The basis for selection was geographical and required

that at least one community college in the state list a

development administrator in its organization. The

reference publication used to identify the sample sub-

jects for the pretest survey was the Education Directory
 

1970-71: Higher Education (117). For the main question-
 

naire, the Education Directory 1972-73: Higher Education
 

(118) was used. The Community and Junior College Directory
 

was not used because only the president was listed in

this publication (120).

The survey did not include all of the public

junior colleges in the United States because a prelimi—

nary visual observation of the Education Directory revealed
 

that in many states the community college organization

did not list a development administrator. Thus, a

regional approach was determined to offer more efficiency

for the study and those states east of an arbitrary line

represented by the Mississippi River with a community

college listing a development administrator were selected.

The seven-state population resulted.

For the pretest, a scrutiny of the 174 public

two-year colleges listed in the 1970—71 Education
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Directory for the seven-state population revealed twenty—
 

eight colleges listed a development administrator. They

became the selected sample receiving the pretest survey

in May, 1971.

The same seven-state population was used for the

selection of the second sample. Of the 198 community

colleges listed, there were thirty—two colleges with a

development administrator and they received the main

questionnaire in May of 1973. Eighteen of these adminis-

trators were the same persons who had previously received

the pretest.

This study will be generalizable to other popu-

lations only to the extent that other populations are

similar in characteristics to the population used in

this study.

Development of the Questionnaire
 

The Pre-Test Survey
 

As previously stated, there was very little pub-

lished data found on the community college development

officer. The purpose of the pretest survey was to fill

an information void about the community college develop-

ment Officer and specifically to obtain data on the

functions and related tasks currently in practice by

the public two—year college development administrator.
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The pretest survey contained fifty—eight state—

ments grouped into the following four areas: (1) organi—

zational patterns and responsibilities of community

college development officers, (2) task competencies

related to this administrator, (3) written material pro—

duced by this development officer, and (4) identification

of learning experiences related to the development officer

position. Each group of statements was preceded by

directions which attempted to explain clearly what the

respondent was being asked to do. A four-point scale

of alternate choices was used to distinguish the degree

of choice open, that is, (1) minor, (2) moderate, (3) con—

siderable, and (4) maximum. Each of the choices was

defined in order to give the respondents a common frame

of reference. A reproduction of the survey questions

appears in Appendix A.

Pre-Test Procedures
 

The constrUction of the pretest survey as well as

the main questionnaire was developed through readings of

Thorndike and Hagen (100), Hennessy (44), Borg (l9),

Likert (60), and others; and its format was suggested

and adapted from a questionnaire used by Malik in his

dissertation on "Faculty Participation in Decision-

Making" (67).

The validity of the instrument was appraised by

what Thorndike and Hagen have called " . . . rational
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analysis or professional judgment" (100:109). Content

validity was established by consultation with professional

colleagues and from the experience of the investigator.

The reliability for this instrument was not tested as it

had not been intended as a measurement instrument.

The pretest questionnaire (Appendix A), accompanied

by a cover letter and return postage, was mailed to a

selected sample of twenty—eight community college develop-

ment administrators (Appendix A) on May 4, 1971. Approxi—

mately two weeks later, a second letter was sent to those

who had not responded and after another two weeks, a third

follow-up letter was sent.

There were twenty—eight questionnaires distributed

and twenty-six or 92.8 per cent were returned. Seven of

those returned were incomplete or could not be used

because the development officer position at that college

was not filled at the time or it was stated the college

did not have one specific person in this position. Thus,

the nineteen remaining questionnaires represented a

67.8 per cent usable return.

Use of the Pre-Test Data
 

The pretest survey had originally been intended

to provide the data for this study. However, after

analysis of the returns and consultation with the

chairman of the committee who also served as advisor

for this study, it was determined that there was a need
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to gather more specific data that individualized the

administrative tasks and would capture the flavor of the

development officer function specialization. Thus, the

first survey was designated as a pretest and served as

the basis for the development of the main questionnaire.

The pretest data were organized in rank order

and summarized in various tables for scrutiny and sub—

jective analysis. Analysis was made in terms of a top

score, middle score, and bottom score framework to judge

the task statement score for its importance and value

implications.

Since the pretest data were used as one of the

major sources for the development of the questionnaire,

the results of the analysis were presented in this chapter

as part of the design of the study.

Presentation of Pre-Test

Data AnaIysfs I77

 

 

There were four parts to the pretest question-

naire. Part I attempted to obtain basic information on

organizational patterns and responsibilities of the com-

munity college development administrator. Parts II, III,

and IV contained statements concerning behavioral com—

petencies, production of written materials, and learning

experiences related to the develOpment officer position.

Part I-vOrganizational Patterns.v—The community
 

college develOpment officer was identified as a major
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level administrator, reporting directly to the president,

and with responsibility in areas that included grants,

institutional research, facilities planning, coordi-

nation of building program, public relations, and pub—

lications.

In Table 3.1 on the following page the responses

of nineteen community college development officers on

organizational patterns are summarized. A majority of

the respondents (58%) reported the development office as

a major administrative division or department of the

college and all nineteen administrators reported directly

to the president. The number of professional and classi—

fied personnel employed in the development office ranged

from two to nineteen with one office reporting sixty—seven.

Most employed one to three professionals and one to three

classified employees. Administrative budgets for more

than half were over $50,000 with six reporting annual

budgets of over $100,000. The level of formal education

reported indicated the development administrator tended

to be oriented towards a doctor's degree with 70 per cent

possessing a doctor's degree or doctoral candidate status.

The problem of identifying title with responsi-

bilities was found to some extent in the responses of the

development administrators by the number of variations

received to the question, "What is the title of the chief
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TABLE 3.l.--Part I organizational patterns——A summary of

responses on organizational patterns by nineteen selected

community college develOpment administrators

 

 

. . Responses
Questionnaire Item (N-l9)

(1) Administrative level of development office

in organization

1. Major administrative division (line

officer) 6

2. Administrative department (director

level) 5

3. Staff function 8

(2) Name by which development office is

identified ‘

1. Office of Institutional Development ~ 5

2. Planning and Development

3. Other (write in) 8

(3) Title of chief development officer

1. Development Officer 2

2. Dean of Administrative Services 2

3. Director of Development 1

4. Other (write in) 14

(4) Development administrator reports to:

1. President 19

2. Dean of Administration --

3. Other (write in) i --

(5) Functions checked as responsibilities of

development office in rank order

1. Federal and private foundation

grants l8

2. Institutional research 16

3. Facilities planning 14

4.5 Coordination of building program 11

4.5 Public relations 11

6. Publications 10

7.5 Preparation of capital budget 7

7.5 Alumni relations 7

9. Computer center (write in) 6

10. Various other (write in) 7
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TABLE 3.1.——Continued

 

Questionnaire Item
Responses

(N-l9)

 

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

Number of personnel in development office

1. Professional employees

1 to 3

4 to 6

26

Classified employees

1 to 3

4 to 14

41

Yearly development office budget including

salaries

U
'
h
b
b
J
N
H

L

1

2

3.

U
1
3
5

To $25,000

$25,000 to $50,000

$50,000 to $75,000

$75,000 to $100,000

Over $100,000

evel of formal education

Bachelor's degree

Master's degree

Educational Specialist or professional

degree

Doctoral candidate

Doctor's degree

Level of participation (shared governance)

generally practiced in executing the

functions of the development office

1. Major participation including forv

mally organized policies and pro—

cedures involving administrators,

faculty, and students

Some formally organized participation

but does not necessarily involve

faculty and/or students

Very little participation other than

major administrators

11

7

l

m
e
m
N

l
—
I
w

m
o

12
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develOpment officer?" Only five respondents checked the

titles suggested by the questionnaire while fourteen used

the "write—in" category. Most titles included the words

"planning" and/or "development." Some examples of the

"write-in" titles were:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

Dean of Planning and Development;

Director of Planning and Development;

Director of Public Information and Planning;

Vice—President for Administration;

Director of Institutional Research and Development;

Public Relations, Research and Development

Officer;

Dean of Administration;

Director of Resources and Development;

Assistant to the President for Facilities

Planning.

Information of particular value to this study was

the functions the development administrators checked as

responsibilities of that office. Listed in rank order,

the function checked by 95 per cent of the respondents

was that of federal and private grants suggesting a

‘strong relationship to the four-year college and uni-

versity development officer in fund-raising responsibility.

Six of the eight functions listed in the questionnaire
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were checked by 50 per cent or more of the respondents

and besides the grants area included institutional research

(84%), facilities planning (74%), coordination of build—

ing program (58%), public relations (58%), and publi—

cations (53%). Both preparation of capital budget and

alumni relations were checked by 37 per cent of the

administrators as included in their area of responsi-

bility. Most written—in function was the computer center,

indicated by 30 per cent of the respondents.

There is evidence of a high degree of partici—

pation with others in the execution of the functions

of the development office with 90 per cent indicating

at least some formally organized participation and of

these a strong 63 per cent suggested this participation

as major.

The information obtained on organizational

patterns, though limited, indicated that the community

college development officer had strong institutional

role responsibilities in planning, fund raising, public

relations, and institutional research.

Part II Behavioral Competencies.--The directions
 

for Part II requested that the development officers make

two judgments in relation to a list of statements of

behavioral task competencies. First, they were asked to
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indicate the degree each was required to exercise the

competency at their institution by one of the following

four choices:

(1) Minor—-little or none required;

(2) Moderate——occasionally required;

(3) Considerable——extensively called upon;

(4) Maximum—~assume leadership in this area.

The second judgment requested was to check one of three

options (less, same, more) for each competency the

development officer was expected to possess compared to

the other cabinet members. The results were tabulated

and weighted, then listed in rank order as shown in

Tables 3.2 and 3.3 on the next two pages. A top score

(76), middle (47), and bottom score (19) were included

for subjective analysis and comparison purposes.

According to the perceptions of the nineteen

sampled development officers, long-range planning ranked

as the number one competency they felt was required of

them at their institutions, compared to other adminis-

trators. It also had the highest maximum choices

checked (63%) suggesting most of the respondents "assume

leadership in this area."

