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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

A leading problem in education since World War II
has been the educator's plight of effectively attaining the
educational goals of the institution while in the midst of
accelerated institutional growth. Goal attainment as re-
lated to increased institutional size was not unique to
education, but permeated the entire American society.
Growth and success became equated. This philosophy came as
a result of the tremendous economic and technological ad-
vances produced by expanded knowledge. Drucker thinks that
this trend will continue in the fufure:
Today, too, there is a good chance that the pre-
diction of technological maturity and resulting
stagnation will be followed by tremendous tech-
nological change and economic advance.
Man's reaction to the problem he has created with his
vastly expanded knowledge has been to organize institutions
of increasing size and complexity through which to improve

his own and his societal groups response to challenges that

can not be met individually.2 As a result, organizational

1 ‘

Peter F. Drucker, The Age of Discontinuity, (New
York: Harper and Row, 1969), p. 24.

2Clyde E. Blocker, Robert H. Plummer, and Richard C.
Richardson, Jr., The Two Year College: A Social Synthesis,
(New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1965), p. 48.

1



size often becomes a goal of bureaucratic organizations.
Presthus states:
Indeed, bureaucratic organizations often seem
less concerned with the self realization of
their members than with the relevance of such
individuals for organizational goals of size,
power, and survival.

The limited amount of research in education that has
been conducted concerning organizational effectiveness as
related to size has left educational decision makers and
planners perplexed with the idea of how large an education-
al organization should be to most effectively perform its
multi-purpose functions. Logan Wilson expresses his hopes
for change:

I hope we are beginning to realize that multi-
universities, like small colleges can be
overextended too, and that it is essential for
us to set priorities of effort amgong and within
institutions of higher education.

The size of an organization has been found to be an
important factor in the effectiveness of other organiza-
tions. Haire (1959) studied the interdependence of size,
shape, and function in four industrial firms ranging from

200 to 2,000 employees. He found that as the size in-

creased the shape and function changed. The greatest force

1Robert Presthus, The Organizational Society, (New
York: Random House, 1962), p. 3.

2Logan Wilson, Shaping American Higher Education,
(1972), p. 207.




that affected the effectiveness was support or staff change.
Each time the firm doubled in size the staff increased
accordingly 6 times, 5 times, 3 times, and then equally.
Supervision decreased as size increased, and clerical help
increased equally with size increase. Haire concluded that
the greatest danger was in the area of lack of control and
coordination as the size increased.

Hall (1963) studied the correlation of bureaucratic
characteristics in ten organizations that ranged from 65‘
to 3,096 employees. Organizations were purposely selected
to give variety in terms of type, age, and size. He found
that the bureaucratic dimensions existed independently in
the form of continua. None of the rank-order correlation
coefficients indicated any significant relationship between
age or size and degree of bureaucratization.2

Friedlander and Pickle (1970) studied 97 small Texas
businesses employing 4 to 40 employees to explore the con-
cepts of total organization effectiveness by studying the
relationships between internal and external relationships,

and whether the organizational size was related to these.

lMason Haire, Modern Organizational Theory, (New
York: John Wiley and Sons, 1961), pp. 272-305.

2Richard H. Héll, "The Concept of Bureaucracy: An
Empirical Assessment,"” (American Journal of Sociology, 69,
1963), pp. 32-40.




They found the relationship between the internal and ex-
ternal criteria of organizational effectiveness were
relatively weak. But they found that organizational size
is related to the ability of the organization to fulfill
the needs of the societal components. The larger the
organization, the more likely it is to fulfill the needs of
the community, its owners, and its customers. Correlation
coefficients were computed in order to explore the relation-
ships.1

Although the results of. these studies shed some light
on the subject of institution size as related to the insti-
tution's ability to accomplish its goals, the nature of the
organizations prevents generalization to educational areas,
The profit motive of businesses or the differences between
students and employees could make a difference in the in-
stitution's ability to effectively attain its goals. This
study will be an attempt to explore the effectiveness of
goal attainment of educational institutions as it relates

to the institution's size.

Statement of the Problenm

The problem in this study was to determine if there was

a difference in degree of institutional effectiveness in

1Frank Friedlander and Hall Pickle, "Components of
Effectiveness in Small Organizations,'" Current Perspectives
for Managing Organizations, Barnard M. Bass and Samuel D.
Desp (ed.), (New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1970), pp. 27-44.




goal attainment exhibited between two small and two large
public, two-year junior colleges.

This study examined the difference between perceived
institutional goals and perceived institutional practices
as reported by the faculty, administration, and students
from two small and two large junior colleges in Oklahoma.

In particular, the researcher examined the following

questions:

(1) 1Is there a difference between the degree of ef-
fectiveness of goal attainment of the two small
junior colleges and the two large junior colleges
as perceived by the schools' administrators?

(2) Is there a difference between the degree of ef-
fectiveness of goal attainment of the two small
junior colleges and the two large junior colleges
as perceived by the schools' faculties?

(3) 1Is there a difference between the degree of ef-
fectiveness of goal attainment of the two small
junior colleges and the two large junior colleges
as perceived by the schools' student bodies?

(4) 1Is there a difference between the institu-
tional goals for the small junior colleges
and the large junior colleges as perceived
by the administrators, faculty, and students
from the participating institutions?

(5) 1Is there a difference between the institu-
tional functions for the small junior colleges
and the large junior colleges as perceived by
the administrators, faculty, and students from
the participating institutions?

Hypotheses Tested in the Study

Several hypotheses were tested in the study as a means
of answering the questions stated earlier. All null hypo-

theses were tested for significance at the .05 level of



confidence, but more stringent levels were reported when

they were attained.

Ho1

HOZ

Ho

HO4

H05

There is no statistically significant
difference between the institutional goals
of the two small junior colleges as per-
ceived by their administrators, faculty
and students and the institutional goals
of the two large junior colleges as per-
ceived by their administrators, faculty
and students.

There is no statistically significant
difference between the institutional
functions of the two small junior col-
leges as perceived by their administrators,
faculty and students and the institutional
functions of the two large junior colleges
as perceived by their administrators,
faculty and students.

There is no statistically significant
difference between the institutional
effectiveness of goal attainment of the

two small junior colleges as perceived by
their administrators and the institutional
effectiveness of goal attainment of the two
large junior colleges as perceived by their
administrators.

There is no statistically significant dif-
ference between the institutional effective-
ness of goal attainment of the two small
junior colleges as perceived by their faculty
and the institutional effectiveness of goal
attainment of the two large junior colleges
as perceived by their faculty.

There is no statistically significant dif-
ference between the institutional effective-
ness of goal attainment of the two small
junior colleges as perceived by their students
and the institutional effectiveness of goal
attainment of the two large junior colleges
as perceived by their students.

Additional comparisons were made if it became neces-

sary to fully explain the results of this study.



Need for the Study

"The devotion of democracy to education,” is a fact
that is well known to most Americans.1 Dewey, who was a
major advocate of this. theory, stated the aim of education
as "Bound up with the idea of education as a freeing of
individual capacity in a progressive growth directed to
social aims."2 One of the leading democratic social aims
of higher education is stated by Blocker, Plummer, and
Richardson: "To provide educational opportunity by teaching
whatever needs to be learned to whoever needs to learn it,
whenever he needs to learn it."

The comprehensive junior college has assumed the
monumental task of fulfilling this social aim of higher
education. To accomplish this task it must bridge the gap
between two major educational philosophies which are defined
by Brameld as "Essentialism and Progressivism".4 Essenti-
alism is the conservative road to culture and progressivism

is the 1liberal road to culture. It must also incorporate

five major education areas: (1) Liberal Arts and Science

1John Dewey, Democracy and Education, (New York: The
Free Press, 1966), p. 87.

2Ibid., p. 98.

3Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson, Jr., The Two Year
College: A Social Synthesis, p. 33.
4Theodore Brameld, Philosophies of Education, (New
York: Hold, Rinehard, and Winston, 19535), p. 81.




transfer programs, (2) Vocatioﬁal and Technical programs,
(3) Adult Education, (4) Guidance Services, and (5) Com-
munity Service.1

Wilson warns that, "No institution of higher educa-
tion should try to be all things to all men."2 Can one
educational institution effectively perform all these tasks?
Etzioni believes that within multi-purposes organizations
certain types of conflict are unavoidable and that various
goals make incompatible demands on the organization. To
solve this problem he recommends, "The establishmentlof a
set of priorities which clearly defines the relative im-
portance of the various goals."3

Clark finds that the diversity of functions have left
the junior college with an image that is blurred and vague.
He concludes that, "The ability to handle diversity however,
militates against a high degree of competence in any one
educational formula that embraces and rationalizes diverse
prOgrams."4

Regarding the effectiveness of the junior college in

1Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson, Jr., The Two Year
College: A Social Synthesis, pp. 32-33.

2Logan Wilson, Shaping American Higher Education,
p. 29.

3Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations, (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1964), p. 1.

4Burton R. Clark, The Open Door College: A Case
Study, (New York: McGraw-HilIl, 1960), pp. 160-172.




achieving its multiple-purposes, Gleazer feels that,
"Without denying the social need, a question must be raised
about the capacity of the institution to deliver on the
implied promisé."1 He suggests that each institution,
""Needs to determine how comprehensive it can be, and that
an educational approach of these dimensions should not be
sold to the public on the basis of low-cost."2

Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson question the ef-
fectiveness of the comprehensive college. "The allocation
of emphasis to various programs and functions does, however,
raise some question as to whether it is possible for a
single institution to serve effectively so many masters at
one time."3 They also state that approximately half of the
public community colleges are large enough to provide com-~
prehensive programs and these colleges have enrollments of
nine hundred FTE students or more., Those colleges of less
enrollment should consider only college transfer and tech-~
nical programs.

The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education in its

report, "The Open Door College: Policies for Community

1Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr., This is the Community College,
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1968), p. 131.

21bid., p. 139.

3Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson, Jr., The Two Year
College: A Social Synthesis, p. 272.

4

Ibid., p. 272.
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Colleges”; recommended that:
For the sake of quality programs, economy of
operation and easy availability, state plans
- should provide for community colleges ranging
in size from about 2,000 to 5,000 daytime
students.?!

Wilson summarized the consequences of allowing an
institution to become overextended:

If we permit our institutions to be saddled with
responsibilities they can not effectively dis-
charge . . . we run the risk of damaging the
academic_endeavor and fragmenting its basic
purpose.

This study proposes to furnish information about the
effectiveness of goal attainment of different sized compre-
hensive junior colleges. This information may be used by
junior college administrators in decision-making; by local
and state regents in planning and policy making; and by

federal agencies in funding and evaluation.

Definition of Terms

Several terms must be defined to avoid multiple in-
terpretations., These terms, as they were used in the
present study, are as follows:

(1) Institutional Goals: An institutional future

lCarnegie Commission of Higher Education, The Open-
Door Colleges: Policies for Community Colleges, (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1970), p. 31.

Logan Wilson, Shaping American Higher Education,
p. 205.
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state of affairs as stated on the Institutional Goals In-

ventory and perceived as desirable and worth striving for
by the participants,

(2) Institutional Functions: The perceived actions

and practices of the four junior colleges participating in
the study which are measured by the data collection instru-

ment, Institutional Functioning Inventory (the University

of Oklahoma Modification).

(3) Institutional Congruence/Incongruence: The

amount of agreement/disagreement shown between perceived
goal-importance ratings and perceived function-emphasis
ratings made by participants.

(4) Institutional Effectiveness: The mathematical

differences between each of the twenty Institutional Goal

scales mean ratings of the participants and each of the

twenty Institutional Functions scales mean ratings of the

participants. This is the measure of goal attainment.

(5) Administrators/Full-time Administrators: The

participants from the four junior colleges whose primary
responsibilities were administrative in nature and who were
employed by the institutions during the 1977-78 academic
year on a full-time basis.

(6) Faculty/Full-time Faculty: The participants

from the four junior colleges whose primary responsibility
was to teach more than 15 hours of classes during the fall

semester of the 1977-78 academic year.
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(7) Students/Full-time Students: The student parti-

cipants who were randomly chosen from the total student
populations of the four junior colleges during the spring
semester of the 1977-78 academic year. Students were en-
rolled in and attending more than twelve (12) credit hours
before they were considered full-time students.

(8) Perceptions/Ratings: Individual judgments made

by the administrators, faculty, and students on the Insti-

tutional Goals Inventory and the Institutional Functioning

Inventory (the University of Oklahoma Modification).

(9) Consensus/Disparity Ratings: The amount of

agreement or disagreement among the administrators’',
facultys', and students' ratings of the importance of insti-
tutional goals or emphasis on institutional functions,

(10) Junior Colleges: The two-year, postsecondary

educational institutions in Oklahoma who receive at least
some funding from the State and are not considered private

or parochial schools.

(11) Small Junior Colleges: Those junior colleges

having less than 500 full-time students enrolled. The
small junior colleges in the present study were Sayre and

E1 Reno.

(12) Large Junior Colleges: Those junior colleges

having more than 3,000 full-time students enrolled. The
large junior colleges in the present study were Oscar Rose

and South Oklahoma City.
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Limitations of the Study

The present study was limited to four junior colleges
in Oklahoma. For this reason, generalization of the study
results to other junior colleges should be approached with
caution.

The students samples included in the study were
limited to 100 stratified-randomly selected students from
four junior colleges. Because of the random procedures
used in selecting the junior colleges and students within
each college, however, the results can be generalized to
the student populations of all junior colleges in the State.

The present study was limited to the time period
during which it was conducted. This constituted the spring
semester of the 1977-78 academic year.

The small sample of administrators at Sayre Junior
College (N=6) and the limited numbers at the other junior
colleges (N=9 each) affected the power of the statistical
tests used in the study. A number of ten (10) administra-
tors and faculty members from each of the junior colleges
would yield a power of 95 percent at the .05 level of con-

fidence.
The number of six administrators at Sayre Junior Col-

2 .
lege showed a power equivalency of .74, while the nine

administrators from El Reno Junior College reduced the

lRoger E. Kirk, Experimental Design: Procedures for
the Behavioral Sciences, (Belmont, Califormnia: Brooks-Cole
Publishing Company, 1968), pp. 9-10.

2
Ibid., p. 540.
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power of the tests for that group to .92 or 92 percent.1
However, the number of administrators from these two junior
colleges represent all the administrators employed by each
and the situation could not be remedied.

Data concerning institutional goals and institutional
functions were limited to the participants' perceptions of

the areas included on the Institutional Goals Inventory and

the Institutional Functioning Inventory (University of

Oklahoma Modification).

Organization of the Study Results

The results of the study are presented in dissertation
format according to the guidelines established by the Dis-~
sertation Committee and the University of Oklahoma's
Graduate College. Chapter I includes an introduction,
statement of the problem, need for the study, hypotheses
tested in the study, limitations, and definition of terms
used in the study.

Chapter II includes the theoretical framework used to
formuliate the.hypotheses and a review of the related re-
search.

Chapter III is a detailed explanation of the method
and procedures used in conducting the study, Chapter III
includes a description of the study design, explanation of

sampling procedures, a description of the data collection

1ROger E. Kirk, Experimental Design: Procedures for
the Behavioral ScienceS, p. 540.
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instruments, an explanation of the procedures used in col-
lecting the data, and the data analysis procedures.

Chapter 1V includes the results of the study. This
chapter includes the descriptive statistics of each group's
data, the results of testing each null hypothesis, ancil-
lary findings, and the summary of all results.

Chapter V includes a summary of the entire study,
conclusions drawn from the results of Chapter IV, implica-
tions for further research studies, a discussion of the
results as they pertain to previous research, and closing

remarks.



