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ABSTRACT 

This study examines trends in national and State of 

Arizona college and university administrative expenditures, 

in particular expenditure shares for administration versus 

those for instruction, public service, and research. 

Separate case studies for the Arizona Community Colleges and 

the Maricopa County Community College District (MCCCD) 

provide data to explore administrative expenditure trends in 

some detail in the state community college system and in one 

type of institution. The results are intended to increase 

understanding of higher education amainistrative expenditure 

patterns in the United States. 

Toward this goal, possible explanations for rising 

administrative costs are assessed using one theoretical 

framework, Organizational Complexity, and one mechanism, 

Organizational Distance and Budgetary Authority. A single 

research question with four sub-questions compares the 

community college expenditure patterns, over time, to those 

of four-year colleges and universities. An additional 

research question with two sub-questions examines data by 

functional category in order to identify how and why 

disproportionate changes in expenditure patterns occur. 



CHAPTER 1 

CONTEXT OF THE PROBLEM 

11 

This chapter is organized into eight sections: (1) a 

problem section argues that the most complex and vexing of 

all higher education expenditures are those associated with 

administration; (2) a background section suggests that, by 

virtually all measures, overall administrative costs in 

colleges and universities have risen disproportionately more 

than the costs of instruction, research, and public service; 

(3) a significance section demonstrates the change in number 

of positions for production activities versus those for 

administration, and the governmental concern for reducing 

appropriations for higher education, particularly 

administrative costs; (4) a purpose section explains that 

this study examines the college and university expenditure 

patterns, over time, and contributes to an understanding of 

changes in total administrative costs; (5) a framework 

section develops the theoretical variables of the study; (6) 

an articulating/concluding section examines decision-making 

mechanisms used in the study; (7) a research questions 

section examines the one theoretical framework and one 

mechanism as possible explanations of rising administrative 

cost; (8) a definition of terms section clarifies technical 

terms used in the paper; (9) an assumptions section 

identifies five assumptions related to the framework and 



data; and, finally, (10) a limitations section describes 

limitations of the study. 

Problem 

"Analyzing the costs of higher education is a 

nettlesome task" (Bassett, 1983, p. 135). The most complex 

and vexing of these costs may well be those associated with 

administration. The growth of academic administration has 

been the mega trend in higher education costs in recent 

decades. Since 1975, student enrollment has risen 10 

percent; the number of full-time faculty members has 

increased 21 percent; yet the number of administrative 

positions has increased 45 percent (Halfond, 1991). 

Historically, colleges and universities have been 

narrowly defined as the bastions of scholarship and 

knowledge. While this concept has been preserved, the roles 

and associated activities performed by post-secondary 

institutions have expanded. The number of individuals and 

campus offices responsible for directing or supervising at 

the college and university levels has visibly increased. 

Specifically, the number of campus offices relating to 

student services, academic support, and institutional 

support have grown in administrative personnel and spending. 

Studies suggest that these administrative and support (A&S) 

12 



activities have contributed to the overall increasing rate 

of administrative expenditures (Massey and Warner, 1991). 

13 

Grassmuck (1990) suggests the concept. of "institutional 

layering" to describe the problem and the manner in which 

higher education institutions have added administrative and 

professional staff members. According to Grassmuck, the 

perception of a "big" increase in administrative and 

professional employees prompts growing concern about what is 

pejoratively termed "bureaucratic bloat." Although the 

above terms appear to reflect the issue, they also 

presuppose that the growth in administrative cost is 

detrimental to accomplishment of higher education goals. 

While the mission of the institution should determine 

resource allocation and spending patterns, such 

administrative growth may also arise from unforeseen 

institutional and external developments. 

These rising administrative costs have been attributed 

to changing economic factors, government compliance 

requirements, increasing professionalization, and 

independent management decisions. However, while these 

factors may help explain why administrative costs appear to 

be usurping increasingly greater shares of higher education 

budgets, it is important to analyze the relative growth in a 

variety of expenditure categories. 



Background 

Nationally, an increasing number of persons in the 

traditional college age group, combined with almost "flat" 

state revenues and rising demands for other state services, 

make it imperative that every institution use its resources 

more effectively. While increasing numbers of higher 

education institutions face decisions that could lead to 

financial distress, both public and private sectors are 

interested in how institutions expend their financial 

resources (Graybeal, 1980). 

14 

Most growth in general expenditures for colleges and 

universities occurred in four areas: instruction, 

administration, public service, and research. The first 

three areas showed consistent growth among higher education 

sectors. However, research expenditures contributed less to 

the overall growth in administrative cost for community 

colleges than for other sectors. 

Administrative costs in colleges and universities, 

overall, have risen markedly, and they have risen 

disproportionately more than the costs of production 

activities (i.e., instruction, research, and public 

service). Higher Education General Information Survey 

(HEGIS) and Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 

(IPEDS) data for Fiscal Years 1974-75 through 1985-86 

confirms that administrative costs increased faster than 



academic costs in all higher education sectors (Massey and 

Warner, 1991; Policy Perspectives, 1991). 

15 

In fiscal year (FY) 1976-77, public univers.ity 

administrative expenditures (in constant FY 1990-91 dollars) 

were $1,674 per full-time student equivalent (FTSE). By FY 

1990-91, these administrative expenditures had risen to 

$2,135, an increase of 27.5 percent during this 14-year 

period. In contrast, during this same period, instructional 

expenditures increased from $5,026 to $5,656, a difference 

of only 12.5 percent. This represented a growth for 

administration more than twice that for instruction 

(National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), 1993). 

For the same period, two-year college administrative 

expenditures per student grew from $917 in FY 1976-77 to 

$1,159 in FY 1990-91. This 26 percent change was slightly 

smaller than the 27.5 percent increase in the university 

sector. It is presently unknown whether similar factors 

contributed to an almost identical change in this cost 

between the two sectors. 

By 1990, colleges and universities had six complete 

decades behind them in which the growth in spending for 

administration had outpaced the growth in spending for 

instruction. One might imagine that after so many years, 

this discrepancy would have been explained. However, 

related studies by Brown (1991) and Massey (1991) indicated 

that this did not appear to be the case. 
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While these data illustrate the reality of escalating 

administrative costs, overall, none of them provide 

explanations for this phenomenon. The literature offers a 

variety of plausible explanations, including increased 

regulation by state and local governments, administrative 

assumption of functions formerly performed by faculty, and 

the growth of costly consensus management styles and 

processes (Massey and Warner, 1991). Administrative cost 

increases are often blamed on internal management problems 

that are common among higher education institutions. "Every 

time you have a new problem, you hire new people to solve it 

or to prevent its recurrence" (Grassmuck, 1990, p. A34). 

However, the effect of management techniques on increasing 

administrative costs has been the subject of little 

empirical research and, as a result, the increase in higher 

education administrative expenditures remains largely 

unexplained. 

Bolman and Deal (1988) and Lukes (1978) discuss the 

application of the concepts of politics and power to provide 

additional understanding of administrative cost increases. 

Their works imply that differences in institutional missions 

across institutional categories (e.g., community colleges), 

may not account for differences in administrative costs. It 

is inferred that these costs may appropriately be traced, 

more or less directly, to conscious administrative decisions 

to increase budgets for particular programs or activities. 



For example, deciding whether administrative growth in 

professional support personnel is warranted begins with an 

examination of the particulars of an individual institution 

(Anderson, 1991). 

This establishes the rationale for an empirical study 

of administrative cost. 

Significance 

Increases in administrative positions in higher 

education are shown for all post-secondary institutions in 

Table 1.1. While full-time faculty employment has risen by 

5.9 percent, executive, administrative, and managerial 

positions have increased by 17.9 percent, and non-faculty 

personnel have increased by 17.1 percent. Grassmuck (1990) 

notes that this category, which the E.E.O.C. calls "other 

professionals," includes, among others, financial-aid 

counselors, auditors, coaches, and systems analysts, 

customary positions among all higher educational sectors. 

The increase in non-faculty personnel constitutes a 61.1 

percent change in professional positions--ten times the 

percentile change of full-time faculty. Additionally, 

"faculty members who see instruction and research as 
the central missions of higher education become 
increasingly concerned as average class size increases 
and authorization to hire replacement faculty becomes 
more difficult to obtain" (Hansen and Guidugli, 1990). 

17 



Table 1.1 

Staff Changes at Colleges and Universities, 1975-1985 

Occu~ational Cate~~ry 1975 1985 Change 

Full-Time 
Faculty members 446,830 473,537 + 5.9% 

Administrators 102,465 120,585 +17.9% 

Non-faculty 839,111 982,965 +17.1% 

Professionals 166,487 268,225 +61.1% 

Secretarial 
-Clerical 302,216 330,196 + 9.2% 

Technical 
-paraprofessional 113,248 129,913 +14.7% 

Skilled Craft 51,370 58,019 +12.9% 

Service Maintenance 205,790 196,612 - 4.9% 

Source: U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
(Andersen, 1990, p. A-32) 

18 
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In July 1994, the Arizona Joint Legislative Budget 

Committee (JLBC) published a study of administrative costs 

in higher education. This study was one of many national 

studies commissioned as governments sought to reduce 

appropriations for higher education and to close budget 

deficits. Yet Larry Leslie, chair of the subcommittee 

responsible for the Arizona study, noted that Arizona, like 

many other states, merely estimated and compared growth in 

administrative costs, over time, to comparable costs in peer 

institutions (Leslie and Rhoades, 1995). Although the 

Arizona JLBC study was only comparative, its significance 

rested in the governmental concern it manifested. The study 

implied the potential of government action to cut overall 

funding and the possibility that the government will mandate 

reduced administrative costs. 

Although the reason for the Arizona study no doubt is 

rooted in concerns for efficiency and effectiveness, these 

are not the criteria that drive higher education nor 

internal resource allocation. As a part of the non-profit 

sector, higher education is a "revenue (rather than profit) 

maximizer." And the imperative is to spend all that is 

available (Bassett, 1983). Bowen (1980) argues that public 

universities are "prestige maximizers" (least at community 

colleges) as well as revenue maximizers. They tend to raise 

all the money they can and then tend to expend all they 

raise, presumably to enhance prestige. These spending 



decisions are usually made by top administration. Bassett 

and Bowen seem to imply that an ever-larger proportion of 

"new" money may be spent on administrative expansion rather 

than on instructional development. 

Purpose 

20 

The purpose of this study is to examine national and 

State of Arizona college and university patterns of 

expenditure, over time, particularly changes in 

administrative expenditure. Specifically, the task is to 

examine expenditure share changes for higher education 

administration versus those for three production areas: 

instruction, research, and public service. An exploratory 

case study of MCCCD considers administrative expenditure 

trends in one college district. The results are intended to 

increase the understanding of administrative expenditure 

patterns in the united States. 

Framework 

The phenomenon of administrative cost growth is much 

too complex to be explained adequately by any single 

theoretical approach (Tolbert, 1985). The major theoretical 

frameworks that may help explain rising administrative 

expenditures and examples of these costs follow. 
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1) Isomorphism--DiMaggio & Powell (1983) 

Isomorphism is a constraining process that results in 

one unit in a population resembling other units facing the 

same set of environmental conditions. DiMaggio and Powell 

have identified three mechanisms through which institutional 

isomorphic changes occur, each with its own antecedents; 

each of these mechanisms may c9ntribute to increased 

administrative costs: 

A) Coercive Isomorphism stems from political influence, 

government compliance, and the problem of legitimacy. 

Example: add staff to identify and implement federally 

mandated legislation, such as the Americans with 

Disabilities Act. 

B) Mimetic Isomorphism results from standard responses 

to uncertainty of institutional mission, specifically from 

the act of modeling after successful institutions. Example: 

MCCCD developed a state-of-the-art High Technology center 

and added non-teaching staff to operate and maintain this 

facility; other community colleges have adopted the model 

and added the related staff. 

C) Normative Isomorphism is associated with the 

components of professionalization, such as formal education 

and professional networks. Example: as MCCCD continues to 

grow and add new campuses, similar Dean positions are 

established at each college regardless of variations in the 

respective student populations or other seemingly relevant 



considerations. 

2) Resource Dependency--Tolbert (1985) 

Resource Dependency is a corollary of Coercive 

Isomorphism; it suggests that increasing dependence on 

local, state, and federal governments for revenues may lead 

to a change in administrative structure to accommodate the 

requirements of accompanying mandates. Example: MCCCD 

established the administrative position of Director of 

Governmental Relations to develop and expand bases of 

financial support. This office acts ostensibly as the 

legislative lobbyist for MCCCD. 

Institutional Environment emphasizes that dependent 

relationships created as a result of financial resources 

become the accepted norm, given appropriate time and 

conditions. Example: state funding for a particular office 

may last for several years and then be reduced or 

discontinued. Regardless of diminished funding level and 

limited necessity, the office remains operative and its 

future costs become institutionalized. Consequently, "The 

size of the office is not correlated with the amount of 

funds raised, nor the institutional dependence on such 

funds" (Leslie and Rhoades, 1995, p. 200). 

3) Discretionary versus Determined--Pondy (1969) and 

Williamson (1963) 

The dichotomy of Discretionary versus Determined 

22 
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questions why professional managers may make Discretiona~ 

as opposed to technologically-Determined decisions in 

allocating resources among administration and instructional 

areas. Examples: Discretiona~ costs are illustrated by the 

Mimetic and Normative examples; Determined costs are 

illustrated by the Coercive example. Previous researchers 

have stated that the separation of the above dichotomy may 

be difficult to accomplish in practice (Bresciani, in 

progress) . 

4) Organizational Complexity--Pondy (1969) 

Organizational Complexity argues that administrative 

costs may rise more or less in accordance with the growing 

complexity of the organization. Example: a mission 

statement that requires a comprehensive approach to 

community college education is more costly to administer 

than a single curricular focus, such as liberal arts. 

Articulating/Concluding Section 

The aforementioned theoretical constructs address the 

causes of expenditure increase but do not speak to the 

question of how much? For example, one might argue that one 

could easily keep up with new demands, whether they are 

coercive, mimetic, or "other," by increasing administrative 

expenditures at the same rate as those in the remaining 

functional areas. Yet, no basis for determining the amount 



of administrative cost increases is provided by this theory. 

The question remains, therefore, why have administrative 

costs increased faster than other costs? 

24 

The aforementioned theories present a variety of 

possible explanations for the factors influencing increases 

in administrative costs; the following mechanisms address 

how expenditure choices are made when administrative 

functions are added. For example, the new legislation, The 

Americans with Disabilities Act, incorporates a number of 

obligatory decisions and a number of options. A degree of 

coercion exists: some response is mandated, but the quantity 

(dollars) and quality (e.g., permanence) remains optional. 

A decision to build wheelchair ramps is obligatory, but the 

location and number of ramps is generally discretionary. An 

existing college dean might be assigned the additional 

administrative responsibilities of these decisions, or a new 

administrator might be hired and be given a secretary, a 

travel budget and a new computer. Where one administrator 

might spend $500,000, another might spend $100,000. How are 

these choices made? Conceptual analyses of Leslie and 

Rhoades (1995) and others examine this question. 

5) Organizational Distance and Budgetary Authority--Leslie 

and Rhoades (1995) 

Organizational Distance and Budgetary Authority 

suggests that the shorter the organizational distance 
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between a subunit and the budgetary decision-maker, the more 

valid the subunit's marginal budgetary requests will seem, 

all else equal, and the larger the associated incremental 

budgetary allocation will be. Example: The MCCCD Vice 

Chancellors' offices represent the units closest in 

organizational distance to the administrator vested with 

system budgetary decision-making authority. According to 

Leslie's perspective, budgetary increases would be larger at 

the vice chancellor level than at lower levels in the 

system; in short, there would be a pattern of successively 

smaller increases at each subordinate level. 

6) Strategic-Contingency--Leavitt, Pondy, & Boje (1989) 

Strategic-Contingency describes power as something that 

accrues to organizational subunits that cope with critical 

problems. Power is used by organizational units to enhance 

their survival through control of scarce critical resources. 

Example: because of increasing resource scarcity and 

perceived diminished support in the community, the subunits 

of MCCCD's Vice Chancellor for Human Resources, specifically 

Resource Development and Public Relations, (atypically) have 

been empowered to generate moneys and allocate resources. 

Given this atypical power and the need to generate more 

money through Strategic-Contingency, these units would be 

expected to experience relatively larger budgetary gains. 
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7) Expense Preference--Bassett (1983) 

Expense Preference is a generic term but typically is 

used to refer to self-aggrandizing choices exercised by 

administration. Example: decisions made by the MCCCD 

Corporate Services division to fund central activities for 

image enhancement have been challenged because they appear 

to misdirect funds away from teaching and service activities 

toward support of an increased number of management 

positions. 

In sum, theories and mechanisms regarding the rise 

administrative costs provide initial points of reference for 

this study. Because the possibilities are numerous and 

varied, explanations for increases are multi-faceted. One 

theoretical framework and one mechanism are tested in this 

study: Organizational Complexity and Organizational Distance 

and Budgetary Authority. These are chosen for several 

purposes: 

1) manageability (to keep the number of theories to be 

tested manageable), 

2) testability (valid measurements of the theory and the 

mechanism exist), and 

3) potency (the two are perceived by the author as being 

powerful factors in administrative cost increases) . 
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Research Questions 

Leslie and Rhoades (1995) suggest that, unless we know 

why spending levels have increased, it is almost impossible 

to evaluate the expenditure trends. To help understand the 

reasons for higher education spending, this research 

compares the community college pattern of expenditure 

changes, over time, to those of the four-year colleges ~nd 

universities. The four-year schools are presumably more 

complex and therefore should be more ref18ctive of higher 

administrative costs. This study examines the expenditure 

shares allocated to Current Fund functional categories of 

these institutional types. The primary questions to be 

addressed in the study follow: 

Question #1: What are the comparative administrative 

expenditure patterns, over time, for two-year schools versus 

four-year schools? Specifically, the following sub

questions will be addressed: 

a) What are the other national comparative expenditure 

patterns, over time, for two-year schools versus four

year schools? 

b) What are the comparative expenditure patterns, over 

time, for two-year schools versus four-year schools in 

the State of Arizona? 

c) What are the comparative expenditure patterns, over 

time, for MCCCD versus those for two- and four-year 



institutions nationally, and for all Arizona community 

colleges? 

d) How do administrative expenditures of national and 

Arizona two- and four-year schools compare, and how do 

such expenditures compare to other functional 

expenditure categories within MCCCD? 
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Question #2: By relating the theoretical framework and 

mechanism to the expenditure trends exhibited by MCCCD, the 

how and why of changes in the relationships of relative 

budgetary shares for administration versus those for 

instruction are examined at the state and local levels. The 

following sub-questions will be addressed: 

a) What impact does the complexity of the institution 

appear to make on the administrative cost trends among 

Arizona's two-year institutions (Organizational 

Complexity)? 

b) How much of the administrative costs are explained by 

organizational distance between a subunit and the 

resource allocator (Organizational Distance and 

Budgetary Authority)? 



29 

Definition Of Terms 

Generally accepted definitions developed by the 

National Association of College and University Business 

Officers provide the basis for formal accounting in this 

study. These are functional category definitions, including 

those production activities of instruction, research, and 

public service, fundamental to this work. Additional 

definitions follow; among these is administration, defined 

by the u.s. Department of Education National Center for 

Education Statistics. 

Academic Support includes expenditures for the support 
services that are an integral part of the primary 
institutional missions of instruction, research, or 
public service. Included are expenditures for 
demonstration schools, academic administration 
(academic deans and above), libraries, museums, 
galleries, audio-visual services, academic computing 
support, ancillary support, personnel development, 
and course and curriculum development. 

Educational and General Expenditures (E&G) is a broad 
term that includes those for instruction, research, 
public service, academic support, student services, 
institutional support, operation and maintenance of 
plant, and scholarships & fellowships. E&G 
expenditures represent the sum total of all 
expenditures defined in this section. 

Institutional Support includes expenditures for the 
day-to-day operational support of the entire 
institution, excluding expenditures for physical 
plant operations. Included here are general 
administrative services, executive direction and 
planning, legal and fiscal operations, 
administrative data processing, space management, 
personnel and records, logistical activities, public 
relations/development, and campus security. 



Instruction includes expenditures of the colleges, 
schools, departments, and other instructional 
divisions of the institution for both credit and 
non-credit activities in general academic 
instruction, occupational and vocational 
instruction, special session instruction, community 
education, preparatory and adult basic education, 
and remedial and tutorial instruction conducted by 
the teaching faculty. When not separately budgeted, 
the expenditures for public service are also 
included here. Expenditures for academic 
administration are included only when the primary 
function is instruction. 

Libraries includes funds expended for all library 
current operations and organized activities that 
directly support a cataloged or otherwise classified 
collection of published material. This includes 
salaries and new acquisitions of all forms of 
collected communications. This category is a sub
component of Academic Support. 

Operation and Maintenance of the Physical Plant 
includes all expenditures (except those from 
institutional plant funds accounts) for operations 
established to provide service and maintenance 
related to campus grounds and facilities. Included 
are expenditures for utilities, custodial services, 
fire protection, property insurance, landscape and 
grounds maintenance, major repairs and renovations, 
and similar items; capital expenditures and campus 
security are not included in this category. 

Public Service includes funds expended for activities 
that primarily provide non-instructional services to 
individuals and groups external to the institution. 
These activities include community services 
programs, cooperative extension services, and public 
broadcasting services. 

Research includes funds expended for research 
commissioned by an agency either external to the 
institution or separately budgeted by an 
organizational unit within the institution. 

Scholarships & Fellowships includes only the monies 
administered by the institution that are given in 
the form of outright grants and trainee stipends to 
individuals enrolled in formal coursework either for 
credit or noncredit. Also included is aid to 
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students in the form of tuition or fee remission, 
except when this is granted because of faculty or 
staff status. with the exception of Pell grants, it 
does not include programs where the institution is 
not allowed to select the recipient of the grant. 
College work study program expenses are not reported 
here but are reported in the category within which 
the student serves. 

Student Services includes expenditures for admissions, 
registrar activities, and activities whose primary 
purpose is to contribute to students' emotional and 
physical well-being and to their intellectual, 
cultural, and social development outside the context 
of the formal instruction program. Examples are 
funds expended for recruitment activities, career 
guidance, counseling, student financial aid 
administration, and student health services, when 
not operated as a self-supporting auxiliary 
enterprise (NACUBO, 1990). 

The following definitions represent multiple sources, as 

noted, and serve the purpose of this study: 

Administration includes operational costs incurred for 
institutional and academic support, but excludes 
library expenditures (Digest of Education 
Statistics, 1993). 

Benchmark is an accepted standard by which others may 
be measured (Merriam-Webster Inc., 1991). 
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Current Funds Expenditures are those costs incurred for 
goods and services used in the conduct of 
institutional operations (NACUBO, 1990). 

Full-Time Student Equivalent Enrollment (FTSE) equals 
the total annual credit hours of enrollment, divided 
by 30 hours. Semester FTSE is the total semester 
credit hours, divided by 15 hours (State Board of 
Directors for Community Colleges of Arizona) . 

Headcount Enrollment refers to the total number of 
individual students enrolled at a given institution 
(Digest of Education Statistics, 1993). 

Program Diversity refers to the variety of course 
offerings available to an institution's public. 



Assumptions 

1. The financial records of the colleges and universities 

are complete and accurate. 

2. The number of curricula per-student at Arizona 

community colleges serves as an index of program 

diversity or institutional complexity. 

3. The theories and mechanisms, previously tested solely 

in the for-profit sector, will be generally relevant 

for all of higher education. 
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4. The educational and general expenditures are influenced 

by political, historical, economic, and technological 

factors. 



Limitations 

A number of factors potentially limit the validity and 

the ability to generalize the findings of this study. 
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1. There are differences in time spans of state and local 

versus national data sources. The state and local 

comparisons are for ten years and the national 

comparisons are for nine years. This may lead to minor 

problems in the integrity of the findings. 

2. The single case study approach limits external 

validity. 

3. Due to the intangible nature of the output in the field 

of education, production data are not readily 

available. Proxy measures of output (e.g., headcount 

enrollment) are used instead. 

4. Economic and external political factors associated with 

resource allocation are not accounted for in this 

study. 

5. Historic and traditional factors (e.g., closed 

membership of the MCCCD budget allocation committee), 

which may explain allocation patterns, are not 

addressed by this study. 

6. Inconsistent preparation of financial statements for 

the Arizona colleges and universities for the 10-year 

period, by category, may limit data quality. 
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Chapter 1 has been presented in ten sections: (1) 

problem, (2) background, (3) significance, (4) purpose, (5) 

framework, (6) articulating/concluding section, (7) research 

questions, (8) definition of terms, (9) assumptions, and 

(10) limitations. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The primary purpose of this chapter is to review, 

through a careful examination of existing literature, what 

is known about higher education administrative expenditure 

patterns. Unfortunately, few writings on the topic exist. 

Further, of the volumes found in related fields, some 

information that is germane to this topic is contradictory. 

This literature review, therefore, presents both 

corroborating and conflicting materials on several aspects 

of higher education administration and discusses several 

possible explanations for higher education administrative 

expenditure growth. 

The literature review is organized into three sections: 

first, literature that establishes an historical 

perspective, given the economic challenges faced by various 

types of higher education institutions; next, literature 

that examines the major theoretical mechanisms that explain 

administrative cost; and finally, literature that examines 

those research studies most closely related to this 

dissertation. 
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An Historical Prospectus on Financing 

In order to identify possible issues and trends in 

higher education finance, an historical prospectus must be 

explored. The study of higher education finance is hampered 

by data that have been inconsistently classified and 

reported, and which contribute to both internal and external 

misconceptions. Yet, Kent Halstead (1991) maintains, "Cost 

study is an integral part of the broader field of finance" 

(p. 10). 

The focus of the present study is public colleges and 

universities. Funds from government sources--state, local, 

and federal, as well as some interest income--account for 

the bulk of income to these public institutions. Therefore, 

State and local government aid, along with tuition and fees 

and private gifts and grants have increasingly become the 

clearest indicators of change in college and university 

revenue patterns. 

While public higher education is financed in a variety 
of ways, this very pluralism provides a mixture of 
financial resources that promotes institutional 
diversity and freedom (Bowen and Servelle, 1972). 

Per-student investment in higher -education in the last 

57 years showed a 53 percent increase in the public sector 

and an 82 percent increase in the private sector. The 

increase occurred for the most part in the 1960s and 1980s 

(Halstead, 1991). June O'Neill (1971) researched higher 

education costs and reported that they were labor-intensive 
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and that institutions of higher education lacked 

productivity gains. Given that the principal motivating 

force in the public sector has been neither profit nor cost 

reduction, O'Neill's finding was not surprising. The rising 

costs appeared to correlate with increased administrative 

expenditures, with only limited increases being associated 

with production functions (instruction, public service, and 

research) . 

Much speculation continues today regarding the assumed 

uncontrolled growth of administration in higher education. 

This chapter reviews the potential application of seven of 

the more plausible reasons for the apparent upsurge in 

administrative expenditures. 

Theoretical Explanations of Rising Administrative Cost 

The theory of Isomorphism, including Coercive, Mimetic, 

and Normative Isomorphism, is used by researchers to 

describe processes--or streams of work--to account for 

similarities found among formal organizations. DiMaggio and 

Powell's (1983) classic' paper discusses structures and 

behaviors in modern organizations, and offers the 

integrative concept of a "field of higher education 

institutions". They argue that institutions come to 

resemble one another and have this resemblance enhanced, 



even enforced, by institutionalizing processes within and 

between organizations in this field. 

For purposes of this study, Isomorphism is viewed as a 

conceptual link among other frameworks or mechanisms that 

attempt to explain rising administrative costs. To develop 

this conceptual link, Coercive Isomorphism is viewed as a 

corollary of resource dependence on external resources 

(Tolbert, 1985). Second, the review explores how 
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professional managers may make Discretionary as opposed to 

technologically-Determined resource allocation decisions 

(Pondy, 1969; Williamson, 1963). Third, the review examines 

whether administrative costs may be argued to rise more or 

less in accordance with the growing Complexity of the 

organization (Pondy, 1969). Fourth, the postulate is 

reviewed that Organizational Distance (or proximity) from 

the individual who holds budgetary authority may enhance or 

limit an incremental budgetary allocation (Leslie, 1992). 

Fifth, the concept of Strategic Contingency and the 

distribution of relative power, authority, and influence 

over the control of scarce critical resources (Leavitt, 

Pondy and Boje, 1989) is examined. Finally, the literature 

rev:lP'.'! explores how most administrators seek to enhance 

their power and prestige through Expense Preference, 

therefore contributing to the rise of administrative cost. 
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Isomorphism 

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) argue that organizations are 

becoming more homogeneous and that bureaucracy remains the 

common organization form. The process of this 

organizational change in formal structure, culture, mission, 

and norms is defined as Isomorphism. This constraining 

process mandates a competitive drive which forces one unit 

in a population to resemble another. 