Fund raising and public relations, ranked second

and sixth, continued to appear as important to the

development operation but competencies required in man-

agement skills also showed up strongly appearing in six
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TABLE 3.2.--Part II behavioral competencies-—In rank order

degree of competency required as perceived by nineteen

selected community college develOpment administrators

 

 

Rank State— Analysis Item Questionnaire Statement

Order ment Score No Paraphrased
Score '

l 66 76 (12) Long-range planning

(top)

63 (27) Fund raising

3.5 59 (17) Administrative problem solv-

ing

3.5 59 (18) Inter-personal relations

5 58 (16) Analysis and evaluation

6.5 56 (26) Public relations

6.5 56 (19) Determine master plan

8 54 (ll) Abstracting information

9 52 (10) Initiate goals and objec—

tives

10.5 50 (14) Legislative analysis

10.5 50 (22) Determine educational

Specifications for new

facilities

12 49 (21) Coordinate new building

projects

13 48 (23) Maintain information news

bureau

15 47 (25) Promote communication with

internal and external

publics

15 47 (28) Develop and use systems

techniques

15 47 47 (20) Formulate capital program

(middle)

17 44 (13) Problem identification and

analysis in decision—

making system

18 43 (24) Create or SUpervise college

publications

19 38 19 (15) Collective bargaining

(bottom)
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TABLE 3.3.-—Part II behavioral competencies——Self—perceived

competency requirements of develOpment officer compared to

other administrators

 

 

Rank State- Analysis Item Questionnaire Statement
ment

Order S Score No. Paraphrased
core

1 51 57 (16) Analysis and evaluation

(tep)

2 48 (27) Fund raising

3 47 (12) Long-range planning

4.5 45 (28) Develop and use systems

techniques

4.5 45 (ll) Abstracting information

7 44 (14) Legislative analysis

7 44 (10) Initiate goals and objec-

tives

7 44 (13) Problem identification and

analysis in decision making

9.5 42 (26) Public relations

9.5 42 (19) Determine master plan

11.5 42 (17) Administrative problem

solving

11.5 42 (18) Inter—personal relations

13 41 (25) Promote communication with

internal and external

publics

14 40 (15) Collective bargaining

15 39 (23) Maintain information news

bureau

16 38 38 (20) Formulate capital program

(middle)

18 37 (21) Coordinate new building

projects

18 37 (22) Determine educational

specifications for new

facilities

18 37 19 (24) Create or supervise college

(bottom) publications
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of the first ten rankings and well above the middle

analysis score. They included: administrative problem

solving, inter-personal relations, analysis and evalu—

ation, abstracting information, initiate goals and objec-

tives, and legislative analysis. This suggested support

for the conclusions indicated by the literature that the

community college development officer has a major admin-

istrative role in decision making and policy formulation.

It may also have suggested the respondents' recognition

of the importance of management skills in dealing with

the functions of the development office.

Behavioral competencies dealing with the building

program were perceived as more important for development

officers than others in degree of competency required.

This was indicated by rankings which scored above the

middle score area of 47 such as determine master plan——

56, determine educational specifications for new facili—

ties--50, and coordinate new building projects-—49.

In Table 3.3, the competency statements were

ranked by the respondents on their expected possession

in relation to that of other cabinet members. As

expected, the competencies which appeared to be most

related to development office functions ranked high in

the development officer's expected possession, such as,

fund raising, institutional long-range planning, and

public relations. However, the administrator respondents
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ranked in first place "analysis and evaluation of

analytical reports" which normally would be assumed

as applying equally to all cabinet members.

In the middle rank score area and slightly above

were statements concerned with the capital program indi-

cating moderate strength for this function and somewhat

consistent with its rankings in Part I.

Although the responding administrators in

Table 3.2 ranked "develop and use systems techniques"

as fifteenth in degree of competency required as a

development officer at their institution, they apparently

felt it was a competency they were expected to possess

to a higher degree compared to other cabinet members

by ranking it fourth in rank order of expected possession

in Table 3.3.

Part III Materials Produced.--This part of the
 

questionnaire contained statements related to the pro-

duction of written materials by the development office.

Its purpose was an attempt to provide evidence of a task

being performed which could be identified and observed.

The develOpment administrator was asked to indicate the

degree of responsibility for its production among the

following choices:

(1) Not produced at this date;

(2) Minor—-little responsibility;
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(3) Moderate—-assist in its production;

(4) Considerable——extensive responsibility indi-

vidually or with others;

(5) Maximumv-assume full responsibility for its

production.

Table 3.4 on the next pages lists the findings

in rank order. Producing the development office projected

operating budget for next year ranked highest with fifteen

respondents checking "maximum" and the other four "con—

siderable" in their responsibility, accounting for the

expected high statement rank score.

A consistency may be observed in the ranking of

responsibility for materials produced and the behavioral

competencies ranked in Table 3.2, Part II. For example,

producing proposals for grants and the fund-raising

competency were both ranked second. The research

materials necessary for long-range planning such as

research studies, inventory reports, and enrollment pro-

jection ranking 3, 4, and 5 respectively suggested a

strong relationship with the number one ranked long-range

planning competency. Public relations competency,

ranked sixth was close to the eighth ranking of materials

that communicate with the publics as well as brochures

and other promotional materials ranked ninth.

It may also be noted that responsibility for pro-

ducing materials relating to the capital program were
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TABLE 3.4.--Part III research and interpretive materials

produced-—In rank order of responsibility for producing

materials as indicated by nineteen selected community

college development officers

 

 

Rank State- Analysis Item Questionnaire Statement
ment

Order S Score No. Paraphrased
core

1 91 95 (35) Projected development office

(top) operating budget

2 79 (34) Proposals for federal, state

and private grants

3 72 (43) Studies such as parking,

space utilization, etc.

4 69 (39) Facilities inventory

reports

5 67 (40) Enrollment projections,

1-5-10 years

6.5 66 (33) Applications for state

capital funding assistance

6.5 66 (36) Campus master plan

8 65 (46) Newsletters and other pub-

lications to communicate

with internal and external

publics

9 63 (45) Brochures, promotional

materials, press releases,

advertising

10.5 61 (30) Written statement of college

goals, Objectives, pur—

poses

10.5 61 (31) Next year capital budget

and five—year projection

12.5 59 (38) Projected facility needs
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TABLE 3.4.«—Continued

 

 

Rank State- Analysis Item Questionnaire Statement

Order ment Score No Paraphrased
Score '

12.5 59 (29) written statement of college

' philosophy

14 58 (37) Written educational

specifications

15.5 55 57 (44) College catalog

(middle)

15.5 55 (32) Formulation of next fiscal

operating budget

17 54 (41) Academic program pro-

jections, 1-5-10 years

18 49 19 (42) Staffing projections,

(bottom). l-Sle years
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ranked highly by the administrators. For example, facil-

ities reports ranked fourth, campus master plan 6.5,

applications for state capital funding assistance 6.5,

and preparing next year's capital budget and five—year

projection ranked 10.5. All were well above the middle

ranked score of 57 with projecting facility needs and

written educational Specifications scoring just above

the middle score.

Formulation of next fiscal operating budget,

academic program projections, and staffing projections

were on the weak side of the middle score suggesting

responsibility for producing these materials were per-

ceived as that of other administrators rather than

development officers.

Part IV Learning Experiences.——This part of the

questionnaire attempted to capitalize on the experiences

of practicing development administrators to determine

how important they felt various learning experiences

were in acquiring development officer task competencies.

The degrees of importance were defined as follows:

(1) Minor-—of some importance but probably has

lowest priority in relation to others;

(2) Moderate--should have some learning experience

in this area;
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(3) Considerablee—very important in acquiring comv

petency;

(4) Maximum——excellent and Should be required.

The findings were ranked in order of importance

in Table 3.5 on the next page. ~Field work or internship

with a community college ranked number one in importance

as a learning experience to acquire development adminis~

trator competencies according to the respondents. This

learning experience received the strongest endorsement

of the respondents, in that, 68 per cent judged it was

of maximum importance while the next highest, courses

in higher education administration, ranked second and

received only 47 per cent maximum importance support.

It was suggested there was need still for formal course

work as indicated above by the second ranked adminis-

tration courses. The respondents also indicated that

courses in business and finance plus research and sta—

tistics were very important in acquiring development

officer competencies by ranking them third and fourth.

Ranked fifth and Sixth respectively were short seminars

and workshops in community college topics, and pro-

fessional conferences and meetings. Rated below the

middle score were simulation and role playing and also

student personnel courses.

A general analysis of Table 3.5 would suggest

that, although course work still shows up as a desired
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TABLE 3.5.——Part IV learning experiences——In rank order,

sources of training for develOpment officer competency

as suggested by nineteen community college development

 

 

administrators

Rank SEZEE- Analysis Item Questionnaire Statement

Order S Score No. Paraphrased
core

1 67 76 (55) Field work or internship

(top) with a community college

2 63 (48) Courses in higher education

administration

3 62 (51) Courses in business and

finance

4 60 (53) Courses in research and

statistics

5 57 (57) Short seminars and workshops

on community college topics

6 55 (58) Professional conferences

and meetings

7 52 (52) Courses in communication

and public relations

8.5 51 (47) Background courses in

higher education

8.5 51 (50) Related courses in Sociology

10 48 48 (56) Related independent study

(middle)

11 46 (54) Simulation and role playing

12 39 19 (49) Courses in student person-

(bottom) nel and counseling
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learning experience, other types of learning experiences

were indicated. The number one ranked field work exper—

iences and the highly ranked workshops and professional

conferences suggested interesting implications for the

types of training that may be indicated for acquiring

development officer competencies.

The Questionnaire
 

The main questionnaire was designed for a dual

purpose, that is, to collect quantitative data on the

individualized normative functions of the development

Officer and to identify those functions which may be

emerging as a chief responsibility of the community

college development administrator by 1975.

There were fifty task statements grouped under

seven major development functions which the respondents

were asked to judge on two counts. For each statement,

they were asked to check one of three degrees of

responsibility they had for the task NOW and then to

make a second judgment for this same task in degree of

responsibility they will have by 1975. The three degrees

of choices were defined as follows:

P — Primary-~This task chiefly a development officer

responsibility either supervisory or directly.

(Check column P)
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S — Secondary—vMay contribute or participate in per—

formance of task but chief responsibility is not

the development officer's. (Check column S)

N — None—~Development officer not involved or has

little responsibility for task. (Check column N)

The seven functions were established primarily

from the pretest data responses and from the investi—

gator's job description which served as a reality test

model for this study (see Appendix C). The task state-

ments were developed from several sources including the

pretest analysis, the literature in Chapter II, community

college development officer job descriptions, discussions

with colleagues, and from the experience of this inves-

tigator.

The fifty task statements were pretested with

some of the Maryland development officers before the

general mailing. As a result, wording of some of the

task statements was modified slightly for clarity, but

in general there was agreement with the seven functions

and the related tasks as being specific responsibilities

of the community college development officer.