CHAPTER 1I
RELATED LITERATURE

The focus of this study is organizations, that is,
social systems with specific purposes.1 There are different
measures of the effectiveness of organizations, but for this
study the determinant of effectiveness will be defined as
the degree of goal attainment.2 The determination of an
organization's goals, therefore, is crucial in evaluating
organizational effectiveness. Goals have been distinguished
as "stated” and "real"3 or as "official" and '"operative”,.
The stated or official goals are the purposes set forth in
the charter or document defining the organization. The real
or operative goals reflect decisions concerning alternative
goals, priorities among multiple goals, how means are al-
located, and the major commitment of the participants. The

present study will measure the perceived importance of the

1
Talcott Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern
Societies, p. 17.

2Amitai Etzioni, Moderan Organizations, p. 8.

3_. .
Ibid., p. 7.

4Charles Perrow, "The Analysis of Goals in Complex
Organizations,” Readings in Organizational Theory: A
Behavioral Approach, (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1966),
ed., Walter A, Hill and Douglas Egan, p. 130.

16
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goals of the organization and measure the perceived empha-
sis of the practices of the organization. The difference

in the measure of the perceived importance and perceived
emphasis of the goal will determire how effective the organ-
ization has been in attaining its goal. The major emphasis
of the study is the effect of size, the independent variable,

on organizational effectiveness or reported goal attainment.

Nature of Organizations

"Many social systems such as local communities,
schools, business firms, and kinship units are not societies
but rather subsystems of a society."1 Blau and Scott state
that subsystems or social organizations may be of two types:
those that emerge whenever men are living together and
conform to social norms, and those that have been deliber-
ately established for a certain purpose.

Parsons defines organizations as social units (or
human grouping) deliberately constructed and reconstructed
to seek specific goals.3 Etzioni also views organizations

as goal directed and states that they are characterized

lTalcott Parsons, Societies, (New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1966), pp. 1-7.

Peter M. Blau and W, Richard Scott, Formal Organiza-
tions: A Comparative Approach, (San Francisco, Calif.:
Chandler Publishing Co., 1962), p. 5.

3
Talcott Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern
Societies, (Glencoe, I11,: The Free Press, 1962), p. 5.
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by: (1) division of labor, power, and communications re-
sponsibilities that are deliberately planned, (2) the
presence of one or more power centers which control the
concerted efforts of the organization and directs them

1l
toward their goals, and (3) substitution of personnel.

Functions of Institutional
Goals

The concerted efforts of the organization are directed
toward goals; therefore, goals are central to the study of
organizations. Parsons defines the organizational goal as,
"The future state of affairs that is seen as desirable and
worth striving :Eor."2 He perceives that a major problem in
attaining goals is, "An inherent potential for conflict and
disorganization in social organizations."3 This conclusion
is from the concept that the personality of the individual
is an analytically independent unit. In this study. the
college. 1is viewed as integrating the cultural goals of the
organization with the goals of the individual or groups in
the organization to reach that desired future state of

affairs.

1Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations, (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964), p. 3.

Structure and Process in Modern Society, p. 16,
quoted in Henry A, Landsberger, "Parson's Theory of Organ-
izations," The Social Theory of Talcott Parsons, (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1961), p. 30.

3Talcott Parsons, Societies, p. 7.
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Perrow views the organization goals in two major
categories; official and operative. The official goals are
purposely vague and general, and he states that they do not
indicate two major factors which influence organizational
behavior:

. . . the host of decisions that must be made
among alternative ways of achieving official
goals and the priority of multiple goals, and
the many upnofficial goalf pursued by groups
within the organization.

Simon defines goals as '"value premises that can serve
as inputs to decisions", and motives as 'causes . . . that
lead individuals to select some goals rather than others as

2

premises for their decisions’”. He observed that:
. . . for we often have occasion to observe that
the goals that actually underlie the decisions
made in an organization do not coincide with the
goals of the owners, or of top management, but
have been mod%fied by managers and employees at
all echelons.

Motivation is divided into personal or inducement and
role-defined or contribution goals. Simon postulates two

sets of constraints in the organization. First, "the system

of personal inducements and contributions impose constraints

1Charles Perrow, "The Analysis of Goals in Complex
Organizations," Readings in Organizational Theory: A
Behavioral Approach, (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1966),
ed. Walter A, Hill and Douglas Egan, p. 130.

2bid., p. 59.

3Herbert A, Simon, "On the Concept of Organizational
Goals,”" Readings in Organizational Theory: A Behavioral
Approach, (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1966), ed. Walter

A. Hill and Douglas Egan, p. 58.
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the organization must satisfy if it is to survive.” Second,
""the constraints incorporated in the organizational role
. . . are the constraints that a course of action must
satisfy, . ,"1

Simon noted that the organizations that survived have
developed decision-making systems whose constraints guar-
antee that their actions maintain a favorable balance of
inducements to contributions for their participants. From
this he concluded, "What goals are must be inferred from
observations of the organizations' decision-making process."2

Etzioni defines the organizational goals as, "The
future state of affairs which the organization as a col-
lectitity is trying to bring about."3 He states that one
may obtain information about what the goals are from the
participants. The participants should be asked what they
see as the organizational goals, as distinct from what they
think that they ought to be. He says that it is unwise to
depend entirely on interviews for reallgoals, but that, "An
examination of the allocation of resources and direction
of effort is often a complimentary research method for

4
obtaining satisfactory results.” Gross and Grambsch declare

l1bid., p. 70.

Ibid., p. 71.

W N

Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations, p. 6.

1=8

Ibid., p. 7.
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that two kinds of evidence are necessary before one can
confidently assert that a goal is present; intentions and
activities:

By intentions we refer to what participants see
the organization as trying to do: what they
believe its goals to be, what direction they
feel it is taking as an organization. By
activities, we refer to what persons in the
organization are in fact observed to be doing:
how they spend their time, how resources are
being allocated.l

Meaning of Institutional
Effectiveness

Etzioni states, "The actual effectiveness of an or-
ganization is determined by the degree to which it realizes
2
its goals."” The determination of 'what are the goals™ of
the organization becomes a guideline of effectiveness.
Etzioni clarifies what the real goals of an organization
are:
The researcher will define as the real goals of
the organization those future states toward which
a majority of the organization's means and the
major organizational commitments of the partici-
pants are directed, and which, in case of conflict
with goals which are stated bgt command few re-
sources, have clear priority.
Parsons views the concept of goals as central to the

study of an organization. He also postulates that the

1Edward Gross and Paul V. Grambsch, University Goals
and Academic Power, p. 9.

2Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations, p. 8.

3
Ibid., p. 7.
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problem central to an organization's survival is the at-
tainment of its goals.1 Gross and Grambsch view the concept
goal attainment as central to organizations because the
organization is evaluated in terms of its success in at-
taining its goals.2

Leslie This states, "Managers use different guidelines
to identify effective organizations. Among those frequently
mentioned are: clarity of organization's purposes and goals,
optimal use of human and physical resources . . ."3 He says
that an organization to function effectively once it reaches
the size of 100 employees, will find that there are certain
elements that must exist within the organization: Pre-
dictability, standardization, and regularity and
stabilization. As the organization grows through certain
stages its activities change. This lists these stagés of
growth as: to be born, to survive, to become stable, to

gain reputation, to achieve uniqueness, and to contribute.

1Talcott Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern
Societies, pp. 16-20.

2

Edward Gross and Paul Grambsch, Changes in University
Organizations, 1964-1971, The Carnegie Commission on Higher
Education, (San Francisco: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1974),
p-8¢

3Leslie E. This, A Guide to Effective Management:
Practical Applications from Behavioral Science, (Reading,
Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1974), p. 147.

4

Ibid., p. 153.
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Organizational Size and
Effectiveness

Caplow believes that, "Not only does the size of an
organization affect all phases of its activity, but changes
of size at certain points along the scale are more impor-
tant than at other points."1 The larger organizations are
more likely to be successful in maintaining themselves than
are smaller organizations of the same type. The larger
organizations are less affected by variation in size than
the smaller organizations. Caplow is very emphatic when he
states, "It has repeatedly been shown that a business en-
terprise'’s chance of survival increases directly with its
size."2

Haire views organizational effectiveness as overcoming
the forces that tend to destroy the organization, which in
turn allows the organization to grow. He equates growth
with effectiveness. There are forces within the organization,
arising from the fact that it is made up of individuals,
which determine the course of its growth. He says that
these forces, "Are associated with the cohesion of groups;

with the demands for integration and communication; .and

with the development of specialization of :Eunction."3

1Theodore Caplow, Principles of Organizations, (New
York: Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., 1964), p. 25.