One mechanism by which homogenization occurs is 

Coercive Isomorphism, whereby super-ordinate organizations 

(such as governments) impose their wills on subordinate 

organizations (such as higher education institutions). Most 

college and university officials attribute administrative 

growth, at least partially, to the federal laws and 

regulations enacted in the past 20 years (Grassmuck, 1990). 

These laws purportedly force entities to add administrative 

staff and expenditures to meet external reporting 

requirements and equal opportunity mandates. 

DiMaggio and Powell's other two forms of Isomorphism, 

however, suggest discretionary explanations for rising 

administrative costs (Leslie, 1992). Mimetic Isomorphism 

suggests role modeling as a response to stress within an 

organization. As organizations seek to improve prestige, 

efficiency and success, they look to other institutional 

structures to imitate their unique attributes and innovative 

approaches to prosperity. 



Normative Isomorphism is a third aspect of 

organizational pressures and stems from professionalization. 

DiMaggio and Powell state that two aspects of the Normative 

process are enhanced by the professionalization form of 

Isomorphism. One aspect is the stature of formal education 

and of legitimization; the second is the growth and 

elaboration of professional networks that occur within and 

across colleges and universities (1983). Galaskiewicz and 

Burt (1991) also conclude that professional networks and 

contacts shape the perceptions and evaluations of officers 

in nonprofit organizations. 

Resource Dependency and Institutional Environment 
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Tolbert (1985) suggests that two theoretical frameworks 

combine to explain the shifting pattern of administrative 

offices in public and private institutions of higher 

education. Most public colleges and universities depend 

upon local, state, and federal governments for subsistence. 

In an effort to ensure a stable flow of resources, 

institutions develop information exchange structures to 

manage problems and address communication uncertainties. 

The public higher education environment condones and 

encourages this type of structure and behavior. These 

organizations experience pressure to adopt structure and 

behavior consistent with the institutional environment in 
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order to ensure their legitimacy and, thus, their chances of 

survival (Meyer and Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). 

Tolbert (1985) maintains that colleges and universities 

are systems of rationally ordered rules and activities. 

Organizational practices, procedures, and policies readily 

become institutionalized; that is, they are accepted as 

legitimate and rational. In the results of a sample of 281 

institutions of higher education (of which 167 are public 

and 114 are private), Tolbert identifies three 

administrative officers having primary responsibility for 

governmental funding relations in each sector: for the 

public sector, the chief development officer, the director 

of admissions, and the director of alumni relations; for the 

private sector, the chief planning officer, the director of 

information, and the director of institutional research. 

These officers contribute to continuous funding for their 

respective institutions. From the Resource Dependency 

perspective, Tolbert suggests that increasing dependence 

should result in an increase in respective funding of these 

offices and that such additions come to be viewed, over 

time, as a rational means to achieving organizational goals. 

Tolbert's (1985) findings suggest that dependence on an 

established barter-type relationship may contribute to the 

creation of offices and positions with the sole purpose of 

managing the relationship. Tolbert states: 



"Organizational dependencies are often followed by the 
establishment of structural components derived from 
these dependencies, yet, such components are 
independent of actual levels of support. Thus, 
dependence does not inevitably produce administrative 
differences. It is only when dependency relations are 
not institutionalized that increasing dependence is 
associated with the development of individual 
administrative offices to manage them" (page 11). 

For clarification, Resource Dependency predicts only 

in a sector that is not institutionalized. When an office 

is institutionalized, in either the public or private 

sector, Resource Dependency does not explain growth and 

size of offices. However, according to Leslie and Rhoades 
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(1995), whether related Resource Dependency expenditures for 

administration are fully Determined is open to debate. The 

development of administrative expenditure relationships from 

such Resource Dependency--continued after funding has 

decreased or is eliminated--appears largely Discretiona~. 

Discretionary versus Determined 

Administrative intensity in organizations is a function 

of both economic and technological variables, and is 

strongly influenced by managerial motivations and patterns 

of ownership (Pondy, 1969). Pondy (1969) tests Williamson's 

(1964) hypothesis, which holds that the relative size of the 

administrative component of an organization is subject to 

management discretion. Pondy divides a sample of 45 

manufacturing industries into owner-managed and non-owner-

managed firms and examines decisions made therein. He finds 



that decision-making is slightly more complex for firms 

managed by non-owners (those not sharing in the profit

ability of the firm). 
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At their discretion, non-owner-managers (who do not 

participate in profit-sharing) may spend potential profits 

on subordinate administrative personnel to enhance the 

managers' personal power and prestige. Pondyargues that as 

managers' personal stakes in the profitability of the 

organization decrease, their relative preference for 

hierarchical expenses increase. 

Williamson (1963), though, argues that the opportunity 

for discretion has a systemic effect on resource-allocation 

decisions. Alternatively, owner-managers may desire closer 

organizational control and, therefore, may minimize growth 

in the administrative structure (personnel) outside of their 

families (Williamson, 1964). 

Williamson (1963) further states that management, at 

its discretion and subject to regulatory and performance 

constraints, is largely free to exercise the firm's 

monopolistic power. Williamson's (1964) later study also 

suggests that Expense Preference for supporting increases in 

administrative staff tends to shift from a negative to a 

positive preference as one moves from owner-managed to 

professionally-managed organizations. 

Bresciani (in progress) tests the Pondy and Williamson 

dichotomy of Discretionary versus "administrative" 
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expenditures at the University of Arizona. His data

gathering activities include evaluation of marginal 

administrative expenditure decisions. Opinions of the 

administrators who make decisions are compared to those of 

administrators or others placed a level below the decision

maker in the organizational hierarchy. Bresciani's findings 

include an almost complete lack of agreement by level: 

essentially, every decision is viewed as Determined by the 

decision-maker and as Discretionary by the subordinate. 

Further, the subordinates readily identify valid alternative 

expenditure needs that they consider to be of higher 

priority. 

Expense Preference 

Williamson (1963) suggests that Expense Preference 

connects motives with behavior in the study of managerial 

discretion and business behavior in large corporations. 

Relevant to higher education management, Bassett (1983) 

suggests that personnel at any level of the institution-

administration, faculty, librarians, operations & 

maintenance staff--will exhibit similar expenditure 

preferences if the opportunity arises. Bassett (1983) 

clarifies that both public and private higher education are 

defined as "not-for-profit", without the incentive to 

operate at maximum efficiency; thus, these institutions tend 

to spend all available funds. 



Bassett (1983) maintains that, regardless of 

operational inefficiencies, external obligations, and 

increasing reporting requirements, it is not clear why 

administrative expenditures should have increased relative 

to instruction during his study of higher education 

functional cost trends (fiscal years 1974-75 through 1980-

81). To Bassett, "The administration is a seamless web 

wherein revenue policies and expenditure policies are woven 

together" (p. 139). To the extent that higher education is 

not competitively efficient, managers continue to exercise 

their preferences at their discretion. 
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According to Bassett (1983), decisions made by 

administrators reflect their desire to obtain power, 

prestige, and self-gratification. Administrators make 

budgetary decisions that enhance personal power, personal 

salaries, and institutional facilities and appear to be 

uncontrolled by the boards that hire them. Based on 

empirical evidence, Bassett further maintains that some 

expenditure cuts could, in the aggregate, be absorbed by the 

administration expenditure category and that, given trust 

and financial support, faculty leaders could provide greater 

productivity and efficiency than administrators in higher 

education institutions. 
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Organizational Complexity 

Pondy's paper (1969) examines Organizational Complexity 

(hereafter referred to as Complexity) as another factor 

affecting administrative intensity and costs. His study of 

a sample of 45 manufacturing industries indicates a wide 

variation in the number of administrative personnel per 100 

production workers across industries of varying complexity. 

Pondy's theory of organizational structure implies that the 

relative size of the administrative component is a product 

of many factors, including the degree of specialization 

(functional Complexity) the organization desires. By using 

a production model and by realizing that production costs 

can rise or fall based on the goals of the organization, 

some administrative costs may be deemed to be Determined. 

In his article on population size and administration in 

institutions of higher education, Hawley (1965) references a 

similar hospital study in which the size of administrative 

staff is shown to decrease in relative proportion to the 

growth in organizational size. However, administrative 

staff size is shown to increase proportionately to the 

growth in organizational complexity. In the realm of higher 

education, Hawley's findings indicate that a relationship 

between faculty and administrative size exists similar to 

that of hospitals and private businesses. Also, his 

conclusion suggests that isomorphism among the structures of 

the different kinds of institutions and the complexity of 
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society determine a standard institutional structure. He 

recommends further study focusing on improving measures and 

. procedures and comparing size relationships in different 

classes of institutions. 

Leslie and Rhoades argue that variable administrative 

costs are correlated with increasing or decreasing 

Complexity in higher education institutions. They state, 

In fact, a portion of the increase in administrative 
cost and in the decrease on Instruction, on an 
expenditure share basis, is no more than an artifact of 
increasing complexity. The artifact is easiest to 
illustrate in the case of Instruction. As 
universities, in particular, have engaged in more 
research and public service, an unavoidable consequence 
has been a decline in the share of expenditures devoted 
to instruction; i.e., if expenditures for the other two 
functions increase, the share for Instruction must 
decrease all else equal. However, this artifact does 
not explain most of the administrative share increase: 
When adjustments are made for the increased expenditure 
shares going to research and service, overall, the 
remaining decline in Instruction for higher education 
in the u.s. still is considerable. Still, for a given 
institution, for example a research university, the 
decline in the share for Instruction may be greatly 
overstated unless appropriate adjustments for mission 
change are made (1995, p. 195). 

In reviewing 60 years of research on economies of scale 

in higher education, Leslie and Brinkman (1986) conclude 

that instructional Complexity affects all expenditure 

patterns, including administrative costs. 

Organizational Distance and Budgeta~ Authority 

The contention that almost all organizational 

structures produce hierarchical control levels would be 



48 

disputed by few people today. Although much debate still 

exists over how much decision-making can be attributed to 

top-level administrators versus production-level faculty, 

most educators will concede that relatively few resource 

allocation decisions are made at the lower levels. The 

assumption (by superiors, at least) is that superiors are 

normally more competent to make allocation/spending 

decisions than subordinates. The concept of organizational 

distance is that the closer one is organizationally to that 

individual possessing allocative decision-making authority, 

the larger the budget the individual will receive. 

Williamson (1967) suggests that resource allocators perceive 

cumulative loss of control as instructions and information 

are transmitted across successive hierarchical levels. 

Leslie and Rhoades (1995) argue that Organizational 

Distance and Budgeta~ Authority--the distance of the top 

executive from the locus of production activity--offers an 

explanation for administrative cost increases that are 

disproportionately large compared to the cost of production 

activities (instruction, research and service). Leslie 

maintains that the Expense Preference of faculty is 

minimized by those administrators having the authority to 

make financial decisions, and that it is common for central 

administration to judge faculty needs to be of lower 

priority than those organizationally closer to the 

administrators. 
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This argument is similar to the argument developed by 

Williamson (1967) in his paper, Hierarchical Control and 

Optimum Firm Size. Within the context of higher education, 

both Williamson and Leslie suggest that, as funding sources 

decline, budgetary authority becomes more centralized. As 

centralized budgetary decision-making occurs, the breadth of 

control possessed by the decision-maker is juxtaposed with 

the depth of his or her understanding of the needs of the 

production areas. Under these circumstances, the exercising 

of budgetary authority contributes to disproportionate 

increases in administrative costs. 

Leslie and Rhoades (1995) suggest that expenditure 

increases are greatest for those administrators or units 

with the most Budgetary Authority; that the Organizational 

Distance theory provides an explanation for these actions; 

and, that the theory can be operationalized in several ways. 

Examples include physical separation of administrators from 

academics by floors and buildings, vertical layering between 

academics and central administrators and the number of 

horizontal layers in the organization. 

Further, Leslie and Rhoades (1995) maintain that 

decisions to allocate scarce resources are hampered by 

constraints of time, by disparate knowledge about the 

perceived needs of the various organizational levels, and by 

work and productivity of various units. Given these 

considerations, the decision to honor one request over 
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another becomes difficult. As Organizational Distance 

increases, the needs and personal knowledge of the 

requesting unit diminish. Though the needs of the 

production units may be just as large as those of the 

central administration, or even larger, according to this 

concept, the greater the Organizational Distance between the 

unit and the budgetary decision-maker the smaller the 

proportional increase in the resource allocation to that 

unit will be. 

Strategic-Contingency 

In a study of organizational power, Salancik and 

Pfeffer (1977) suggest that, while power eludes definition, 

it is easy enough to recognize by its consequences--i.e., 

the ability of those who possess it to bring about the 

outcomes they desire. Salancik and Pfeffer present the 

Strategic-Contingency theory as a "view that sees power as 

something that accrues to organizational subunits 

(individuals, departments) that cope with critical 

organizational problems" (p. 346). Strategic-Contingency 

theory focuses on organizational power to identify dominant 

groups enhancing personal survival through the control of 

scarce resources. Within this context, organizational 

subunits constantly struggle for what they see as their fair 

shares of resource allocations. Those subunits most able to 



cope with the critical organizational problems and 

uncertainties acquire the most power. 
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Salancik and Pfeffer (1977) maintain that the 

Strategic-Contingency theory presents an alluring picture of 

power. To the extent that power is determined by critical 

uncertainties and problems in an organization, certain 

groups (regardless of their hierarchical level in the 

organization) can earn greater rewards and prestige by 

resolving these problems, thereby attaining power. Power is 

shared in organizations because no one person controls all 

the desired activities in them. Power organizes around 

scarce resources in most institutions or organizations; it 

is not common for power to organize around abundant 

resources. 

Salancik and Pfeffer (1977) examine how subunits that 

contribute to the critical resources of the organization 

gain power and influence in the organization. At a large 

midwestern university, Salancik and Pfeffer analyze the 

influence of 29 university departments. They gauge relative 

Budgetary Authority by the size of the budget allocated to a 

"contributing" department versus other departments. Those 

subunits bringing more critical resources to the university 

receive the larger marginal allocations and are considered 

more powerful than those departments contributing fewer--or 

less critical--resources. 
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Salancik and Pfeffer (1977) suggest that power derives 

from the contingencies facing an institution, and that, when 

these contingencies change, so do the bases of power. They 

also assert that subunits as well as administrators tend to 

use their power to influence decision-making, particularly 

if their authority, control, or prestige is perceived to be 

threatened by the scarcity of critical resources. 

Related Research Studies 

This section reviews six studies that have theoretical 

applications to the works previously cited and that (a) 

reflect early attempts to trace the development of 

administrative offices in the higher education section 

(Partridge, 1934; McGrath, 1936; Witmer, 1966/69; Brown, 

1981); (b) provide reasons for specific expenditure changes 

(Massey and Warner, 1991); and (c) examine mechanisms 

designed to encourage administrative cost reductions 

(Colorado Commission on Higher Education, 1991). Of these, 

Brown (1981, p. 336) states the case for the apparent lack 

of related literature: "It would seem that the abundance of 

criticism would have generated a like amount of research on 

administrative growth in higher education. However, such 

has not been the case." 

Brown (1981) identifies several earlier works, 

including Partridge's (1934) unpublished study of liberal 
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arts colleges and McGrath's (1936) study, two of the first 

serious attempts to trace the development of administrative 

offices. McGrath's dissertation, The Evolution of 

Administrative Offices in Institutions of Higher Education 

in the United States from 1860 to 1933, maps the growth of 

administrative offices at the major colleges and 

universities in the United States during this period. Among 

her conclusions is the finding that the median number of 

administrators in 32 selected higher education institutions 

increased from 3.0 in 1890 to 30.5 in 1930. 

"From the late 1930s until the 1950s, little research 

is directed toward the growth of administration in higher 

education" (Brown, 1981, p. 336). Since then, studies on 

administrative cost have focused largely on corporate 

organizations, including business and industry and health

related institutions. 

The third earlier research document Brown cites is 

Witmer's (1969) thesis, which reviews both McGrath's (1936) 

study and the similar unpublished study by Partridge (1934). 

"Witmer supplements the McGrath and Partridge studies by 

comparing administrative -growth during the 1860 to 1933 

period with growth in student enrollments and increases in 

faculty size" (Brown, 1981, p. 336). Witmer shows that the 

growth of administration in colleges and universities 

parallels but does not exceed the prevailing growth of 

higher education. 

----------- ---------------------------
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Pursuing reasons for expenditure changes, Massey and 

Warner (1991) examine the question: why have administrative 

and support costs increased in recent years at Stanford 

University? Their discussion paper centers on two perceived 

causes of such increases: 1) "administrative lattice," and 

2) "academic ratchet." 

Massey and Warner (1991) suggest the "cost disease" 

model (developed by William Baumol and Sue Anne Batey 

Blackman) to explain the disproportionate growth seen in 

various sectors of the economy. The concept of "cost 

disease" is a phenomenon found in highly labor-intensive 

organizations, such as public sector colleges and 

universities. Massey and Warner (1991) state that academic 

institutions see regulations and micro-management as factors 

that push "real" costs up. The continued layering of new 

mandates and reporting requirements enhances service level 

demands on existing positions. These practices, in turn, 

necessitate new positions to maintain adequate balance 

between quality and output. And as tax and compliance laws 

change, coll~ges and universities are no longer exempt from 

potential increases in paperwork and added expense. 

Massey and Warner argue that colleges and universities 

experience challenges similar to American business. Efforts 

to increase administrative and support-type positions rather 

than target resources on production activities is not 

responsive to the needs defined by higher education's 
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mission and goals. Therefore, they suggest a new paradigm-

one targeting the administrative lattice--a decision to 

reduce disproportionate growth, over time, for 

administrative and support service cost, relative to 

academic activities. In use at Stanford, this concept 

involves an incentive plan to reward reduction efforts, the 

setting of specific resource allocation constraints, and the 

use of for-profit experiences to reshape the higher 

education environment. (The design of this initial 

restructuring effort, however, is limited to administrative 

and support services costs.) 

Massey and Warner (1991) do not address academic 

productivity, which remains a subject for future 

consideration. "Immense labor-intensive activity and low 

morale" are the major components of their findings at 

Stanford, and they conclude, "Stanford would mount a major 

assault on administrative and support service cost 

escalation if they could make the decision over again" (p. 

20) . 

The Colorado Commission on Higher Education'S (CCHE) 

(1991) report reviews new statutory funding mechanisms 

designed to encourage administrative cost reductions. The 

Colorado statute requires that both administrative dollar 

amounts and indexed changes be reported by institutions and 

governing boards, and that changes reflect efforts to 

decrease administrative expenditures. For consistency, the 
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CCHE requires all institutions and governing boards to use 

the National Association of College and University Business 

Officers (NACUBO) financial reporting standards. 

Administrative expenditures are reported under the NACUBO 

category "Institutional Support." The CCHE reports positive 

results in containing administrative expenditures; however, 

only two years of data are available. The CCHE states that 

lack of consistent data is a problem that impedes historical 

comparisons and valid conclusions. 

The focus of this study combines four unique 

components: (1) a higher education perspective, (2) a 

national perspective, (3) the combined aspects of an 

institutional and organizational framework and mechanism, 

and (4) and specific research on administrative growth in 

higher education. Though other studies have examined some 

aspects of higher education administrative expenditures, 

none has had a multi-level perspective. Some aspects of the 

theoretical framework and mechanism are developed in 

previously referenced studies, but none delineate a variable 

institutional/organizational concept to explain increasing 

administrative cost. And, though other studies employ 

institutional and statewide perspectives, this study 

utilizes a variety of national, State, and local trends, and 

other production activities in a single, large community 

college district. 

-- -- --------------------------------



CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

Chapter 3 is organized into the following sections. 

First, a design section outlines the overall comparative 

analyses of national and State of Arizona higher education 

costs, followed by a section giving an overview of the case 

study used to test the theories of Complexity and 

Organizational Distance and Budgeta~ Authority. The next 

section states hypotheses and discusses the selection of 

elements to be used in testing the theoretical applications. 

Finally, a data section describes the collection and 

analysis of data. 

Design: Expenditure Pattern Analyses 
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This study compares administrative costs at three 

levels of aggregation: national, state, and within a local 

district. The national level analysis includes all four

year colleges, universities, and two-year colleges. Arizona 

institutions include the three state universities and the 

ten Arizona community colleges. Of these, the community 

college districts are examined more closely. And, because 

of its size, number of campuses, historic growth in 

administrative costs, and the availability of its in-depth 

data, Maricopa County Community College District (MCCCD) 

serves as the case study. 



The growth of administrative expenditures at the 

colleges and universities and the factors contributing to 

that growth are analyzed, and multiple data sources are 

integrated. 
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First, national and state Education and General 

Expenditure (E&G) data for two- and four-year institutions 

are examined. These data identify the general national and 

state-wide, two- and four-year institution expenditure 

patterns, over time, and provide information relevant to the 

question: What are the comparative administrative 

expenditure patterns, over time, for two-year versus four

year schools? This question is answered by comparing 

administrative expenditures with expenditures in the 

production activities of instruction, public service, and 

research, with more comparative emphasis on administration 

versus instruction. Specifically, dollars expended, indexed 

ratios, and expenditure shares per functional category are 

analyzed to describe expenditure patterns. 

Design: Case Study Approach 

The nature of the relationship between institutional 

size (as measured by headcount and full-time student 

equivalent enrollment), the number and diversity of 

programs, and the growth in administrative expenditure 

shares in higher educational organizations remains obscure. 
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In this study, the numbers of curricula serve as measures of 

the diversity of institutional size and programs, that is, 

Complexity (Hawley, 1965, p. 253). Complexity is examined 

both for the Arizona community college system and for MCCCD 

as a stand-alone institution, which has had unique growth in 

student headcount over the period of this research. These 

analyses address the question: What impact does the 

Complexity of the institution appear to make on the 

administrative cost trends among Arizona's two-year 

institutions (Organizational Complexity)? This question is 

answered by examining the relative strength of association 

between the independent and dependent variables. 

Specifically, the number of students, number of curricula

by-institution, and number of curricula-per-student, by 

institution, are taken as measures of Complexity and are 

related to administration expenditure shares across the 

districts or among the colleges. 

Additionally, Organizational Distance and Budgeta~ 

Authority is tested using data only from MCCCD. This 

component of the study centers on examining categorical 

administrative expenditures, first from the district 

perspective using broad institutional totals, and then from 

the perspective of each of the ten MCCCD colleges (units) 

using their respective expenditure totals. An examination 

of these data may help answer the question: How much of the 

administrative costs are explained by organizational 

- -~-~- ---~---~. -------------------- -------------



distance between a subunit and the resource allocator 

(Organizational Distance and Budgetary Authority)? This 

question will be answered by comparing functional 

expenditures by level across the organizational units 

(Central Office Unit, College Administrative Units, and 

College Instructional units) and among the chancellor, vice 

chancellors, presidents, deans, managers, and faculty. 

Specifically, in order to test the theory, actual dollars 

expended, indexed expenditures per functional area and per 

area of authority, and expenditure shares per functional 

area and per area of authority are examined as measures of 

expenditure change. 
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Hypotheses 

Leslie and Rhoades' paper, "Rising Administrative 

Costs: Seeking Explanations" (March/April 1995, p. 189) 

suggests possible ways to test the aforementioned theories. 

The authors urged that efforts be made "to conceptualize the 

probable causes of increased administrative costs in 

hypotheses that can be examined empirically." 
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Complexity 

First to test the theory of Complexity, the 

relationship between administrative costs (expenditure 

shares) and Complexity is examined in more complex 

(comprehensive two-year colleges) and less complex (two-year 

urban and rural colleges) institutions. If the data show a 

strong association between the dependent and independent 

variables, regression analysis could be used to compare 

institutional sub-sector changes in administrative costs. 

For example, Leslie and Rhoades (1995, p.196) suggest, 

"Regression analysis or adjustments would be necessary to 

control for important confounding variables," such as the 

changing amount of research and public service activities in 

universities. 

The hypothesis is formulated that for Arizona community 

colleges, greater Complexity is positively associated with 

the percentage of budget allocated for administrative costs; 

that is, greater Complexity results in a larger proportion 

of expenditures being made for administ~ative purposes. The 

corresponding null hypothesis holds that Complexity has no 

relationship to the proportion of expenditures for 

administrative costs. 

The concept of Complexity is operationalized in terms 

of administrative costs as a percent of total expenditures, 



the number of curricula, and the size of the student 

population per institution: 

1) dependent variable--In all scatterplots examined in 

this analysis, the percentage of expenditures for 

administration is the dependent variable. 

2) independent (or explanato~) variables--Explanatory 

variables examined include the following: 

- number of students (defined in terms of headcount, 

full-time student equivalent (FTSE), and the ratio of 

headcount to FTSE) 

- number of students (headcount, and standardized by 

logarithmic adjustment to control positive skewness) 

- number of curricula by institution 

- number of curricula per student by institution 
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Each of these factors has been cited in the relevant 

literature as a measure or descriptor of Organizational 

Complexity (Hawley, 1965; Klatzky, 1970); however, because 

the literature distinguishes complexity from size, as a 

driving force of administrative costs, consideration of the 

measures above must be done with much care. Though in the 

literature, complexity is generally operationalized in terms 

of mission, Leslie and Rhoades (1995) point out that the 

problems of circularity between cause and effect would have 

to be addressed, and that a more (statistically) sensitive 

method for classifying institutions by complexity might be 

required. In light of this caution, this study utilizes the 



number of students and number of curricula per institution 

as independent variables rather than the more abstract 

concept of mission complexity. 
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Since the actions of administrators may reflect more 

than rational decisions in response to increasing 

Complexity, effort must be made to control for Complexity. 

Therefore, a similar hypothesis is formulated and tested for 

MCCCD, where the same individual has served as MCCCD 

chancellor for the past 18 years. This fact should help to 

separate effects of complexity from differences that might 

reflect changes across colleges and, over time, in 

leadership and administrative policy (as demonstrated in 

decisions such as those affecting size and curriculum 

scope) . 

Organizational Distance and Budgetary Authority 

To test the effect of Organizational Distance and 

Budgetary Authority, over time, details of process and 

authority in MCCCD resource allocation decisions are 

examined. Increases in administrative expenditure shares 

may be explained by identifying the key decision makers who 

have the authority to allocate scarce resources at the 

central office and at each of the colleges. The hypothesis 

states that central office and college administrators will 

consign larger budget shares to units headed by persons 
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having a closer peer and reporting relationship to them than 

to those units whose administrators do not share such close 

. relationships. If an administrator has first-hand knowledge 

of increasing demands on the peer and (immediate) 

subordinate offices and less knowledge of demands on 

personnel or units farther removed, e.g., faculty and 

department heads, larger allocations will be made to the 

former. If true, this principle should result in larger 

expenditures for administrative as opposed to faculty 

activities, and in larger expenditures for "proximate" than 

"distant" administrative offices. The relative null 

hypothesis holds that the principle of Organizational 

Distance and Budgetary Authority does not explain a 

disproportionate allocation of shares for administration 

than for faculty. 

If Leslie and Rhoades are correct, however, 

then a review of the allocated dollars, over time, 
by functional units [district central office unit 
administration, college unit administration, college 
unit instructional leadership], would find the 
largest increases in administrative costs will be in 
the central office units, with such costs decreasing 
as one proceeds down through the administrative 
system to the academic units. Moreover, the growth 
in administrative cost across academic units of the 
same administrative level will be relatively equal; 
i.e., differences among units at the same level will 
be less than differences among units at different 
organizational levels. Finally, the differing 
administrative responses to budget requests will be 
explained primarily by Organizational Distance and 
Budgetary Authority and will be evidenced by the 
larger related budgetary allocations (Leslie and 
Rhoades, 1995, p. 204). 



Data 

Expenditure pattern analyses are based on these 

sources: u.s. Department of Education National Center for 

Education Statistics Digest of Education Statistics (1993), 

Integrated Postseconda~ Education Data System (IPEDS) 

Finance Surveys (fiscal years 1987-88 through 1991-92), 

Arizona colleges' and universities' Annual Financial 

Statements (fiscal years 1982-83 through 1991-92), MCCCD 

Financial Records System Reports (fiscal years 1987-88 

through 1991-92) and State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges of Arizona (SBDCCA) Annual Report to the Governor 

(1993), including comprehensive tables covering fiscal years 

1963-64 through 1992-93. Additional data sources, including 

course equivalency guides, Student Information Systems 

reports, and supplemental colleague contacts throughout the 

state are used to operationalize Complexity. 