Collection of the Data
 

The questionnaire with cover letter and return

postage was mailed to a selected sample of thirty—two

community college development administrators on May 11,
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1973. About two weeks later, a follow—up letter was

mailed to each person who had not responded requesting

the return of the completed questionnaire.

Of the total of thirtyvtwo questionnaires mailed,

there were twentyvfive returns, all usable, for a 78.1 per

cent return.

The questionnaire and list of the sample subjects

are found in Appendix B.

Treatment of the Data
 

After the questionnaires were returned, the data

were manually recorded and tabulated for each of the

fifty statements contained in the questionnaire. The

statistical measure employed was developed by applying

a weighted numerical scale to the three alternative

response choices for each statement, then multiplied

and summed to get a statement score. For example, the

statement offered three alternative choices-—primary,

secondary, and none. The alternatives were weighted

three, two, and one respectively. The total number of

responses tabulated for each alternative choice was then

multiplied by its weighted number and the sum of the

three multiplications established a score for that

statement.



89

HypOtheses
 

The following null hypotheses were tested to

determine chief responsibility differences among com-

munity college development officer functiOns, function

differences between now and 1975, and interaction between

time and functions:

Null Hypothesis 1:
 

No chief responsibility differences will be found

among the seven selected community college develop-

ment Officer functions.

Null Hypothesis 2:
 

No chief responsibility differences will be found

for these functions between now and in 1975.

Null Hypothesis 3:
 

No interaction will be found between function and

time.

Analysis

The statistical technique employed to test the

hypotheses was the two-way fixed analysis of variance.

Tukey's Post Hoc Procedure was used for analysis for

identifying specific differences between the development

officer functions.

The formula is statistically stated as:

w t qJ. IJ (n—l) MSe

In
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Limitations of the Study
 

The nature of the mail questionnaire and its use

as a research instrument for this study presented certain

concerns which should be noted.

The decision to use a questionnaire was made

after a preliminary review of the literature in preparing

the proposal for this study revealed no published material

could be found on the community college development

Officer. Two alternative methods for collecting data

were considered--mail questionnaires or the taped inter-

view. A major factor in selecting the mail questionnaire

was economy and efficiency. The small sample was

scattered over a large geographical area making the

interview method costly, excessively time consuming,

and difficult to organize efficiently.

It was believed, too, that the questionnaire

could be designed to provide satisfactorily the data for

the study. Consideration was still given to the possi-

bility of employing some interviewing if deemed necessary

to the collection of sufficient data.

The problems sometimes related to small samples

were of some concern for this study but analysis would

indicate a certain matching of subjects on the variables

being studied, that is, the functions for which develop-

:ment administrators were held responsible. Borg suggested

that under conditions where there were very close matching
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of subjects on the critical variables concerned, " . . .

small sampling studies often yield the information sought

more efficiently than large sampling studies" (19:174).

There was the usual misgiving with regard to

whether or not a good percentage return of the question-

naires would be obtained but this did not appear to be

a difficult problem for this study. The return of 92.8

per cent in the first survey and 78.1 per cent in the

second survey was considered good and was sufficient to

yield the data.in the numbers needed to permit a statis-'

tical analysis.

Another concern which could possibly influence

the results of the study was the so'called "halo—effect"

(19:241). Considered a way of ego—boosting, a halo-

effect could inadverdently be created when something was

described in such a manner that it might influence the

respondent to inflate his response, thus exaggerating

his status or skills. In an attempt to avoid or minimize

this, the questionnaire statements were worded in

behavioral language which would require the respondents

to make judgments on the basis of specific behavior for

which he could be held accountable.

In retrospect, it Should be noted that the instru-

ment used in this study did not turn out to be what could

be thought of as one which was a true measure, in that,

it did not contain negative items. It was more of an
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idealized model which was submitted to colleagues for

endorsement and evaluation of which task or function

Should receive the greatest or least endorsement. To

this extent, this study was considered a normative study.

Summary

The intent of this chapter was to present the

design of the study and the methodology. The design plan

employed a pretest mail survey and a related mail

questionnaire distributed to a selected sample of com-

munity college development administrators. The pretest

survey, mailed to twenty—eight Of these administrators

in May, 1971, achieved a 67.8 per cent usable return.

The questionnaire, distributed to thirty—two development

administrators in May, 1973, obtained a 78.1 per cent

usable return.

For the pretest data, a rank order subjective

analysis was employed. The questionnaire data were sta—

tistically tested to determine null hypotheses' dif—

ferences among the seven selected development officer

functions, function differences between now and 1975,

and interaction between time and function.

A two-way fixed analysis of variance was used

to test the null hypotheses. Tukey's Post Hoc Analysis

was used for identifying Significant differences between

functions.
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Limitations in the use of a mail questionnaire

were noted. The limitation of the instrument itself was

acknowledged as characteristic of a normative study.



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

Introduction
 

The analysis and findings generated from the data

collected are presented in this chapter. The purpose for

this research is to determine whether responses from

community college develOpment administrators indicated

significant chief responsibility differences for the

following: (1) comparisons among seven selected develop—

ment officer functions, (2) functions compared by time

between now and 1975, and (3) interaction between time

and development officer function.

The chapter is organized to first describe the

statistical methodology employed and then to present the

findings in three sections in the order of the previously

stated hypotheses, that is, by functions, by time, by

interaction of time and function. A summary of the

chapter is also presented.

Methodology
 

The method used for testing Significance was the

fixed two-way analysis of variance. The statistical

94
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model was appropriate for this study because one of the

independent variables (development officer functions) had

several levels. It was also appropriate because the

analysis called for comparing two independent variables

at one time (functiOn and time).

The assumptions for analysis of variance was

independence, normality, and homoscedasticity or equal

variances. Independence was assumed because of the low

probability of interaction between sample respondents who

were located in scattered geographical areas. Since

there were equal cell Sizes and fixed independent

variables of both time and functions, the assumption

of normality and homoscedasticity were robust.

The decision rule followed for testing Significance

was to reject the null hypotheses at d = .05 level of

confidence.

If the null hypothesis was rejected, the Tukey

Post Hoc Procedure was used to find out where the spe—

cific differences between functions were. The Tukey

method was selected because of its appropriateness for

pair-wise contrasts. This allowed for comparison of

one function with each of the other functions.

Tables were used to summarize the appropriate

information.
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Comparisons Between Functions

The community college development officer position

was relatively new to the two—year public college admin-

istrative organization. Thus, it might be expected that

this administrator's role may vary in function responsi-

bilities at different institutions. In this section, the

seven development officer functions selected for this

study were tested for Significance of difference.

Restatement of Hypothesis 1

The null hypothesis under consideration was

stated as follows:

Null Hypothesis 1:

No chief responsibility differences will be found

among the seven selected functions of the community

college development officer.

'The null hypothesis of no differences among functions

should be rejected if F > 2.25 with d = .05. As shown

in Table 4.1 on the next page, the calculated F ratio

equals 10.3, thus Ho was rejected.

Tpkey Post Hoc Procedure

’The analysis of variance test has indicated

there were significant differences among the functions.

Tukey's Post Hoc Analysis was administered to determine

Specific differences between functions as perceived by

the sampled development administrators. The decision
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rule applied was that if the confidence interval included

the 0 point, then no significant differences could be

identified between the corresponding functions. Con—

versely, if the confidence interval as determined by the

Tukey technique did not include 0, then significant dif-

ferences would be identified. Table 4.2, on the follow-

ing page, summarized the calculations performed for each

of the possible paired function mean differences to

establish a set of Simultaneous confidence intervals

by the Tukey method. Significant differences were indi—

cated by an asterisk.

TABLE 4.l.—-F test comparison: Significance of differences;

among seven development officer functions, by time between

now and 1975, and by interaction of time and function

 

 

Reject
Sources SS d.f. M.S. E if F

Columns

(Functions) 1390 6 232 10.3 > 2.25

Rows

(Time) 290 l 290 12.9 > 4.00

R X C

(Interaction) 44 6 6.3 .3 > 2.25

Error 1575 70 22.5

Total 3299 83
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TABLE 4.2.-vTukey's Post Hoc Analysis for identifying dif-

ferences between community college development officer per-

ceived functions

 

MS +

 

 

f. - r. ' w I qJ, IJ (n-l) e _ 9 */NS

’ ’ IE“

r1 - r2 3.83 I 5.91 ( 9.74, -2.08) Ns

f1 — f3 5.91 I 5.91 (11.82, 0 ) NS

f1 - £4 6.58 I 5.91 (12.49, .67) *

f1 - f5 7.41 I 5.91 (13.32, 1.50) *

f1 — f6 10.16 I 5.91 (16.07, 4.25) *

f1 — f7 13.75 I 5.91 (19.66, 7.84) *

f2 - 53 2.08 I 5.91 ( 7.99, -3.83) NS

f2 — f4 2.75 I 5.91 ( 8.66, -3.16) NS

£2 — f5 3.58 I 5.91 ( 9.49, —2.33) NS

f2 — f5 6.33 I 5.91 (12.24, .42) *

f2 — r7 9.92 I 5.91 (15.83, 4.01) *

f3 - f4 .67 I 5.91 ( 6.58, -5.24) NS

f3 — f5 1.50 I 5.91 ( 7.41, -4.41) NS

f3 - f6 4.25 I 5.91 (10.16, -1.66) NS

r4 - f5 .83 I 5.91 ( 6.74, -5.08) NS

r4 — f6 3.58 I 5.91 ( 9.49, -2.33) NS

r4 - f7 7.17 I 5.91 (13.08, 1.26) *

f5 - f6 2.75 t 5.91 ( 8.66, —3.16) NS

r5 - f7 6.34 I 5.91 (12.25, .43) *

£6 - £7 3.59 I 5.91 ( 9.50, —2.32) NS

Function Means

Master Planning Function (f1) 60.33

Capital Facilities Development Function (f2) 56.50

Grants Procurement Function (f3) 54.42

Capital Budgeting Function (f4) 53.75

Systems Management Function (f5) 52.92

Institutional Research Function (f6) 50.17

Public Relations Function (f7) 46.58

 LY
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Findings

The analysis indicated that the sampled develop-

ment administrators perceived their functions in varying

degrees of importance or chief responsibility.

The Master Planning Function, Capital Facilities

Development Function, and Grants Procurement Function

showed no significant differences and so were relatively

equal in perceived importance. But differences were

noted in comparing Master Planning (fl) with the other

four functions indicating Master Planning was viewed as

more important in terms of chief responsibility than

Capital Budgeting, Systems Management, Institutional

Research, and Public Relations.