2Ibid., p. 34.

3Mason Haire, Modern Organizational Theory, (New York:
John Wiley and Soms, Inc., 1959), p. 276.
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If each increment in size produced one increment in pro-
ductive capacity and needed one increment of additional
supportive function, then as Haire states, "There would be
no limit on size. As the size of the firm increases, the

structure needed to support it grows faster than the size

itself."1

Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson believe that junior
colleges should not overextend themselves and degrade the
quality or excellence of their programs. They suggest that
a priority list be developed to provide for orderly accom-
plishment of their objectives.

This kind of realistic approach to the guestion of
comprehensive educational services will mean that
many small public colleges will not be truly com-
prehensive, Colleges with large student
populations . . . will have the resources with
which to provide all types of course work,
guidance and community services. It must be
recognized, however, that the ideal of compre-
hensive educational programs is well beyond the
reach of many institutions and it would be folly
for them to attempt such expansion or to claim
that they can fulfill the entire broad range of
post-high school educational needs.

They indicate that only half of the public community
colleges are large enough to provide comprehensive programs

in all areas.

'1bid., p. 275.

2Clyde Blocker, Robert H. Plummer, and Richard C.
Richardson, Jr., The Two Year College: A Social Synthesis,
(New Jersey: Harper and Row, 1969), p. 272.
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Survey of Related Literature

A literature survey revealed that very little re-
search has been accomplished in regard to the effect of
size on organizational effectiveness. Volumes of research
have been conducted on organizations, and there is consid-
erable literature on organizational effectiveness.
Effectiveness is usually regarded as an implied problem and
the studies usually examine productivity, morale, conformity,
adaptiveness, and institutionalization.1 One study considered
organizational effectiveness in terms of goals and related
effectiveness to size, Gross and Grambsch (1968).

Gross and Grambsch (1968) in their important study

University Goals and Academic Power noted the effects which

institutional size had upon a university's organization and
goals., In order to explore more fully the impact of ""global
characteristics', whiéh includes size, because they apply to
the institution as a whole, they compared the goal emphases

of different types of universities,

Gross and Grambsch found that the characteristic of
size proved to have little relation to the goal structure of
the universities., The only findings that emerged were that
as size of the full-time teaching, research, and administra-

tive staff increase, more emphasis is given to doing pure

1James L. Price, Organizational Effectiveness,
(Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1968), p. 5.
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research, disseminating new ideas, and keeping up to date,
and lower value is assigned to developing pride in the
university; as the size of the student body increases,
providing cultural leadership to the community is given
slightly more prominence, carrying on applied research is
regarded as a worthy goal, and encouraging graduate work is
not.l

The Gross and Grambsch study included 68 universities
which had student bodies of 3,000 to 15,000, and they inter-
viewed administrators and faculty only. The present study

will examine community colleges of less than 1,000 students,

and will also include students in the research population.

Gross and Grambsch (1974) published, Changes in Univ-

ersity Organizations 1964-1971. The decision was made to

‘replicate the 1964 study to determine if the major events of
the 1960's had merely shaken American universities, or
whether they had led to structural change. They found that
there had been very little change in the goals or values of
the universities and persons in them. 'But important changes
had also taken place. Professor and administrators both felt
stronger congruence between the actual emphasis in their
universities and the kind of emphasis they felt proper. The

highly "productive” universities were differentiating

1Edward Gross and Paul V. Grambsch, University Goals

and Academic Power, pp. 43-74.
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themselves from less productive universities., They found
little change since the 1964 study in the university power
structure. But an ominous cleavage had grown up between
outside power holders (regents, legislators, etc.) and in-
siders (chairmen, deans, faculty and students), which very
much affected the goals of the university. As a result of
this power struggle, there was evidence of a shift from the
national to the local level, with strong implications for
the internal structure of universities.1

The top-rated five goals of the survey were: (1)
Protect Academic Freedom, (2) Insure Confidence of Contri-
butors, (3) Maintain Top Quality in Important Programs, (4)
Increase or Maintain Prestige, and (5) Train Students for
Scholarship/Research. An important finding from this result
is that four of the top five goals are support goals and
not output goals. This suggests that American universities
show signs of having become institutionalized. It is also
important to observe that only one of the top five goals
includes students.2

Concerning the effects of size on gcals, Gross and
Grambsch found the following results. They reported an

average product-moment correlation of .370 between goals

1Edward Gross and Paul V. Grambsch, Changes in
University Organizations, 1964-1971, The Carnegie Commission
on Higher Education (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1974),
p. 3.

2
Ibid., pp. 47-51.
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and enrollment. Higher correlations were obtained for other
size measures. For graduate enrollment the average cor-
relation was .470, for number of doctorates the correlation
was .472, and for federal obligations (grants, etc.) the
correlation was .492. These results suggest that when size
is measured by some output measure, it is more strongly
related to organizational goals than when measured by
number of students, which is a kind-of-client measure.

Another pertinent study that considered the effects
of size on quality of education in colleges was conducted
by Lazarsfeld and Thielens (1958). They studied 2,451
social scientists in 165 four-year, undergraduate colleges.2
Ninety percent (90%) of the social scientists were actually
interviewed. The colleges were classified by size: Very'
small (0-700), Small (700-2,500), Large (2,500-9,000), Very
large (9,000 and above). The quality of the colleges was
measured by:

(1) Total volumes in the library

(2) Ratio of books to students

(3) Ratio of annual budget to students

(4) Proportion of Ph. D.'s on faculty

(5) Production of scholars

(6) Tuition fees

They found that among the privately endowed schools,

the smaller schools rated higher in quality. In the tax-

supported colleges the relation was markedly in the other

Y1bid., pp. 75-78.

2Paul F. Lazarsfeld and Wagner Thielens, Jr., The

Academic Mind, (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1958), pp.
3-34. :
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direction: The larger the college the higher the quality
rating. There was a close relationship between the size of
a college and its type of organization. Very large insti-
tutions were found most frequently among the state
universities, while Protestant-affiliated schools and
teachers' colleges were usually quite small.

Faculty productivity was measured by: publications of
dissertations, papers and books, and recognition from peers
and community. It was found that productivity and size
were associated. The most distinguished professors taught
in the larger schools: 29% irn very small colleges, 29% in
small colleges, 49% in large colleges, and 66% in very
large colleges,

Two questions that were used by Lazarsfeld and
Thielens to establish the atmosphere in which the respondents
worked were: (1) O;—campus social relations among faculty
and (2) On-campus social relations between faculty and
administration.1 The faculty were asked to rate the ques-
tions on a continuum from no opinion to unusually good. The
results showed an interesting variation with size. In the
small colleges the sentiments which the faculty members
have for each other was expressed by eighty-four per cent
expressing the relations as good or unusually good, and the
relations between the faculty and administration was

expressed as good or unusually good by eighty per cent of

1bid., p. 24.
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the faculty. As the size of the college increases, the
proportion of faculty who give their college top rating
declines, expecially with regard to relations with the
administration., Lazarsfeld and Thielens offer the follow-
ing explanation:
This is a somewhat surprising result, because the
salaries at the large institutions are certainly
higher; their research facilities are probably
better and their teaching burdens lighter. What
intervenes could be the expectations of the
teacher.

This negative relation of size and morale may be ex-
plained according to Price by the fact that large social
systems may be mcre goal oriented and small social systems
may be more people oriented.2 If Price’'s explanation is
true, then morale is higher at the smaller colleges because
these schools are more concerned with satisfying the needs
of its members, and conversely, morale is lower at the
larger colleges because these schools are more concerned
with teaching and research.3

The results of Lazarsfeld and Thielens study support
the statement that in tax-supported colleges there is a

relationship between size and effectiveness (the quality

index), productivity, and morale.

libid., pp. 25-26.

2James L. Price, Organizational Effectiveness, p. 190.