To test the hypothesis for Complexity, nine of the ten 

Arizona community college districts and the ten MCCCD 

colleges comprise two separate pooled samples. (Because the 

tenth district, Coconino Community College District, 

received its organized status only recently, it was not 

included.) Further, MCCCD experienced considerable growth 

over the period of the study: In the first time frame, seven 

colleges existed; in the middle time frame, nine colleges 
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were on-line; and, in the final time frame, ten colleges 

were operational. 

Us~ng data from these statewide districts and MCCCD 

over three time frames (fiscal years 1982-83, 1986-87 and 

1991-92 for the statewide districts, and fiscal years 1983-

84, 1986-87 and 1991-92 for MCCCD), correlations between 

independent and dependent variables (Complexity and 

percentage of cost, respectively) are calculated to 

determine whether statistically significant relationships 

exist. If reliable associations are found, it may be 

appropriate to use mUltiple regression analysis to control 

for one or more additional variables. 
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Expenditure pattern analysis of total MCCCD 

administration over a five-year period (fiscal years 1987-88 

through 1991-92) employs the MCCCD IPEDs reports supplemented 

by Annual Financial Statements to define central office 

administrative and college unit costs at the institutional 

level. Also, Financial Records System Reports provide 

General Fund expenditure detail for analysis of the central 

office and college unit expenditures at the local level over 

a five-year period (fiscal years 1987-88 through 1991-92) . 
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Summary 

This study examines changes in expenditure shares for 

higher education administration versus those for instruction 

and seeks to provide explanations for these changes. The 

analysis is based upon data for FY 1982-83 through FY 1991-

92. From Complexity and Organizational Distance and 

Budgetary Authority, it is assumed that administrative 

shares may be related to (1) size of an institution, (2) 

number of institutional programs or curricula, and (3) 

horizontal and vertical interactions among levels of 

authority and the distance between these. Variables and 

data pertaining to these factors will, therefore, serve as 

the primary measures in the study. Factors not addressed in 

the two theories but which potentially can influence the 

explanations have been discussed in Chapter 1, particularly 

in the section on limitations. 

---- _._- ---------



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 
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This chapter presents results of three data analyses. 

The study first examines national and State of Arizona 

college and university changes in administration 

expenditures over time. The analyses focus primarily on 

trends in the various functional categories of expenditure, 

particularly indexed values (Tables 4.2, 4.5, and 4.7). The 

indexes reflect aggregate Current Fund expenditure changes 

relative to the base-year, FY 1982-83. Particular attention 

is paid to comparing expenditure shares for administration 

versus instruction. 

Secondly, the study examines reasons for the national 

and State patterns through an exploratory case study in a 

southwestern community college district. This case study 

focuses on administrative cost, giving lesser attention to 

public service and research, and only minimal attention to 

costs of libraries, operations and maintenance, scholarships 

& fellowships, and student services activities. 

The findings and the ensuing discussion are organized 

in descending order from the national level (All Public 

Institutions--an aggregate of the three institutional types: 

All Public Universities, All Public Four-Year Colleges, and 

All Public Two-Year Colleges), to the State level (Arizona 

Public Institutions--an aggregate of the two institutional 



types: Arizona's nine community college districts and three 

universities) and, finally, to the local level (MCCCD). 

Patterns of Expenditures 
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Expenditure patterns have been identified by 

categorizing financially supported functions. Definitions 

of functional categories discussed in this section have been 

provided in Chapter 1. Examination of national and State of 

Arizona trends are summarized in a series of tables provided 

within the text. 

Institutional Classification 

This study examines aggregate data by institutional 

classification: national and State of Arizona colleges and 

universities. Expenditures are represented in nominal 

dollars. An index of 100 is assigned to FY 1982-83 

expenditures for each category within each institutional 

classification (with the exception of Organizational 

Distance and Budgetary Authority, for which the index year 

is FY 1987-88), in order to establish a comparative base for 

indexing expended dollars per category. Expenditure 

differences among higher education classifications can be 

linked directly to the disparate mission responsibilities of 

colleges and universities and to the subsequent associated 

costs. Halstead (1991) suggests that Current Fund 

expenditures for functional categories among these 



classifications exhibit an extraordinary range, even with 

group indexing. 

The reader is reminded of the first primary research 

question: 

What are the comparative administrative expenditure 

patterns, over time, for two-year schools versus four

year schools? 

The first sub question to this is: 

What are the other national comparative expenditure 

patterns, over time, for two-year schools versus four

year schools? 

Institutional Classification: National 

The following four categories are included here: All 

Public Institutions, All Public Universities, All Public 

Four-Year Colleges, and All Public Two-Year Colleges. The 

data for national expenditure patterns cover a nine-year 

period, fiscal years 1982-83 through 1990-91. The results 

of this national data examination are discussed in 

subsequent sections and are presented in Tables 4.1 through 

4.3. 

All Public Institutions 
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Total All Public Institutions Current Fund expenditures 

increased from $39.2 billion in FY 1982-83 to $73.4 billion 

-- "-~------------------
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in FY 1990-91 (Table 4.1), showing an overall growth of 

$34.2 billion. Of this increase, administrative costs grew 

by $6.4 billion, or 19 percent of the aggregate Current Fund 

expenditure increase. The growth of administrative costs 

occurred at a steady rate and was generally consistent with 

the total Current Fund expenditure growth pattern. All 

Public Institutions instructional expenditures increased by 

$13.9 billion over the period. In general, combined 

instructional and administrative costs during the nine-year 

period comprised in excess of 50 percent of the overall 

growth in total Current Fund expenditures. 

Instructional expenditures grew more slowly during the 

period than did administrative costs. This is demonstrated 

in Table 4.2 which indexes All Public Institutions values by 

functional categories. The indexed values of 180:200 at the 

end of the period (FY 1990-91) indicate an 80 percent versus 

100 percent increase for instruction and administration, 

respectively. A slower rate of growth for aggregate Current 

Fund expenditures than for administrative costs is also 

exhibited; the indexed dollar ratio (187:200) demonstrates 

an 87 percent versus 100 percent increase. 

The expenditure shares for instruction decreased by 1.8 

percent over the period from 44.6 percent to 42.8 percent 

(Table 4.3). The administrative share, however, increased 

by 1.1 percent, from 16.3 percent to 17.4 percent, an 

increase approaching $1.0 billion for the nation as a whole. 

~ ~~-~------~----~~--~ -------------------------~---
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As Table 4.3 shows, instructional versus administrative 

shares averaged 43.6%:17.1%, respectively, over the nine

year period. As a proportion of the total Current Fund 

expenditures, the instructional share reached its high point 

in FY 1982-83 (45%), then steadily declined to 43 percent by 

FY 1990-91. In contrast, the administrative share appeared 

to increase at the midpoint (FY 1986-87) to 18 percent, then 

decline to 17 percent by the end of the period (FY 1990-91) . 

All Public Institutions instructional expenditures (45%) 

were 2.8 times greater than those for administration (16%) 

in FY 1982-83, but only 2.5 times greater at the midpoint 

(FY 1986-87); thereafter, these figures remained steady 

through the end of FY 1990-91. 

Research and public service comprise the other two 

production categories, instruction being the third. 

Research and public service expenditures increased $5.1 and 

$2.1 billion, respectively, reflecting 12.8 percent and 5.4 

percent shares of the total Current Fund expenditures. At 

110 percent and 120 percent, the increases for research and 

public service exceeded the growth for administration (100%) 

(Table 4.2). 

All Public Universities 

In Table 4.1, Current Fund expenditures for All Public 

Universities in FY 1990-91 totaled $29.9 billion, or 41 

percent of All Public Institutions expenditures for the 
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period studied. All Public Universities costs grew 88 

percent from $15.9 billion in FY 1982-83. Of this aggregate 

$14 billion growth, administrative expenditures accounted 

for $2.1 billion and appeared to be generally steady 

throughout the period. This $2.1 billion administra.tive 

increase equaled 15 percent of the $14 billion overall 

expenditure increase. 

Over the period studied, steady upward growth was the 

trend for the instructional and administrative functional 

categories. In the classification All Public Institutions, 

more than 50 percent of the overall expenditure growth 

during the period was experienced by instructional and 

administrative costs combined; however, in the subset All 

Public Universities, instructional and administrative 

expenditure growth totaled only 48 percent, indicating that 

a relatively larger allocation was made to other functional 

categories. 

Comparison of the All Public Universities indexed 

dollars per functional category (Table 4.2) indicates that 

instruction grew slower than administration at both the 

midpoint (FY 1986-87) with a 134:147 indexed dollar ratio, 

and at the end of the period (FY 1990-91) with a 176:197 

indexed dollar ratio, demonstrating an overall 76 percent 

versus 97 percent increase, respectively. Also, the data 

show that administrative growth was greater than overall 

growth for All Public Universities (197:188). The pattern 



of growth for instruction versus administration is 

consistent between the institutional categories, All Public 

Institutions and All Public Universities; however, 

university administrative growth is slightly less (97% 

versus 100%). 
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In the comparison of expenditure shares for 

administration (Table 4.3), a lower value for administration 

is revealed in All Public Universities than in All Public 

Institutions (13.9% versus 17.4%). All Public Universities 

instructional expenditures (39.2%) for this period were 

three times greater than the amount of administrative costs 

(13.2%) in FY 1982-83. By the midpoint (FY 1986-87), these 

figures declined slightly to a multiplier of 2.7, and 

dropped further to 2.6 by the end of FY 1990-91. At the 

three points, expenditure shares for instruction exhibit a 

consistent pattern of decline for both All Public 

Institutions (45%:44%:43%) and All Public Universities 

(39%:38%:37%). The relative decline indicates a 

reallocation of expenditure shares away from instruction to 

other functional categories throughout the period. 

Expenditure shares for administration, however, indicate a 

fluctuating pattern for both All Public Institutions 

(16%:18%:17%) and All Public Universities (13%:14%:14%), 

demonstrating the reallocation of expenditure shares from 

administration to other functional categories only after the 

midpoint of the study. 
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Table 4.3 illustrates expenditure activity in the other 

production areas by the end of the period: the growth for 

public service was small (.1 percentage point), while 

research expenditures experienced substantial growth going 

from 19.4 percent to 22.1 percent of total spending. 

All Public Four-Year Colleges 

Next we examine expenditure data for All Public Four

Year Colleges (Table 4.1). Total expenditures for FY 1990-

91 are $28.5 billion, growing from $15.0 billion in FY 1982-

83, and representing a total of 39 percent of All Public 

Institutions expenditures. Over the period of study, 

administrative expenditures for this group accounted for 

$2.7 billion of the aggregate $13.4 billion growth, an 

amount somewhat higher than for All Public Universities 

($2.7:$2.1 billion). The $2.8 billion administrative 

increases represented 21 percent of the $13.4 billion 

overall expenditure growth for the period; this was two 

points higher than administrative growth increases for All 

Public Institutions (19%), and six points higher than those 

for All Public Universities (15%). 

Instructional expenditures for All Public Four-Year 

Colleges (see Table 4.2) grew more than for either All 

Public Institutions or All Public Universities (84% versus 

80% and 76%, respectively). In general, the growth in 

aggregate instructional and administrative dollars (64%) 
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exceeded the rates for All Public Institutions (50%) and for 

All Public Universities (48%), demonstrating a larger 

allocation of new dollars to these functional categories for 

the four-year institutional sector. 

Comparison of the indexed dollars per functional 

category (Table 4.2) shows that instructional expenditures 

grew at a slower rate than did administrative costs. The 

growth rates for indexed administrative dollars among the 

three institutional types, at both the midpoint and the end 

of the period, show a higher administrative cost increase in 

the All Public Four-Year Colleges category. 

Comparison of expenditure shares per functional 

category over the period (Table 4.3) indicates a lower ratio 

of instruction to administration for All Public Four-Year 

Colleges than for All Public Universities. All Public Four

Year Colleges instructional expenditures (46.4%) were 2.6 

times the amount of administrative costs (17.7%) in FY 1982-

83; by the midpoint (FY 1986-87), these figures declined to 

a multiplier of 2.4, and remained apparently steady through 

FY 1990-91. Expenditure shares for instruction and 

administration were consistently higher for All Public Four

Year Colleges (46%:45%:45% and 18%:19%:19) than for All 

Public Universities (39%:38%:37% and 13%:14%:14%) . 

Expenditure activity for the other two production 

areas, research and public service, comprised lesser amounts 

for All Public Four-Year Colleges than for All Public 
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Universities {Table 4.1}. Public service was 4.0 percent of 

All Public Four-Year Colleges expenditures and research was 

9.7 percent {Table 4.3} in FY 1990-91., both relatively small 

shares, but substantially larger shares than they had been 

in FY 1982-83 {Table 4.2}. 

All Public Two-Year Colleges 

Current Fund expenditures for All Public Two-Year 

Colleges increased from $8.1 billion in FY 1982-83 to $15 

billion in FY 1990-91 {Table 4.1}. This amount represented 

20 percent of All Public Institutions dollars spent during 

the period. Over the nine years of this study, 

administrative expenditures for All Public Two-Year Colleges 

accounted for $1.7 billion of the aggregate $6.9 billion 

growth, and appeared to be steady throughout the period. 

The $1.7 billion increase in administrative dollars for All 

Public Two-Year Colleges equaled 25 percent of the total 

$6.9 billion expenditure increase. Viewed as a portion of 

the aggregate dollar growth over the period studied, this 

percentage was the highest among all institutional types. 

In general, the combined growth of All Public Two-Year 

Colleges instructional and administrative costs was $5.1 

billion, or 74 percent of the aggregate growth. This 

percentage exceeded all other sectors and indicated minimum 

growth in research and public service functions. 

----.... ---------------------
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Comparison of indexed dollars expended per functional 

category for All Public Two-Year Colleges (Table 4.2) shows 

that here, too, instructional expenditures grew at a slower 

rate than administrative expenditures; at the midpoint (FY 

1986-87), the indexed dollar ratio was 128:146; and at the 

end of the period (FY 1990-91) it was 179:201, respectively. 

The data further indicate that, at the end of the period, 

the indexed dollar ratio for administrative expenditures was 

higher than that for the total Current Fund expenditures 

(184) . 

In FY 1982-83 All Public Two-Year Colleges 

instructional expenditures were 2.6 times greater than 

administrative costs (Table 4.3); by the midpoint (FY 1986-

87), they were 2.3 times greater and remained steady to FY 

1990-91. Over the entire period, the total instructional 

shares averaged 51 percent of All Public Two-Year Colleges 

expenditures. This figure compares to 38 percent for All 

Public universities and 46 percent for All Public Four-Year 

Colleges. Additionally, the average expenditure shares for 

administration (21%) were higher than those for All Public 

Universities (14%) and those for All Public Four-Year 

Colleges (19%). These two functional categories accounted 

for the majority of expenditures for each of the public 

institutional types studied. 

A review of research and public service data (Table 

4.1) for All Public Two-Year Colleges showed that these 



production categories again received fewer dollars than did 

other functional categories, but the growth rate for public 

service was the greatest of any institutional type (195%, 

Table 4.2). Research growth in two-year colleges was 

minimal. 

Total expenditure growth in the Two-Year Colleges was 

the least of any institutional category (84%, Table 4.2). 

Nevertheless, two-year college growth for public service, 

student services, and operation and maintenance of plant 

exceeded that of all other institutional categories, and was 

about the same for administrative growth. 
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This section has presented the findings for national 

data. Production activities (instruction, public service, 

and research) accounted for approximately 61 percent of all 

public higher educational institution expenditures and 

remained at this level over the nine-year period of study 

(Table 4.3). The shares of these production activity 

expenditures were 67%:59%:53%, respectively, for public 

sector universities, four-year, and two-year colleges. The 

production activity shares remained level over the nine-year 

period, except for All Public Four-Year Colleges, which 

increased 1.5 percent. In comparison, the administrative 

function accounted for 17 percent of All Public Institutions 

expenditures; by sector, these distributive shares were 

14:19:22, respectively. Administrative shares increased in 

each institutional category over time; All Public Two-Year 



Colleges showed the largest growth--2.0 percentage points. 

Other functional category expenditures (libraries, student 

services, O&M plant, and scholarships & fellowships) 

comprised 22 percent for All Public Institutions. 
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Over the nine-year period, the indexed dollar ratio of 

production function expenditures to administration for All 

Public Institutions shows administrative expenditures to be 

greater by 11 points (189:200). This trend was supported by 

the findings in each public institutional sector. Comparing 

universities, four-year colleges, and two-year colleges, 

indexed dollar ratios (growth) for production functions were 

189:194:182, but were 197:202:201 for administration. 

Public sector expenditure shares for production 

functions versus administration were 67 percent versus 14 

percent in universities, 59 percent versus 19 percent in 

four-year colleges, and 53 percent versus 22 percent in two

year colleges. Though literature suggests that complexity 

increases as one moves up the institutional hierarchy 

because of the expenditure emphasis on research and public 

service, the findings of this study unexpectedly reflected 

two-year and four-year colleges to have higher increases in 

administrative expenditure shares than public universities. 



Table 4.1 
National College and University 

Current Fund Dollars Expended Per Functional Category 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1990-91 

(in thousands of dollars) 

All Public All Public All Public All Public 
Institu- Univer- Four-Year Two-Year 
tions sities Colleges Colleges 

Administration 
FY 1982-83 $6,395,127 $2,107,933 $2,660,360 $1,620,644 
FY 1986-87 9,471,472 3,088,348 4,019,850 2,363,275 
FY 1990-91 12 797 328 4 157 677 5 374 417 3 265 233 
Public Service 
FY 1982-83 1,901,541 1,300,353 469,841 123,722 
FY 1986-87 2,727,593 1,725,613 766,865 235,115 
FY 1990-91 3 990 232 2 479 956 1 145 892 364 384 
Research 
FY 1982-83 4,254,947 3,086,846 1,150,011 18,090 
FY 1986-87 6,258,625 4,399,405 1,846,712 12,508 
FY 1990-91 9 364 213 6 599 209 2 745 613 19 390 
Libraries 
FY 1982-83 1,338,026 528,470 559,353 248,682 
FY 1986-87 1,619,353 677,531 695,692 246,131 
FY 1990-91 2 167 161 906 506 888 162 372 492 
Instruction 
FY 1982-83 17,461,536 6,247,358 6,980,269 4,218,388 
FY 1986-87 23,359,057 8,368,187 9,608,239 5,382,631 
FY 1990-91 31 371 394 11 012 373 12 818 677 7 540 344 
StudentService~ 
FY 1982-83 2,252,985 604,657 904,745 741,179 
FY 1986-87 3,158,991 819,829 1,318,666 1,020,496 
FY 1990-91 4 398 365 1 103 058 1 800 723 1 494 583 
O&M Plant 
FY 1982-83 4,390,420 1,512,947 1,857,151 1,016,267 
FY 1986-87 5,308,631 1,829,880 2,226,599 1,252,152 
FY 1990-91 6 655 605 2 305 115 2 728 949 1 621 542 
Scholarships & 
Fellowships 
FY 1982-83 1,188,383 562,903 450,067 175,069 
FY 1986-87 1,751,671 847,328 660,940 243,402 
FY 1990-91 2,688,532 1,367,754 963 436 357,542 

Total 
FY 1982-83 ~39,182,965 ~15,951,467 ~15,031,797 ~ 8,162,041 
FY 1986-87 53,655,393 21,756,121 21,143,563 10,755,710 
FY 1990-91 73,432,830 29,931,648 28,465,869 15,035,510 

Source: u.s. Department of Educat~on Nat~onal Center for Education 
Statistics Digest of Education Statistics (1993) 
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Table 4.2 
National College and University 

Current Fund Indexed Dollars Expended Per Functional Category 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1990-91 

[Base Year (FY 1982-83) = 100] 

All Public All Public All Public All Public 
Institu- Univer- Four-Year Two-Year 
tions sities Colleges Colleqes 

Administration 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 148.10 146.51 151. 00 145.82 
FY 1990-91 200.11 197.24 202.02 201. 48 
Public Service 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 143.44 132.70 163.22 190.03 
FY 1990-91 209.84 190.71 243.88 294.52 
Research 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 147.09 142.52 160.58 69.14 
FY 1990-91 220.08 213.78 238.75 107,19 
Libraries 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 121. 03 128.21 124.37 98.97 
FY 1990-91 161.97 171. 53 158.78 149.79 
Instruction 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 133.77 133.95 137.65 127.60 
FY 1990-91 179.66 176.27 183.64 178.75 
StudentServices 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 140.21 135.59 145.75 139.69 
FY 1990-91 195.22 182.43 199.03 201.65 
O&M Plant 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 120.91 120.95 119.89 123.21 
FY 1990-91 151.59 152.36 146.94 159.56 
Scholarships & 
Fellowships 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 147.40 150.53 146.85 139.03 
FY 1990-91 226.23 242.98 214.07 204.23 

Total 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 136.93 136.39 140.66 131. 78 
FY 1990-91 187.41 187.64 189.37 184.21 

Source: U.S. Department of Educat~on Nat~onal Center for Education 
Statistics Digest of Education Statistics (1993) 



Table 4.3 
National College and University 

Current Fund Expenditure Shares Per Functional Category 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1990-91 
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All Public All Public All Public All Public 
Institu- Univer- Four-Year Two-Year 
tions sities Colleges Colleqes 

Administration 
FY 1982-83 16.3% 13 .2% 17.7% 19.9% 
FY 1986-87 17.7% 14.2% 19.0% 22.0% 
FY 1990-91 17.4% 13.9% 18.9% 21. 8% 
Public Service 
FY 1982-83 4.9% 8.2% 3.1% 1. 5% 
FY 1986-87 5.1% 7.9% 3.6% 2.2% 
FY 1990-91 5.4% 8.3% 4.0% 2.4% 
Research 
FY 1982-83 10.9% 19.4% 7.7% 0.2% 
FY 1986-87 11. 7% 20.2% 8.7% 0.1% 
FY 1990-91 12.8% 22.1% 9.7% 0.1% 
Libraries 
FY 1982-83 3.4% 3.3% 3.7% 3.1% 
FY 1986-87 3.0% 3.1% 3.3% 2.3% 
FY 1990-91 3.0% 3.0% 3.1% 2.5% 
Instruction 
FY 1982-83 44.6% 39.2% 46.4% 51.7% 
FY 1986-87 43.6% 38.5% 45.4% 50.0% 
FY 1990-91 42.8% 36.8% 45.0% 50.2% 
StudentServices 
FY 1982-83 5.8% 3.8% 6.0% 9.1% 
FY 1986-87 5.9% 3.8% 6.2% 9.5% 
FY 1990-91 6.0% 3.7% 6.3% 9.9% 
O&M Plant 
FY 1982-83 11.2% 9.5% 12.4% 12.5% 
FY 1986-87 9.9% 8.4% 10.5% 11.6% 
FY 1990-91 9.1% 7.7% 9.6% 10.8% 
Scholarships & 
Fellowships 
FY 1982-83 3.1% 3.5% 3.0% 2.1% 
FY 1986-87 3.3% 3.9% 3.1% 2.3% 
FY 1990-91 3.7% 4.6% 3.4% 2.4% 

Total 
FY 1982-83 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
FY 1986-87 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
FY 1990-91 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: u.s. Department of Education National Center for Education 
Statistics Digest of EducatiQo Statistics (1993) 



Institutional Classification: State 

The second sub question of Research Question #1 is 

b) What are the comparative expenditure patterns, over 

time, for two-year schools versus four-year schools in 

the State of Arizona? 

Three categories are included in the term "State": 

Arizona Public Institutions, Arizona Public Universities, 

and Arizona Public community Colleges. The former is the 

sum of the latter two. The data for the examination of 

State expenditure patterns cover a ten-year period: fiscal 

years 1982-83 through 1991-92. The results of the State 

data examination are discussed in the following sections and 

are presented in Tables 4.4 through 4.6. 

Arizona Public Institutions 
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Table 4.4 presents comparative expenditure patterns for 

the two Arizona public higher education institutional types, 

Arizona Public Universities and Arizona Public Community 

Colleges. Total expenditures for Arizona Public 

Institutions approximated $650 million in FY 1982-83 and 

increased to $1.4 billion by the end of FY 1991-92. As 

reported in the financial statements of the institutions 

during this period, administrative expenditures accounted 

for $148 million of the overall $785 million growth, or 19 

. _ .. _----_ ... _--------------------------
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percent of the increase in overall expenditures. This share 

was equal to the national administrative share (19%). 

The dollars expended for Arizona Public Institutions 

instruction show a pattern of steady growth during the ten

year period. Compared to national figures at the end of the 

period, Arizona Public Institutions data show a slightly 

smaller expenditure growth pattern for instruction versus 

administration (2.4:2.3). In general, instruction and 

administration classifications account for over 53 percent 

of the growth for Arizona Public Institutions, 3.0 percent 

higher than the national growth patterns for the same 

categories. 

Consistent with the analysis of the national data for 

All Public Institutions during this period, indexed dollars 

for Arizona Public Institutions (Table 4.5) indicate less 

growth for instructional than for administrative 

expenditures. The indexed dollars ratio for instruction and 

administration were 134:171 at the midpoint (FY 1982-83) and 

196:245 at the end of the period (FY 1991-92), respectively. 

Indexed instructional expenditures for Arizona Public 

Institutions equaled those for National Public Institutions 

at the midpoint (134:134) but showed a 16 point increase 

(196:180) at the end of the period. In comparison, the 

indexed dollars for administrative expenditures for Arizona 

Public Institutions were higher both at the midpoint 



(171:148) and at the end of the study (245:200) than those 

for National Public Institutions. 
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Though the pattern for instructional expenditure shows: 

consistent decline from 43 percent to 40 percent, then to 38 

percent during the period, administrative expenditure shares 

(Table 4.6) increased by the midpoint from 16 percent to 19 

percent, then decreased slightly below 18 percent at the end 

of the ten-year period. Instructional versus administrative 

shares averaged 40%:17%, respectively; instructional shares 

were 4.0 percent lower than the national figures and 

administrative shares were equal to the national figures. 

The overall ratio of instructional to administrative 

expenditure shares shows a continued decline (Table 4.6). 

Arizona Public Institutions instructional expenditures (43%) 

were 2.7 times larger than administrative costs (16%) in FY 

1982-83; by the midpoint (FY 1986-87), these figures had 

declined to a multiplier of 2.1 and remained constant 

through the end of the study. Both the midpoint and final 

ratios equaled the national ratios. 

As shown in Table 4.4, the dollars expended for the 

other production areas of research and public service 

continued to increase throughout the period under study. 

Table 4.6 shows the dollars expended for research totaling 

13.1 percent of total Current Fund expenditures in FY 1982-

83, though increasing to 14.6 percent by FY 1991-92. And 

public service expenditures remained relatively constant 



between 3.0 to 4.0 percent during the entire ten-year 

period. 

Arizona Public Universities 
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Total Arizona Public Universities Current Fund 

expenditures grew from $485 million in FY 1982-83 to $1.1 

billion in FY 1991-92 (Table 4.4). Of this aggregate $583 

million growth, administrative expenditures accounted for 

$96 million, or 17 percent of the overall expenditure 

increase. This was 2.0 percentage points less than the 

total administrative expenditures portion of Arizona Public 

Institutions aggregate growth; in other words, 

administrative growth was greater in the Arizona Two-Year 

Colleges. From FY 1982-83 through FY 1991-92, the trend was 

that all expenditure categories, save instruction and OMP, 

grew faster than total expenditures. Total Arizona Public 

Universities indexed dollars by functional category 

demonstrate that instructional expenditures grew slower than 

administrative expenditures at both the midpoint (FY 1986-

87) with a 138:164 indexed dollar ratio, and at the end of 

the period (FY 1991-92) with a 193:228 indexed dollar ratio, 

respectively (Table 4.5). Similarly, the data reflect 

administrative growth to be 17 percent lower for Arizona 

Public Universities than for total Arizona Public 

Institutions (228:245). 
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Expenditure shares for instruction show a slightly 

lower indexed value for Arizona Public Universities 

administration compared to Arizona Public Institutions 

administration (Table 4.6). Arizona Public Universities 

instructional expenditures (40.2%) were 2.6 times the amount 

of administrative costs (15.5%) in FY 1982-83; by the 

midpoint (FY 1986-87), the ratio was 2.2, and it remained 

constant at the end of FY 1991-92. At the three points, 

instructional shares show a consistently declining pattern 

for both Arizona Public Institutions (43%:40%:38%) and 

Arizona Public Universities (40%:38%:35%). In comparison, 

administrative expenditures show a slight increase at the 

midpoint in both institutional type (from 16% to 19% and 

17%, respectively), declining, however, by the end of the 

period (18%:16%, respectively). This decline demonstrates a 

reallocation of expenditures to other functional categories 

over the period, both from instruction, then from 

administration following the midpoint. 