Comparison of the Capital Facilities Development

Function (£2) with the other functions revealed it was

considered as relatively equal in chief responsibility

with the Grants Procurement Function, Capital Budgeting

Function, and Systems Management Function but more

important as a chief responsibility than the functions

of Institutional Research and Public Relations, according

to the respondents.

The Grants Procurement Function (f3) was per—

ceived as statistically equal in chief responsibility

to Capital Budgeting, Systems Management, and Insti—

tutional Research but more important as a primary

responsibility than Public Relations.
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The sampled development officers indicated that

the Capital Budgeting Function (f4) was equal in chief

responsibility to Systems Management and Institutional

Research but more important in terms of chief responsi-

bility than the Public Relations Function.

No differences were shown in comparing Systems

Management (£5) with Institutional Research suggesting

they were equally perceived as chief responsibilities,

but Significant differences were noted when compared

with the Public Relations Function indicating Systems

Management was viewed at least statistically as more of

a chief responsibility for development officers than the

Public Relations Function.

The last possible pair-wise comparison of the

Institutional Research Function (£6) with the Public

Relations Function (f7) showed no significant differences

indicating equal stature indicated in terms of chief

responsibility.

Comparisons of Functions

by Time, Now, and 1975

 

 

The study was concerned with measuring not only

the community college development officer's perception

of the normative functions but also with the emerging

aspects of these functions. In this section, the

development officer functions were tested for Signifi—

cant differences by time, comparing now and 1975.
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Restatement of Hypothesis 2
 

The null hypothesis under consideration was

stated as follows:

Nul l Hypothesis 2:
 

No chief responsibility differences will be found

for the community college development officer

functions between now and 1975.

The null hypothesis of no difference between functions

now and 1975 should be rejected if F > 4.00 with a = .05.

As Shown in Table 4.1, the calculated F ratio equalled

12.9, thus Ho was rejected.

Findings

The fixed two-way analysis of variance test had

indicated there were significant differences of functions

between now and 1975. By interpretation in comparing the

row means, there was indication that the community

college development officers who were surveyed per-

ceived increased chief responsibility for the functions

as a whole by 1975. The extent of this difference

was not statistically evident but is graphically shown

in Figure 5.2 in Chapter V.

Comparisons of Interaction Between

Time and Deyelopment OffiCer

Functions

 

 

It was expected that the development officer

would, as a relatively new member of the president's
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cabinet and community college organization, experience

some experimentation and change in function emphasis or

assigned function responsibility. In this section, the

seven development officer functions were tested for sig-

nificant differences of interaction of function and time.

Restatement of Hypothesis 3:

The null hypothesis under consideration was

stated as follows:

Null Hypothesis 3:

No differences will be found between interaction

of community college development officer functions

now and 1975.

The null hypothesis of no difference between interaction

of functions and time should be rejected if F > 2.25 with

a = .05. Table 4.1 Showed the calculated F ratio equalled

.3, thus failing to reject Ho.

Findings

The analysis of variance test has indicated there

were no significant statistical differences in the inter-

action of the two independent variables, time and

functions.

Summary

The statistical model used for testing signif—

icance was the fixed two-way analysis of variance. The

decision rule followed was to reject the null hypothesis
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at a = .05 level of confidence. If the null hypothesis

was rejected, the Tukey Post Hoc Procedure was admin—

istered to find specific differences between functions.

If the confidence interval as determined by the Tukey

technique did not include 0, then significant differences

would be identified among the functions.

The first null hypothesis of no differences

among the seven selected functions of the community

college development officer should be rejected if F > 2.25

.with a = .05. The calculated F ratio equalled 10.3, thus

Ho was rejected. The application of Tukey's Post Hoc

Analysis to determine specific differences between

functions revealed that the development administrator

respondents perceived the seven functions in varying

degrees of chief responsibility. No significant dif—

ferences were noted between Master Planning, Capital

Facilities DevelOpment, and Grants Procurement indi—

cating equal chief responsibility. Significant dif—

ferences were noted comparing Master Planning with the

other four functions indicating a higher degree of chief

responsibility was perceived for Master Planning than

Capital Budgeting, Systems Management, Institutional

Research, and Public Relations. Public Relations was

statistically less a chief responsibility than other

functions when compared to the other six functions.



104

The second null hypothesis of no differences

between functions now and 1975 should be rejected if

F > 4.00 with a = .05. The calculated F ratio equalled

12.9, thus Ho was rejected indicating there were Sig-

nificant differences of functions between now and 1975.

The third null hypothesis of no differences

between interaction of functions and time Should be

rejected if F > 2.25 with o = .05. The calculated F

ratio equalled .3, thus failing to reject Ho.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine the per-

ceptions of community college development officers toward

the normative and emerging functions of the development

officer position, a relatively new addition to the com—

munity college president's cabinet. Three questions were

answered by the research: (1) Are there significant

differences in the chief responsibility attached to the

major function categories of the community college

development officer position? (2) Are there Significant

differences expected in the chief responsibility attached

to function categories a few years from now compared to

present practices? (3) Are there significant differences

in function emphasis or change expected in the next few

years?

Although no published articles or research on the

community college development officer were found, the

literature on four—year development officers and other

related studies indicated that the two—year development

105



106

administrators had a major institutional role in policy

formulation, decision making, planning, fund raising,

public relations, and as catalysts for institutional

change. One of the most important responsibilities

noted was planning. Community college presidents recog—

nized the long-range planning job as the president's

responsibility, but they felt it was a job they no

longer could do themselves and that some one individual

must be in charge of planning.

The literature draws attention to the increased

concern with administration management accountability and

management techniques in dealing with the complexities

of management problems. Systems management techniques,

especially management by objectives, were found to have

implications for the development officer relative to his

administrative competency and in the performance of his

function responsibilities.

It was also suggested in the literature that

preparation for community college administrators was

inadequate and high priority should be given to "inservice"

training for existing staff. Future—oriented education

systems have implications for training development

officers in the concept of the individual's sense of

the future, his habit of anticipation. Another approach

'to training reviewed in this study was a systems technique

(bf training by objectives which had its emphasis on
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behavioral objectives which could be measured. Its con—

cept was that the basis for training should be changing

job behavior.

The instrument designed to measure the community

college development officer perceptions was a mail

questionnaire containing fifty task statements grouped

under seven selected development officer functions. A

pretest was employed to obtain information on the two-

year public college development administrator which

served as a major source of information for the develop—

ment of the main questionnaire. The questionnaire was

mailed to thirty-two community college develOpment

administrators in a seven-state population which included

Maryland, Michigan, Illinois, Pennsylvania, New York,

New Jersey, and Florida. Twenty—five questionnaires

were returned, all usable, for a 78.1 per cent response.

For the pretest data, a rank order subjective

analysis was employed. The questionnaire data were sta—

tistically tested to determine null hypotheses' dif—

ferences among seven selected development officer

functions, function differences between now and 1975,

and interaction between time and function change.

The statistical model used for testing significance

was the two—way fixed analysis of variance. The decision

rule followed was to reject the null hypothesis at a = .05

level of confidence. The Tukey Post Hoc Procedure was
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administered to find Significant differences between

functions. If the confidence interval as determined by

the Tukey technique did not include 0, then significant

differences were identified.

Findings

An analysis of the data supports the following

conclusions:

1.0

1.4

There were statistically significant differences

perceived by development officers in the chief

reSponsibility attached to the major function

categories of the community college development

office.

Development officers perceived the Master Plan-

ning Function as a chief responsibility Signifi—

cantly more than that perceived for Capital

Budgeting, Systems Management, Institutional

Research, and Public Relations Functions.

The Master Planning Function, Capital Facilities

Development Function, and Grants Procurement

Function were viewed as relatively equal as

chief responsibilities.

The Capital Facilities Development Function was

perceived as equal in chief responsibility with

Grants Procurement, Capital Budgeting and Sys-

tems Management Functions but was statistically

more Significant as a chief responsibility than

the functions of Institutional Research and

Public Relations.

The Grants Procurement Function was considered

relatively equal as a chief responsibility when

compared to the functions of Capital Budgeting,

Systems Management, and Institutional Research

but significantly more a chief responsibility

than the Public Relations Function.
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1.5 The develOpment administrators indicated Capital

Budgeting, Systems Management, and Institutional

Research were equal as chief responsibilities

but Capital Budgeting was perceived by the

respondents as a chief responsibility more than

Public Relations.

1.6 The Systems Management Function and the Insti—

tutional Research Function were viewed as rela—

tively equal as a chief responsibility of the

development officer but in comparison with the

Public Relations Function, Systems Management

was viewed as significantly more a chief respon-

sibility.

1.7 No significant statistical differences in chief

responsibility were perceived between the Public

Relations Function and the Institutional Research

Function.

2.0 There were statistically significant differences

perceived by development officers in the primary

or chief responsibility attached to development

officer function categories between now and 1975.

2.1 Development officers perceived the seven develop—

ment office functions as significantly more a

chief responsibility by 1975.

3.0 No statistically significant differences were

found in function emphasis or function change by

1975 as perceived by community college development

officers.

Discussion of Findings
 

A chart, visually showing the statistically Sig-

nificant differences perceived by the development

officers in the chief responsibility attached to the

development office function, is presented in Figure 5.1

on page 110 and Figure 5.2 on page 111. Their purpose
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is to help clarify the perceived chief responsibility

comparisons made in the findings.

It was not surprising to find the Master Planning

Function perceived by the development officers as a

Significantly more important function than most of the

other functions. Its importance as a chief responsibility

was reinforced by other studies which indicated that long—

range planning had become a major and important activity

of the community college, particularly for facilities,

and that direction for the program should be centralized

in one person. The increasing demands of state agencies

for long-range planning data had also contributed to more

presidents' decisions to delegate the planning job to

one person, usually designated as the development and

planning officer.

On the other hand, it was somewhat surprising to

find the Public Relations Function perceived as being less

a chief responsibility than most of the other functions.

This might suggest that not all of the four-year develop—

ment officer functions were being carried over into the

two-year development office. It might also suggest that

develOpment office orientation is moving in the direction

of planning and research rather than public relations.

This is supported somewhat by the results obtained in the

pretest survey where 58 per cent indicated public relations

responsibility compared to 74 per cent for facilities

planning and 84 per cent for institutional research.



113

Further scrutiny of Figure 5.1 indicated that the

Other five functions for the most part show, in relation

to each other, no statistical significant differences.