3Ibid., p. 190.
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Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley (1973) investi-
gated the effects of institutional size and complexity on
professional autonomy in 241 colleges, universities, and
community colleges in the United States by mailing survey
questionnaires to more than 9,200 individual faculty mem-
bers and administrators. Autonomy was defined as the
ability to set goals and structure the organization toward
maximum professional concerns, Size was defined as the
number of professors and students in the academic
organization,

To determine the impact of institutional size on
professional autonomy and faculty power, they examined
three patterns: (1) patterns of decision making; institu-
tional and departmental, (2) patterns of control;
departmental autonomy and freedom from bureaucratic regula-~
tions, and (3) patterns of evaluation; amount of peer
evaluation,

In answer to whether institutional decisions were
concentrated in a few hands or widely dispersed, they found
that a minority (27%) of the large schools reported strong
centralization. They concluded that this indicated a broad
spectrum of faculty participation. Forty percent (40%) of
the small schools reported high decision centralization,
indicating domination by central administration, trustees,
and cliques of faculty. On the departmental level, most of

the large schools (67%) placed the decision making in the
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hands of a strong chairperson or clique of professors.
This finding was explained by three factors: (1) account-
ability in a decentralized system, (2) the need for a small
group to make efficient decisions for a large department,
and (3) the faculty's willingness to relinquish power to
the department chairperson to protect itself against the
central administration. The small schools results showed
only thirty-eight percent (38%) where decision making was
concentrated within the departments. One may conclude
from this evidence that strong departmental leadership may
be a necessary condition for decentralization to work within
the complex structure of the large college's whole system.
One main concern of the professional educator is
achieving departmental autonomy. Baldridge et. al. examined
departmental power over four areas of control. High depart-
mental autonomy in the area of faculty selection was reported
in seventy-nine percent (79%) of the large colleges and in
eleven percent (11%) of the small colleges. In the area of
control over course additions, fifty percent (50%) of thé
large colleges reported high autonomy and thirty-one percent
(31%) of the small colleges. In the area of granting tenure
and promotions, eighty-three (83%) of the large colleges
reported high autonomy as contrasted with twelve percent
(12%) of the small colleges. In the area of budget control,
there was no significant difference between the large and

small colleges,
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Bureaucratic control was examined in the areas of

travel, which showed seventy-nine percent (79%) of the
large and eleven percent (11%) of the small schools re-
gulating control. The regulation of courses taught showed
that fifty percent (50%) of the large and thirty-one percent
(31%) of the small schools' professors had more control.
The regulations concerning contracts showed fifty-eight
percent (58%) in large and twenty-one percent (21%) in
small schools where professors had more flexibility and
open—-ended contracts.

Peer elevation was measured by first listing the work
activities and determining the people who had the power to
evaluate these activities. Sixty-three percent (63%) of
the large and seventeen percent (17%) of the small schools
reported that the faculty was judging the quality of their
peers' work.

The larger and more complex the school, the more
likely it was to be divided into specialized units or de-
partments. The professionals they sampled demanded
autonomy because they had the expertise to do complex tasks,

. 1
and wished to be left alone to achieve them. Along every

1J. Victor Baldridge, David Curtis, George Ecker, and
Gary Lee Riley, "Institutional Size and Professional
Autonomy: The Death of the Small College Myth?", (Stanford,
California: Stanford Center for Research, 1973).
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dimenéion of professional autonomy, increased size and com-
plexity contributed to increased faculty power, authority
and autonomy.

A study was conducted by the Michigan Department of
Education (1974) on "Planning Relative to Institutional
Size and the Total Postsecondary Delivery System™. The
study included 15 colleges and universities, and 29 com-
munity colleges. The community college enrollments varied
from 723 students to over 19,000 students. One of their
charges was to establish criteria for limitations and
minimums for institution size. The varied roles and loca-
tions of the institutions precluded any 'ideal" enrollment
levels, It appeared that there should be some evaluation of
campus size as it would affect an institution's ability to
provide services to students.

The category and role of each institution was reviewed
and studied. A comparison was made of the institutions
with respect to metropolitan areas. Community colleges
were compared for duplication of effort. A review of stan-
dards from other states indicated that considerable
attention had been given to institutional size through a

complete review of enrollment growth of all institutions.

The study reported that enrollments were leveling
off, and, therefore, no limits should be set on growth.
Researchers found that particular attention should be

given to community college programs and districting
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patterns to encourage growth of institutions having less
than 1,000 FTE students. Their conclusion was that a
community college of less than 1,000 FTE students did not
have the ability to support a comprehensive academic pro-
gram, and_consideration should be given to district
boundaries, assignment of new programs, and other means to

encourage growth,

The Organization of Academic Work (1973) is the result

of Blau's investigation of the administrative structure of
universities and colleges and its implication for academic
pursuits. One hundred fifteen American universities and
colleges were included in the study with the exception of
Jjunior colleges, teacher colleges, and other specialized
colleges. Information was obtained from personal visits,
published compilations of quantitative information on
academic institutions, and a survey of a sample of 2,577

faculty members.2

One question raised in the study was whether the
administrative structure of universities and colleges is
fundamentally homologous to that of other types of organi-

. 3 . .
zations. Two basic theorems derived from research on

1A Study on Planning Relative to Institutional Size
and Total Postsecondary Delivery System, 1974, Michigan
Department of Education.

%Peter M. Blau, The Organization of Academic Work,
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1973), pp. 20-28.

31bid., p. 13.
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government bureaus were compared with the information re-
ceived from colleges and universities. The two theorems
were: (1) Increasing organizational size is accompanied by
increasing differentiation in their structure, and (2)
These increases in differentiation in their structure occur
at decelerating rates with increasing size. Three measures
of differentiation in universities and colleges were used:
number of departments, number of administrative levels, and
major academic subunits (colleges and schools). Blau found
that the size of an academic institution was highly correla-
ted with all three aspects of differentiation (.83, .51 and
.80). These results compared to the correlations of the
government bureaus clearly confirmed the first theorem.
Scatter diagrams of the gathered data confirmed the second
theorem as true for colleges and universities.

Four additional theorems derived from the same re-

search on governments bureaus were:

(1) Large organizational size reduces the proportion
of administrative personnel.

(2) Differentiation increases the proportion of
administrative personnel.

(3) Large size has opposite influences on the admin-
istrative ratio, indirectly increasing it, owing
to greater structural differentiation of large
organizations, as well as directly reducing it.

(4) The influences of expanding size on reduction in
the administrative ratio is increasingly weakened
by its counteracting indirect influences mediated
by differentiation, so that these reductions
occur at a declining rate.
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Blau states that data collected on American colleges and
universities conforms to all these propositions.1

Blau concludes that this does not mean that univer-
sities and colleges are just as bureaucratic as government
bureaus, but rather that small colleges and small govern-
ment bureaus are less bureaucratic than their large
counterparts if we refer to complexity of formal structure,
but they are more bureaucratic if we refer to the relative
size of administrative machinery.

Blau investigated the effect of large size on the
economic resources of the universities and colleges. He
found that large institutions pay better salaries which
makes then more successful in competing for the best quali-
fied faculties who are most committed to scholarly research,
and they can recruit larger faculties which enable them to
establish more departments in specialized fields. Large
institutions have the highest reputations, the best students,
and the most productive faculties with the highest record of
publications.

The number of faculty members in an academic institu-
tion is indicative of the quantity of its human resources.
Blau found that the size of an institution's faculty affects
nearly all its other characteristiecs. It appears in twenty

five of the thirty tables in the book because it affected

libid., pp. 48-66.
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ail the dependent variabies, including affluence, propor-
tion of graduate students and university status.