Combined dollar increases for both instructional and 

administrative expenditures equal 48 percent of the overall 

growth for Arizona Public Institutions. This compares to 

the benchmark of 50 percent established at the national 

level for all sectors. 

Table 4.6 shows the important data for public service 

and research. Because in Arizona almost all of these 

functions are performed in the university sector, the 



patterns for public universities is essentially the same as 

for the State as a whole. The dollar ratio of research 

expenditure growth to administrative expenditure growth was 

less for Arizona Public Universities (1.3 times greater) 

than for National Public Universities (1.7 times greater). 

Arizona Public Community Colleges 
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Total Current Fund expenditures for Arizona Public 

Community Colleges are presented in Table 4.4. Aggregate 

expenditures for Arizona Public Community Colleges, over 

time, show an increase from $165 million in FY 1982-83 to 

$368 million in FY 1991-92, or 25.6 percent of all Arizona 

Public Institutions dollars expended at the end of period. 

Administrative expenditures for Arizona Public Community 

Colleges accounted for $53 million of the aggregate $202 

million growth. Growth in administrative cost was 

relatively even through the period, showing a $24 million 

increase at the midpoint (FY 1986-87), then increasing by an 

additional $29 million at the end of the period (FY 1991-

92). This $53 million increase in administrative dollars 

for Arizona Public Community Colleges equals 26 percent of 

the aggregate $202 million expenditure increase. For All 

Public Two-Year Colleges, nationally, the administrative 

shares growth was 25 percent; for Arizona Public 

Universities the comparable value was 17 percent. 



During the ten-year period, indexed instructional 

expenditures for Arizona Public Community Colleges grew by 

more than did those for Arizona Public Universities (Table 

4.5). By the end of the period studied, the instructional 

expenditure growth for community colleges and universities 

was 101%:93%, respectively. In comparison, the 

administrative expenditure growth between these two 

institutional types was 194%:128%, respectively, a major 

difference. 

Aggregate dollar growth for Arizona Public Community 

Colleges instructional and administrative expenditures 

equals 68 percent of the overall growth by function, 

reflecting the highest percent analyzed by institutional 

sector and exceeding all benchmarks established at the 

national and State level. 
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As tabled in 4.6, Arizona Public Community Colleges 

instructional expenditures for the period were 3.2 times 

administrative costs in FY 1982-83. By the midpoint (FY 

1986-87), these figures had declined to a multiplier of only 

2 and remained relatively steady through the end of FY 1991-

92. The total instructional shares averaged 47 percent of 

all Arizona Public Community Colleges expenditures over the 

period, compared to 37 percent for Arizona Public 

Universities and 51 percent for national two-year schools 

and colleges. The average Arizona Public Community Colleges 

expenditure shares for administration (21%) equaled the 
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national average for public two-year colleges (21%), and 

were higher than for the Arizona Public Universities average 

(15%). This ran counter to the literature on complexity. 

Further, the Arizona Public Community Colleges reflected 

higher increases in administrative expenditure shares did 

than Arizona Pub-lie Universities. 

Public service data in Table 4.4 for Arizona Public 

Community Colleges show small but rapidly growing 

expenditures. Research dollars are not material in Arizona 

Public Community Colleges institutional financial 

statements. For purposes of comparison, expenditure growth 

for research and public service in the Arizona Public 

Universities equaled $30 million, while the figure was $4 

million for Arizona Public Community Colleges. 

This section has presented the findings for State of 

Arizona data. Over the ten-year period of study, Arizona 

Public Institutions expenditure shares for production 

activities (instruction, public service, and research) 

decreased from approximately 59 to 56 percent. Compared to 

a nine-year period of national data, Arizona expended 5 

percent less on these functions. Arizona Public 

Universities and Arizona Public Community Colleges 

respective production activity shares declined from 61.9 

percent to 59.6 percent, and 50.5 percent to 46.7 percent, 

respectively. Comparatively, administrative costs increased 

from approximately 16 percent to 18 percent of all Arizona 



Public Institutions expenditures. The relative 

administration shares for universities and community 

colleges were 15.5%:,16.6% (FY 1982-83) and 16.0%:21.9% (FY 

1991-92). Arizona Public Community Colleges administrative 

costs increased more than did those for the universities. 

Over the ten-year period, indexed dollars for Arizona 

Public Institutions showed that (indexed) administrative 

cost (245) exceeded the aggregate production expenditures 

(211) by 34 points, following the national trend. The 

pattern was supported by Arizona institutional sector 

findings; the indexed values for production activities in 

universities to community colleges was 212:206, and for 

administrative costs, 228:294. 

Expenditure shares by public sector for production 

function expenditures versus administrative cost showed 

universities at 62%:15% (FY 1982-83) and 60%:16% (FY 1991-

92). For community colleges, data showed 51%:17%, 

respectively, in FY 1982-83, and 47%:22%, respectively, in 

1991-92. Instructional shares in both sectors declined as 

administrative (and other) shares increased. 

Administrative expenditures for Arizona Public 

Institutions increased by larger indexed dollars than did 

those for production functions, exceeding the benchmarks 

established by the national findings. 
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Table 4.4 
Arizona College and University 

Current Fund Dollars Expended Per Functional Category 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Arizona Arizona Arizona 
Public Public Community 

Institutions Universities Colleges 

Administration 
FY 1982-83 $ 102,446,222 $ 75,047,706 $ 27,398,516 
FY 1986-87 174,'678,661 122,792,994 51,885,667 
FY 1991-92 251 229 573 170 749 855 80 479 718 
Public Service 
FY 1982-83 20,321,766 20,271,186 50,580 
FY 1986-87 31,672,107 30,106,351 1,565,756 
FY 1991-92 53 614 314 49 883 585 3 730 729 
Research 
FY 1982-83 84,957,771 84,957,771 ---
FY 1986-87 134,738,486 134,738,486 ---
FY 1991-92 209 172 667 209 172 667 ---
Libraries 
FY 1982-83 19,653,320 15,564,283 4,089,037 
FY 1986-87 29,116,905 23,826,660 5,290,245 
FY 1991-92 45 009 412 36 659 201 8 350 211 
Instruction 
FY 1982-83 278,247,187 194,723,064 83,524,123 
FY 1986-87 372,156,530 269,531,029 102,625,501 
FY 1991-92 544 818 210 376 602 265 168 215 945 
StudentServices 
FY 1982-83 42,001,744 19,190,152 22,811,592 
FY 1986-87 59,209,530 29,710,975 29,498,555 
FY 1991-92 95 737 852 44 819 874 50 917 978 
O&M plant 
FY 1982-83 62,437,207 42,898,647 19,538,560 
FY 1986-87 80,329,605 56,556,604 23,773,001 
FY 1991-92 113 764 207 79 185 075 34 579 132 
Scholarships & 
Fellowships 
FY 1982-83 40,122,152 32,051,623 8,070,529 
FY 1986-87 55,945,149 47,685,559 8,259,590 
FY 1991-92 121,756,791 100,159,261 21,597,530 

Total 
FY 1982-83 $ 650,187,369 $ 484,704,432 $165,482,937 
FY 1986-87 937,846,973 714,948,658 222,898,315 
FY 1991-92 1,435,103,026 1,067,231,783 367,871,243 

Source: Arizona Public Institutions Annual Financial Statements 
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Table 4.5 
Arizona College and University 

Current Fund Indexed Dollars Expended Per Functional Category 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

[Base Year (FY 1982-83) = 100] 

Arizona Arizona Arizona 
Public Public Community 

Institutions Universities Colleges 

Administration 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 170.51 163.62 189.37 
FY 1991-92 245.23 227.52 293.74 
Public Service 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 155.85 148.52 3,095.60 * 
FY 1991-92 263.83 246.08 7 375.90 * 
Research 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 ---
FY 1986-87 158.59 158.59 ---
FY 1991-92 246.21 246.21 ---
Libraries 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 148.15 153.09 129.38 
FY 1991-92 229.02 235.53 204.21 
Instruction 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 133.75 138.42 122.87 
FY 1991-92 195.80 193.40 201. 40 
StudentServices 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 140.97 154.82 129.31 
FY 1991-92 227.94 233.56 223.21 
O&M Plant 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 128.66 131.84 121. 67 
FY 1991-92 182.21 184.59 176.98 
Scholarships & 
Fellowships 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 139.44 148.78 102.34 
FY 1991-92 303.47 312.49 267.61 
Total 
FY 1982-83 100.00 100.00 100.00 
FY 1986-87 144.24 147.50 134.70 
FY 1991-92 220.72 220.18 222.30 

* MCCCD Public service expenditures reflected an atypical surge in 
growth against a modest FY 1982-83 base. 
Source: Arizona Public Institutions Annual Financial Statements 



Table 4.6 
Arizona College and University 

Current Fund Expenditure Shares Per Functional Category 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Arizona Arizona Arizona 
Public Public Community 

Institutions Universities Colleges 

Administration 
FY 1982-83 15.8% 15.5% 16.6% 
FY 1986-87 18.6% 17.2% 23.3% 
FY 1991-92 17.5% 16.0% 21.9% 
Public Service 
FY 1982-83 3.1% 4.2% 0.0% 
FY 1986-87 3.4% 4.2% 0.7% 
FY 1991-92 3.7% 4.7% 1. 0% 
Research 
FY 1982-83 13.1% 17 .5% ---
FY 1986-87 14.4% 18.9% ---
FY 1991-92 14.6% 19.6% ---
Libraries 
FY 1982-83 3.0% 3.2% 2.5% 
FY 1986-87 3.1% 3.3% 2.4% 
FY 1991-92 3.1% 3.4% 2.3% 
Instruction 
FY 1982-83 42.8% 40.2% 50.5% 
FY 1986-87 39.7% 37.7% 46.0% 
FY 1991-92 38.0% 35.3% 45.7% 
Student Services 
FY 1982-83 6.5% 4.0% 13 .8% 
FY 1986-87 6.3% 4.2% 13 .2% 
FY 1991-92 6.7% 4.2% 13 .8% 
O&M plant 
FY 1982-83 9.6% 8.9% 11.8% 
FY 1986-87 8.6% 7.9% 10.7% 
FY 1991-92 7.9% 7.4% 9.4% 
Scholarships & 
Fellowships 
FY 1982-83 6.2% 6.6% 4.9% 
FY 1986-87 6.0% 6.7% 3.7% 
FY 1991-92 8.5% 9.4% 5.9% 

Total 
FY 1982-83 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
FY 1986-87 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: Arizona Public Institutions Annual Financial Statements 
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Institutional Classification: Local 

The third sub question to Research Question #1 is 

c) What are the comparative expenditure patterns, over 

time, for MCCCD versus the national benchmarks 

e~tablished for two- and four-year institutions, and 

for all Arizona community colleges? 

The "local" category consists of one Arizona community 

college district, Maricopa County Community College 

District, which is referred to as MCCCD. Expenditure 

pattern data cover the same ten-year period--FY 1982-83 

through FY 1991-92, the results of which are presented 

(Table 4.7) and are discussed in the ensuing section. 
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Table 4.7 presents Current Fund expenditures for MCCCD 

over time. In FY 1982-83, MCCCD costs totaled $83.4 

million; these increased by $120 million over the next ten

year period to $203.5 million in FY 1991-92. Administrative 

expenditures accounted for $34 million, or 28 percent of the 

total growth. The total expenditure increases nationally 

and for Arizona were $34.2 billion and $785 million, 

respectively. At the national level, administrative dollars 

reflected 19 percent of the total growth for All Public 

Institutions; 15 percent for All Public Universities; 21 

percent for All Public Four-Year Colleges; and 25 percent 

for All Public Two-Year Colleges. Comparison at the State of 

Arizona level shows that administrative expenditures totaled 



19 percent of aggregate expenditure growth for Arizona 

Public Institutions; 17 percent for Arizona Public 

Universities; and, 26 percent for Arizona Public Community 

Colleges. 

Column II of Table 4.7 presents MCCCD indexed 

expenditures per functional category. The instructional 

expenditure share is shown to have diminished over the 

period, unlike those for administration. At the midpoint 

(FY 1986-87), indexed expenditures for these functions were 

117:273, respectively; at the end of the period (FY 1991-

92), the indexed values were 215:429. In other words, 

growth in administration was much greater. 

The aggregate administrative indexed dollar (429) for 

MCCCD was three times greater than those for the national 

four-year and two-year institutions and the Arizona Public 

Universities. Compared to the Arizona Public Community 

Colleges, the indexed dollar was twice as great. Also 

indicated was the faster growth rate by FY 1991-92 for 

administrative expenditure than for the Total Current Fund 

expenditures (429:244). 

For the ten-year period (Table 4.7, Column III), the 

instructional share averaged 49 percent as opposed to the 

average administrative share of 19 percent. The trend, 

however, was mixed. As a proportional share of the total 

Current Fund expenditures, the instructional share was at a 

high point in FY 1982-83 at 55 percent; at the midpoint (FY 
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1986-87), the instructional share was 45 percent, and at the 

end of the period was 48 percent (FY 1991-92). In contrast, 

the administrative share was 12 percent at the beginning of 

the period, increased at the midpoint (FY 1986-87) to 24 

percent, then showed a decline to 22 percent at the end of 

the period (FY 1991-92). 

Through this ten-year period, MCCCD instruction to 

administration expenditures generally declined although 

there was a recovery toward the end. MCCCD instructional 

expenditures (55%) were 4.6 times the amount of 

administrative costs (12%) in FY 1982-83; were only 1.9 at 

the midpoint (FY 1986-87), and were 2.2 through the end of 

FY 1991-92. At the midpoint and at the end of the period, 

the MCCCD multipliers were consistent with the national and 

State of Arizona figures, which showed instruction to 

administration expenditure ratios ranging from 1.9 to 2.3. 

Public service is the other production expendit'ure 

category represented in the MCCCD data (Table 4.7). 

Expenditure dollars for public service were 0 in FY 1982-83 

and grew to over $3.0 million by FY 1991-92. MCCCD public 

service dollars totaled 83 percent of-all public service 

expenditures for Arizona Community Colleges. 

This section has presented local data. In sum, over 

the ten-year period of study, MCCCD expenditure shares for 

production activities (instruction and public service) 
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decreased from approximately 55 to 50 percent of all 

expenditures. This compared to a steady 53 percent share 

for National Public Two-Year Colleges and a decline from 51 

to 47 percent for Arizona Community Colleges. By 

comparison, MCCCD administrative expenditures increased from 

12 to 22 percent of all MCCCD expenditures, and approximated 

administrative shares for national and State two-year 

colleges (22%). By FY 1991-92, the other functional 

category expenditures (libraries, student services, O&M 

plant, and scholarships & fellowships) comprised 28 percent 

for MCCCD. 

Over the ten-year period, the MCCCD indexed 

expenditures for production-to-administration functions 

showed that administrative expenditures were greater by 202 

points (222:429), exceeding the trends established 

nationally and statewide for all institutional sectors. 

MCCCD expenditure shares for production to 

administration functions were 55%:12% in FY 1982-83 and 

50%:22% in FY 1991-92. In contrast, All Public Two-Year 

Colleges reflected data of 53.4%:20%, respectively, in FY 

1982-83 and 52.7%:22%, respectively, in FY 1990-91. This 

compared to the Arizona Community Colleges data of 51%:17%, 

respectively, in FY 1982-83, and 47%:22%, respectively, in 

FY 1991-92. MCCCD production function shares declined to 

near the established national and State benchmarks, but 

started from a higher production-to-administration base. 



Table 4.7 
Maricopa County Community College District 

I. Current Fund Dollars Expended Per Functional Category 
II. Indexed Dollars Expended Per Functional Category 

[Base Year (FY 1982-83) = 100) 
III. Expenditure Shares Per Functional Category 

FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

I II III 

Administration 
FY 1982-83 $ 10,258,578 100.00 12.3% 
FY 1986-87 27,984,307 272.79 23.9% 
FY 1991-92 43 992 367 428.83 21. 6% 

Public Service 
FY 1982-83 0 100.00 0.0% 
FY 1986-87 1,132,135 --- 1. 0% 
FY 1991-92 3 097 355 --- 1. 5% 

Libraries 
FY 1982-83 2,255,413 100.00 2.7% 
FY 1986-87 2,992,659 132.69 2.6% 
FY 1991-92 4 869 101 215.89 2.4% 

Instruction 
FY 1982-83 45,514,083 100.00 54.6% 
FY 1986-87 53,387,956 117.30 45.5% 
FY 1991-92 97 906 859 215.11 48.1% 

StudentServices 
FY 1982-83 14,661,210 100.00 17.6% 
FY 1986-87 18,325,466 124.99 15.6% 
FY 1991-92 34 354 325 234.32 16.9% 

O&M Plant 
FY 1982-83 9,839,431 100.00 11.8% 
FY 1986-87 11,865,440 120.59 10.1% 
FY 1991-92 16 033 780 162.95 7.9% 
Scholarships & 
Fellowships 
FY 1982-83 870,575 100.00 1. 0% 
FY 1986-87 1,671,232 191. 97 1.4% 
FY 1991-92 3,208,735 368.58 1. 6% 

Total 
FY 1982-83 $ 83,399,290 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1986-87 117,359,195 140.72 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 203,462,522 243.96 100.0% 

Source: MCCCD Annual Financial Statements 
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National and Arizona Comparison 

The fourth sub question to Research Question #1 is 

d) How do administrative expenditures of national and 

Arizona two- and four-year schools compare, and how do 

such expenditures compare to other functional 

expenditure categories within MCCCD? 

This question has been answered in the previous 

sections. 
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Organizational Complexity 

We move next to explanations for why administration 

costs have risen. Two explanations are considered: 

Organizational Complexity and Budgeta~ Authority. 

The first sub question to Research Question #2 is 

a) What impact does the complexity of the institution 

appear to make on the administrative cost trends among 

Arizona's two-year institutions (Organizational 

Complexity)? Complexity is examined by considering and 

contrasting institutional size versus curricular 

breadth. 1 

This section presents an analysis of State trends in 

organizational complexity, using individual district data 

from the Arizona Community College System (ACCS). The ACCS 

serves as the sample for the first analysis of 

Organizational Complexity; MCCCD serves as the case study 

for the second analysis. 

1 Size is viewed as an alternative explanation, rather than a 
complementary one. That is, relative administrative costs are known 
to decline as enrollments increase. 
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The Arizona Community College System 

The ACCS includes ten independent districts 

representing eleven separate county jurisdictions. District 

boundaries for each district are coterminous with those of 

the counties being served; the yet-to-be-organized remaining 

four Arizona counties are served by all ten currently 

established districts. Two distinct types of districts 

reflect the wide range of demographics of the ACCS: urban 

community colleges and rural community colleges. The two 

urban districts (Maricopa and pima) serve the two major 

population centers of Arizona, and account for 75 percent of 

total full-time equivalent students (FTSE) whereas the rural 

districts (Cochise, Graham, Mohave, Navajo, Pinal, Yavapai 

and Yuma/Lapaz) account for 25 percent of FTSE. The 

community college districts mirror their respective county 

demographics; Maricopa and Pima are very large, multi

campus, community college districts while all the others are 

relatively small though some do have mUlti-campus sites. 

The data discussed in the following sections are presented 

in Tables 4.8 through 4.8.2. Coconino County Community 

College was not organized as a district until FY 1991-92, 

the end of the period studied, and therefore has not been 

included. 

The analysis proceeded in the following manner. The 

seven independent variables (referenced in Chapter 3 and 

listed in Table 4.8) that operationalize Organizational 
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Complexity were assessed using correlation analysis to 

establish the relative strength of association each had with 

the dependent variable, administrative expenditures. 

Additionally, the change over time in number and percentage 

for a pooled sample was analyzed for the three primary 

variables (headcount, curricula, and curricula per student) . 

The dependent variable was the administrative expenditure 

share for each of the time periods: fiscal years 1982-83, 

1986-87, and 1991-92 (Table 4.9). 

The change over time in administrative shares data for 

Cochise and Yuma exhibited two patterns of expenditures that 

were different from those shown by the other colleges. 

Cochise data revealed a 32.2 percent administrative 

expenditure share in FY 1982-83; a decline to 21.8 percent 

in FY 1986-87; and a further decline, to 15.2 percent in FY 

1991-92. Yuma data showed a 15.4 percent administrative 

expenditure share in FY 1982-83, a 24.0 percent share in FY 

1986-87, and a decline to 11.7 percent in FY 1991-92. In 

contrast, for the other colleges, a fairly consistent 

pattern of growth was shown. 

Because the data for Cochise and Yuma were exceptional, 

an inquiry was made by contacting their institutional 

leaders. The explanation gained was that variations were 

due to deliberate allocation decisions in response to 

changing college enrollments. In any case there was no 



reason to exclude Yuma and Cochise and their patterns do 

impact the findings. 

The correlation analysis can only be viewed as 

suggestive, for several reasons. First and most 

importantly, the number of cases (districts), nine, is too 

small to yield a truly meaningful analysis. The problem of 

small sample size was clearly shown in the paragraph above; 

that is, what might otherwise be causal connections between 

size and administrative spending was apparently altered by 

purposive actions on the part of two campus administrators. 

Whether these interventions may be viewed as "normal" 

effects of increasing size or merely as administrative 

actions unrelated to enrollment change is indeterminable. 

In any case such interventions in a sample of nine will 

clearly impact the results importantly. Although in an 

additional analysis the number of observations was tripled 

by pooling the data for each of the three time periods 

examined throughout this study, the 27 observations clearly 

were not independent, and this was a definite problem in 

interpreting the results. 
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What can be learned from this analysis? To begin, for 

the base year of the study (FY 1982-83), each of the 

correlations, save one, are in the expected direction (Table 

4.8). All of the enrollment-related correlations are of the 

expected sign (the minus signs mean that as enrollments 

increase, administrative cost, as a share of total 
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expenditures, declines); also, administrative cost (share) 

increases as the number of curricula per student increases 

(holding enrollment constant, a broader curriculum means 

higher administrative cost [shares]). The unexpected sign 

for number of curricula in relation to administrative cost 

share may be explained upon examination. Simply put, a 

larger number of curricula will not add to administrative 

cost so long as the rate of enrollment growth (and thus 

growth in other expenditures) is greater. The negative sign 

on this variable probably means that curricula have been 

added at a slower rate than the rate of increase in 

enrollments and other accompanying costs. In sum, to the 

extent the findings may be generalized from the base-line 

year, greater size does not mean lower unit administrative 

costs and greater complexity does appear to drive up unit 

administrative costs. Which, then, is more powerful? 

Continuing with the FY 1982-83 findings, although the 

small sample results in findings of insignificance for each 

of the variables, the size of some of the correlation 

coefficients are "noteworthy," ranging as they do from K = 

-.25 to -.44 (see first data column, Table 4.8). The fact 

that the enrollment variables have stronger relationships to 

administrative cost shares than does the curricula per 

student variable suggests that, for this sample, size is a 

better predictor of administrative unit costs than is a 

reasonably good measure of complexity. 
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However, this is "as good as it gets." The signs of 

the coefficients for the later time periods are in the 

"wrong" direction, suggesting that something else must be 

driving costs in these periods. What this might be will be 

discussed in Chapter 5. Suffice it to say here that the 

coefficients in these later periods generally are smaller 

and usually are not very noteworthy. A couple of exceptions 

bear a closer look for the hints of what might be occurring. 

First, the relatively high correlation of .48 for 

headcount enrollments when the urban colleges are omitted 

suggests that developments in one or both of these two 

districts may be overwhelming occurrences in the rural 

districts. Recalling the very major changes in 

administrative costs in MCCCD, reinforces this notion. The 

relatively large coefficients for the ratio of headcount to 

FTSE and number of curricula variables in both of the later 

periods may offer some additional insights. What the first 

of these correlations may tell us is that, as a larger 

proportion of community college enrollments become part

time, administration expands to serve these non-traditional 

students. Existing structures for traditional students may 

be inadequate. What the second correlation set would seem 

to suggest is that in these later time periods enrollment 

increases do not exceed curricula additions, a pattern that 

results in higher unit administrative costs, perhaps as the 

administrators and faculty of these colleges attempted to 
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"catch up" with past enrollment growth by adding curricula. 

Such decisions are common. (Paul Brinkman's (1981) paper 

\\Marginal Cost of Instruction in Public Education" supports 

this concept.) 

In an effort to increase statistical power, the 27 

observations over the three time periods were pooled (Table 

4.8.1) .2 Because the separate time periods yielded 

opposite findings (Table 4.8), the pooled results were less, 

rather than more, definitive. Now, the size of most 

coefficients diminishes. The largest coefficient for the 

aggregate percentage change in curricula per student ( £ = 

-.38) specifies that unit administrative costs decrease as 

the complexity of the colleges increase, a finding that 

surely is not supportive of the complexity thesis. 

Similarly, the most highly predictive enrollment variable, 

change in headcount enrollment, is not consistent with 

theory either. The positive sign implies that unit 

administrative cost increase with enrollment increases. 

Although the possible explanation for this finding is 

suggested above, this result ( £ =.22) also tells us that we 

should look elsewhere for our explanations for 

.. administrative cost growth. 

2 Technically, only the pooled data allow us to examine the effects of 
change. The year-by-year data of Table 4.8 reflect, directly, only 
differences occuring in a set of institutions of varying sizes and 
complexities and administrative cost structures at specific points of 
time. 
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Maricopa County Community College District 

The MCCCD serves as a suitable case study to examine 

the complexity issue more closely. Fortunately, the 

organization has retained the same chancellor during the 

time frame of this study. Therefore, institutional 

practices of resource allocation, management, and policy 

should have been relatively stable, thus controlling to some 

extent for non-secular administrative actions. 

The MCCCD data for the case study were secured from 

HEGIS and IPEDS reports covering fiscal years 1983-84, 1986-

87, and 1991-92 (Table 4.8.2). The independent and 

dependent variables used to test complexity within MCCCD 

were curricula, curricula per student and administrative 

shares. Although again sample sizes were very small, some 

of the results are clearer and were, in fact, supportive of 

the complexity thesis (see Table 4.8.2). For all campuses 

or colleges of MCCCD (top half of 4.8.2), all signs are in 

the expected direction and results for the later two time 

periods are strong. Here it is seen that unit 

administrative cost clearly increased as the curricula were 

expanded, both on a per student basis and on an absolute 

basis. Although lack of statistical control does not permit 

definite conclusions, the size of the coefficients is 

certainly suggestive. 3 

3 One might reasonably argue that administrative expenditures just 
happened to increase as curricula were expanded, and that some other 
factor was the true cause. 



Because new campuses were added during this period, a 

separate analysis was conducted in which the new campuses 

were omitted (bottom half of 4.8.2). It could be argued 

that new campuses affect both unit administrative cost and 

issues of complexity. In fact, with the new campuses 

omitted, the results are less, rather than more, clear. 

Only the size of the coefficient for the latest time period 

is substantial. 

(Note: a clearer understanding of the relationships 

between the variables may be gained from the scatter plots 

in Appendices A.1 through A.10.) 
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Due to the small sample size, it was decided not to 

progress to multiple regression in order to control for 

other variables. Multiple regression would have resulted in 

the loss of even more degrees of freedom as additional 

variables were introduced. 

This section has presented the findings related to 

Organizational Complexity. The highlights of this 

information follow: 

Due in part to small sample size, no correlation 

coefficients were significant. Whereas the relationships in 

the later two time periods were generally weak, some 

noteworthy patterns were identified in the earliest time 

period. Specifically, unit administrative costs were 

related to both instructional size and complexity, as 
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suggested by theory. Further, size appeared slightly more 

powerful than complexity. Nevertheless, because results for 

later years conflicted w~th those of the earliest years and 

because of the small sample size, support for the complexity 

thesis is minimal. Some support is added by the data for 

MCCCD. 



Table 4.8 

Arizona Community College System 
Correlation Coefficients for Independent Variables 

Paired with the Dependent Variable, 
Administration Expenditure Shares, by Time Period 

Independent 
Variables 

Headcount 

Headcount [log] 

Headcount 
[urbans omitted] 

FTSE 

Ratio of Head-
count to FTSE 

Number of 
Curricula * 

Curricula Per 
Student 

FY 1982-83 

-0.44 

-0.42 

-0.40 

-0.41 

-0.25 

-0.34 

0.35 

All but one 
are negative. 

FY 1986-87 FY 1991-92 

0.18 0.13 

0.22 0.23 

0.14 0.48 

0.17 0.13 

0.44 0.39 

0.28 0.26 

-0.08 -0.17 

All but one are All but one 
positive. are positive. 

* The term Curricula refers to credit courses only. 

Note: No correlation coefficients are significant. 
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Also. natural logarithm of the observation was used to transform the 
headcount data in order to see if less skewness would result. 