This would imply relative equality in terms of chief

responsibility as perceived by the development officers.

However, some discrimination might be assumed for the

Capital Facilities Development Function and the Grants

Procurement Function by virtue of being perceived by the

development officers as relatively equal in chief respon'

sibility with the Master Planning Function. This would

coincide with the expectations suggested in the literature

and in the pretest survey where 95 per cent of the

respondents indicated responsibility for the Grants

Procurement Function. Research had indicated that fund

raising was still the major thrust of the four-year chief

development officer 76 per cent of the time and it was

expected the two-year develOpment administrator would

also have similar responsibilities in this area but with

emphasis primarily in seeking federal and state grant

support.

No statistically significant differences were per-

ceived in chief responsibility between Capital Facilities

Development, Grants Procurement, Capital Budgeting, and

Systems Management. This would indicate the development

officers perceived them as relatively the same in terms

of their chief responsibility for these functions.
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Although these function activities were not indicated

to be as strong in chief responsibility as in Master

Planning, it was found to a greater degree among the

development officers than Institutional Research and

Public Relations.

As indicated by the graph in Figure 5.2, the

degree of development officer responsibility for the

seven functions was perceived as being greater by 1975

than presently. This might suggest that the seven

development officer functions were perceived as having

increased relevance for dealing with the future problems

facing community college administration. The Systems

Management Function in particular shows the largest

increase compared to the other functions in degree of

chief responsibility expected by 1975. This is a sub—

jective inference, however, since no statistically sig—

nificance differences in function emphasis or change were

found. Capital Budgeting and Institutional Research

Functions also Show a relatively greater increase

expected in chief responsibility than some of the other

functions. The Master Planning Function was still per-

ceived by more development officers as a chief responsi-

bility by 1975 than any other function.

That no statistically significant differences were

found in function emphasis or change by 1975 was dis—

appointing. It is understandable, however, in that the
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emphasis for this research was on a normative study and

the design of the study did not call for the kind of data

which might indicate such change.

Implications of the Study
 

In education today, the times demand an evolution

of new concepts in administration management, a need for

leadership in the task of mobilizing efforts to maximize

the resources, and the implementation of techniques for

dealing with the kinds of problems brought about by

change.

As a result, community college organizations are

being challenged as never before to move into new admin-

istrative practices and provide the kinds of accounta—

bility demanded by legislators, officials, and taxpayers.

The emergence of the community college development

offiCer in the last decade has resulted largely from these

burgeoning administrative needs of the two—year public

institutions complicated by its growing size and com-

plexity and the necessarily increased emphasis on instiv

tutional planning brought about by the greater demands

for more efficient stewardship.

The study revealed that the community college

development officer is still evolving. Difficulty was

experienced in finding a large number of two—year public

colleges employing a development administrator for the

sample. The variety of titles by which this administrator
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is identified would also suggest the role of this admin-

istrator would more likely vary by institution than other

administrators. However, most titles included the words

"planning" and/or "development.“ The study did reveal

that most development officers had the chief responsi-

bility in their institution for the Master Planning,

Facilities Development, and Grants Procurement Functions.

More than half either supervised or had direct responsi-

bility for Capital Budgeting, Systems Management, Insti-

tutional Research, and Public Relations Functions.

Statement of a Model--The

Community College Develop-

ment OffIEer Function

 

 

 

The development of this study was an attempt to

meet one small part of the enormous challenge facing

community college administrators by examining one aspect

of the administrative process, that is, the functions of

the development officer.

The statistically significant findings of the

study have been described and the conclusions discussed.

But the functions of the community college development

officer may have greater implications for the institution

than revealed by the statistical analysis. At the

suggestion of the doctoral committee, a development

officer function model was developed which was based on

the study and the writer's own experience. Thus, the
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implications which have emerged are stated in terms of

a recommended function model for the community college

development officer.

1.0 Master Planning Functiop.v—A function critical
 

to the total college commitment of purpose and objectives

in terms of facilities, educational programs, and student

and community services. The critical tasks of the

development officer include:

1.1 Define, develop, coordinate, and periodically

up—date a campus master plan to include facili—

ties, program, and services projected to capacity

enrollment.

1.2 Report and advise president on planning matters

and coordinate activities of long-range planning

committee.

1.3 Determine capital program for next five and ten

years.

1.4 Evaluate community demographic data for impli-

cations on master planning.

2.0 Capital Facilities Development Function.v—A
 

major activity on many two-year college campuses, this

function is vital to the orderly process of the building

program in providing for the facility needs of the college
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and the administration liason with local and state agen—

cies. The critical tasks of the develOpment officer

include:

2.1 Acts as chief advisor to president and cabinet

members in matters of capital facilities develop-

ment.

2.2 Interpret and implement state guidelines and

procedures in planning and development of

facilities.

2.3 Monitor and coordinate activity of architect,

contractor, and college personnel in relation

to project construction.

2.4 Advise and coordinate activities of Standing

Building or Planning Committee and individual

project committees.

3.0 Grants Procurement Function.vsThere is a need
 

for financing programs of a specialized or innovative

nature and to supplement local funds in career program

development. More effort is required for obtaining

such funds and critical tasks for the development

officer include:

3.1 Develop or supervise a program for obtaining

grant assistance and support for financing

desirable programs from federal, state, and

private sources.
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Maintain and interpret up—to-date information

on grant support programs of interest to the

college.

Advise faculty and administration on grant

opportunities and availabilities.

Develop and write grant proposals.

4.0 Capital Budgeting Function.vvCommunity colleges
 

are being called upon to justify the expenditures of their

institutions in terms of value received. Accountability

for millions of dollars in capital expenditures has

major responsibility implications. The critical tasks

of the development officer include:

4.1 Analyze, develop, and prepare the capital program

cost estimates for the next budget year and a

five- to ten-year long-range forecast in terms

of architect/engineering fees, construction,

site development, and movable equipment.

Advise president on all matters of the capital

budget and assist in interpretation of capital

program to Board of Trustees, state and local

officials, and other individuals or agencies.

Serve as presidents representative in capital

budget matters with local and state agencies.
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Prepare material and exhibits for submission to

local and state board regarding requests for

approval of capital expenditures. Develop

resolutions for state funding assistance and

requests for local allocation of funds.

Monitor input for capital accounting program

for monthly statement printvout.

5.0 Systems Management Function.—-There is a
 

great need for more sophisticated management tools and

techniques to cope with the complex problems of today's

society. Article after article attempts to deal with

the problem through systems techniques. Systems

approaches are beginning to be employed by community

colleges. The development officer's critical tasks in

this area include:

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

Develop information on management systems

techniques for study and institutional con—

sideration.

Use Management by Objectives techniques when

establishing mutual goals and objectives with

president and with subordinates.

Develop and implement systems approaches for

development office functions.

Develop and implement a management system such

as Simulation for long—range planning.



121

6.0 Institutional Research Function.——Decision

making Should be based on the best information and data

possible. The institution is better able to serve the

student if information is obtained and easily retrieved.

The critical task for the develOpment officer for this

function includes:

6.1 Direct or supervise a program of institutional

research.

6.2 Develop and maintain an information storage and

retrieval system.

6.3 Search out and develop research projects in

response to institution's needs.

6.4 In COOperation with others, establish and

coordinate research policies and procedures

for institution.

The Public Relations Function was not included as

a function of the model because of its questionable status

as a development office function. The study indicated

public relations was not regarded as a primary responsi—

bility to the extent attached to the other functions.

The responses of the sampled develOpment officers showed

less than half indicated chief responsibility in this

area. The investigator would generally agree with those

who contend that public relations properly belongs

directly with the president's office under his supervision.
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The exception might be made where the development officer

has particular expertise in this area and the president

is willing to delegate its supervision.

Training Implication
 

According to Alvin Toffler, the technology of

tomorrow would require men " . . . who can make critical

judgments, who can weave their way through novel environ—

ments, who are quick to spot new relationships in the

rapidly changing reality . . . men who, in C. P. Snow's

compelling term, 'have the future in their bones'"

(95:402-03). (This would also describe the qualities

needed by the development officer.

A key to the preparation of community college

development officers may be what Toffler suggests as

"habit of anticipation." Such educational programs

would shift the time-bias forward and would require

generating images of the future--on jobs, problems,

organizational structures, and educational facilities.

Speculation about the future should be encouraged.

The study and development of ESP (extra sensory per-

ception) may be required for tomorrow's development

officer!

The need for multi—learning experiences is

indicated and several approaches are suggested:
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Inservice programs: A high priority Should be
 

placed on inservice training for present develop—

ment officers including institutes, workshops,

retreats, seminars, and professional conventions

and meetings.

Internships: A professional—apprentice type of
 

internship is suggested Similar to a hospital

administrator who interns specifically for man—

agement of a hospital.

Graduategprograms: The theoretical background
 

obtained from formal course work is required to

meet the basic need of the position, that is,

an educator working in an education setting.

Implications for Future Research

' Based on the development of this study, some

further

college

1.

possibilities for investigation of the community

development officer are suggested.

Another study similar to this one might be

developed with one important modification.

A second group, consisting of the presidents,

Should be added to the sample to obtain the

presidents' perception of the development

officer function in addition to that of the

development officer's.
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A pilot program for competency training of com-

munity college development officers based on a

systems technique of training by objectives

with emphasis on systems analysis might be a

research development possibility.

No discrimination of trends in functions were

found in this study. A study might be developed

which would try to determine changes in functions

that will take place in the future.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

College of Education, Erickson Hall

East Lansing, Michigan 48823

To selected development administrators of community colleges.

The questionnaire that follows is designed to gather information for a study of

administrative behavioral competencies required of community college development

administrators.

It is designed to take as little of your time as possible. Please answer every

question. When you have finished please fold the questionnaire in half and staple

or tape the ends together before mailing. Postage has been properly applied for

your convenience.

Please return the completed questionnaire by May 21, 1971 . Your cooperation

is most assuredly appreciated.

 

Sincerely.

Joseph M. Mego

Doctoral candidate

Max R. Raines, Chairman

Guidance Committee

 

Name of person completing form
 

Title
 

Institution
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Part I Organizational Patterns

DIRECTIONS: The following questions relate to the organizational patterns and

responsibilities of the development office at your institution. Please check

the most applicable response for each question.

(1)

(2)

(3)

Please indicate the administrative level of the development office in your

organization.

l. E Major administrative division (line officer)

2. 5‘ Administrative department (director level)

3. 9 Staff function

By what name is the development office identified?