Blau found that the size of an academic institution
unquestionably has a predominant effect on its character.
The reason is that institutional size comprises several
elements. If refers td economic and manpower resources,
an impersonal atmosphere, a large administrative work load,
and the statistical probability of finding colleagues with
common interest. Blau lists the direct effects of the size
of academic institutions under the following categories:2

Economic and Manpower Resources

1. Many graduate students

2. Ph.,D.-granting university; mediated by it,
high research productivity

3. High salaries; mediated by it, superior faculty
qualifications

4. Many specialized departments; mediated by it,
superior repuration, high clerical-faculty
ratio, more contacts with graduate students,
and fewer with undergraduates

5. Several schools and colleges; mediated by 1it,
high administration-faculty ratio and greater
interest in outside faculty

6. Emphasis on research

7. High student aptitudes

Impersonality
8. Lower faculty qualifications
9. Lower attraction to good students
10. Less allegiance to local institution

Administrative Load
L1, More administrative levels; mediated by it,
narrower span of control of the president, also

ltbid., pp. 78-86.

zIbid., pp. 250-258.
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of vice-presidents, and less influence of the
president over appointments

12. Wide span of control of the president

13. Wide span of control of vice-presidents

14. Low administration-faculty ratio (economy of
scale) :

15. Low clerical-faculty ratio (economy of scale)

16. Less interest in outside faculty

17. Less appointment power of administation

18. More appointment power of faculty

19. Less financial authority of president

Chances of Common Interests
20. More departments in new fields
21. Frequent creation of departments

The Carnegie Commission of Higher Education (1970)
reviewed issues relevant to the cbmmunity college. Their
research also included the size of two-year institutions.
In search for the optimum size range for community colleges,
the staff analyzed the relationship between institutional
cost per full-time equivalent (FTE) student and the number
of full-time equivalent students.

They found that very small institutions tended to
have high cost, and there was a slight tendency for costs
to decline as the size of the student body rose until it
reached some 2,000 to 3,000 FTE students. This optimum
size was based on the following criteria: minimum faculty
size required for a comprehensive program and for reason-
able student-faculty ratios, and judgments with respect to
the size most compatible with stimulating intellectual and
social environment for the students. On the basis of these
criteria, the Carnegie Commission reported that if an

institution is to offer a variety of occupational programs
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and transfer programs, a minimum enrollment of 1,500 to
2,000 daytime students is needed for a reasonably effective
program.

They recommend that the optimum size for a community
college be 2,000 to 5,000 fulltime students, but a limita-
tion of institutional size may not be feasible in large
cities. The limitation was not based on ineffectiveness
but to allow more institutions to be within commuting
distance of the students.1

In small colleges, the rate of growth was found to be
crucial in determining the rate of tuition inflation. With
larger institutions, a controlled growth rate was found to
be necessary if the academic planning, recruitment of facil-
ities and acquisition of libraries was to take place prior
to students coming to the campus. The recommendations of
the special committee of the Illinois Board of Higher
Education was most notable in this area of institutional
size and capacity. Committee L was charged to determine
maximum enrollments. They found in response to their
gueries that optimum size for existing campuses was the
point at which maximum effectiveness as a viable educational
unit was achieved within thellimits of available econonmic,

physical, programmatic, and staff facilities. Rather than

The Open Door College: Policies for Community
Colleges, Report of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Edu-
cation, (Hightstown, New Jersey: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1970).
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set maximum sizes for institutions the committee recommend-

ed the control of growth.

Judging from the experiences of the presidents

of the state universities as revealed in

testimonies before this committee, the rate

of growth of a university is of vital concern.

Too rapid growth as experienced in recent

years tend to make it difficult and even

impossible to assimilate new faculty members

and to help them develop an awareness of the

goals and traditions of the institutions.

The results of the committee meetings showed that max-
imum size and growth rates make a significant difference in
the total college environment. Comparisons were made among
the problems and benefits resulting from growth problems
encountered by many similar colleges and universities. The
committee recommended that no state college be permitted to
grow at a rate greater than 1,000 (full-time) students per
year. However, if an institution had not reached a minimum
size within a given period of time, growth could be allowed

1
to increase at a faster rate.

An alternative to the large institution is the cluster
college. One of the most outstanding examples is Claremont

College. The cluster concept proposes to

1Institutional Size and Capacity, Report of Committee
1., Master PIan Phase 111 Committee to the Illinois Board

of Higher Education, December, 1970.
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preserve the personal values of the small college while
securing the facilities of the university to enrich educa-
tional resources at a faster rate than the rise in unit
cost. No systematic studies of any major aspect of cluster
college programs, including economic aspects, were started
until 1965.l

Stewart (1968) studied both the cost and the level
of services or resources of certain Claremont facilities
or functions which operate on a cooperative or central
basis within the cluster and compared them to the cost of
similiar functions in individual colleges which were not
a part of the cluster. Colleges were selected on the same
level of quality or effectiveness as the cluster colleges.
The comparisons were based on a three year average (1964,
1965, and 1967).

The author found that the cost of library operations
in the comparison colleges decreased as the size of the
student body increased, at least up to about 1,000. A
similaxr trend was found to exist with regard to expenditures
for books. Although no clear pattern developed with regard
to the business office operation, Stewart concluded that
central operation had a financial advantage. They found

that a larger combined center does provide cost benefits

1Donald J. Richard, Campus Size: A Selected Review,
(Altanta, Georgia: Southern Regional Education Board,
1971), p. 26.
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for health services. These advantages included cost bene-
fits as well as greater resources. This latter advantage
related to quantity and/or variety of services available.
For other areas studied there was not enough information
available to determine any advantage to the cluster or
non-cluster college.

Gaff (1970) compiled a descriptive analysis of the
purposes and practicés of the cluster college. He states
in his analysis that the university, which has grown unman-
ageably large, has too many functions that can detract from
undergraduate education to make it effective for that pur-
pose. He also states that the small liberal arts college
is often too limited in resources to offer what the
university can. Therefore, one of the major purposes of
the cluster college is to combine the small college indi-
viduality, personal involvement, and sense of community
with the resources of the larger university. Another
purpose is to offer alternative liberal arts programs, and
experiment with new educational philosophies. The emphasis
on close human relatiomships and individual instruction
.requires that the cluster colleges have a low faculty-

student ratio, and in a period of academic inflation this

Clifford T. Stewart, "Financial Aspects of Inter-
institutional Cooperation: TUnit Cost in Cluster and
Non-Cluster Colleges,™ Institutional Research and Academic
Outcomes, Proceedings of the Eight Annual Forum on Insti-
tutional Research, 1968, pp. 171-179. -
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means an expensive program. Gaff found in his survey that
several universities have discovered that cluster colleges
program are expensive to operate if they are to be
effective.

Colclazier (1974) studied the relationship between
the goals and practices of four public community junior
colleges as perceived by three groups of participants:

(1) faculty, (2) students, and (3) administrators. He
defined effectiveness as the degree to which the institu-
tion succeeds in doing whatever it is trying to do. The
measure used was a correlation between goals and practices
which produced evidence of the extent to which the institu-~
tions were working toward their perceived goals. Each of
the four colleges was small and relatively rural.

The two instruments used to test institutional goal
perception and institutional functions at the four junior

colleges were the Institutional Goals Inventory and the

Institutional Functional Inventory (Oklahoma University

Modification). A computation of Eta on all paired scales

(20 scales) resulted in significant correlations on all
twenty scales at the .001 level of confidence. This study

did not test differences of size, but did produce evidence

1
Jerry G. Gaff, The Cluster College, (San Francisco:
Jossey~-Bass, 1970).
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of agreement of small community colleges on goals and the

functional agreement with goals.

Summary

As previously stated in this chapter, most organiza-
tional theorists agree that the organization is the most
effective social unit. The probiem of this study is to
measure how effective the organization is in attaining its
real goals. Parsons' has furnished insight into the pro-
blem by revealing that goal attainment is central to the
study of any organization. Perrow suggests that there are
two categories of goals: official and operative. Etzioni
refers to these categories as stated and real goals.

One concern of this study is the measure of the per-~
ceived importance of goals and the perceived emphasis of
the practices of the organization. Etzioni and Simon each
propose a way of finding the goals of an organization.
Simon points out that organizational goals are dynamic and
continually being modified by managers and employees at all
levels; therefore, one must infer what the goals are by ob-
serving the organizations decision-making process. Etzioni
states one may obtain information about what the goals are

from the participants. He also states that one should not

lJames L. Colclazier, "An Investigation Into the
Relationships Between Perceived Goals and Practices in Four
Oklahoma Community Colleges", (Unpublished Ed. D. disserta-
tion, University of Oklahoma, 1974).
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depend entirely on interviews, but on examination of the
allocation of resources and direction of effort is often a
complementary research.