Sources: Appendices A.I through A.7 

~-----~-- -~~--.-------------



Table 4.8.1 

Arizona Community College System 
Correlation Coefficients for Independent Variables 

Paired with the Dependent Variable, 
Administration Expenditure Shares, Pooled Analysis 

(N = 27) 

FY 1983-92 

Independent Aggregate 
Variables Raw Data % Change 

Headcount -0.03 0.22 

Headcount 0.15 
Change Over Time 

Curricula * 0.11 -0.13 

Number of 
Curricula 0.22 
Change Over Time 

Curricula Per 
Student 0.07 -0.38 

Curricula Per 
Student Change -0.01 
Over Time 

* The term Curricula refers to credit courses only. 

Note: No correlation coefficients are significant. 
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Also, natural logarithm of the observation was used to transform the 
headcount data in order to see if less skewness would result. 

Sources: Appendices A.I through A.7 



Table 4.8.2 

Maricopa County Community College District 
Correlation Coefficients for Independent Variables 

Paired with the Dependent Variable, 
Administration Expenditure Shares, by Time Period 

with All Campuses Included 

Independent FY 1983-84 FY 1986-87 FY 1991-92 
Variables (N = 7) (N = 9) (N = 10) 

Curricula* Per 0.26 0.89 0.93 
Student 

Curricula [log] 0.27 0.79 0.89 

with New Campuses Omitted 

Independent FY 1983-84 FY 1986-87 FY 1991-92 
Variables (N = 6) (N = 7) (N = 9) 

Curricula* Per 
Student 0.09 -0.26 0.73 

* The term Curricula refers to credit courses only. 

Note: No correlation coefficients are significant. 

114 

Also, natural logarithm of the observation was used to transform the 
lleadcount data in order to see if less skewness would result. 

Sources: Appendices A.I through A.7 



Organizational Distance and Budgetary Authority 

The findings in this section relate these theoretical 

mechanisms to the identified MCCCD expenditure trends. The 

analysis examines the reasons for disproportionate 

allocations of relative budgetary shares to administration 

as opposed to instruction and other functional units within 

MCCCD. 

The last sub question to Research Question #2 is 

b) How much of the administrative costs are explained by 

organizational distance between a subunit and the 

resource allocator (Organizational Distance and 

Budgetary Authority)? 

Organizational Structure 
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Currently, 11 MCCCD institutions comprise the State's 

largest single provider of post-secondary education and the 

nation's second-largest community college district. Nine 

accredited units are managed by college presidents and deans 

of instruction, student services and administrative 

services. In addition, one educational center is managed by 

a provost and two assistant provosts, and one skill center 

is managed by a director and an assistant director. Both of 

these center unit leaders report administratively to a 

college president of an accredited college. 



MCCCD is administered by a centralized administration, 

which provides a comprehensive support services unit for 

human resources, business, legal, academic, plant 

development, telecommunications, and technology services. 

This central or executive administration is comprised of a 

chancellor, four vice chancellors, and various managers and 

directors. 

Figure 4.A illustrates the relationship of the various 

units of MCCCD. 

116 



Citi~'8=~ of 

I 

Vice Chancellor 
Business Services 

I 

'I . I . pres~dentl Pres~dent 
Chandler- GateWay 

I Gilbert I Community 
I Community, College 
I College 

Maricopa County Community College District 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 

::~ra.ricopa CCill'1ty 

Vice Chancellor 
Educational 
Development 

I President 
I Glendale 

I 

Community 
College 

President 
Mesa 

Community 
College 

Governing 
Board 

Chancellor 

President 
Paradise 
Valley 

Community 
College 

I 

Vice Chancellor 
Information 

Technologies 

President 
Phoenix 
College 

President 
Rio Salado 
Community 
College 

I I-~; 

I

:-D-Ci-r-e-'. c-t-o-rl 
MarJ.copa . 

Skill ! 

Center I 

L 

I i 

I 

Provost 
Estrella 
Mountain 

Community 
College 
Center 

1 
Vice Chancellor 
Quality & Employee 

Development 

President 
Scottsdale 
Community 

College 

President 
South 

Mountain 
Community 

College 

t'Ij 
H 

g 
::0 
tt:l 

II':> 

~ 

I-' 
I-' 
-..J 



Figure 4.B, MCCCD Hierarchical Decision-Making by 

Functional Units, depicts the formal relationships among 

organizational authority layers: central office policy 

makers and executives (governing board members, chancellor, 

vice chancellors), college unit level administrators 

(presidents, provost, center director, deans [for 
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instruction, administrative services, student services]), 

and (college) unit instructional leaders (division chairs, 

department chairs, program directors, and faculty [full-time 

& part-time]). The average number of primary stakeholders 

at each functional level is also noted. 

Figure 4.B illustrates eight levels between the 

governing board, the ultimate decision-making body in the 

resource allocation process, and the faculty, the primary 

production element responsible for accomplishing most of the 

district's primary mission, i.e., instruction and public 

service. The mechanism, Organizational Distance and 

Budgetary Authority, is tested as a theoretical framework to 

explain the resource allocation process. 



FIGURE 4.B 

Maricopa County Community College District 
Hierarchical Decision-Making 

by Functional Units 

Chancellor 
(1) 

Vice Chancellors 
(4) 

Presidents 
(9) 

Provost, Center Director, Deans 
(1) (1) (28) 

Associate Deans 
(45) 

Division Chairs 
(53) 

Department Chairs, Program Directors 
(140) 

Faculty 
(850 Full-time & 3,150 Part-time) 
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Expenditures Per Level of Authority 

The sources of data for examining individual college 

and unit expenditure patterns are MCCCD Financial Records 

System reports that provide the General Fund detail for 

analysis of expenditures. MCCCD Annual Financial Statements 

and individual college IPEDS provide supplemental data to 

verify total expenditures by college and district. The 

financial data cover a five-year period, fiscal years 1987-

88 through 1991-92. To test the effect of Organizational 

Distance and Budgetary Authority, expenditure allocations by 

functional units, over time, are examined. The postulation 

is that the chancellor allocates a disproportionately larger 

budgetary share to his office--and to those in direct 

interaction with his office--such as vice-chancellors, 

presidents, deans, management [e.g., project coordinators, 

department supervisors, managers and directors], as opposed 

to faculty-related allocations. Figure 4.D (on the 

preceding page) shows the levels of authority for budgeting 

and allocation purposes in descending order from the 

Governing Board to the college faculty and unit managers. 

This figure also provides the basis for examining actual 

dollars expended by MCCCD college and central office units 

(Tables 4.9 and 4.10). The results of this examination are 

discussed in the subsequent section. 

-----------~---------------------



Table 4.9 

Unrestricted Fund 1 
MCCCD Total Colleges' Expenditures Per Level of Authority 

Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 
FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 

[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 n/a 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 n/a 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101. 44 n/a 

Presidents 
FY 1987-88 1,703,420 100.00 1. 8% 
FY 1989-90 2,116,162 124.23 1. 8% 
FY 1991-92 2 373 694 139.35 1. 6% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 7,348,596 100.00 7.5% 
FY 1989-90 7,874,114 129.98 6.7% 
FY 1991-92 10 235 103 139.28 6.6% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 20,839,573 100.00 21. 3% 
FY 1989-90 24,445,634 117.30 20.7% 
FY 1991-92 30 009 792 144.00 19.9% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 55,586,091 100.00 56.9% 
FY 1989-90 64,897,586 116.75 54.9% 
FY 1991-92 87 017 590 156.55 57.9% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 12,215,256 100.00 12.5% 
FY 1989-90 18,859,974 154.39 15.9% 
FY 1991-92 20 870 901 170.86 14.0% 

TOTAL MCCCD Colleges' 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 $ 97,692,936 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $118,193,470 120.98 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $150,507,079 154.06 100.0% 
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* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 



Table 4.10 

Unrestricted Fund 1 
District Office (DO) Expenditures Per Level of Authority 

Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expendftures 
FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 

[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor's Office 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 2.4% 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 2.1% 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101.44 1. 6% 

Vice Chancellors' Offices 
FY 1987-88 993,124 100.00 7.7% 
FY 1989-90 1,141,996 115.00 7.7% 
FY 1991-92 1 538 694 154.93 8.1% 
Total DO Managers 
FY 1987-88 10,362,287 100.00 80.5% 
FY 1989-90 12,607,792 121.67 84.5% 
FY 1991-92 14 387 021 138.84 75.9% 
Total DO Other* 
FY 1987-88 1,215,563 100.00 9.4% 
FY 1989-90 845,601 69.56 5.7% 
FY 1991-92 2 725 882 224.25 14.4% 

TOTAL District Office 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 $ 12,874,729 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $ 14,913,913 115.84 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 18,959,720 147.26 100.0% 

* includes District Office Operations, Maintenance and 
Preventative Maintenance, Mailroom, Safety and Security, 
HVAC, Grounds, General Institutional, General Overhead, 
Transportation, Special Programs (Management Breakfast 
Series, Goodwill Program, etc.), and District Governing 
Board. 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 
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Districtwide Perspective 

The analyses focus on patterns of expenditures shown by 

the various budgetary levels of authority. These include 

dollars expended, indexed values, and expenditure shares. 

The indexes exhibit aggregate General Fund expenditure 

changes relative to the base-year, FY 1987-88. The primary 

comparisons are between and among the chancellor and other 

levels of authority. 

The first analysis compares the total MCCCD colleges' 

expenditures per levels of authority to the MCCCD 

chancellor's office expenditures. An analysis of Table 4.9 

suggests that the amount expended by the chancellor ($304 

thousand) is significantly less than the amount expended at 

the other budgetary levels. This is not surprising; 85 

percent of MCCCD expenditures are for compensation--the 

chancellor's direct staff consists of only four employees. 

In descending order, the next lowest level for dollars 

expended is the president, at $1.7 million; the deans, at 

$7.4 million; "other", at $12.2 million; management, at 

$20.9 million; and faculty, at $55.6 million. Expenditures 

show an increase at all authority levels, both at the mid

point FY 1989-90 and at the end of the five-year period. 

However, the chancellor's office is the only budgetary level 

to show a decline from the midpoint--$318.5 thousand to 

$308.1 thousand. 
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An examination of the indexed expenditures per level, 

over time, will clearly show which levels of authority 

received and expended the most dollars. In the middle and 

later years of the study, the category "other" reflected the 

largest indexed value growth, 154.5 and 170.9, respectively. 

The noteworthy growth shown in the category "other" may 

indicate expanded general institutional support for mandated 

costs or it may be merely a place-holder for discretionary 

spending (accounting methods may have changed). The next 

largest growth is reflected at the mid-point for deans at 

130.0, and presidents at 124.2, followed by management at 

117.3, faculty at 116.7 and the chancellor at 104.9. Except 

for the offices of the presidents and the chancellor, the 

findings in Table 4.9 at the mid-point provide support for 

the organizational distance and budgetary thesis. At FY 

1991-92, however, the indexed values provide even less 

support for the thesis. With "other" being the largest 

(170.9), next is faculty at 156.5, management at 144.0, 

presidents at 139.4, deans at 139.3 and the chancellor at 

101.44. Only the presidents and deans appear to follow the 

expected pattern of growth. Those levels that are closest 

in organizational distance from the budgetary authority, 

i.e., the president to the chancellor, show no consistent 

pattern of greater indexed value growth when compared to 

levels below the president. 
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Expenditure shares per level of authority reflect 

moderate changes over the period, except for faculty. At 

the mid-point, column 4 of Table 4.9 shows declining shares 

for the deans from 7.5 to 6.7 percent, management from 21.3 

to 20.7 percent and faculty from 56.9 to 54.9 percent, while 

the presidents maintained their distributive share at 1.8 

percent and "other" increased from 12.5 to 15.9 percent, 3.4 

percent. The reallocation of shares continued to the later 

years with each level experiencing a decline, except 

faculty, which increased 3.0 percent. The largest decline 

in shares was 1.9 percent for "other", next was management 

at 0.8 percent, presidents at 0.2 percent, and deans at 0.1 

percent. The analysis of indexed values and shares would 

indicate that the pattern in MCCCD colleges does not support 

the thesis of Budgetary Authority and Organizational 

Distance. 

Continuing with the analysis of Table 4.10, District 

Office Expenditures Per Level of Authority compared to the 

chancellor's office, the findings for the allocations within 

the district office are mixed. The chancellor's office 

shows the smallest budget increases, which is the opposite 

of expectation. The other categories do show patterns as 

expected at the end of the time period but not at the mid

point. Consistent with the review of college data, for FY 

1991-92 the chancellor's office expends smaller shares 

(1.6%) than the other district office levels--vice 

------ -------._---



chancellors were 8.1%, "other" was 14.4% and managers were 

75.9%. 

127 

The indexed values reflect the mixed expenditure growth 

pattern for the district office. At FY 1982-83, except for 

the category "other" showing a (69.6) decline from the base 

year, the managers at 121.7 reflected the largest indexed 

value growth, followed by the vice chancellors office at 

115.0 and the chancellor's office at 104.9. Although the 

index values at the mid-point do not support the thesis, the 

value changes at FY 1991-92 show "other" with the largest 

growth (224.3) and the next largest for the second level, 

vice chancellors (154.9). Nevertheless, the increase is 

smallest for the next closest level, managers [this order 

does support the thesis], while the chancellor shows the 

lowest index value increase (101.4). 

The analysis of expenditures shares shows a steady 0.8 

percent decline in the chancellor's office over time. The 

largest percentage decline was experienced by the managers 

group, which fluctuated from 80.5%:84.5%:75.9% over the 

period, whereas the vice chancellors and "other", shares 

increased by 0.4 percent and 5.0 percent, respectively. 

In sum, most of the evidence runs counter to 

predictions made from the Organizational Distance and 

Budgetary Authority perspective. Very little evidence 

supports the perspective. Due in part to the availability 

of only five years of consistent data, no pattern could be 
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determined. Further, although the indexed values and shares 

for the colleges were not as mixed as for the district 

office, definitive college patterns to support the thesis 

were not evident either. Finally, the shares for the 

decision-makers at both the college and district office 

either remained steady or declined, also contrary to the 

perspective. 4 

4 Tables for the separate colleges are presented in Appendix A.16 
through A.27. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
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Chapter 5 is organized into three sections. In the 

first section, a summary of the two main guestions is 

presented, followed by a swrunary of the findings at each 

level--national, State, and local. Next, findings related 

to Organizational Complexity and Organizational Distance and 

Budgetary Authority frameworks are summarized as possible 

explanations for administrative expenditure increases. 

Finally, implications of this study are explored regarding 

the allocation of scarce resources among the functional 

categories of administration and instruction. 

Research Questions 

The research questions are constructed with the primary 

intent of comparing the community college pattern of 

expenditure changes, over time, to the pattern of four-year 

colleges and universities. Additionally, within the context 

of theoretical frameworks, Organizational Complexity and 

Organizational Distance and Budgetary Authority, possible 

explanations of rising administrative expenditures are 

considered. These research questions are 

1. What are the comparative administrative expenditure 

patterns, over time, for two-year schools versus four

year schools? 
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2. By relating the theoretical frameworks to the 

expenditure trends exhibited by MCCCD, how and why have 

the relationships of relative budgetary shares for 

administration versus those for instruction changed at 

the State and local levels? 

Summary of Findings 

Over the period 1982-83 through 1990-91, administrative 

costs increased 100%. Comparable increases for instruction 

were 80% while research and public service increased 120% 

and 110%, respectively. Increases for operation and 

maintenance of the physical plant were smallest, followed by 

libraries. There is some evidence that increases in 

administrative costs were modulating. 

In order for research, public service, and 

administrative shares to increase, other functional 

categories (including instruction) must decrease. Combined, 

the findings were that student services, libraries, and 

scholarships remained relatively stable. The largest 

decrease was in the O&M plant category (approximately 2 

percentage points). The condition of the physical plant is 

a common concern in higher education institutions nationwide 

(Kaiser, 1984; Rush, 1991). Too frequently, increasingly 

smaller budgetary shares are targeted for major repairs, 

renovations, and grounds maintenance. The implication, of 



course, remains--future repair and/or replacement costs will 

be considerable, probably far greater than they would have 

been. Perhaps a clarification of the primary institutional 

mission (which includes a safe and healthy teaching and 

learning environment) and clearly articulated institutional 

spending priorities that are more consistent with the 

mission would address this. 

Institutional Classification: National 
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At the All Public Institutions level, instructional 

shares in FY 1982-83 were at 45 percent, then steadily 

declined to 43 percent by FY 1990-91, a finding similar to 

the earlier conclusion of Galambos (1987). Over time, each 

1.0 percent decline represented a $734,328 loss in potential 

spending availability. While instructional shares were 

declining, the other production activities, research and 

public service, increased by 2.5 percentage points, whereas 

administrative shares increased by 1 percentage point. The 

growth experienced by research and public service was 

significant--more than sufficient to maintain a stability in 

funding production activities, considered en toto. 

Production activities combined appeared to be a functional 

priority; these accounted for approximately 61 percent of 

all public higher educational institution expenditures, over 

the period of the study. 
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In comparison, the administrative share increased from 

16 to 18 percent at the mid-point FY 1986-87, then declined 

to 17 percent at the end of the period (FY 1990-91). This 

trend persisted across institutional categories. The 

findings show increases for the universities, four-year, and 

two-year colleges to FY 1986-87, followed by a slight 

decline at the end of the study. 

Viewed as a portion of the aggregate dollar growth over 

the period studied, the increase in administrative dollars 

($1.7 billion) for All Public Two-Year Colleges (25%) was 

the highest among all institutional categories. Viewed in 

dollar terms, the largest real growth was in All Public 

Four-Year Colleges ($2.7 billion) and in All Public 

Universities ($2.1 billion). 

In sum, the findings show that, over the "entire period, 

average instructional (51%) and administrative (21%) shares 

were higher for All Public Two-Year Colleges than for All 

Public Universities, at 38 percent and at 14 percent, and 

for All Public Four-Year Colleges, at 46 percent and 19 

percent, respectively. Part of the explanation is that two

year colleges spend-less on research, public service and 

scholarships. 

Overall, institutional categories appear to be becoming 

more alike, in that four-year and two-year institutions are 

increasing expenditure shares for public services and 

research although the amounts are still small for research 

" .. "-- ~ ... ---------.-- .. -------------



in two-year colleges. Further, shares spent on instruction 

are declining in all three institutional types while 

administrative shares are increasing in all three. 

Institutional Classification: State 

Examinations of national comparative data provided 

expenditure index and share benchmarks for Arizona Public 

Institutions. Public higher education within the State of 

Arizona consists of two institutional types: universities 

and community colleges. Examination of the growth pattern 

over time covered fiscal years 1982-83 through 1991-92. 

In every category Arizona dollar expenditure increases 

were greater than those for the nation. Share of 

expenditures were greater in Arizona than in the U.S. as a 

whole in the following categories: administration, 

libraries, and scholarships and fellowships. Share 

decreases were less in Arizona than for the nation for O&M 

Plant, but were greater for instruction. Compared to 

national data, Arizona expenditures for research and public 

service increased more, while administration expenditures 

were up much more. 

The pattern of declining expenditure shares for 

instruction, established for the national data, was 

exacerbated within Arizona; the expenditure shares for 

instruction showed a continued decline from the base year 
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(43%) to the end of the period (38%). At both the national 

and State level, instruction expenditure shares declined to 

the benefit of administration, research and certain other 

functions. The findings in this section of the study 

confirmed Leslie's (1992) conclusion in his related study of 

Complexity. 

The dollar ratio of research expenditure growth to 

administrative expenditure growth was slightly less for 

Arizona Public Universities (1.3 times greater) than for 

National Public Universities (1.9 times greater). But the 

two increased together. As research expenditures increased, 

so did administrative expenditures. Though this may support 

other evidence that increasing research helps to drive up 

administrative costs, it does not explain most of the 

increase (Leslie, 1992). 

During the ten-year period, indexed instructional 

expenditures for Arizona Public Community Colleges grew by 

more than did those for Arizona Public Universities. By the 

end of the period studied, the instructional expenditure 

growth for community colleges and universities was 101%:93%, 

respectively. In comparison, the administrative expenditure 

growth between these two institutional types was 194%:128%, 

respectively, a major difference. This difference in growth 

for both functional categories may be attributable to the 

allocation of more dollars to research and public service at 



the university levels--production activities not normally 

associated with community colleges. 

Arizona Public Community Colleges instructional 

expenditures for the period were 3.2 times administrative 

costs in FY 1982-83. By the midpoint (FY 1986-87), these 

figures had declined to a multiplier of only 2 and remained 

relatively steady through the end of FY 1991-92. The 

decline in this ratio suggested that the increases in 

administrative expenditures were growing faster than 

instructional expenditures for the 5-year period. However, 

this pattern was stabilized and instructional expenditures 

remained greater than administrative expenditures. 
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Instructional shares averaged 47 percent of all Arizona 

Public Community Colleges expenditures over the period, 

compared to 37 percent for Arizona Universities and 51 

percent for two-year colleges, nationally. Comparison of 

the Arizona Public Community Colleges shares with those of 

Arizona Public Universities was problematic, however, 

because of the universities' emphasis on research and public 

service. On the other hand, when compared with national 

two-year colleges, instructional shares for Arizona Public 

Community Colleges as a whole were clearly volatile and 

showed a decrease at the expense of administration. The 

average Arizona Public Community Colleges expenditure shares 

for administration (21%) equaled the national average for 

-_._. __ .. _---------------------------
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public two-year colleges (21%), and were higher than for the 

Arizona public universities (15%). 

In sum, over the ten-year period of this study, Arizona 

Public Institutions expenditure shares for production 

activities (instruction, public service, and research) 

decreased from approximately 59 to 56 percent. For Arizona 

Public Universities, the decline was from 61.9 percent to 

59.6 percent; and for Arizona Public Community Colleges, the 

decline was from 50.5 percent to 46.7 percent. The loss of 

money for instruction apparently was a gain for research and 

public service; however, there were also gains for 

administration and scholarships. Over the period, Arizona 

expended 5 percentage points less on production activities 

than was the case nationally. 

Comparatively, administrative costs increased from 

approximately 16 percent to 18 percent of all Arizona Public 

Institutions expenditures. The administrative shares for 

universities and community colleges were 15.5%:16.6% (FY 

1982-83) and 16.0%:21.9% (FY 1991-92). Administrative costs 

for Arizona Public Community Colleges increased more than 

did those for the universities; the increase was 

commensurate with decreases in community college 

instructional and O&M plant shares. 
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Institutional Classification: Local 

Over the period of the study, MCCCD expenditure growth 

occurred at a steady rate. The range of MCCCD indexed 

values by functional category exceeded both the national and 

State benchmarks for the instructional, administrative, and 

Current Fund total. By FY 1991-92, MCCCD indexed values 

ranged from 163 (O&M plant) to 429 (administration). 

The instructional expenditure share was shown to have 

diminished over the period, declining from 54.6 percent to 

45.5 percent, then recovering to 48.1 percent. The 

administrative expenditure share grew from 12.3 percent to 

23.9 percent, then declined to 21.6 percent. The decline in 

instructional shares at the midpoint (FY 1986-87) followed 

the patterns established both at the national and State 

level. MCCCD was able to recover 2.6 percent of this loss, 

however, at the expense of O&M plant and to some extent, 

administration. At the midpoint (FY 1986-87), indexed 

expenditures for these (administrative: O&M Plant) functions 

were 117:273, respectively; at the end of the period (FY 

1991-92), the indexed values were 215:429. In other words, 

growth in administration was much greater. 

During the ten-year period, $195 million added dollars 

were expended within the various functional categories. It 

should be noted that all functional categories increased 

over time: administration was largest, 428.83 (indexed); 



scholarship and fellowship were second, 368.58; student 

services was third, 234.32; libraries was fourth, 215.89; 

and instruction was fifth, 215.11. (No expenditures were 

reported for public service in the base year.) The change 

in headcount enrollment from 109,848 to 173,487, the 

implementation of a new wage and salary schedule, the 

addition of three new campuses (with initial budgets 

consisting of 100 percent administrative costs), the 

expansion of student services activities, the increase in 

honors and presidential scholarships and public programs 

(e.g., national public radio services and reading programs 

for the visually impaired), all contributed to a realignment 

of the district mission and an expansion of services in 

every functional category. 
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In sum, over the ten-year period of study, MCCCD 

expenditure shares for production activities (instruction 

and public service) decreased from approximately 55 to 50 

percent of all expenditures, but instruction declined; 

public service increased steadily from 0.0 to a 1.5 share. 

This compared to a steady 53 percent share for National 

Public Two-Year Colleges and a decline from 51 to 47 percent 

for Arizona Community Colleges. As a whole, all functional 

category shares were relatively stable for National Two-Year 

Colleges suggesting a smoothing out of the more fluctuating 

data from states such as Arizona, where growth was 

experienced in assessed valuations, enrollments, and 



administrative shares. By comparison, MCCCD administrative 

expenditures increased from 12 to 22 percent of all MCCCD 

expenditures, and approximated.administrative shares for 

national and State two-year colleges (22%). It was unclear 

why national, State, and local two-year college 

administrative shares were so high, or variously, why MCCCD 

shares were so low. By FY 1991-92, the other functional 

category expenditures (libraries, student services, O&M 

plant, and scholarships & fellowships) comprised 28 percent 

of MCCCD expenditures. 
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In general, comparisons of MCCCD statistics with 

National Public Two-Year Colleges statistics were 

problematic over this time period because MCCCD: 1) spent no 

money for research; 2) expended limited public service 

dollars; 3) experienced major enrollment growth; 4) had an 

evolving administrative structure; and 4) expanded its 

discretionary budget. These factors were not evident 

nationally. Although the comparative data for Arizona 

Community Colleges are less problematic, MCCCD is a very 

large district. Even so, the MCCCD patterns are essentially 

the same as for the State as a whole. 

Many explanations for increases in administrative cost 

are offered; of these, the most prevalent are enrollment 

growth, institutional complexity, and expense preferences. 

These explanations are addressed in the forthcoming section. 



Organizational Complexity 

The Complexity perspective holds that the size of 

administrative staff increases as organizations take on new 

purposes and functions. A brief summarization of the 

findings for the Arizona Community College System and 

Maricopa Community College District follows. 

The Arizona Community College System 

The number of cases (districts), nine, used in the 

study was too small to yield a meaningful analysis. Only 

the findings in the base year of the study (FY 1982-83), 

save one, showed the correlation coefficients in the 

expected direction. However, the enrollment variables 

(ranging from K =-.25 to -.44) had somewhat stronger 

relationships with administrative cost shares than did the 

curricula per student ( K =.35) variable suggesting that 

size was a better predictor of administrative unit costs 

than was a reasonably good measure of complexity. 

Because the signs of the headcount, FTSE and curricula 

per student coefficients for the later time period were in 

the wrong direction, something else was suggested to be 

driving administrative costs in this periods. Given the 

size of its budgets and its rapid growth in administrative 

costs, and the fact that it served 56 percent of the State 

community college enrollment, MCCCD data no doubt account 
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for a considerable part of the explanation. Over the ten

year period, MCCCD had experienced growth in enrollments 

larger than other colleges in the State. In addition, 

Maricopa County's assessed valuations increased by an 

average of 17 percent for four of the last five years of 

this study. Financial and population growth led to MCCCD 

receiving voter approval to sell General Obligation bonds 

and to build three new colleges and remodel others. The 

staffing of these units with additional administrative 

positions resulted in administrative cost increases. In 

short MCCCD data probably overwhelmed data patterns for the 

rest of the State. 

In an effort to increase statistical power, the 27 

observations over the three year period were pooled. 
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Because the time periods yielded opposite findings, the 

pooled results were less, rather than more, definitive. The 

findings suggested that unit administrative costs decreased 

as the complexity of the colleges increased. Neither this 

finding nor that for the most predictive enrollment 

variable, change in headcount enrollment, were consistent 

with the theory. Further, the findings for the ACCS sample 

suggested that Complexity may not be the theory with which 

growth in administrative cost can be explained. Alternative 

explanations could include institutional theory 

(organizational structures, including expenditure patterns, 

shaped by organization's efforts to sustain external 



legitimacy by conforming to its environment; DiMaggio and 

Powell, 1983), or even political log-rolling. 
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Maricopa County Community College District 

MCCCD served as the case study to examine the 

Complexity theory more closely. Although the sample sizes 

were again small (n = 7, n = 9 and n = 10) and included the 

years during which new campuses were opened, some of the 

results were clearer and were, in fact, supportive of the 

Complexity thesis. With all campuses included, all signs 

were in the expected direction and the results for the later 

two time periods were strong. However, with the new 

colleges omitted the results were less, rather than more 

clear. 