1. :7- Office of Institutional Development

2. g: Planning and Development

3. 3 Other (write in)
 

What is the title of the chief development officer?

1. 3K Development Officer

2. 61 Dean of Administrative Services

3. i Director of Development

4. ’4' Other (write in)
 

(4) To whom does the development administrator report?

(5)

l. ’7 President

2. “' Dean of Administration

3. "' " Other (write in)
 

Please check the functions which are the responsibilities of the development

office.

l. 1 Preparation of capital budget

2. [ft Facilities planning

3. [[ Coordination of building program

4. (( Public relations

5. [0 Publications

6. [8 Federal and private foundation grants



(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)
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7. 2 Alumni relations

8. [2 Institutional research

9. Q Other (write in)

lO. 2 Other (write in)

Please indicate the number of personnel working in the development office.

l. "3.2 Number of professionals including development officer

2. (“’1 Number of classified employees

Please check dollar category closest to your total yearly development office

administrative budget including salaries.

l. a To $25,000

2. 9 $25,000 to $50,000

3. it $50,000 to $75,000

4. 1 $75,000 to $lO0,000

5. £3 Over $lO0,000

Please indicate level of formal education

1. C) Bachelor's degree

2. Q Master's degree

3. (2 Educational specialist or professional degree

4. 45‘ Doctoral candidate

5. 8 Doctor's degree

Please indicate level of participation (shared governance) generally practised

in executing the functions of the development office.

l. [5; Major participation including formally organized policies and procedures

involving administrators, faculty, and students.

2. 45’ Some formally organized participation but does not necessarily involve

faculty and/or students.

3. A Very little participation other than major administrators.
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Part II Behavioral Competencies

DIRECTIONS: This part of the questionnaire contains statements of behavioral

competencies typically associated with members of a community college president's

cabinet. For each statement,please circle the number in the left hand column

indicating the degree you as development officer are required to exercise this

competency at your institution. Please note that the four degrees of choices are

defined to assist you in your judgment. In the right hand column please check one

of the three options you think most appropriate for the development officer's

expected possession of this competency in relation to the other cabinet members.

Definition of Choices
 

Degree l. Minor - Little or none required Expected to

Required 2. Moderate - Occasionally required Possess

3. Considerable - Extensively called upon

4. Maximum - Assume leadership in this area

cu

25
(U

a a; E
I 2 .2 a

Z. 2 U 2' _l V) Z

l 2 3 4 ___ ___

(circle one) (check one)

1 .5’ 3 4-

l 2 3 i (10) Initiate or modify goals and objectives of institution _/_ i Z

I :3 .13

l 2 3 4 (ll)Abstract information from studies, printed materials, _4_ 15 _Z

and discussions pertinent to given issues and problems.

0 3 4 12.

l 2 3 4 (12) Long range planning in anticipation of institutions _9 L01

- future growth and needs.

0 7 x 4

l 2 3 4 (l3) Problem identification and analysis in decision making _4_ [3 46;

system to resolve institution's problems. ,

4 6 3» 7

l 2 3 4 (l4) Legislative analysis of local and state laws and pro- £5:.jl _E:

cgdurgs Effectigg community college control, philoso-

p y, un ing an operation.

7 (. 5’ I

l 2 3 4 (l5) Legal considerations in relation to collective bar- ff: jz_ fa

gaining and understanding of due process of law.

I a ? (a .

l 2 4 (l6) Analysis and evaluation of analytical reports. __0_ _é _/_:

O 4- 9

l 2 3 k (17) Contribute to administrative problem solving through _0_ [ff

understanding of sound administrative concepts and

principles.

0 6‘ 7 7
l 2 3 4 (18) Perceives self and that of other cabinet members in £2_ [3?' 5

proper perspective in inter-action over cabinet issues.

I V 9 .5"

l 2 3 4 (l9) Determine master plan for campus development. _1_ 1:? ;§



Degree

Required

Q)

§

.8 a 5
«5‘03

2 a '5 .E
CUCX

EESE

l 2 3 4

(circle one)

9954

l 2 3 4

534-7

l 2 3 4

9‘ 3

12%

731?

l 2 3 4

10117

T 2 3 4

arrest
1 2 3 4

157,4

l 2 3 4

1394”

l 2 3 4

944954
l 2 3 4

w
a
—
J

(20)
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Definition of Choices
 

Minor - Little or none required Expected to

Moderate - Occasionally required Possess

Considerable - Extensively called upon

Maximum - Assume leadership in this area

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e

(check-036)

Formulation of capital budget year and long range 5 Z é:

capital program.

Coordination and supervision of new building projects §:_ §:_

Coordination and supervision of determining educa- .fizf j:

tional specifications for new or remodeled buildings.

maintaining information and news service of excellence

and arrangements for release through the mass media.

5
‘

N
b
l
“

Initiate or supervise programs and procedures for .5; .éi

Create or supervise the content, form, scope, and

distribution of college publications of a promotional

character.

H
t

l
o
o

I
V

Develop means for promoting strong bond of loyalty,

friendship and communication between institution and

its alumni, students, parents of students, faculty,

staff and other special interested groups.

t
o

l
s
o

I
x
)

Promote and interpret institution's programs and needs __

to college community, sponsors of the institution,

local and state officals.

|
\

Promote interest of institution before agencies with 41 gET

resources for financing grants of desirable programs,

such as those in federal government, private founda-

tions, business and industry.

I
E

(
o
n

Develop or utilize a pert chart, PPBS, critical path _JL

movement chart or some similar systems analysis in-

strument.
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Part III Materials Produced

DIRECTIONS: This part of the questionnaire contains statements relating to

various types of materials which may be produced by a development office.

For each statement, please circle the number in the right hand column which

indicates the degree you have been responsible for its production. Please

note that the choice numbered 1 should be circled if this material is not

produced at your institution at this time.

Definition of Choices

Not produced at this date

Minor - Little responsibility

Moderate - Assist in its production

Considerable - Extensive responsibility

individually or with others

Maximum - Assume full responsibility for

its production

#
W
N
-
d

0
1

(29) Written statement of college philosophy.

(30) Written statement of college objectives, goals, purposes.

(31) Formulation of next capital budget year and 5 to 10 year

projections.

(32) Formulation of next fiscal year operating budget.

(33) Applications for state funding assistance of capital pro-

grams.

(34) Proposals for federal and private foundation grants.

(35) Projected develOpment office operating budget for next

fiscal year.

(36) Campus master plan.

(37) Written educational specifications for each building

project.

(38) Projected facility needs for next academic year.

(39) Facilities inventory reports.

(40) Enrollment projections (l-5 or 10 years).

(4T) Academic program projections (l-S or lO years)

(42) Staffing projections (l-S or l0 years)

W
Q

“
@
“
9
@
@
W

“
@
‘
W
M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e

d
a
fi
d
®
d
®
‘
9
‘
@
“
@
‘
©

@
‘
(
3
3
@
‘
Q
W
Q
H
N
o
t

P
r
o
d
u
c
e
d

N
S
N
®
N
©
V
Q
N
®
©
”
@
Q

”
@
N
@

”
@
N
a
)

N
@
\
'
@
\
>
®
~
>
M
i
n
o
r

(43) Various studies such as parking, space utilization, etc. A
®
A
®
a
®
a
m
b
®

p
®
¢
>
®
@
a
g
a
®
n
®
9
W
©
a

C
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
b
l
e

m
®
¢
©
¢
h
®
t
fi
®
~
fl
®
°
fi
®
0
1
%

U
®
fi
©

0
‘
@
J
‘
@

m
@
L
I
'
I
Q
U
W
S
U
‘
M
a
X
i
m
u
m
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Definition of Choices

1. Not produced at this date

2. Minor - Little responsibility

3. Moderate - Assist in its production

4. Considerable - Extensive responsibility

individually or with others

5. Maximum - Assume full responsibility for

its production

(44) College catalogue.

(45) Curriculum brochures, promotional materials, press

releases, advertising.

(46) Newsletters, bulletions or similar publications to

communicate with internal and external publics.

a
s
)
a
W
—
a
N
o
t

P
r
o
d
u
c
e
d

N
9

N
®
N
®
N
M
I
H
O
F

w
®
0
0
%
“

M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e

4
:
9

A
®
A
®
>
C
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
b
l
e

0
1
$
Q
O
g
m
M
a
x
i
m
u
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Part IV Learning Experiences

DIRECTIONS: This part of the questionnaire contains statements relating to

learning experiences that might be suggested to assist graduate students in

the acquiring of competencies required for a development officer position.

For each statement, please circle the number in the right hand column which

indicates the degree of importance you feel the learning experience has for

a development administrator competency.

#
0
0

(47)

(48)

(49)

(50)

(51)

(52)

(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

(58)

Definition of Choices

Minor - Of some importance but probably has lowest

priority in relation to others

Moderate - Should have some learning experience in

this area

Considerable - Very important in acquiring competency

Maximum - Excellent and should be required

Background courses in higher education such as History and

Theory, Purpose & Policies, Curriculum & Instruction.

Courses in higher education administration such as Admini-

strative Theory and Practice, Community College Administra-

tion, Organization & Administration of Higher Education

Courses in student personnel and counseling such as Princi-

ples of Guidance and Personnel Services, Group Procedures

in Guidance, Individual Analysis.

Courses in Sociology such as Sociology of Education, Con-

temporary Communities, Complex Organizations.

Courses in business and finance such as Financial Admini-

stration of Higher Education, State and Local Finance,

Educational Promotion and Fund Raising.

Communications and public relation courses such as Public

Relations in Community Colleges, Public Opinion & Propaganda.

Research courses such as Educational Research Methods, Evalua-

tion of Higher Education, Statistics.

Simulated situations or role playing where student assumes

one of administrative positions.

Field work or internship with a community college.

Independent study in-depth on a single aspect of community

college administration.

Short seminars and workshops on community college topics

usually of two weeks duration.

Attendance of professional association conference sessions

such as Council of Educational Facility Planners and American

Association of Junior Colleges.

.3
rd

3 a
:1!

£5 £2

12

5L. ‘7

12

d9 :3

12

53 I3!

12

I7

12

c) a»

12

:49
12

I C)

12

{,I

2

l l

12

I?

is

03

12

1' 9‘

12

Q)

25

2

{'3’ §
..- E

2 ';

<3 :2

3 4

.5‘ ar‘

3 4

7?

3 4

4L /

3 4

8' :3

3 4

m7

3 4

5..

3 4

I3J'

3 4

ma.

3 4

4‘ 1C?