This study is based upon the theories of Parsons,
Perrow, Etzioni, and Simon and not on any one theorist.
This study synthesizes from these theorists that organiza-
tions can be studied and that goals are central to their
understanding. The measure of effectiveness of the organ-
ization is found in its ability to direct its resources
toward the attainment of its goals.

Specific to this study is the effect of size upon the
organizations® attainment of its goals. Leslie This, Caplow,
Haire and Blocker, Plummer, and Richardson are the theorists
to whom reference has been made. This takes a similar
position to Parsons, Perrow, Etzioni, and Simon that a
clarity of organizational goals is a guideline to organiza-
tional effectiveness. He also states that as the
organization grows its activities change. Caplow believes
that not only does the size of an organization affect all
phases of its activities, but changes of size at certain
points along the scale are more important than at other
points, Haire in his study directly equates growth with
effectiveness in organization. Blocker, Plummer, and
Richardson believe that a junior college of less than a
thousand is too small to effectively carry out its goals.

This study will rely upon support from the theorists who
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have been quoted and through research will hope to expose
some facts about the effect of size upon organizational
goal attainment.

The question of how small a junior college can be and
still remain an effective comprehensive college is increas-
ing in interest in both Federal and State educational
agencies. This concern is expressed in the Carnegie Com-
mission's Reports on the Junior College.

The administrators of small colleges are concerned
about effectively maintaining the goals of a comprehensive
junior college with a lack of appropriate resources. If
decisions are made to be comprehensive, then appropriation
must be increased for the small colleges.

This study is intended to produce at least some in-
formation for the community colleges in their reservations
concerning the influence that size has on the effectiveness

of a community college in attaining its goals.



CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The present study was an attempt to determine any
difference between the institutional effectiveness of goal
attainment of two small junior and two large junior colleges
as perceived by the administrators, faculties, and students
of the participating institutions.

This chapter contains the pre-survey procedures,
survey procedures, and data analysis procedures. Each of
these areas of methodology is contained in the following

sections,

Pre-Survey Procedures

Selection of a Research Design

The first pre-experimental procedure was to choose
the proper research design for the conduct of the study.
The words '"research design" are intended to mean the plan,
structure, and strategy of investigation conceived to
obtain answers to research questions and to control exter-
nal sources of variation. The "plan" is the overall scheme
or program of the evaluation problem; the "structure" is the
more specific structure or paradigm of the actual mani-

pulation of the independent variables being studied; and

48
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the ""'strategy" as used here is even more specific than the
structure--it is the actual method to be used in the gather-
ing and analysis of the data.1

A research design serves two basic purposes: (1) it
provides answers to research questions posed by the inves-
tigator; and (2) it controls external sources of variation.
In other words, it is through the design of a study that
research is made effective and interpretable.

The research design chosen for the present experiment
was a three-sample, quasi-experimental design preceded by the

sanpling of participants from three finite populations. A

paradigm of this research design is presented in Figure 1.

The Institutional Goals Inventory

The Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI), developed by

Educational Testing Service, was chosen as one of the data
collection instruments for the present study.2 The IGI was
developed for the use of universities and colleges in de-
fining their goals and establishing priorities among them.
The IGI identifies twenty goal areas, each of which
is derived from four statements in a ninety item question-

naire. Ten questions deal with miscellaneous goals which

1F. N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research,
(New York: Holt, Rinehard, and Winston, 1964), p. 276.

2 .

Norman P. Uhl and Richard E. Peterson, Institution-
al Goal Inventory, (Princeton, New Jersey: Educational
Testing Service, 1970).
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FIGURE 1

ILLUSTRATION OF RESEARCH DESIGN USED IN THE RESEARCH

Data Needed to Test Hypotheses
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Sayre (N=6) ——> (N =¢)
El Reno (N=9) ——— (N=9) =
Oscar Rose (N =31)— [R]—(N =9) g %
South Okla. City (N =23) —=[R]—(N =9) HEREE
Ell|z
. 2
Faculty -] ‘g s
Populations & 2 2
Sayre (N =15) ——— (N =10) S HE
—| 5l LI £le
El Reno (N =32) —b@——»(N = 10) £ 2 =
Oscar Rose (N = ]H)—»@——»(N = 10) £ £l
South Okla. City (N =93) —» [R] —>(N = 10) : LX)
g[8
EllE
Student 2 %
Populations :g z
< {|=
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can be ascertained from a single statement. Each statement
is rated on a five-point continuum with rating values as
follows: (1) of no importance or not applicable, (2) of low
importance, (3) of medium importance, (4) of high impor-
tance, and (5) of extremely high importance. The twenty
gozl areas identified by the IGI are as follows:

(1) Academic Development

(2) 1Intellectual Orientation

(3) Individual Personal Development
(4) Humanism/Altruism

(5) Cultural/Esthetic Awareness

(6) Traditional Religiousness

(7) Vocational Preparation

(8) Advanced Training

(9) Research

(10) Meeting Local Needs

(11) Public Service

(12) Social Egalitarianism

(13) Social Criticism/Activities
(14) Freedom

(15) Democratic Governance

(16) Community

(17) Intellectual/Esthetic Environment
(18) Innovation

(19) Off Campus Learning 1

(20) Accountability/Efficiency

The IGI allows for two separate scorings, "Is",
representing the current presence of the goal, and 'Should
Be', which represents a preferred future state of the goal.
However, the present study utilized only the "Is" response,

representing the present perception of goals,

1A description of each of the twenty goals and
statements from both the IGI and IFI-OUM used to derive the
raw data is presented in Appendix A.
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Instrument Reliability

In the development of the IGI, two experimental
versions were constructed and pilot tested--one involving
1,000 participants representing several constituent groups,
the second included 1,300 faculty and students at ten col-
leges and universities on the West Coast. Educational
Testing Service has conducted extensive investigation con-
cerning validity and reliability, this information has been

published in an Institutional Goals Inventory Technical

Manuall, and the reliability coefficients of the twenty
institutional goal scales are presented in Table 1.

In determining validity, the statements were correla-
ted with institutional data (such as number of volumes in
the library, income per student, student-faculty ratio,
selecfivity in admission), providing validity for all but
three goal areas (Social Criticism/Activism, Democratic
Governance, and Accountability/Efficiency). A group of
higher education specialists’ judgments were compared with
the faculty, student administrator, and community ratings
of present importance for each goal area. Agreements were
obtained except for the areas of Democratic Governance,

Off Campus Learning, and Accountability/Efficiency.2

1Norman P. Uhl and Richard E. Peterson, Preliminary
Draft, Institutional Goals Inventory Technical Manual, 1973,
(Mimeographed) .

2
Ibido’ ppo 29"31.



TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY OF INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY SCALES

TABLE 1

Areas measured

by the Rellability

Institutional Goals Inventory Coefficients
1.  Academic Development .61
2. Intellectual Orientation 75
3. Individual Personal Development .94
4, Humanism/Altruism .88
5. Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness .90
6, Traditional Religiousness .98
7. Vocational Preparation .97
8. Advanced Training .89
9. Research .94
10. Meeting Local Needs 91
11, Public Service .80
12. Soclal Egalitarianism .91
13. Social Criticism/Activism .84
14,  Freedom 99
15. Democratic Governance .93
16, Community .97
17.  Intellectual /Aesthetic Environment .80
18. Innovation .92
19, Off=Compus Learning .99
20,  Accountability/Efficiency .75

€¢e
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An adaptation of Campbell and Fiske's (1959) conver-
gent and discriminant validity procedure was employed to
examine whether faculty, students, and community attach
similar meanings to the goal areas. General agreement was
found among these three groups with three exceptions. There
was disagreement among the three groups on Accountability/
Efficiency. Whereas faculty and student agreed on the
meaning of Social CriticiSm/Activism and Democratic
Governance, the community groups disagreed with both.1

Uhl, in conducting this investigation, stated that
these varied procedures—-

. . .have provided support for the validity

of the IGI. However, one goal area, Account-

ability/Efficiency, seems to hold different

meanings for different groups and therefore
should be used with caution.