Organizational Distance and Budgetary Authority 

The Organizational Distance and Budgetary Authority 

perspective held that the closer one was organizationally to 

the individual possessing allocative decision-making 

authority, the larger the budget one's unit would receive. 

A brief summarization of the findings for the Maricopa 

County Community College District follows. 



Districtwide Perspective 

Findings based on a review of both the MCCCD Total 

Colleges' Expenditures Per Level of Authority and the MCCCD 

Chancellor's Office were mixed and minimally supported the 

thesis. The administrative positions below the levels of 

chancellor and presidents showed the largest hierarchical 

increases in expenditure levels. At the mid-point, the 

deans category exhibited the highest indexed value (130.0) 

of any budgetary level with the exception of "other" 
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(154.5). The value for the chancellor fell 25 points below 

the index value for the deans, and 6 points below that for 

the presidents. However, the lower values shown for the top 

administrators may have indicated their conscious decision 

to budget only for "normal operating cost" in their unit 

budget, and to move discretionary costs to supplemental 

budgets. This practice is common and would suggest that, if 

decision-makers decide to spend additional dollars, some 

costs may be shifted to the budgets of subordinates. A 

caution is noted regarding the time series data end point. 

As with many public institutions in the latter part of this 

period, in some cases absolute declines in dollars 

characterized public higher education between 1987-1992 

(Rhoades, 1995). Yet, even in such times of financial 

stringency as between 1991-1993, increases in categories of 

workers such as business officers, accountants, advisors, 

and deans followed the previous pattern of increases in 
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nunbers (Montgomery and Lewis, 1994). Nevertheless, from 

the data we cannot conclude that Organizational Distance and 

Budgetary Authority explain administrative cost increases. 

That faculty indexed values were higher than any other 

budgetary level of authority at FY 1991-92, with the 

exception again of "other", was a noteworthy finding, though 

it was surely not supportive of the Organizational Distance 

and Budgeta~ Authority thesis. The values for other levels 

of authority were even more mixed; management values 

exceeded those for the chancellor, presidents, and deans. 

Only expenditure patterns for the presidents and deans 

supported the Organizational Distance and Budgeta~ 

Authority perspective. 

In addition, the expenditure shares for each level of 

budgetary authority below the chancellor except for faculty, 

had declined at the end of the period. The largest decline 

was in "other". This suggested a fundamental change in the 

way large amounts were accounted. 

We may speculate that the Organizational Distance and 

Budgetary Authority thesis may not have been evident at 

MCCCD due to 1) the particular years considered; 2) changed 

budgetary practices; and 3) governing board mandated 

reallocations favoring instructional expenditures over all 

others. Based on the findings, only minimal support was 

given to the theory. 



Implications and Conclusions 

Administrative costs have increased sharply. The 

discussion regarding the implications of the rising 

administrative costs and the conclusions drawn from this 

study follow the order of presentation in Chapter 4. 

Some higher education practitioners believe that "the 

worst is behind us" in regard to administrative cost 

increases. This study provided some evidence that this may 

be true. For example, we note that administration, as a 

share of total expenditures, appeared to have peaked out by 

the mid-point of the time series. This was true for every 

institutional category examined: national, State and MCCCD. 

The question is, why did this occur? One feasible 

explanation is that the increasing financial problems of 

public higher education institutions in recent years has 

reduced internal budget allocation latitude. Initially, it 

was tempting to favor the hypothesis that it was financial 

pressure that caused greater resource allocation to 

"production activities". However, this notion was somewhat 

wide of the mark because, generally, instruction did not 

fare as well as research and public service during this 

period. Expenditure shares for instruction continued to 

decline even after the mid-point for the time series. The 

conclusion was that the share reductions for administration 

did follow, to some degree, from financial pressure. A 
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larger part of the explanation, however, was the growth in 

the search for outside funds, especially through grants and 

contracts. This change could explain the major growth in 

research and public service categories. 
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Another provocative finding is that in several 

categories expenditure patterns are becoming more similar 

across institutional types. For example, research and 

public service growth is greatest in institutions that 

historically have not had significant research and service 

missions. (An exception is only very modest research growth 

in two-year colleges, nationally. Whereas university 

research contributes to the larger abstract body of 

knowledge in science and development, community colleges 

focus research opportunities on the improvement of service 

delivery to students; that is, Institutional Effectiveness 

departments work to monitor, benchmark, and statistically 

evaluate internal practices, successes, and quantifiable 

outcomes.) The important policy implications are that 

institutions of higher education are becoming more alike and 

that some institutions are expanding efforts in areas not 

reflected directly in their missions. This trend may 

reflect a waste of scarce public resources. 

The growth in administrative costs in community 

colleges was very large. In Arizona this growth was not 

only larger than for the university sector, it was larger 

than for any expenditure category. The same pattern was 
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found for MCCCD. Again, the important question is why? 

What changes are occurring in community colleges, especially 

those in Arizona? Is the answer that community colleges 

have had more discretionary money, compared to four-year 

institutions, due to their partial funding by local taxing 

authorities, which sometimes increase taxes in ways that are 

less reactive politically than those that exist at the State 

level? Or might it be that the press of universities to 

find additional resources results in their spending more for 

research and public service, creating the appearance that 

administrative increases are not as large as those in 

community colleges? 

The average administrative expenditure share in 

community colleges was larger than for all other 

institutional types nationally. Similar questions as those 

cited above could address the question, Why is the community 

college administrative share larger? One part of the 

explanation likely is in the fact that community colleges do 

not expend significant resources for the research and public 

service functions as do universities, nor are community 

colleges in a position to derive significant revenues from 

research. Because the relative community college 

expenditure base is smaller, their percentage shares to 

administration are larger. It would be an interesting 

exercise to remove expenditures for research and public 



service from expenditures at the other institutional types 

and compare shares. 
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What factors led to the major rise in the 

administrative share for the Arizona community colleges? 

possible explanations could be the hiring of full-time 

administrative staff to develop and administer each new 

campus, while employing primarily part-time faculty to serve 

the Statewide enrollment increases. Also, there was the 

establishment of offices for revenue development, such as 

college "foundations" and grants and contract offices. An 

implication of these explanations, however, prompts the 

question, Is the mission of community colleges better served 

by these practices? Further study on this question seems 

appropriate, as well as on the issue of assigning full-time 

rather than part-time administrators for new campus 

development. Additionally, the use of part-time instructors 

may indicate increased cost/benefit relationships in 

instruction, e.g., part-time faculty may be less expensive 

than full-time faculty per unit of output holding quality 

constant. If true this conclusion runs counter to current 

industry assumptions, however, and would require a separate 

in-depth study on the elements contributing to quality in 

the classroom. 

The finding that average community college 

administrative expenditure shares were larger than for all 

other institutional types in Arizona parallels the national 
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pattern--both equaled 22 percentage points. This finding is 

an important one because it appears to indicate that 

administrative expenditures in the Arizona community 

colleges are not out of line with expenditures of other 

community colleges. Nevertheless, the rapid increase in 

administrative cost in Arizona community colleges is 

disconcerting. While it has been presumed that the 

community colleges are the least complex of higher education 

institutions, their 22% administrative share of educational 

and general expenditures implies that the inverse assumption 

is true. It may be that the diversity of service delivery 

to multiple community subsectors, such as providing on-site 

education to business and industry, distance learning and 

other "off the curb" models, as well as student 

considerations such as remedial education deficiencies, 

results in institutional complexity that is relatively great 

when compared to universities. 

Another important finding is that "production activity 

shares" were maintained at the same percentage over time, 

nationally. While the instruction category declined, four

year institutions were able to increase research and public 

service spending by increasing financial resources through 

grants and contracts. This was not true for two-year 

colleges, however, especially those of Arizona and MCCCD, 

where production activity shares declined. What was 

occurring nationally that did not appear to be occurring in 

----- ---- ------



Arizona? For the universities, the overall decline of 2 

percentage points over time in instruction indicated an 

inability to replenish financial resources from State 

governments. For the community colleges, the decline of 4 

percentage points at the midpoint (maintained through the 

close of the time series) exhibited at the least, that 1) 

research expenditures were irrelevant for community 

colleges, and 2) the public services agenda for the 

community colleges was a relatively recent priority. 
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Perhaps the reduction in instructional shares was prompted 

in large part by the pressure to respond to the changing 

general community college mission and to the increasing 

demands for alternative delivery methods--a tall order for 

institutions struggling with old paradigms that support 

brick-and-mortar service delivery and administrative 

cloning. Most likely, however, was an acceleration in the 

shift from employment of full-time faculty to less expensive 

part-timers. 

The time series data show that Arizona indexed dollars 

increased more than those nationally. Again, we ask the 

question, Why? Why were Arizona administrative expenditures 

smaller than average at the beginning of the study? Part of 

the explanation may reflect the immediate necessity to 

increase instructional expenditures in Arizona, as 

enrollments grew rapidly, whereas expended administrative 



shares could wait. The period of administrative "catch up," 

if this is what occurred, was in the time period sampled. 
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Of equal interest was the indexed administrative 

expenditure growth of MCCCD, which, due to its size, at 

least partially might have driven the Statewide statistics. 

What might have been occurring in this institution might 

have been occurring Statewide, or the MCCCD trends may have 

overghelmed trends in other Arizona districts. MCCCD might 

have reached its point of diseconomy of scale in 

administration. For MCCCD, the 429 indexed percentage 

exceeded the trends established nationally and statewide for 

all institutional types. Can this type of growth be 

explained as "typical" when expenditure increases grow 

rapidly at any point in the community college life cycle, or 

is this identified growth surge simply abnormal? Brinkman 

and Leslie (1986) indicate that the largest economies of 

scale are experienced in administrative expenditures among 

two-year colleges when increases in enrollment experience a 

three- to four-fold increase, causing the average 

administrative cost-per-student to decrease by about 34 

percent. However, Brinkman and Leslie (1986) point out that 

confounding influences make definitive conclusions difficult 

to attain in very large two-year colleges, e.g., MCCCD, 

which tend to be located in highly urbanized areas, often 

entailing high salaries and a high proportion of part-time 

students. Both phenomena have been shown to affect unit 

----.- --- _. --.--~--------------------------------



cost behavior, although in opposite directions. Such 

apparently is the case for MCCCD. 
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The large administrative costs increases within Arizona 

might be significant politically. If the priority appears 

to be on administration rather than instruction, the State 

may reduce State Aid or require reallocation of resources 

away from administration. Further, the trend might impact 

future appeals for increased tuition and for bond referenda. 

Finally, increased faculty distrust of administration might 

result, thereby reducing faculty morale and motivation for 

institutional involvement. 

Research growth as a share of public university 

spending was slightly higher nationally than in Arizona. 

This is an interesting and surprising finding since research 

in the Arizona universities has grown rapidly over the past 

ten years. In fact, in 1995 Arizona State University became 

a Carnegie Research I university, a recognition of its 

notable increases in attracting research funding. 

Similarly, public university administrative expenditure 

shares increased somewhat more, nationally, than in Arizona. 

This points out the possibility that research is more costly 

to administer than is instruction (Galambos, 1987). 

While the comparisons of national, State and local 

findings are instructive, perhaps the big story is in the 

findings for Organizational Distance and Budgetary 

Authority; with the largest "subplot" perhaps lying in the 
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growth in expenditures categorized as "other" (i.e., General 

Institutional expenditures). The causes of this growth may 

include inappropriate expenditure categorization, changes in 

accounting methods, and perhaps most importantly, possible 

"place-holder functions" for discretionary spending. (It 

may be a cornmon practice among resource allocators at all 

hierarchical levels, including mid-management, to assign 

discretionary expenditures to other budget categories.) In 

short, it may be that "other" expenditures masked the true 

shares allocated to each level of budgetary authority. If 

the perceived misinformation were to be reported accurately, 

the results for the test for Organizational Distance and 

Budgetary Authority might have been different. 

This leaves the question as to why "other" showed a 

decline after the midpoint of the time period? One 

explanation might include competing financial agendas: 

increasing financial problems forced reductions in 

discretionary expenditures. It may be that stakeholders 

will demand more detailed explanations of spending in the 

"other" category. 

In sum, not a great deal has been learned as to how and 

why administrative costs increased so sharply. One of the 

more enlightening findings is the stability shown in 

production activities, generally. Given that instruction 

shares declined, while research and service shares 



increased, and that research and service exhibit higher 

administrative costs, part of the explanation is gained. 
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The following is noted: the data on administrative 

costs were very conservative. Rhoades (1995) suggests that 

NACUBO definitions include public service as part of 

production work, but refers to administrative activities not 

to faculty activities in this area. Further, the content of 

public service may vary by institutional type; that is, 

community colleges tend to focus on the development of 

community service programs and cooperative education 

(vocational orientation), while universities tend to 

prioritize seminars and other forms of continuing education. 

Also, the administrative expenditures tend to be at the 

central administration level and much administrative cost is 

buried in instructional expenditures of academic units, in 

research administration, and in research units/activities. 

Of additional consideration is the common assumption that 

"administration" means executive, administrative, and 

managerial employees only (Grassmuck, 1991). However, the 

reader is reminded that this category includes what is 

sometimes referred to as "other (non-faculty) 

professionals," consisting of financial-aid counselors, 

auditors, coaches, and systems analysts, as well as 

secretarial, technical, and paraprofessional personnel, and 

that this is consistent among all higher educational 

sectors. 



The full causes for administrative cost increases may 

be quite complex. Certainly, a larger sample would support 

more sensitive detection of causes by enabling multiple 

regression analysis to control various factors. From the 

small samples used in this study, specific causes were 

difficult to detect. While some evidence suggested that 

size and complexity were contributing factors, other 

evidence pointed to Organizational Distance and Budgetary 

Authority. Though neither the theory nor the mechanism 

provided definitive answers, this work has moved the 

understanding of administrative costs in higher education 

forward substantially. 
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APPENDIX A.1 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Student Headcount 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data file HDCT 

FY83ADMPCT FY83HDCNT FY87ADMPCT FY87HDCNT FY92ADMPCT 
COCHISE 32.19 3973 21.75 4675 15.19 
GRAHAM 19.69 3936 16.48 3985 15.58 
MARICOPA 12.30 63084 23.85 71664 21. 62 
MOHAVE 20.91 3297 25.85 3772 27.30 
NAVAJO 15.41 6377 19.41 5638 18.57 
PIMA 21. 30 21252 23.86 22405 25.65 
PINAL 16.01 5175 18.93 4515 24.68 
YAVAPAI 21. 05 5536 28.01 5531 27.49 
YUMA 15.44 3999 24.00 4171 11. 73 
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FY92HDCNT 
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5622 
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Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY83ADMPCT with FY83HDCNT 
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VERTICAL =FY83ADMPCT 
# Cases 9 

CORRELATION= -0.438 
tstat 1: -1.290 
2-tail prob= 0.238 
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APPENDIX A.1 (Continued) 
Arizona Community College 

Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Student Headcount 

FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY87ADMPCT with FY87HDCNT 

+-------------------------------------+ 
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Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY92ADMPCT with FY92HDCNT 
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APPENDIX A.2 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Student FTSE 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data file FTSE 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------
FY83ADMPCT FY83FTSE FY87ADMPCT FY87FTSE FY92ADMPCT FY92FTSE 

COCHISE 32.19 2170 21. 75 2711 15.19 3334 
GRAHAM 19.69 2079 16.48 2022 15.58 2436 
MARICOPA 12.30 29816 23.85 29029 21. 62 44656 
MOHAVE 20.91 1162 25.85 1284 27.30 1960 
NAVAJO 15.41 1932 19.41 1794 18.57 2243 
PIMA 21. 30 11198 23.86 10616 25.65 15051 
PINAL 16.01 2612 18.93 2411 24.68 3053 
YAVAPAI 21. 05 1917 28.01 1918 27.49 2402 
YUMA 15.44 1862 24.00 1865 11. 73 2585 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY83ADMPCT with FY83FTSE 
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APPENDIX A.2 (Continued) 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Student FTSE 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY87ADMPCT with FY87FTSE 
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Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY92ADMPCT with FY92FTSE 
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APPENDIX A.3 

Selected data 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Ratio of Headcount to FTSE 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

from the data file RATIO 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------
FY83ADMPCT FY83RATIO FY87ADMPCT FY87RATIO FY92ADMPCT FY92RATIO 

COCHISE 32.19 1. 83 21. 75 1.72 15.19 1. 45 
GRAHAM 19.69 1. 89 16.48 1. 97 15.58 1. 86 
MARICOPA 12.30 2.12 23.85 2.47 21. 62 2.13 
MOHAVE 20.91 2.84 25.85 2.94 27.30 2.87 
NAVAJO 15.41 3.30 19.41 3.14 18.57 2.33 
PIMA 21. 30 1. 90 23.86 2.11 25.65 1. 86 
PINAL 16.01 1. 98 18.93 1. 87 24.68 1. 62 
YAVAPAI 21. 05 2.89 28.01 2.88 27.49 2.23 
YUMA 15.44 2.15 24.00 2.24 11. 73 2.06 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY83ADMPCT with FY83RATIO 
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APPENDIX A.3 (Continued) 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Ratio of Headcount to FTSE 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY87ADMPCT with FY87RATIO 

+-------------------------------------+ 
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Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY92ADMPCT with FY92RATIO 
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APPENDIX A.4 

Selected data 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Student Headcount (Natural Log) 

FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

from the data file Headcount (Natural Log) 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------
FY83ADMPCT FY83HDCNT FY87ADMPCT FY87HDCNT FY92ADMPCT FY92HDCNT 

COCHISE 32.19 8 21. 75 8 15.19 8 
GRAHAM 19.69 8 16.48 8 15.58 8 
MARICOPA 12.30 11 23.85 11 21. 62 11 
MOHAVE 20.91 8 25.85 8 27.30 9 
NAVAJO 15.41 9 19.41 9 18.57 9 
PIMA 21. 30 10 23.86 10 25.65 10 
PINAL 16.01 9 18.93 8 24.68 9 
YAVAPAI 21. 05 9 28.01 9 27.49 9 
YUMA 15.44 8 24.00 8 11. 73 9 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY83ADMPCT with FY83HDCNT 
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APPENDIX A.4 (Continued) 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Student Headcount (Natural Log) 

FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY87ADMPCT with FY87HDCNT 

+-------------------------------------+ 
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APPENDIX A.S 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data file ALLCURRICULUM 

FY83ADMPCT FY83CURRI FY87ADMPCT FY87CURRI FY92ADMPCT 
COCHISE 32.19 40 21. 75 48 15.19 
GRAHAM 19.69 42 16.48 44 15.58 
MARICOPA 12.30 116 23.85 151 21. 62 
MOHAVE 20.91 49 25.85 51 27.30 
NAVAJO 15.41 40 19.41 39 18.57 
PIMA 21. 30 106 23.86 120 25.65 
PINAL 16.01 60 18.93 62 24.68 
YAVAPAI 21. 05 57 28.01 58 27.49 
YUMA 15.44 44 24.00 52 11.73 
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Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY83ADMPCT with FY83CURRIC 
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APPENDIX A.5 (Continued) 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92' 
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Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY87ADMPCT with FY87CURRIC 
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Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY92ADMPCT with FY92CURRIC 
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APPENDIX A.6 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Number of Curricula Per Student 

FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data file CURRPERSTUDENT 

FY83ADMPCT FY83HCPER FY87ADMPCT FY87HCPER FY92ADMPCT 
COCHISE 32.19 0.0101 21. 75 0.0103 15.19 
GRAHAM 19.69 0.0107 16.48 0.0110 15.58 
MARICOPA 12.30 0.0018 23.85 0.0021 21. 62 
MOHAVE 20.91 0.0149 25.85 0.0135 27.30 
NAVAJO 15.41 0.0063 19.41 0.0069 18.57 
PIMA 21. 30 0.0050 23.86 0.0054 25.65 
PINAL 16.01 0.0116 18.93 0.0137 24.68 
YAVAPAI 21. 05 0.0103 28.01 0.0105 27.49 
YUMA 15.44 0.0110 24.00 0.0125 11. 73 
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0.0049 
0.0123 
0.0107 
0.0107 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY83ADMPCT with FY83HCPERS 

F 
Y 
8 
3 
A 
D 
M 
P 
C 
T 

+-------------------------------------+ 
32.190+ 1 

I 
I 
I 

27.218+ 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I HORIZONTAL 
VERTICAL 
# Cases 

=FY83HCPERS 
=FY83ADMPCT 

9 

22.245+ 

I 1 1 

I 1 

CORRELATION= 
1 tstat ±. 

2-tail prob= 

0.345 
0.972 
0.364 

I 
17.273+ 

I 1 1 1 

I 
I 

12.300+1 
++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 

0.00180 0.00507 0.00835 0.01163 0.01490 
FY83HCPERS 

-- --- -------~------------------------------
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APPENDIX A.6 (Continued) 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Number of Curricula Per Student 

FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterp10t & Correlation Statistics for FYB7ADMPCT with FYB7HCPERS 

F 
Y 
B 
7 
A 
D 
M 
P 
C 
T 

+-------------------------------------+ 
2B.010+ 1 I 

I I 
I 11 
I I 

25.12B+ I HORIZONTAL =FYB7HCPERS 
I 1 1 1 

I 
I 

22.245+ 
I 1 

I 
I 

19.363+ 1 
I 1 

I 
I 

16.4BO+ 1 
++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 

0.00210 0.00500 0.00790 0.010BO 0.01370 
FYB7HCPERS 

VERTICAL =FYB7ADMPCT 
# Cases 9 

CORRELATION= -0.076 
tstat .:r. -0.201 
2-tail prob= 0.B47 

Scatterp10t & Correlation Statistics for FY92ADMPCT with FY92HCPERS 

F 
Y 
9 
2 
A 
D 
M 
P 
C 
T 

+-------------------------------------+ 
27.490+ 1 1 I 

I I 
I 1 I 
I 11 

23.550+ I HORIZONTAL =FY92HCPERS 

I 
11 
I 

19.610+ 
I 1 

I 
I 

15.670+ 1 1 

I 
I 
I 

11. 730+ 1 
++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 

0.00190 0.00450 0.00710 0.00970 0.01230 
FY92HCPERS 

VERTICAL =FY92ADMPCT 
# Cases 9 

CORRELATION= -0.169 
tstat .:r. -0.454 
2-tai1 prob= 0.663 



APPENDIX A.7 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Student Headcount (Urban Districts Omitted) 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data file HDCNT (Urbans Omitted) 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------
FY83ADMPCT FY83HDCNT FY87ADMPCT FY87HDCNT FY92ADMPCT FY92HDCNT 

COCHISE 32.19 3973 21. 75 4675 15.19 4829 
GRAHAM 19.69 3936 16.48 3985 15.58 4521 
MARICOPA 

-MOHAVE 20.91 3297 25.85 3772 27.30 5622 
NAVAJO 15.41 6377 19.41 5638 18.57 5237 
PIMA 
PINAL 16.01 5175 18.93 4515 24.68 4948 
YAVAPAI 21. 05 5536 28.01 5531 27.49 5348 
YUMA 15.44 3999 24.00 4171 11. 73 5316 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY83ADMPCT with FY83HDCNT 

F 
Y 
8 
3 
A 
D 
M 
P 
C 
T 

+-------------------------------------+ 
32.190+ 1 , 

, 
, 

27.995+ , 
, 
, 

23.800+ , 
, 
'1 

19.605+ 1 
, 
, 
, 1 

15.410+ 1 

1 

1 

, 
, 
, 
, 

'HORIZONTAL 
VERTICAL 

= FY83HDCNT 
=FY83ADMPCT 

7 # Cases 

CORRELATION= 
tstat !: 
2-tail prob= 

-0.395 
-0.962 

0.380 

++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 
3297.0 4067.0 4837.0 5607.0 6377.0 

FY83HDCNT 



APPENDIX A.7 (Continued) 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Student Headcount (Urban Districts Omitted) 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterp10t & Correlation Statistics for FY87ADMPCT with FY87HDCNT 

+-------------------------------------+ 
28.010+ .1 I 

I I 
I I 
11 I 
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25.128+ I HORIZONTAL = FY87HDCNT 
F I I VERTICAL =FY87ADMPCT 
Y 
8 
7 
A 
D 
M 
P 
C 
T 

I 1 1# Cases 
I I 

22.245+ ICORRELATION= 
I 1 Itstat 1: 

I 12-tail prob= 
I I 

19.363+ 11 
I 1 I 
I I 
I I 

16.480+ 1 I 
++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 

3772.0 4238.5 4705.0 5171.5 5638.0 
FY87HDCNT 

7 

0.138 
0.312 
0.768 

Scatterp10t & Correlation Statistics for FY92ADMPCT with FY92HDCNT 

+-------------------------------------+ 
27.490+ 1 11 

I I 
I I 
I 1 I 

23.550+ IHORIZONTAL = FY92HDCNT 
F I I VERTICAL =FY92ADMPCT 
Y I I # Cases 7 
9 I I 
2 19.610+ ICORRELATION= 0.480 
A I 1 I tstat 1: 1. 222 
D I 12-tail prob= 0.276 
M I I 
P 15.670+1 1 I 
C I I 
T I I 

I I 
11. 730+ 1 I 

++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 
4521.0 4796.2 5071.5 5346.7 5622.0 

FY92HDCNT 



APPENDIX A.7.1 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula Per Student (N=27) 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data file CURPSALL 

FY8392ADM FY8392CUPS 
COCHISE83 32.19 0.0101 
GRAHAM83 19.69 0.0107 
MARICOPA83 12.30 0.0018 
MOHAVE83 20.91 0.0149 
NAVAJ083 15.41 0.0063 
PIMA83 21.30 0.0050 
PINAL83 16.01 0.0116 
YAVAPAI 83 21.05 0.0103 
YUMA83 15.44 0.0110 
COCHISE87 21.75 0.0103 
GRAHAM87 16.48 0.0110 
MARICOPA87 23.85 0.0021 
MOHAVE87 25.85 0.0135 
NAVAJ087 19.41 0.0069 
PIMA87 23.86 0.0054 
PINAL87 18.93 0.0137 
YAVAPAI 87 28.01 0.0105 
YUMA87 24.00 0.0125 
COCHISE92 15.19 0.0110 
GRAHAM92 15.58 0.0095 
MARICOPA92 21. 62 0.0019 
MOHAVE92 27.30 0.0094 
NAVAJ092 18.57 0.0082 
PIMA92 25.65 0.0049 
PINAL92 24.68 0.0123 
YAVAPAI 92 27.49 0.0107 
YUMA92 11.73 0.0107 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY8392ADM with FY8392CUPS 

+-----------------------------------------+ 
32.190+ 1 

I 
I 
I 1 

27.075+ 1 1 
F I 1 1 
Y I 11 
8 I 1 1 
3 21. 960+1 1 
9 I 1 1 1 
2 I 1 1 1 
A I 1 
D 16.845+ 1 
M I 1 1 2 1 

I 
I 

11.730+1 1 
++---------+---------+---------+---------++ 

0.00180 0.00507 0.00835 0.01163 0.01490 
FY8392CUPS 

HORIZONTAL = FY8392CUPS 
VERTICAL FY8392ADM 
# Cases 27 

CORRELATION= 0.072 
tstat r 0.360 
2-tail prob= 0.722 
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APPENDIX A.7.1 (Continued) 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula Per Student (N=27) 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

(continued) 

Scatterp1ot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FYB392ADM with FYB392CUPS 

+-----------------------------------------+ 
32.190+ 1 I INDEPENDENT=FYB392CUPS 

I I DEPENDENT = FYB392ADM 
I I # Cases 27 
I 1 I 

27.075+ 1 1 I CORRELATION= 0.072 
F I 1 1 I tstat r 0.360 
y I 11 I 2-tai1 prob= 0.722 
B I 1 1 I r-squared = 0.005 
3 21. 960+1 1 R 
9 R 1 1 11 S.E. of Est= 5.231 
2 I 1 1 1 I 
A I 1 I INTERCEPT = 19.969 
D 16.B45+ 1 I tstat Inter= 7.21B 
M I 1 1 2 1 I 2-tai1 prob= 0.000 

I I SLOPE 101. B50 
I I tstat Slope= 0.360 

11. 730+1 1 I 2-tai1 prob= 0.722 
++---------+---------+---------+---------++ 

O.OOlBO 0.00507 0.00B35 0.01163 0.01490 
FY8392CUPS 

STANDARDIZED INDEPENDENT VARIABLE HISTOGRAM OF 
by STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS 

(Cases=27 Cases Off Graph=O) 
+-------------------------------+ # Low High Histogram 

3+ 0 OFF+ 
S I 0 2.50 3.00 
T 2+ 1 1 2.00 2.50 : * 
A I 2 0 1.50 2.00 
N 1+ 1 1 1 4 1.00 1.50 :**** 
D I 2 1 11 5 0.50 1.00 :***** 