3 4

‘7 3

3 4

IE3 .3

3 4

Io‘f

3 4
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[___] Office of Institutional Development

Your help is earnestly requested in this study of the community college

development administrator, a position which appears to be a relative

neccomor i: the community college organization.

e public two year colleges have a development

. . - czod sanple becomes necessar . Con52quontly,

your COMLI:UML10M to Luis study becomes doubly important.
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June l8, l97}

Dear

A hit or a strike-out?

As in baseball, I will take my three swings before relinquishing my turn

at bat andso make a third plea to return my questionnaire concerning

developm-nt administrators. As you may recall, it was originally sent

to you in early May with a follow-up letter on May 25th.

With the amount of mail we all receive today, I know it is very easy

for a piece of mail to be misplaced or "forgotten." But I am hopeful

that this gentle reminder will help turn up those remaining five (5)

very important questionnaires to this study that are still outstanding.

Your coOperation and help in this effort is deeply appreciated.

Sincerely,

Joseph M. Mego

DevelOpment Officer

JMMzeh



APPENDIX A

146

SURVEY #1

Selected Sample

Development Administrators

of Community Colleges

Maryland

Dr. William V. Lockwood

Dean of Harbor Campus

Community College of Baltimore

2901 Liberty Heights Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21215

.Mr. Joseph P. Murray

Development Officer

Catonsville Community College

800 8. Rolling Road

Baltimore, Maryland 21228

Mr. Philip S. Van Hook

Dean of Administrative Services

Frederick Community College

520 N. Market St.

Frederick, Maryland 21701

.Mr. Irving H. Schick

Dean of Administration

Montgomery College Central Office

51 Mannak Street

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Mr. Donald Evans

Dean of Administrative Services

Prince George's Community College

301 Largo Road

Largo, Maryland 20027

Col. Earl T. Reichert

Dean of Business and Development

Charles County Community College

LaPlata, Maryland 20646

Michigan

Mr. James R. Irwin

Development Officer

Monroe Community College

1555 So. Raisenville Road

Monroe, Michigan 48161

Dr. M. Tucci

Vice-President Administrative Services

Oakland Community College Central Office

Bloomfield Hills,.Michigan 48013

Mr. Clyde Munnell

Director of Development and Planning

Jackson Community College

1221 Emmons Road

Jackson, Michigan 49201



Mr. Martin P. WOlf
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Director of Research and Development

Delta College

University Center, Michigan 48710

Mr. Herbert E. Haas

Director of Development

Southwestern.Michigan College

Cherry Grove Road

Dowagiac, Michigan 49047

Mr. Robert C. Chick

Dean of Administration

Kalamazoo Valley Community College

Kalamazoo, Michigan 49001

Mr. Halter E. Bradley

Dean of Administration

Macomb County Community College Central Office

warren, Michigan 48093

Dr. Bernard W. Klein

Vice-President for Administation

wayne County Community College

Detroit, Michigan 48201

NeW’Jersey
 

Mr. John P. Hanley

Dean of Planning and Development

Mercer County Community College

101 west State Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08608 Florida

Col. William D. Ceely

Director of Development

Lake City Junior College

Lake City, Florida 32055

Mr. P.D. Goldhagen

Director of Development

Daytona Beach Junior College

Daytona Beach, Florida 32015

Mr. Fred Shaw

Vice-President for Development

Miami-Dade Junior College

Miami, Florida 33156

Dr. Curtis L. Borton

Director College Planning 5 Development

Community College Allegheny County Central Office

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219
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New York

Mr. John C. Harrington

Associate Dean, Administration 8 Planning

Suffolk Community College

Selden, New York 11784

Illinois

Mr. Clifford S. Peterson

Dean of Planning 8 DevelOpment

City College Chicago AmmundsenrMayfair

Chicago, Illinois 60630

Mr. Chester J. Grenda

Dean Planning a Development

City College Chicago - Southwest College

Chicago, Illinois 60652

Mr. John L. Smith

Director of Institutional Services

Elgin Community College

Elgin, Illinois 60120

Dr. Donald A. Halter

Dean of Institutional Services

Moraine Valley Community College

Palos Hills, Illinois 60465

Mr. Henry 1. Green

Director of DevelOpment

Parkland College

Champaign, Illinois 61820

Dr. H. Robert Andrews

Vice-President Educational Services

Prairie State College

Chicago Heights, Illinois 60411

Mr. Irwin A. Dahl

Director Institutional Development

Thornton Community College

Harvey, Illinois 60426

Dr. John A Lucas

Director Planning and Development

Wm. Rainey Harper College

Palatine, Illinois 60067



APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRE AND TABULATED RESPONSES,

CORRESPONDENCE, AND MAILING LIST



APPENDIX B

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

College of Education

East Lansing, Michigan

To selected sample of community college develOpment administrators.

The questionnaire that follows is designed to obtain information on the specific

or unique functions and the related tasks of the community college development

officer. You are being asked to draw upon your experience and observations and

judge the relevance of the task for this administrator. Please use the back of

the questionnaire page if you wish to make comments or add tasks which you feel

are important to the develOpment officer's function.

Please return the completed questionnaire before May 23rd so that a completion

deadline for the study may be met. Your cooperation is very much appreciated.

 

Joseph M. Mego

Doctoral Candidate

Max R. Raines, Chairman

Doctoral Committee

 

Name of person completing form
 

Title
 

Institution
 

Send copy of Abstract Yes No
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BY 1975
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BY I975
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QUESTIONNAIRE II

FUNCTIONS AND RELATED TASKS OF THE

COMMUNITY COLLEGE DEVELOPMENT OFFICER

DIRECTIONS: This questionnaire contains 50 task statements relating to activities

supervised by or performed by the community college development officer. The tasks

are grouped under 7 major functions usually associated with the development

officer. For each task statement, you are asked to make two judgments. First,

check one of the three choices which best represents the degree of responsibility

you have NOW for this task. Second, for the same task statement, please check one

of the three choices which best represents the degree of responsibility you believe

the development officer may have for this task BY l975. The three degrees or choices

of responsibility are defined to assist you and provide a common basis for judgment.

Definition of Choices
 

’
0

l
l

Primary--This task chiefly a development

officer responsibility either

supervisory or directly. (Check

column P)

(
I
)

l
l

Secondary--May contribute or participate

in performance of task but

chief reSponsibility is not the

development officer's. (Check

column 5)

2

l
l

None--Development officer not involved

or has little reSponsibility for

task. (Check column N)

 

P. _S. N

l.OO Tasks Relating to THE MASTER PLANNING FUNCTION:

[3 g g l.Ol Define, develop and continually up-date a campus master plan

L3 1} .l to provide the physical facilities and site development needed

for the educational program and services of the institution

projected to its capacity enrollment.

(gt-ga_[ l.OZ Report to and advise president in all matters of current and

l;f_j7_1 long range master planning.

/_ _/_0 ,5" l.O3 Direct and coordinate activities of institutional long range

I _1?_jk planning committee.

I} 3 3 1.04 Determine, in accordance with the master plan, a capital project

)3 u 1 planning schedule, by year, for the next 5 and 10 years.



B. 5 .N.

Now I: r at
BY 19751343 3

ww any
BY l975/A U 3L

NOW 27451.17’

BY l9751y a 3‘

now I; _7_

BY 1975/33 1

ggwwn Z 21 92

NOW If 2

BY l975y¢ ; 1

now :1 1/

BY 1975/55- y 20

Now 1.3 2..
av 197513 3 :60

now 13 1.

BY 1975,53 17

“
*
1

4
,
6

.05

.06

.07

.00

.Ol

.02

.03

.04

.05

.06

151.

Definition of Choices

Primary-~This task chiefly a development

officer responsibility either

supervisory or directly. (Check

column P)

Secondary--May contribute or participate

in performance of task but chief

responsibility is not the develop-

ment officer's. (Check the

column S)

None--Development officer not involved or

has little responsibility for task.

(Check column N)

Evaluate long range facility needs by Space category (class-

room, laboratory, office, study, support, etc.) and provide

projected 5 and l0 year plan of future needs in each category.

Analyze parking needs of institution and develop and implement

plan to provide spaces in advance of need.

Search out and evaluate community demographic data, reporting

effects and implications on master planning.

Tasks Relating to THE CAPITAL FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT FUNCTION:

Chief advisor to president and cabinet members in matters of

campus capital facilities development and construction.

Develop and implement process for selection and recommendation

of architect to president.

Interpret and implement state guidelines and procedures in

planning and development of facilities.

Monitor and coordinate activity of architect, contractor and

college personnel in relation to the project construction.

Makes decision for college in project field situations and

progress meetings.

Develop movable equipment list needs for capital projects and

coordinate interior design planning activity and execution.
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Definition of Choices
 

Primary--This task chiefly a development

officer responsibility either

supervisory or directly. (Check

column P)

Secondary--May contribute or participate in

performance of task but chief

responsibility is not the develo -

ment officer's. (Check column S)

None--Development officer not involved or has

little responsibility for task. (Check

column N)

Report progress and other capital development matters to

president, Board of Trustees, and local/state agencies as

required or requested.

.08 Advise and coordinate activity of Standing Building or Plan-

ning Committee and individual project committees.

Provide guidelines and implement development of educational

specifications for each capital project as required.

DevelOp and interpret space utilization studies in relation

to facilities development.

.00 Tasks Relating to THE SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT FUNCTION:

Develop information on management systems techniques for

study and institutional consideration.

Use Management By Objective techniques to establish goals

and objectives of development office in mutual agreement

with president.

Develop mutually with subordinates their goals and

objectives.

Develop and implement a PERT, Critical Path Method or similar

system for relevant capital projects.

DevelOp and implement a management system for capital

accounting.

Develop and implement a management system for long range

planning.
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Definition of Choices

Primary-—This task chiefly a development

officer responsibility either

supervisory or directly. (Check

column P)

Secondary--May contribute or participate

in performance of task but chief

reSponsibility is not the develo -

ment officer's. (Check column S)

None--Devel0pment officer not involved or has

little responsibility for task. (Check

column N)

4.00 Tasks Relating_to THE CAPITAL BUDGETING FUNCTION:

4. Cl

.02

.03

.04

.05

.06

.07

.08

.00

.Ol

.02

Analyze and develop the capital program cost estimates for

the next budget year and a 5 to lO year long range forecast.

Define sources of capital funds and determine a recommended

plan for source of funding from local bonds, current funds,

state grants and federal grants.

Develop estimated cost budgets for each capital project in

terms of architect/engineering fees, construction, movable

equipment, and site development.