0+ 1 1 2 1 4 0.00 0.50 :**** 
R I 1 1 1 5 -0.50 0.00 :***** 
E -1+ 1 1 4 1 -1.00 -0.50 : * 
S I 1 5 -1.50 -1.00 :***** 
I -2+ 1 2 -2.00 -1.50 :** 

D I 0 -2.50 -2.00 
-3+ 0 -3.00 -2.50 

++----+----+----+----+----+----++ 0 OFF-
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

ST~~ARDIZED FY8392CUPS Each * 1.0 Cases 

171 



APPENDIX A.7.2 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula (N=27) 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data file CURRIALL 

FY8392ADM FY8392CURR 
COCHISE83 32.19 40 
GRAHAM83 19.69 42 
MARICOPA83 12.30 116 
MOHAVE8J 20.91 49 
NAVAJ083 15.41 40 
PIMA83 21.30 106 
PINAL83 16.01 60 
YAVAPAI83 21.05 57 
YUMA83 15.44 44 
COCHISE87 21. 75 48 
GRAHAM87 16.48 44 
MARICOPA87 23.85 151 
MOHAVE87 25.85 51 
NAVAJ087 19.41 39 
PIMA87 23.86 120 
PINAL 87 18.93 62 
YAVAPAI 87 28.01 58 
YUMA87 24.00 52 
COCHISE92 15.19 53 
GRAHAM92 15.58 43 
MARICOPA92 21.62 179 
MOHAVE92 27.30 53 
NAVAJ092 18.57 43 
PIMA92 25.65 137 
PINAL92 24.68 61 
YAVAPAI 92 27.49 57 
YUMA92 11.73 57 
Scatterp10t & Correlation Statistics for FY8392ADM with FY8392CURR 

+-----------------------------------------+ 
32.190+1 I 

I I 
I I 
I 1 I 

27.075+ 11 I 
F I 1 1 IHORIZONTAL = FY8392CURR 
Y I 1 1 I VERTICAL FY8392ADM 
8 I 1 1 I # Cases 27 
3 21.960+ 1 11 
9 I 1 1 1 I CORRELATION= 0.111 
2 111 1 I tstat r 0 . 558 
A I 1 12-tail prob= 0.582 
o 16.845+ 1 I 
M 112 1 1 I 

I I 
I I 

11.730+ 1 1 I 
++---------+---------+---------+---------++ 

39.0 74.0 109.0 144.0 179.0 
FY8392CURR 
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APPENDIX A.7.2 ( Continued) 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula (N=27) 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

(continued) 

Scatterplot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FY8392ADM with FY8392CURR 

+-----------------------------------------+ 
32.190+1 I INDEPENDENT=FY8392CURR 

I I DEPENDENT = FY8392ADM 
I I # Cases 27 
I 1 I 

27.075+ 11 I CORRELATION= 0.111 
F I 1 1 I tstat r 0.558 
y I 1 1 I 2-tai1 prob= 0.582 
8 I 1 1 I r-squared = 0.012 
3 21. 960+ 1 1R 
9 R 1 1 1 I S.E. of Est= 5.212 
2 111 1 I 
A I 1 I INTERCEPT = 19.874 
D 16.845+ 1 I tstat Inter= 9.492 
M 112 1 1 I 2-tail prob= 0.000 

I I SLOPE 0.015 
I I tstat Slope= 0.558 

11. 730+ 1 1 I 2-tai1 prob= 0.582 
++---------+---------+---------+---------++ 

39.0 74.0 109.0 144.0 179.0 
FY8392CURR 

STANDARDIZED INDEPENDENT VARIABLE HISTOGRAM OF 
by STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS 

(Cases=27 Cases Off Graph=O) 
+-------------------------------+ # Low High Histogram 

3+ 0 OFF+ 
S I 1 0 2.50 3.00 
T 2+ 1 2.00 2.50 :* 
A I 21 0 1.50 2.00 
N 1+ 11 4 1.00 1.50 :**** 
D I 1 1 1 1 3 0.50 1.00 :*** 

0+ 221 1 1 5 0.00 0.50 :***** 
R I 1 1 6 -0.50 0.00 :****** 
E -1+ 1311 5 -1.00 -0.50 :***** 
S I 1 -1.50 -1.00 : * 
I -2+ 1 1 2 -2.00 -1.50 :** 
D I 0 -2.50 -2.00 

-3+ 0 -3.00 -2.50 
++----+----+----+----+----+----++ 0 OFF-
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

STANDARDIZED FY8392CURR Each * 1.0 Cases 
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APPENDIX A.7.3 
Arizona Community College 

Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Student Headcount (N=27) 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data file HDCNTALL 

FY8392ADM FY8392HCT 
COCHISE83 32.19 3973 
GRAHAM83 19.69 3936 
MARICOPA83 12.30 63084 
MOHAVE83 20.91 3297 
NAVAJ083 15.41 6377 
PIMA83 21.30 21252 
PINAL83 16.01 5175 
YAVAPAI 83 21.05 5536 
YUMA83 15.44 3999 
COCHISE87 21.75 4675 
GRAHAM87 16.48 3985 
MARICOPA87 23.85 71664 
MOHAVE87 25.85 3772 
NAVAJ087 19.41 5638 
PIMA87 23.86 22405 
PINAL87 18.93 4515 
YAVAPAI 87 28.01 5531 
YUMA87 24.00 4171 
COCHISE92 15.19 4829 
GRAHAM92 15.58 4521 
MARICOPA92 21. 62 95089 
MOHAVE92 27.30 5622 
NAVAJ092 18.57 5237 
PIMA92 25.65 27920 
PINAL92 24.68 4948 
YAVAPAI 92 27.49 5348 
YUMA92 11.73 5316 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY8392ADM with FY8392HCT 

+-----------------------------------------+ 
32.190+1 I 

I I 
I I 
I 1 I 

27.075+ 2 I 
F 11 1 IHORIZONTAL = FY8392HCT 
Y 111 I VERTICAL 
8 I 1 1 1# Cases 
3 21. 960+ 1 11 
9 111 1 I CORRELATION= 
2 112 Itstat r 
A I 1 12-tail prob= 
o 16.845+1 I 
M 114 I 

I I 
I I 

11. 730+ 1 1 I 
++---------+---------+---------+---------++ 

3297.0 26245.0 49193.0 72141.0 95089.0 
FY8392HCT 

FY8392ADM 
27 

-0.025 
-0.124 

0.902 
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APPENDIX A.7.3 ( Con tinued) 

Arizona Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Student Headcount (N=27) 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

(continued) 

Scatterp1ot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FY8392ADM with FY8392HCT 

+-----------------------------------------+ 
32.190+1 I INDEPENDENT= FY8392HCT 

I I DEPENDENT = FY8392ADM 
I I # Cases 27 
I 1 I 

27.075+ 2 I CORRELATION= -0.025 
F 11 1 I tstat r -0.124 
y 111 I 2-tai1 prob= 0.902 
8 I 1 1 I r-squared = 0.001 
3 21. 960+ 1 11 
9 R11 1 R S.E. of Est= 5.243 
2 112 I 
A I 1 I INTERCEPT = 20.979 
D 16.845+1 I tstat Inter= 17.478 
M 

S 
T 
A 
N 
D 

R 
E 
S 
I 
D 

114 I 
I I 
I I 

11.730+ 1 1 I 
++---------+---------+---------+---------++ 

3297.0 26245.0 49193.0 72141.0 95089.0 
FY8392HCT 

STANDARDIZED INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 
by STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS 

(Cases=27 Cases Off Graph=l) 
+-------------------------------+ # 

3+ 0 
I 0 

2+ 1 1 
I 2 0 

1+ 2 1 3 
I 2 1 1 6 

0+ 4 1 4 
I 3 5 

-1+ 6 2 
I 1 4 

-2+ 1 2 
I 0 

-3+ 0 
++----+----+----+----+----+----+ 0 
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

2-tai1 prob= 0.000 
SLOPE -0.000 
tstat Slope= -0.124 
2-tail prob= 0.902 

HISTOGRAM OF 
STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS 

Low High Histogram 
OFF+ 

2.50 3.00 
2.00 2.50 :* 
1.50 2.00 
1.00 1.50 :*** 
0.50 1.00 :****** 
0.00 0.50 :**** 

-0.50 0.00 :***** 
-1.00 -a.50 :** 
-1.50 -1.00 :**** 
-2.00 -1.50 :** 
-2.50 -2.00 
-3.00 -2.50 

OFF-

STANDARDIZED FY8392HCT Each * 1.0 Cases 
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APPENDIX A.8 

Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Number of Curricula Per Student 

FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data file CURROMIT 

FY84A.DMPCT FY84CURRPS FY87ADMPCT FY87CURRPS FY92ADMPCT 
PC 9.5 0.0061 12.1 0.0042 15.2 
GCC 10.3 0.0054 13.6 0.0036 9.4 
GWCC 1l. 6 0.0112 14.4 0.0063 15.8 
MCC 11.3 0.0048 13.1 0.0033 10.9 
SCC 1l. 5 0.0089 11.8 0.0064 13 .6 
RIO 16.1 0.0066 16.4 0.0039 20.8 
SMCC 13.1 0.0204 12.9 0.0095 22.7 
CGCC 29.2 0.0156 2l.3 
PVCC 28.4 0.0167 18.0 
EMCCC 39.4 
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FY92CURRPS 
0.0039 
0.0027 
0.0039 
0.0027 
0.0044 
0.0032 
0.0072 
0.0092 
0.0056 
0.0175 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY84ADMPCT with FY84CURRPS 

F 
Y 
8 
4 
A 
D 
M 
P 
C 
T 

+-------------------------------------+ 
16.10+ 1 I 

I I 
I I 
I I 

14.45+ I HORIZONTAL =FY84CURRPS 

I 
I 
I 1 

12.80+ 

I 
I 
I 1 1 

11.15+1 

I 
I 1 

I 
9.50+ 1 

++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 
0.00480 0.00870 0.01260 0.01650 0.02040 

FY84CURRPS 

VERTICAL =FY84ADMPCT 
# Cases 7 

CORRELATION= 0.257 
tstat 1;: 0.594 
2-tail prob= 0.578 
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APPENDIX A.8 (Continued) 

Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Number of Curricula Per Student 

FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FYB7ADMPCT with FYB7CURRPS 

F 
Y 
B 
7 
A 
D 
M 
P 
C 
T 

+-------------------------------------+ 
29.20+ 1 I 

I 11 
I I 
I I 

24.B5+ I HORIZONTAL =FYB7CURRPS 
I 
I 
I 

20.50+ 
I 
I 
I 

16.15+ 1 
I 
I 1 1 
11 1 

11. BO+ 1 1 
++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 

0.00330 0.00665 0.01000 0.01335 0.01670 
FYB7CURRPS 

VERTICAL =FYB7ADMPCT 
# Cases 9 

CORRELATION= 0.BB7 
tstat 1;: 5.0BO 
2-tail prob= 0.001 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY92ADMPCT with FY92CURRPS 

+-------------------------------------+ 
39.40+ 11 

I I 
I I 
I I 

F 31. 90+ I HORIZONTAL =FY92CURRPS 
Y I I VERTICAL =FY92ADMPCT 
9 I 1# Cases 10 
2 I I 
A 24.40+ ICORRELATION= 0.933 
D I 1 Itstat 1;: 7.324 
M I 1 1 12-tail prob= 0.000 
P I 1 I 
C 16.90+ I 
T I 2 I 

I 1 I 
11 I 

9.40+1 I 
++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 

0.00270 0.00640 0.01010 O.013BO 0.01750 
FY92CURRPS 
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APPENDIX A.8 (Continued) 

Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Number of Curricula Per Student 

FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FY84ADMPCT with 
FY84CURRPS 

+-------------------------------------+ 
16.10+ 1 I INDEPENDENT=FY84CURRPS 

I I DEPENDENT =FY84ADMPCT 

I I # Cases 7 

I I 
F 14.45+ I CORRELATION= 0.257 
Y I I tstat K 0.594 
8 I I 2-tail prob= 0.578 
4 I 1R r-squared 0.066 
A 12.80+ I 
D I I S.E. of Est= 2.287 
M I I 
P R 1 1 I INTERCEPT 10.996 
C 11.15+1 I tstat Inter= 6.207 
T I I 2-tail prob= 0.002 

I 1 I SLOPE 101.440 

I I tstat Slope= 0.594 
9.50+ 1 I 2-tail prob= 0.578 

++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 
0.00480 0.00870 0.01260 0.01650 0.02040 

FY84CURRPS 

STANDARDIZED INDEPENDENT VARIABLE HISTOGRAM OF 
by STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS 

(Cases=7 Cases Off Graph=O) 
+-------------------------------+ # Low High Histogram 

3+ 0 OFF+ 
S I 0 2.50 3.00 
T 2+ 1 1 2.00 2.50 : * 
A I 0 1. 50 2.00 
N 1+ 0 1. 00 1. 50 
D I 0 0.50 1. 00 

0+ 1 1 1 1 0.00 0.50 : * 
R I 1 1 3 -0.50 0.00 :*** 
E -1+ 1 1 -1. 00 -0.50 : * 
S I 1 -1. 50 -1. 00 : * 
I -2+ 0 -2.00 -1. 50 
D I 0 -2.50 -2.00 

-3+ 0 -3.00 -2.50 
++----+----+----+----+----+----++ 0 OFF-
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

STANDARDIZED CURRPS84 Each * 1.0 Cases 



APPENDIX A.8 (Continued) 

Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Number of Curricula Per Student 

FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 
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Scatterplot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FY87ADMPCT with 
FY87CURRPS 

+-------------------------------------+ 
29.20+ 1 1 INDEPENDENT=FY87CURRPS 

1 1R DEPENDENT =FY87ADMPCT 
1 # Cases 9 

1 

F 24.85+ CORRELATION= 0.887 
Y 1 tstat ];: 5.080 
8 1 2-tail prob= 0.001 
7 1 r-squared 0.787 
A 20.50+ 
D 1 S.E. of Est= 3.405 
M 1 

P 1 INTERCEPT 7.728 
C 16.15+ 1 tstat Inter= 3.630 
T 1 2-tail prob= 0.008 

1 1 1 SLOPE 1184.836 
11 1 tstat Slope= 5.080 

11. 80+ 1 1 2-tail prob= 0.001 
R+--------+--------+--------+--------++ 

0.00330 0.00665 0.01000 0.01335 0.01670 
FY87CURRPS 

STANDARDIZED INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 
by STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS 

(Cases=9 Cases Off Graph=O) 
+-------------------------------+ 

3+ 
S 1 

T 2+ 
All 
N 1+ 1 
D 1 2 1 

0+ 1 1 
R 1 

E -1+ 1 
S 1 

I -2+ 1 
D 1 

-3+ 
++----+----+----+----+----+----+ 

# 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
1 
3 
1 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 

HISTOGRAM OF 
STANDARDIZED RESIDUALS 

Low 

2.50 
2.00 
1. 50 
1. 00 
0.50 
0.00 

-0.50 
-1. 00 
-1. 50 
-2.00 
-2.50 
-3.00 

High Histogram 
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Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 
vs. Number of Curricula Per Student 

FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FY92ADMPCT with 
FY92CURRPS 
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vs. Number of Curricula Per Student (Natural Log) 
FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data file CURRILOG 

FY84ADMPCT FY84CURRPS FY87ADMPCT FY87CURRPS FY92ADMPCT FY92CURRPS 
PC 9.5 -5.0995 12.1 -5.4727 15.2 -5.5468 
GCC 10.3 -5.2214 13.6 -5.6268 9.4 -5.9145 
GWCC 11.6 -4.4918 14.4 -5.0672 15.8 -5.5468 
MCC 1l.3 -5.3391 13.1 -5.7l38 10.9 -5.9145 
SCC 11.5 -4.7217 1l.8 -5.0515 13.6 -5.4262 
RIO 16.1 -5.0207 16.4 -5.5468 20.8 -5.7446 
SMCC 13.1 -3.8922 12.9 -4.6565 22.7 -4.9337 
CGCC 29.2 -4.1605 2l.3 -4.6886 
PVCC 28.4 -4.0923 18.0 -5.1850 
EMCCC 39.4 -4.0456 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY84ADMPCT with FY84CURRPS 
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Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY87ADMPCT with FY87CURRPS 
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Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula Per Student (Natural Log) 
FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FYB4ADMPCT with 
FYB4CURRPS 
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Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula Per Student (Natural Log) 
FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FY87ADMPCT with 
FY87CURRPS 
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Scatterplot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FY92ADMPCT with 
FY92CURRPS 
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APPENDIX A.10 

Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula Per Student (Omit New Colleges) 
FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Selected data from the data f il.e CURROMNU 
----------------------------------------------------------------------

FY84ADMPCT FY84CURRPS FY87ADMPCT FY87CURRPS FY92ADMPCT FY92CURRPS 
PC 9.5 0.0061 12.1 0.0042 15.2 0.0039 
GCC 10.3 0.0054 13.6 0.0036 9.4 0.0027 
GWCC 11.6 0.0112 14.4 0.0063 15.8 0.0039 
MCC 11. 3 0.0048 13.1 0.0033 10.9 0.0027 
SCC 11. 5 0.0089 11. 8 0.0064 13.6 0.0044 
RIO 16.1 0.0066 16.4 0.0039 20.8 0.0032 
SMCC 12.9 0.0095 22.7 0.0072 
CGCC 21.3 0.0092 
PVCC 18.0 0.0056 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY84ADMPCT with FY84CURRPS 

F 
Y 
8 
4 
A 
D 
M 
P 
C 
T 

+-------------------------------------+ 
16.10+ 1 I 

I I 
I I 
I I 

14.45+ I HORIZONTAL =FY84CURRPS 

I 
I 
I 

12.80+ 
I 
I 
I 1 1 

11.15+1 
I 
I 1 
I 

9.50+ 1 
++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 

0.00480 0.00640 0.00800 0.00960 0.01120 
FY84CURRPS 

VERTICAL =FY84ADMPCT 
# Cases 6 

CORRELATION= 0.091 
tstat .6: 0.182 
2-tail prob= 0.865 
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Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula Per Student (Omit New Colleges) 
FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY87ADMPCT with FY87CURRPS 
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Scatterplot & Correlation Statistics for FY92ADMPCT with FY92CURRPS 

F 
Y 
9 
2 
A 
D 
M 
P 
C 
T 

+-------------------------------------+ 
22.70+ 1 I 

I I 
I 1 11 
I I 

19.38+ I HORIZONTAL =FY92CURRPS 
I VERTICAL =FY92ADMPCT 
I 1 # Cases 9 
I 

16.05+ 1 CORRELATION= 0.727 
I 1 tstat 1: 2.803 

I 2-tail prob= 0.026 
I 1 

12.73+ 
I 
11 
I 

9.40+1 
++--------+--------+--------+--------++ 

0.00270 0.00433 0.00595 0.00758 0.00920 
FY92CURRPS 



188 

APPENDIX A.I0 (Continued) 

Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula Per Student (Omit New Colleges) 
FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FY84ADMPCT with 
FY84CURRPS 
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APPENDIX A.10 (Continued) 

Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula Per Student (Omit New Colleges) 
FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FY87ADMPCT with 
FY87CURRPS 
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Maricopa Community College 
Statistics for Administrative Shares 

vs. Number of Curricula Per Student (Omit New Colleges) 
FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Scatterplot, Regression Stats, & Residual Info for FY92ADMPCT with 
FY92CURRPS 
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Arizona Community College Districts 

Administration Function 
Current Fund Expenditure Shares by Institution 

Fiscal Years 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

District FY 1982-83 FY 1986-87 FY 1991-92 

Cochise 
Community 32.2% 21.8% 15.2% 
Colleqe 

Graham 
Community 19.7% 16.5% 15.6% 
Colleae 

Maricopa 
Community 12.3% 23.9% 21. 6% 
Colleqe 

Mohave 
Community 20.9% 25.9% 27.3% 
College 

Navajo 
Community 15.4% 19.4% 18.6% 
Colleae 

Pima 
Community 21.3% 23.9% 25.7% 
Colleqe 

Pinal 
Community 16.0% 18.9% 24.7% 
Colleae 

Yavapai 
Community 21.1% 28.0% 27.5% 
Colleqe 

Yuma 
Community 15.4% 24.0% 11.7% 
Colleae 
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Source: Arizona Community College Districts Annual Financial Statements 



APPENDIX A.12 
Arizona Community College Districts 

Ratio of Headcount Enrollment* to Full-Time Student 
Equivalents, by Institution--FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

District Fiscal Year Headcount* FTSE Ratio 

Cochise 1982-83 3,973 2,170 1. 83 
Community 1986-87 4,675 2,711 1. 72 
Colleae 1991-92 4 829 3 334 1.45 

Coconino ** 1982-83 --- --- ---
Community 1986-87 --- --- ---
Colleae 1991-92 970 491 1. 98 

Graham 1982-83 3,936 2,079 1. 89 
Community 1986-87 3,985 2,022 1. 97 
Colleqe 1991-92 4 521 2 436 1. 86 

Maricopa 1982-83 63,084 29,816 2.12 
Community 1986-87 71,664 29,029 2.47 
Colleae 1991-92 95 089 44 656 2.13 

Mohave 1982-83 3,297 1,162 2.84 
Community 1986-87 3,772 1,284 2.94 
Colleae 1991-92 5 622 1 960 2.87 

Navajo 1982-83 6,377 1,932 3.30 
Community 1986-87 5,638 1,794 3.14 
Colleae 1991-92 5 237 2 243 2.33 

Pima 1982-83 21,252 11,198 1.90 
Community 1986-87 22,405 10,616 2.11 
Colleae 1991-92 27 920 15 051 1. 86 

Pinal 1982-83 5,175 2,612 1. 98 
Community 1986-87 4,515 2,411 1. 87 
Colleae 1991-92 4 948 3 053 1. 62 

Yavapai 1982-83 5,536 1,917 2.89 
Community 1986-87 5,531 1,918 2.88 
Colleae 1991-92 5 348 2 402 2.23 

Yuma 1982-83 3,999 1,862 2.15 
Community 1986-87 4,171 1,865 2.24 
College 1991-92 5,316 2,585 2.06 

1982-83 116,629 54,748 2.13 
TOTAL 1986-87 126,356 53,650 2.36 

1991-92 159 800 78 211 2.04 
* Headcount = SBDCCA Fall Headcount Enrollment 

** Coconino Community College is newer and has only one year of data. 
Source: State Community College Board Annual Reports to the Governor 
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APPENDIX A. 13 
Arizona Community College Districts 

Number of Curricula Per Student, by Institution 
FY 1982-83, 1986-87, 1991-92 

District Fiscal Year Curricula Headcount* Per Student 

Cochise 1982-83 40 3,973 .0101 
Community 1986-87 48 4,675 .0103 
Colleae 1991-92 53 4 829 .0110 

Coconino ** 1982-83 --- --- ---
Community 1986-87 --- --- ---
Colleae 1991-92 --- 970 ---

Graham 1982-83 42 3,936 .0107 
Community 1986-87 44 3,985 .0110 
Colleae 1991-92 43 4 521 .0095 

Maricopa 1982-83 116 63,084 .0018 
Community 1986-87 151 71,664 .0021 
Colleae 1991-92 179 95 089 .0019 

Mohave 1982-83 49 3,297 .0149 
Community 1986-87 51 3,772 .0135 
Colleae 1991-92 53 5 622 .0094 

Navajo 1982-83 40 6,377 .0063 
Community 1986-87 39 5,638 .0069 
Colleae 1991-92 43 5 237 .0082 

Pima 1982-83 106 21,252 .0050 
Community 1986-87 120 22,405 .0054 
ColleQe 1991-92 137 27 920 .0049 

Pinal 1982-83 60 5,175 .0116 
Community 1986-87 62 4,515 .0137 
Colleae 1991-92 61 4 948 .0123 

Yavapai 1982-83 57 5,536 .0103 
Community 1986-87 58 5,531 .0105 
Colleae 1991-92 57 5 348 .0107 

Yuma 1982-83 44 3,999 .0110 
Community 1986-87 52 4,171 .0125 
Colleqe 1991-92 57 5,316 .0107 

1982-83 554 116,629 .0048 
TOTAL 1986-87 625 126,356 .0049 

1991-92 683 159 800 .0043 
* Headcount = SBDCCA Fall Headcount Enrollment 

** Coconino community College is newer and has only one year of data. 
Source: State community College Board Annual Reports to the Governor 
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APPENDIX A.14 

Maricopa County Community College District 

Administration Function 
Current Fund Expenditure Shares, by Institution 

FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

FY 1983-84 FY 1986-87 FY 1991-92 

Phoenix 
College 9.5% 12.1% 15.2% 

Glendale 
Community 10.3% 13 .6% 9.4% 
Colleae 

GateWay 
Community 11.6% 14.4% 15.8% 
Colleae 

11esa 
Community 11. 3% 13 .1% 10.9% 
Colleae 

Scottsdale 
Community 11.5% 11.8% 13 .6% 
Colleae 

Rio Salado 
Community 16.1% 16.4% 20.8% 
Colleae 

South Mtn. 
Community 13 .1% 12.9% 22.7% 
Colleae 

Chandler-Gilbert 
Community ----- 29.2% 21.3% 
Colleae 

Paradise Valley 
Community ----- 28.4% 18.0% 
Collecte 

Estrella Mtn. 
Community ----- ----- 39.4% 
Colleae 

Source: MCCCD Annual Financial Report, Fiscal Years 1982-83, 1986-87 
and 1991-92. 
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APPENDIX A.15 

Maricopa County Community College District 
Number of Curricula Per Student, by Institution 

FY 1983-84, 1986-87, 1991-92 

Fiscal Year Curricula Headcount* Per Student 

Phoenix 1983-84 81 13,199 .0061 
College 1986-87 82 19,496 .0042 

1991-92 96 24 253 .0039 

Glendale 1983-84 71 13,110 .0054 
Community 1986-87 86 23,891 .0036 
Colleae 1991-92 86 31 433 .0027 

GateWay 1983-84 47 4,214 .0112 
Community 1986-87 44 7,017 .0063 
Colleae 1991-92 64 16 320 .0039 

Mesa 1983-84 72 14,870 .0048 
Community 1986-87 87 26,063 .0033 
Colleae 1991-92 94 34 453 .0027 

Scottsdale 1983-84 66 7,339 .0089 
Community 1986-87 77 12,041 .0064 
Colleae 1991-92 80 18 127 .0044 

Rio Salado 1983-84 80 12,062 .0066 
Community 1986-87 86 22,310 .0039 
Colleae 1991-92 90 27 861 .0032 

South Mtn. 1983-84 37 1,817 .0204 
Community 1986-87 36 3,775 .0095 
Colleae 1991-92 43 6 008 .0072 

Chand/?ilbelt 1983-84 0 --- ---
Communl.ty 1986-87 27 1,731 .0156 
Colleae 1991-92 51 5 538 .0092 

Paradise vI 1983-84 0 5,536 ---

Community 1986-87 24 5,531 .0167 
Colleae 1991-92 50 5 348 .0056 

Estrella Mtl 1983-84 0 --- ---
Community 1986-87 0 --- ---
College 1991-92 28 1 598 .0175 

* Headcount = SBDCCA Fall Headcount Enrollment 

Source: MCCCD Annual Financial Report, Fiscal Years 1982-83, 1986-87 
and 1991-92. 
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A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

unrestricted Fund 1 
Indexed Expenditures Per Level of Authority 

FY 1989-90 and 1991-92 
[Base Year for Dollar Indexing: FY 1987-88 = 100; Exception: 

ESTRELLA MTN. C.C. CNTR was founded during the period of study.] 