Advise president on all matters of the capital budget and

assists in interpretation of capital fiscal program to Board

of Trustees, sponsoring groups, and other individuals and

officials.

Serve as president's representative in capital budget matters

with local and state agencies.

Prepare material and exhibits for submission to local board

and state board in relation to requests for approval of capi-

tal expenditures.

DevelOp resolutions for state funding assistance and requests

for local allocation of funds.

Monitor input for capital accounting program for monthly state-

ment print-out.

Igsks Relatinq to THE GRANTS PROCUREMENT FUNCTION

DevelOp or supervise a program for obtaining grant assistance

and support for financing desirable programs from federal,

state and private sources.

Maintain and interpret up-to-date information on grant support

programs of interest to college.
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Definition of Choices
 

Primary-~This task chiefly a development

officer responsibility either

supervisory or directly. (Check

column P)

Secondary--May contribute or participate

in performance of task but chief

responsibility is not the develop—

ment officer's. (Check column S)

None--Devel0pment officer not involved or has

little responsibility for task. (Check

column N)

Advise faculty and administration on grant oppor-

tunities and availabilities.

DevelOp budgets as required by grant proposal.

Develop and write grant proposals.

Provide reports on grant programs as required by

the grantor.

DevelOp an educational foundation for the college and

act as its executive director.

Tasks Relatinggto THE PUBLIC RELATIONS FUNCTION:

Direct or supervise an integrated public relations program

defining, popularizing, and securing acceptance of the

institution and its major goals and objectives by its various

publics.

DevelOp policies and procedures for maintaining an information

and news bureau service and releasing information and publicity

through the mass media.

Develop policies and procedures governing form, scope, content,

and distribution of college publications of a promotional nature.

Develop and implement means for promoting loyalty and friendship

between institution and its external publics, including alumni,

parents, public sponsors, and similar special interest groups

and community public-at-large.

Develop and implement means of enhancing internal communication

between Board of Trustees, students, faculty, administration

and staff.
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Definition of Choices
 

Primary--This task chiefly a development

officer responsibility either

supervisory or directly. (Check

column P)

Secondary-~May contribute or participate in

performance of task but chief

responsibility is not the develOp-

ment officer's. (Check column 5)

None--Devel0pment officer not involved or has

little responsibility for task. (Check

column N)

Develop a projected budget for the next fiscal year to include

advertising and promotion, printing and publicity.

Tasks Relating to THE INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH FUNCTION:

Direct or supervise a program of institutional research.

Develop and maintain an information storage and retrieval

system.

Search out and evaluate research needs of institution.

Develop research projects in response to institution's needs.

Advise and coordinate cooperative research project with faculty

and administrators.

Analyze other studies of significance for the institution and

communicate pertinent information to interested persons.

Other Function
 

Related tasks. (list)

Other Function
 

Related tasks. (list)
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ESSEX COMMUNITY COLLEGE _~

D Office of Institutional Development

Re: A Study of the Existing and the Emerging Functions

Of the Community College Development Officer

With Implications For Competency Development

Dear Colleague:

You were most helpful in responding to a previous questionnaire, and your contri-

bution helped to fill an information void about the community college development

officer.

The study is in the final writing stage, but certain additional information vital

to the completion of the study is needed.

Once again, I am appealing for your help. Please take the few minutes required to

complete this second Questionnaire. Return postage and address have been provided

for your convenience so that, after completing Questionnaire 11, all that is

necessary is to fold it in half, staple or tape together and mail. Before stapling,

please include a copy of your job description.

Time has become a vital factor in completing this study so your prompt reply would

be most appreciated. Please return Questionnaire II and a capy of your job descrip-

tion in the return mail, if possible, but in any event before May 23rd. Thank you.

.A copy of the abstract of the study will be sent to you in appreciation for your

help.

Grateful ly ,

.Joseph M. Mego

Development Officer

JMMzars

Enclosure
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ESSEX COMMUNITY COLLEGE

C] Office of Institutional Development

MEMORANDUM
 

To:

From: Joseph M. Mego Date:

Subject: Questionnaire 11

You should have received a questionnaire approximately two weeks ago

requesting your help and response to questions on community college

deVelopment officer functions.

Won't you please complete the questionnaire and return it in the neXt

mail. As one of a relatively small selected sample your contribution to

this study is very important.

JMM:ars
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QUESTIONNAIRE II SELECTED SAMPLE

.’

Maryland

Dr. William V. Lockwood

Vice Fresident, Harbor Campus

Community College of Baltimore

2901 Libert Heights avenue

Baltimore, iaryland 21215

Mr. Joseph P. Murray

DevelOpment Officer

Catonsville Community College

800 S. Rolling Road

Baltimore, Maryland 21228

Dr. R.C. Steuart

Director Planning and DevelOpment

Prince George's Community College

301 Largo Road

Largo,Maryland 20870

Mr. George C. Dyson

Facilities Manager

Charles County Community College

LaPlata, Maryland 206h6

Mr. Ralph F. Schmidt

Director Facilities Planning

Hagerstown Junior College

Hagerstown, Md. 21740

Dr. Kenneth H. Guy Jr.

Dean Community Services

Harford Community College

Bel Air, Md. 2101b

Michigan

Mr. James R._Irwin Dr. M. Tucci

DevelOpment Ufficer Vice-President Administrative Services

Monroe Community College Oakland Community College Central Office

1555 So Raisenville Road Bloomfield Hills, Michigan #8013

Monroe, Michigan #8161

Dr. Clyde Runnell

Director of Development and Planning

Jackson Community College

1221 Emmons Road

Jackson, Michigan #9201
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Michigan continued

Dr..Martin P. Wolf

Director of Research and Development

Delta College

University Center, Michigan #8710

Mr. flerbert E. Haas

Director of Development

Southwestern Michigan College

Cherry Grove Road

Dowagiac, Michigan h90h7

Mr. Robert C. Chick

Dean of Administration

Kalamazoo Valley Community College

Kalamazoo, Michigan A9001

Dr. Roy Phillips

Vice-President for Administration

Wayne County Community College

Detroit, Michigan 48201

New Jersey

Mr. John P. Henley

Dean of Planning and DevelOpment

Mercer County Community bollege

101 West btate Street

Trenton, New Jersey 08608

Florida

Col. William D. Ceely

Director of Development

Lake City Community College

Lake City, Florida 32055

Dr. Philip D. Goldhagen

Director of Development

Daytona Beach Junior College

Daytona Beach, Florida 32015

Mr. H. J. Schroeer H

Director of Facilitiea.Planning .

floriaa-gr.~ooliege of Jacksonville

Jacksonville, Fla. 32205

. Mr. hobert W. Gilbert

Mr. Joseph H- Colville Asst. to Pres. for Planning & DevelOpment

Director of DevelOpment Valencia Comm nit Coll
Indian River Community Collegequflndo, Fla.u328{1 989

Fort Pierce, Fla. 33h50
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Pennsylvania

Dr. Curtis L. Borton

Director College Planning & DevelOpment

Uommunity College Allegheny County Central Office

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219

Dr. Richard 11. Spencer

Asst. to Pres. for Research and Planning

Community College of Philadelphia

Philadelphia, Pa. 19107

Mr. henneth R. Noodbury

Director of DevelOpment

Northampton bounty Area Community College

Bethlehem, Pa. 18017

Mr. John C. Morgan

Director Planning and DevelOpment

Heading Area Community College

Reading, Pa. 19605

Mr. Lewis J. Capaldi

Asst. to Pres. Planning and DevelOpment

Nilliamsport area Community College

Williamsport, fa. 17701

New York

Mr. John C. Harrington

Dean of administration

Duffolk Community College

Delden, New York 1178b

Illinois

Mr. Clifford 5. Peterson

Dean of Planning & Development

City College Chicago-Ammundsen-Mayfair

Chicago, 111. 60630

Mr. Chester J. Grenda

Dean Planning & Development

Uity College Chicagg-Southwest College

Chicago, Illinois 652
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Illinois continued

Mr. Irwin A. Dahl

Director Institutional DevelOpment

Thornton Community College

South Holland, 111. 60h73

Dr. John A. Lucas

Director Planning and DevelOpment

wm. Rainey Harper College

Palatine, 111. 60067

Mr. Paul F. Kunkel

Director of Development

Parkland College

Chanpaign, lllinois 61820

Dr. H. hobert andrews

Vice-President Educational Services

Prairie State College

Chicago Heights, 111. 60hll



APPENDIX C

COMMUNITY COLLEGE DEVELOPMENT OFFICER

JOB DESCRIPTION MODEL





APPENDIX C

Essex Community College (Maryland) Job Description

for Development Officer

 

Fundamental responsibilities common to each of four

officers (Academic Dean, Dean of Students, Business Offi-

cer, Development Officer) are:

I.

II.

III.

IV.

VI.

VII.

VIII.

IX.

Serves as alter ego of the president

Has from president a broad and specific delegation

of authority for area of responsibility

Respects authority of and works with others as

equals in president's cabinet

Keeps institution objectives in mind and makes

recommendations to president regarding plans,

policies, and procedures

Staffs his unit in assigned responsibilities

Integrates and coordinates his office and articu-

lates work with other three college areas

Provides professional leadership in his delegated

area of responsibility

Major adviser on budget development for his area

Prepares special reports requested by president.

In addition, the list of functions and responsibili-

ties for the development officer indicate the following:

1. Directing an integrated program defining, populariz—

ing, and securing acceptance of major institution

goals and objectives and relating them to various

publics.

2. Keeping before relevant publics specific and long-

range educational, physical, and financial objectives

and programs approved by the Board together with means

for achieving them.

3. Policies and procedures for maintaining news service

and supervisory arrangement for release through mass

media.

162



10.

11.

12.

163

Formulates policies governing the content, form, scope,

and distribution of college publications of a pro—

motional character.

Develops means for promoting loyalty and friendship

between institution and its publics.

In close cooperation with others in president's

cabinet, develops and executes policy for guidance

of physical facilities planning and provides for its

supervision and coordination.

In close cooperation with president, presents needs

of institution to public and private organizations

and individuals for current and capital costs of

operating the institution.

Under direct supervision of president, and in close

cooperation with business officer assists in interpre—

tation of financial program to Board, sponsoring

groups, and other officials.

Promotes financing of desirable programs before

federal, state, local, and private agencies.

Responsible for development of institutional

research function.

Responsible for development of job descriptions for

those under his supervision.

Develops sound administration for institutional

planning and development, public relations and

publications, grants, and institutional research.
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