Fiscal Years Fiscal Years Fiscal Years 

1989-90 I 1991-92 1989-90 I 1991-92 1989-90 I 1991-92 

PHOENIX GLENDALE GATEWAY 
COLLEGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

104.86 101. 44 104.86 101. 44 104.86 101. 44 

121.16 165.08 66.36 73.27 87.44 89.33 

104.55 124.05 70.46 104.75 129.89 156.69 

125.42 135.16 136.78 204.48 83.85 104.40 

92.00 130.05 111.02 149.81 141. 22 168.01 

188.35 204.44 160.15 111. 05 106.37 144.02 

MESA COMMUNITY SCOTTSDALE RIO SALADO 
COLLEGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

104.86 101. 44 104.86 101. 44 104.86 101. 44 

127.87 169.42 110.46 124.98 143.18 133.08 

117.16 123.53 106.34 116.87 137.96 189.31 

119.56 142.59 115.61 127.40 105.29 144.09 

110.44 144.96 124.91 154.79 120.89 157.15 

170.44 182.41 107.62 128.43 95.85 103.61 

SOUTH MOUNTAIN CHANDLER-GILBERT PARADISE VALLEY 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

104.86 101. 44 104.86 101. 44 104.86 101. 44 

123.24 129.85 124.61 150.45 103.72 141.77 

132.22 93.50 116.51 124.76 88.47 175.02 

116.73 123.14 147.90 226.85 108.43 125.37 

137.19 213.28 239.35 312.24 143.58 242.27 

119.20 177.64 100.10 363.63 855.10 612.42 

ESTRELLA MTN. CENTRAL 
COMM COLLEGE CNTR OFFICES LEGEND: 

104.86 101. 44 104.86 101. 44 A - Chancellor 

100.00 74.02 115.00 154.93 B - President/VCs 

100.00 720.86 - - C - Deans 

- 100.00 121.67 138.84 D - Management 

- 100.00 - - E - Div/Dept.Chrs 

100.00 557.26 69.56 224.25 F - Other 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 

------------------------------------------------------------"--="'="==--="-=--=-="="""=" ~~-----------
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A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

unrestricted Fund 1 
Expenditure Shares Per Level of Authority 

FY 1987-88, 1989-90, and 1991-92 

Fiscal Years Fiscal Years Fiscal Years 

1987-88 1989-90 1991-92 1987-88 1989-90 1991-92 1987-88 1989-90 1991-92 
I I 

PHOENIX 
COLLEGE 

n/a n/a n/a 

1.2% 1. 3% 1.4% 

7.3% 6.9% 6.5% 

20.1% 22.8% 19.6% 

60.3% 50.2% 56.3% 

11.1% 18.8% 16.2% 

MESA COMMUNI'l'Y 
COLLEGE 

n/a n/a n/a 

1.1% 1.2% 1.3% 

4.3% 4.2% 3.6% 

22.6% 22.4% 21. 7% 

58.9% 53.8% 57.4% 

13.1% 18.4% 16.0% 

SOUTH MOUNTAIN 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

n/a n/a n/a 

3.1% 3.1% 2.5% 

9.0% 9.4% 5.2% 

35.1% 32.5% 26.6% 

36.7% 40.0% 48.2% 

16.0% 15.1% 17.5% 
ESTRELLA MTN. 

COMM COLLEGE CNTR 

n/a n/a n/a 

- 59.4% 8.6% 

- 25.3% 35.5% 

- - 13.8% 

- - 25.5% 

- 15.3% 16.6% 

I I 

GLENDALE 
COMMUNI'l'Y COLLEGE 

n/a n/a n/a 

1. 6% .9% .8% 

7.9% 4.8% 5.6% 

13.6% 16.0% 18.9% 

64.6% 61. 5% 65.5% 

12.3% 16.8% 9.2% 
SCOTTSDALE 

COMMUNI'l'Y COLLEGE 

n/a n/a n/a 

1. 2% 1.1% 1.1% 

8.1% 7.2% 6.6% 

19.3% 18.5% 17.0% 

63.9% 66.5% 68.7% 

7.5% 6.7% 6.6% 

CHANDLER-GILBERT 
COMMUNI'l'Y COLLEGE 

n/a n/a n/a 

5.8% 4.1% 3.4% 

16.1% 10.5% 7.8% 

25.2% 21. 0% 22.4% 

43.9% 59.3% 53.6% 

9.0% 5.1% 12.8% 
CENTRAL 
OFFICES 

2.4% 2.1% 1. 6% 

7.7% 7.7% 8.1% 

- - -
80.5% 84.5% 75.9% 

- - -
9.4% 5.7% 14.4% 

I I 

GATEWAY 
COMMUNI'l'Y COLLEGE 

n/a n/a n/a 

2.4% 1. 9% 1. 5% 

9.5% 10.6% 10.5% 

30.4% 22.0% 22.4% 

41. 8% 50.9% 49.5% 

15.9% 14.6% 16.1% 

RIO SALADO 
COMMUNI'l'Y COLLEGE 

n/a n/a n/a 

2.3% 2.7% 2.0% 

7.2% 8.4% 9.0% 

11. 6% 10.4% 11. 0% 

68.2% 69.8% 70.7% 

10.7% 8.7% 7.3% 
PARADISE VALLEY 

COMMUNI'l'Y COLLEGE 

n/a n/a n/a 

3.0% 2.1% 2.1% 

10.5% 6.3% 9.3% 

40.1% 29.4% 25.5% 

42.8% 41. 5% 52.0% 

3.6% 20.7% 11.1% 

LEGEND: 

A - Chancellor 

B - President/VCs 

C - Deans 

D - Management 

E - Div/Dept.Chrs 

F - Other 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 



APPENDIX A.18 

Unrestricted Fund 1 
Phoenix College Expenditures Per Level of Authority 
Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 

FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 
[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 n/a 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 n/a 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101. 44 n/a 

President 
FY 1987-88 214,986 100.00 1.2% 
FY 1989-90 260,475 121.16 1.3% 
FY 1991-92 354 906 165.08 1. 4% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 1,316,016 100.00 7.3% 
FY 1989-90 1,375,905 104.55 6.9% 
FY 1991-92 1 632 478 124.05 6.5% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 3,623,254 100.00 20.1% 
FY 1989-90 4,544,415 125.42 22.8% 
FY 1991-92 4 897 082 135.16 19.6% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 10,849,588 100.00 60.3% 
FY 1989-90 9,981,163 92.00 50.2% 
FY 1991-92 14 109 758 130.05 56.3% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 1,987,684 100.00 11.1% 
FY 1989-90 3,743,757 188.35 18.8% 
FY 1991-92 4 063 663 204.44 16.2% 

TOTAL Phoenix C 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88" $ 17,991,528 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $ 19,905,715 110.64 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 25,057,887 139.28 100.0% 

198 

* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 
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APPENDIX A.19 

Unrestricted Fund 1 
Glendale Community College Expenditures Per Level of Authority 

Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 
FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 

[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 nla 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 nla 
FY 1991-92 308 123 101. 44 nla 

President 
FY 1987-88 299,758 100.00 1. 6% 
FY 1989-90 198,922 66.36 .9% 
FY 1991-92 219 621 73.27 .8% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 1,500,352 100.00 7.9% 
FY 1989-90 1,057,134 70.46 4.8% 
FY 1991-92 1 571 599 104.75 5.6% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 2,585,965 100.00 13.6% 
FY 1989-90 3,537,048 136.78 16.0% 
FY 1991-92 5 287 741 204.48 18.9% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 12,257,041 100.00 64.6% 
FY 1989-90 13,607,986 111.02 61. 5% 
FY 1991-92 18 362 505 149.81 65.5% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 2,328,092 100.00 12.3% 
FY 1989-90 3,728,374 160.15 16.8% 
FY 1991-92 2 585 423 111.05 9.2% 

TOTAL Glendale CC 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 $ 18,971,208 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $ 22,129,464 116.65 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 28,026,889 147.73 100.0% 

* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 

.-.-. --.-.. -~- ----------
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APPENDIX A.20 

Unrestricted Fund 1 
GateWay Community College Expenditures Per Level of Authority 

Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 
FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 

[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 n/a 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 n/a 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101. 44 n/a 

President 
FY 1987-88 192,746 100.00 2.4% 
FY 1989-90 168,529 87.44 1. 9% 
FY 1991-92 172 188 89.33 1. 5% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 748,012 100.00 9.5% 
FY 1989-90 971,590 129.89 10.6% 
FY 1991-92 1 172 035 156.69 10.5% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 2,401,732 100.00 30.4% 
FY 1989-90 2,013,809 83.85 22.0% 
FY 1991-92 2 507 514 104.40 22.4% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 3,298,072 100.00 41.8% 
FY 1989-90 4,657,541 141.22 50.9% 
FY 1991-92 5 541 189 168.01 49.5% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 1,257,414 100.00 15.9% 
FY 1989-90 1,337,495 106.37 14.6% 
FY 1991-92 1 810 971 144.02 16.1% 

TOTAL GateWay CC 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 $ 7,897,976 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $ 9,148,964 115.84 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 11,203,897 141.86 100.0% 

* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 



APPENDIX A.21 

Unrestricted Fund 1 
Mesa Community College Expenditures Per Level of Authority 

Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 
FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 

[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 nla 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 nla 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101. 44 nla 

President 
FY 1987-88 238,744 100.00 1.1% 
FY 1989-90 305,293 127.87 1.2% 
FY 1991-92 404 490 169.42 1.3% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 903,352 100.00 4.3% 
FY 1989-90 1,058,367 117.16 4.2% 
FY 1991-92 1 115 901 123.53 3.6% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 4,764,216 100.00 22.6% 
FY 1989-90 5,696,210 119.56 22.4% 
FY 1991-92 6 793 400 142.59 21. 7% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 12,390,106 100.00 58.9% 
FY 1989-90 13,684,227 110.44 53.8% 
FY 1991-92 17 961 281 144.96 57.4% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 2,746,653 100.00 13 .1% 
FY 1989-90 4,681,426 170.44 18.4% 
FY 1991-92 5 010 289 182.41 16.0% 

TOTAL Mesa CC 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 $ 21,043,251 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $ 25,425,523 120.83 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 31,285,361 148.67 100.0% 
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* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 
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APPENDIX A.22 

unrestricted Fund 1 
Scottsdale Community College Expenditures Per Level of 

Authority Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 
FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 

[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 n/a 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 n/a 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101. 44 n/a 

President 
FY 1987-88 152,963 100.00 1.2% 
FY 1989-90 168,961 110.46 1.1% 
FY 1991-92 191 168 124.98 1.1% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 1,019,192 100.00 8.1% 
FY 1989-90 1,083,802 106.34 7.2% 
FY 1991-92 1 191 159 116.87 6.6% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 2,418,995 100.00 19.3% 
FY 1989-90 2,796,522 115.61 18.5% 
FY 1991-92 3 081 888 127.40 17.0% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 8,049,288 100.00 63.9% 
FY 1989-90 10,054,687 124.91 66.5% 
FY 1991-92 12 459 922 154.79 68.7% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 942,072 100.00 7.5% 
FY 1989-90 1,013,914 107.62 6.7% 
FY 1991-92 1 209 948 128.43 6.6% 

TOTAL Scottsdale rc 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 $ 12,582,510 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $ 15,117,886 120.15 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 18,134,085 144.12 100.0% 

* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 
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APPENDIX A.23 

Unrestricted Fund 1 
Rio Salado Community College Expenditures Per Level of 

Authority Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 
FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 

[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 nla 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 nla 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101. 44 nla 

President 
FY 1987-88 158,879 100.00 2.3% 
FY 1989-90 227,488 143.18 2.7% 
FY 1991-92 211 439 133.08 2.0% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 509,626 100.00 7.2% 
FY 1989-90 703,095 137.96 8.4% 
FY 1991-92 964 797 189.31 9.0% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 820,981 100.00 11.6% 
FY 1989-90 864,370 105.29 10.4% 
FY 1991-92 1 182 977 144.09 11.0% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 4,816,613 100.00 68.2% 
FY 1989-90 5,822,602 120.89 69.8% 
FY 1991-92 7 569 380 157.15 70.7% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 755,722 100.00 10.7% 
FY 1989-90 724,331 95.85 8.7% 
FY 1991-92 783 012 103.61 7.3% 

TOTAL RioSaladoCC 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 $ 7,061,821 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $ 8,341,886 118.13 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 10,711,605 151.68 100.0% 

* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 



APPENDIX A.24 

Unrestricted Fund 1 
South Mountain Community College Expenditures Per Level of 

Authority Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 
FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 

[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 n/a 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 n/a 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101. 44 n/a 

President 
FY 1987-88 156,176 100.00 3.1% 
FY 1989-90 192,478 123.24 3.1% 
FY 1991-92 202 797 129.85 2.5% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 446,264 100.00 9.0% 
FY 1989-90 590,067 132.22 9.4% 
FY 1991-92 417 253 93.50 5.2% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 1,741,843 100.00 35.1% 
FY 1989-90 2,033,188 116.73 32.5% 
FY 1991-92 2 144 944 123.14 26.6% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 1,821,063 100.00 36.7% 
FY 1989-90 2,498,382 137.19 40.0% 
FY 1991-92 3 883 981 213.28 48.2% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 793,951 100.00 16.0% 
FY 1989-90 946,424 119.20 15.1% 
FY 1991-92 1 410 388 177.64 17.5% 

TOTAL South Mtn CC 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 $ 4,959,297 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $ 6,260,539 126.24 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 8,059,363 162.51 100.0% 
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* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 



APPENDIX A.25 

Unrestricted Fund 1 
Chandler-Gilbert Community College Expenditures Per Level of 
Authority Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 

FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 
[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 n/a 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 n/a 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101. 44 n/a 

President 
FY 1987-88 155,793 100.00 5.8% 
FY 1989-90 194,132 124.61 4.1% 
FY 1991-92 234 388 150.45 3.4% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 433,287 100.00 16.1% 
FY 1989-90 504,827 116.51 10.5% 
FY 1991-92 540 553 124.76 7.8% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 679,559 100.00 25.2% 
FY 1989-90 1,005,057 147.90 21. 0% 
FY 1991-92 1 541 563 226.85 22.4% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 1,183,845 100.00 43.9% 
FY 1989-90 2,833,487 239.35 59.3% 
FY 1991-92 3 696 525 312.24 53.6% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 243,039 100.00 9.0% 
FY 1989-90 243,285 100.10 5.1% 
FY 1991-92 883 760 363.63 12.8% 

TOTAL Chandler-Gi ~bertCC 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 $ 2,695,523 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $ 4,780,788 177.36 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 6,896,789 255.86 100.0% 
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* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 

- .- --------- .. _--- ----------------------------------
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Unrestricted Fund 1 
Paradise Valley Community College Expenditures Per Level of 
Authority Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 

FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 
[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 n/a 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 n/a 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101. 44 n/a 

President 
FY 1987-88 133,375 100.00 3.0% 
FY 1989-90 138,340 103.72 2.1% 
FY 1991-92 189 090 141.77 2.1% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 472,495 100.00 10.5% 
FY 1989-90 418,022 88.47 6.3% 
FY 1991-92 826 977 175.02 9.3% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 1,803,028 100.00 40.1% 
FY 1989-90 1,955,015 108.43 29.4% 
FY 1991-92 2 260 544 125.37 25.5% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 1,920,475 100.00 42.8% 
FY 1989-90 2,757,511 143.58 41.5% 
FY 1991-92 4 609 147 242.27 52.0% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 160,629 100.00 3.6% 
FY 1989-90 1,373,535 855.10 20.7% 
FY 1991-92 983 717 612.42 11.1% 

TOTAL ParadiseVal eyCC 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 $ 4,490,002 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1989-90 $ 6,642,423 147.94 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 8,869,475 197.54 100.0% 

* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 
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Unrestricted Fund 1 
Estrella Mtn community College Center Expenditures Per Level of 

Authority Compared to MCCCD Chancellor's Office Expenditures 
FY 1987-88, 1989-90, 1991-92 

[Base Year for Dollar Indexing (FY 1987-88) = 100] 

ACTUAL INDEXED EXPENDITURE 
LEVEL OF DOLLARS EXPENDITURES SHARES PER 

AUTHORITY EXPENDED PER LEVEL LEVEL 

Chancellor 
FY 1987-88 $ 303,755 100.00 n/a 
FY 1989-90 318,524 104.86 n/a 
FY 1991-92 308,123 101. 44 n/a 

President 
FY 1987-88 0 -- --
FY 1989-90 261,544 100.00 59.4% 
FY 1991-92 193 607 74.02 8.6% 
Deans 
FY 1987-88 0 -- --
FY 1989-90 111,305 100.00 25.3% 
FY 1991-92 802 351 720.86 35.5% 
Management 
FY 1987-88 0 -- --
FY 1989-90 0 -- --
FY 1991-92 312 139 100.00 13 .8% 
Div/Dept.Chairs 
FY 1987-88 0 -- --

FY 1989-90 0 -- --
FY 1991-92 577 854 100.00 25.5% 
Other* 
FY 1987-88 0 -- --

FY 1989-90 67,433 100.00 15.3% 
FY 1991-92 375 777 557.26 16.6% 

TOTAL Es trellaMtn "CC 
EXPENDITURES 
FY 1987-88 0 -- --

FY 1989-90 $ 440,282 100.00 100.0% 
FY 1991-92 $ 2,261,728 513.70 100.0% 

* includes General Institutional expenditures; e.g., Major Maintenance, 
Educational Development, Commencement, and Summer School 

Source: MCCCD Financial Records System 
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Unit Perspective: Colleges and Central Office 

Over the period of this study each college and the central 

office unit showed increases in aggregate dollars; however, 

the indexed dollars expended for the chancellor's office 

decreased from 105 to 101. This compares to each college or 

central office unit of responsibility as follows: 1 

Phoenix College 

The indexed expenditures for Phoenix College at the 

midpoint (FY 1989-90) were higher for "other" 2 (188), 

management (125), and president (121). Each level of 

authority experienced either equal or greater indexed growth 

with the exception of division and department chairs 

(hereafter included in the category "faculty") which showed 

an indexed decline (92). However, by FY 1991-92, the 

indexed growth for all levels of authority experienced 

significant increases accordingly: "other" (204), president 

(165), management (135), division and department chairs 

(130), and deans (124). This pattern of expenditure growth 

indicated that presidential expenditures grew faster than 

1 This analysis focuses on the expenditures of the chancellor, 
presidents/vice chancellors, deans, management, and division/ 
department chairs and gives only minimal attention to the category 
"other" despite resource allocation shares. 
2 "Other" includes general institutional expenditures, e.g., major 
maintenence, general institutional, continuing education, and summer 
school. 
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all other levels of authority, including those of the 

chancellor. 
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In examining the change in expenditure shares, faculty 

dollars decreased from 60% to 56% of the total Phoenix 

College expenditures for the 5-year period. The shares for 

the president (1%), deans (7%), management (20%) remained 

relatively steady thereby relegating the reduced shares from 

faculty to "other" (16%). This increase in "other" showed 

smaller proportionate allocation for faculty, but the 

remaining levels of authority were not impacted. 

Glendale Community College 

The indexed expenditures for Glendale Community College 

showed the following pattern of growth at the mid-point, FY 

1989-90: "other" (160), management (137) ,faculty (111), 

deans (70), and president (66). The expenditure decline at 

the president's level was consistent with the hypothesis; 

the chancellor's expenditure growth (105) was larger than 

the individual growth for both the deans (70) and president 

(66). However, at FY 1991-92, the indexed dollars increased 

for management (204), faculty (150), "other" (111), deans 

(lOS), and president (73). Though the dollars expended for 

the president remained below the base FY 1987-88 by 17 

points, expenditures for the deans (105) experienced indexed 
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growth greater than that shown for the chancellor (101). 

Although the expenditure shares for Glendale Community 

College faculty appeared stable overtime (65%), the 

allocated share of limited resources to management (14% to 

19%) increased at the expense of other budgeting levels of 

authority: the president (2% to 1%), deans (8% to 6%) and 

"other" (12% to 9%). While the deans' level of authority 

was apparently a budget priority, the faculty share was not 

negatively impacted. 

GateWay Community College 

Indexed expenditures for GateWay Community College at 

the mid-point, FY 1989-90, showed the greatest growth to be 

in faculty (141), followed by deans (130), "other" (106), 

president (87), and management (84). Both president and 

management reflected slower growth than indicated for the 

chancellor's share (105). At FY 1991-92, however, the 

indexed expenditures showed increases for all levels while 

the chancellor's share (101) had declined. Faculty (168) 

expenditures continued to show the strongest growth. Other 

categories were: deans (157), "other" (144), management 

(104), and president (89). The decline in the president's 

expenditures from the base year were attributable to the 

reallocation of share to other levels. 
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Expenditure shares showed that a steady proportion of 

dollars were allocated to deans (10%) and "other" (16%) over 

the 5-year period. Faculty expenditures reflected the 

largest share increase (from 42% to 50%), offset by an equal 

decline in management shares (from 30% to 22%). The 

president's expenditure shares showed a continued decline 

from 2.5%:2%:1.5%. Overall, the decline in shares reflected 

a reallocation from college administration to instruction. 

Also, both the indexed expenditure growth for administration 

and faculty exceeded the chancellor's expenditure growth. 

Mesa Community College 

Mesa Community College indexed expenditures exceeded 

those of the chancellor at both the mid-point and for the 

total period, and showed greater expenditure growth at each 

level of authority. At the mid-point, the president's 

indexed expenditures (128) were larger than management 

(120), deans (117), and faculty (110). At the end of the 

period of study, the president's indexed expenditures (169) 

were larger than faculty (145), management (143), and deans 

(124). The category "other" showed 170 and 182 at the 

respective points in time. 

The expenditure shares for Mesa Community College were 

relatively stable over the 5-year period for the president 

(1%), deans (4%) and management (22%). Reallocation of 
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shares occurred between faculty (59% to 57%) and "other" 

(13% to 16%). Although the college administration appeared 

to retain its share of the total expenditures, this 

retention may have been at the expense of the primary 

production activities conducted by faculty. 

Scottsdale Community College 
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Scottsdale Community College's indexed expenditure 

pattern was similar to that of Mesa Community College. At 

each level of authority, the indexed growth exceeded the 

chancellor's. At the mid-point, faculty (124) showed the 

largest growth trend followed by management (116), president 

(110), "other" (108) and deans (106); at the end of FY 1991-

92, growth was: faculty (155), "other" (128), management 

(127), president (125), and deans (117). Contrary to the 

hypothesis that the chancellor's expenditure pattern would 

reflect a larger spending index, faculty expenditures 

experienced higher rates than all other levels of authority. 

A comparison of the expenditure shares for Scottsdale 

Community College showed faculty commanding an increasingly 

larger share of the expenditures (from 64% in FY 1987-88 to 

69% in FY 1991-92). The shares appeared to be reallocated 

from these declining expenditure levels: deans (from 8% to 

7%), management (from 19% to 17%), and "other" (from 8% to 
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7%). The president's expenditure share remained level at 

1%. 

Rio Salado Community College 
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Rio Salado Community College is a non-traditional 

educational institution because it is not housed on a 

campus, but delivers service primarily in borrowed 

facilities throughout the county. The growth in 

expenditures for this college "without walls" showed the 

president (143) spending at a larger rate at the mid-point 

than the remaining levels of authority: deans (138), faculty 

(121), and management (105). While these indexed 

expenditures exceeded the chancellor's, the "other" (96) 

category declined from the base year. At the end of the 

period, the deans' (189) rate of expenditure was largest, 

followed by faculty (157), management (144), president (133) 

and "other" (104). The indexed expenditures for this 

college clearly exceeded the growth rate of the chancellor. 

Over the period studied, Rio Salado Community College's 

expenditure shares increased for both deans (from 7% to 9%) 

and faculty (from 68% to 71%). This reallocation appeared 

due to a decline in "other" (from 11% to 7%). The share 

data reflected a priority of increased spending for faculty 
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and a slightly declining share for the president that 

averaged 2% over the 3-year period. 3 

South Mountain Community College 

College administration showed larger expenditures than 

did faculty at South Mountain Community College though the 

indexed expenditures for faculty showed the largest growth 

among all levels of authority. The faculty index in FY 

1989-90 was 137, and increased to 213 in FY 1991-92. 

Remaining indexed expenditures were: deans (132), president 

(123), management (117) and "other" (119). Each level of 

authority showed higher indexed expenditures than the 

chancellor's. In FY 1991-92, expenditure growth was 

somewhat slowed: president (130), management (123), deans 

(94); and the rise in "other" (178). 

The expenditure shares per level of authority at the 

college appeared to be high for the president (3%) and 

management (27%). While some reallocations occurred in 

management (from 35% to 27%), the share for faculty at South 

Mountain ranged from 37% to 48%, similar to GateWay 

Community College. The low faculty shares for these 

established colleges (older than 10 years) were below the 

MCCCD average of 50 percent. 

3 Because other Maricopa colleges having historical enrollments 
exceeding 12,000 students showed ranges from 1% to 1.5%, this 2% 
average was comparatively high. 
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Chandler Gilbert Community College 

In FY 1987-88, Chandler Gilbert Community College began 

its third year of operation as a community college center. 

The data in this study was collected and analyzed prior to 

the college attaining independent accreditation status. As 

a developing college, its overall indexed expenditures 

increased each year in order to establish needed staffing 

and the operational infrastructure. Therefore, expenditure 

levels of authority were anticipated to exceed the growth in 

the chancellor's indexed expenditures (105 and 101). As 

expected at both intervals (FY 1989-90 and 1991-92), indexed 

faculty expenditures showed greater growth (239 and 312, 

respectively) than all other categories. In comparison, 

indexed management expenditures were 148, followed by 

president (125), deans (117) and "other" (100) at the mid

point. Similarly, at the end of the period, the order of 

growth was: management (227), president (150), and deans 

(125). "Other" (364) experienced the largest growth of all 

categories. 

All institutional expenditure shares experienced a 

-decline at the mid-point of the study with the exception of 

faculty which experienced a growth of 15 points. During the 

total period, most expenditure shares declined as follows: 

president (from 6% to 3%), deans (from 16% to 8%), and 

management (from 25% to 22%). These decreases were offset 
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by increases in both faculty (from 44% to 54%, down from a 

59% peak at the midpoint) and "other" categories. 

Paradise Valley Community College 

The pattern for Paradise Valley Community College was 

similar to that for Chandler-Gilbert Community College in 

that both were initiated during the sc~e period. At the 

midpoint, two categories decreased below that of the 

chancellor: president (104) and deans (88). The indexed 

expenditures showed faculty to be the highest category both 

at the midpoint (144) and at the end of the period of study 

(242). Management was shown to be 108 and 125 and "other" 

was 855 and 612 at the respective points. All categories 

exceeded the indexed growth as defined by the chancellor's 

expenditures. Of further note, at the end of the 5-year 

period, each level of authority showed at least a 17 point 

indexed growth since the base year. 
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A review of expenditure shares for Paradise Valley 

Community College at the base year FY 1987-88 showed this 

order: faculty (43%), management (40%), deans (10%), 

president (3%) and "other" (4%). At FY 1991-90, the 

expenditure shares had decreased at four levels including 

faculty (41%); however, by FY 1991-92, faculty had increased 

to 52% while combined management shares had decreased by 

almost 15% (from 40% to 25%) and "other" declined to 11%. 



217 

APPENDIX B, continued 

Estrella Mountain Community College 

Estrella Mountain Community College was established in 

FY 1989-90; until FY 1991-92 the staff consisted solely of 

administrators. During these developmental years, 

expenditures were classified in a limited number of accounts 

at three levels: president, deans, and "other". In FY 1991-

92, expenditures reflected an indexed decrease for the 

provost (shown in the category "president") (74), and 

assistant provosts (shown as deans) (721). However, dollars 

were added to support the growing needs of management and 

faculty. Remaining institutional expenditures were 

reflected in "other". With the exception of the provost, 

indexed expenditures were higher than those for the 

chancellor. 

In FY 1989-90, expenditure shares were limited to the 

categories as previously listed: president/provost (59%), 

deans/assistant provost (25%), and "other" (15%). At FY 

1991-92, the categories and expenditure shares showed 

overall institutional growth as follows: deans (35%), 

faculty (25%), "other" (17%), management (14%), and provost 

(9%). In comparison to the pattern of average shares shown 

for the established colleges, the aggregate administrative 

(provost, assistant provost, and management) expenditure 

shares were expected to decrease while the faculty shares 

eased closer to the average share of 50%. 

-- - --------------------------------



APPENDIX B, continued 

MCCCD Central Office 

The central office indexed ~xpenditures per level of 

authority at FY 1989-90 and FY 1991-92 showed the following: 

vice chancellors increased from 115 to 155; management 

increased from 122 to 138; and "other" increased from 70 to 

224. All indexed dollars exceeded that of the chancellor. 

In addition, the expenditure shares were primarily expended 

within the management category, and averaged an 80% share 

during the period of study. Vice chancellors averaged 8%, 

and the category "other" increased over time as the 

chancellor's expenditures decreased. 
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In sum, the 5-year period expenditure analysis for 

college and central office units showed that the 

chancellor's indexed expenditure growth was minimal (105 at 

FY 1989-90, declining to 101 at FY 1991-92). In comparison, 

the indexed expenditure growth for the presidents/vice 

chancellors showed a range from 66 points to 165 points. 

Other college and central office administration groups 

(deans, management) showed an even greater growth rate 

pattern than the chancellor and presidents/vice chancellors. 

Indexed expenditures for faculty ranged from 92 to 312 

points. Finally, the "other" category showed the highest 

indexed expenditure growth rate (612 points) though the 

expenditure shares remained relatively constant districtwide 

(less than 18%) . 

~~~-- --------------- -------- -----
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