Institutional Functioning Inventory

The Institutional Functioning Inventory was developed

by the Educational Testing Service.3 The instrument was
pretested on the faculty, students, and administrators at

67 colleges and universities. An attempt was made to select
a cross section of institutions; institutions that were

thought to stand high or low on one or another dimension of

1
Ibid., p. 33.
21bid., p. 33.
3Richard Peterson, John Centra, Rodney Hartnott, and

Robert Linn, Institutional Functioning Inventory, (Princeton,
New Jersey: Educational Testing Service, 1963).




TABLE 2

COEFFICIENT ALPHA RELIABILITIES FOR INSTITUTIONAL FUNCTIONING

INVENTORY FOR ADMINISTRATORS, FACULTY AND STUDENTS

Functioning

Scales Administrators Faculty Students

1. Intellectual/Aesthetic

Extracurriculum .88 .88 91
2. Freedom .86 .90 .93
3. Human Diversity .86 .90 .95
4, Concern for Improvement .92 .95 .90
5. Concern for Undergraduate .88 .92 .87
6. Democratic Governance .93 96 96
7. Meeting Local Needs .89 .92 -~
8. Self~Study and Planning .83 .86 -
9. Concern for Advancing 94 .96 --
10. Concern for Innovation .87 .92 -
11,  Institutional Esprit .90 .92 --

4341
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of the instrument.1

The instrument used in this pretest
contained 11 function scales with 12 items per scale.
Peterson reported that the Coefficient Alpha method
for internal consistency was utilized for obtaining reli-
ability for the instrument. Table 2 reports individual
reliability coefficients for each scale for administrators,

faculty, and students.2

Students answered items to only
six function scales because it felt that they do not have
sufficient access to the necessary information to answer
items in the other five scales.

However, since the Institutional Goals Inventory

contained twenty goal areas, it was deemed important to

revise the Institutional Functioning Inventory so that the

function scales would correspond to the goal scales of the

Institutional Goals Inventory. Therefore, permission was

obtained from the Educational Testing Service to modify the

Institutional Functioning Inventory so that the scales re-

late directly to the scales of the Institutional Goals

Inventory.
The University of Oklahoma Modification of the

Institutional Goals Inventory was developed by Hengst and

lpichard E. Peterson, Institutional Functioning
Inventory Preliminary Technical Manual, (Princeton, New
Jersey: Educational Testing Service, 1970), p. 63.

2
Ibid., pp. 15-16.

31bid., p. 7.
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Lynn.1 In modifying the Institutional Functioning Inven-

tory seventy-five (75) of the existing items used in those
function areas were deemed appropriate., An additional
forty-five (45) new items were written for those areaé of
the instrument where the existing items were judged to be
inappropriate. Two types of items were included in the
instrument; those calling for factual information and those
calling for opinions., The items calling for factual infor-
mation allow the respondent to answer "yes," '"no," or "I
don’'t know.” The opinion items have four possible responses
ranging from "strongly agree™ to "strongly disagree."

The University of Oklahoma Modification of the

Institutional Functioning Inventory was then given to a

panel of eight (N=8) practitioners in higher education for
the purpose of evaluating the appropriateness of each item
in each scale, 1In those instances where the panel could
not agree on the appropriateness of an item for a scale,
the item was removed. As a consequence, the final draft of
the University of Oklahoma Modification contains six items
per scale for a total of one-hundred twenty (N=120) items.
The instrument was designed to measure the perceptions of
present institutional functioning.

The twenty scales of the Institutional Functioning

Inventory - University of Oklahoma Modification are as

1Herberj: R. Hengst and Robert L. Lynn, Institutional
Functioning Inventory, (University of Oklahoma Modification),
(Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma, 1973).
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follows:

(1) Academic Development

2) Intellectual Orientation

3) Individual Personal Development
(4) Human/Altruism

(5) Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness
(6) Traditional Religiousness

(7) Vocational Preparation

(8) Advanced Training

(9) Research

(10) Meeting Local Needs
(11) Public Service

(12) Social Egalitarianism
(13) Social Criticism/Activism
(14) Freedom

(15) Democratic Governance
(16) Community
(17) Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment
(18) Innovation
(19) Off-Campus Learning

(20) Accountability/Efficiency

In redesigning the instrument a decision was made to
follow the Educational Testing Services guidelines in re-
gard to students. Students do not answer items in the
following scales:

7) Vocational Preparation

(8) Advanced Training

(9 Research

(10) Meeting Local Needs

(16) Community

(18) Innovation

(19) Off-Campus Learning

(20) Accountability/Efficiency

It was decided that students do not have sufficient
access to the necessary information in these areas to
adequately answer items in these functioning areas. There-~
fore, separate test booklets were created for students that

do not include items for these scales.

Reliability data for the modified I.F.I. were obtained



59

by administering the instrument to a sample of administra-
tors, faculty and students at three dissimilar public
institutions of higher education in Okiahoma. The test-
retest reliability procedure was utilized for this purpose.
The median coefficients for the three samples were .70, .65
and .64. In only one instance did two of three coefficients
for a scale fall below .50. Therefore, these coefficients
were considered to demonstrate adequate reliability for the
instrument. Table 3 reports the reliability coefficients
for the three testings as reported by the Center for Studies

in Higher Education, University of Oklahoma,

Sample Populations

Selecting Sample Sizes

It was necessary to calculate the number of adminis-
trators, teachers and students needed for 95 percent level
of confidence. However, the calculations had to be modified
because of the small numbers in some areas and because of
the sampling procedures used in others.:

In order to determine the degree of accuracy desired
(e), it was necessary to calculate a standard deviation for
the two data collection instruments. The combined standard
deviations of the IGI and the IFI-UOM were calculated by
combining the overall variances of the two instruments and
extracting the square root. This value was determined to be
s = 0.956. The degree of accuracy desired was then estab-

lished at one-half standard deviation.
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A procedure suggested by Walpole was used to deter-

mine sample size. The following formula was used:1

24 [, a‘\"z

n
c )
where
224 = Z value of confidence level sought (1.64)
o = The standard deviation of the IGI and IFI
difference scores (s = 0.956)
€ = 4 standard deviation = 0.4781
n - /(1.64) (0.956) |2

\ .4781 /

n - 10.75

A number of 10 administrators and faculty members
from each of the junior colleges would yield a power of
95 percent at the .05 level of confidence. This is the
number of faculty members to be chosen from each institu-
tion; however, the small numbers of fulltime administrators
at some of the junior colleges (Sayre, 6) and (El1 Reno, 9)
caused the numbers of administrators to be reduced slightly
from the calculated number needed.

Student samples had to be modified to accomodate the

random stratification of participants along three variables.

1Ronald E. Walpole, Introduction to Statistics, (New
York: The Macmillian Co., 1968), p. 182.
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Students were stratified along the variables of age (three
categories), college major (two categories), and grade
level (two categories).

Categories of each variable were as follows:

Age: 1. < 20 years

2. 21-25 years
3. 26 > years

Type 1. TUniversity-Parallel Programs
of 2. Technical-Occupational Programs
Program:

Grade{ 1. Freshman
2. Sophomore

Using a formula for the 3 X 2 X 2 crossbreak paradigm,
the number needed for each cell was determined to be 2.23
or 2 per cell. This was rounded to 24 per college and an
alternate was drawn to allow for attrition. This came to

a total of 25 students from each of the 4 junior colleges.

Administrators

One group of participants were the administrators.
Both Sayre and E1 Reno are quite small junior colleges, and
it was necessary to utilize all six of the administrators
at Sayre and all nine of the administrators at E1 Reno
Junior College. Oscar Rose Junior College had a total of
31 full-time administrators, but only nine were randomly
selected from the total group; one representing each of the
college's nine areas of programs. South Oklahoma City

Junior College also had a large number of full-time



TABLE 3

INSTITUTIONAL FUNCTIONING INVENTORY =-- THE UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA
MODIFICATION TEST~RETEST RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS

Reliability Reliability Reliability
Coefficients= Coefficients~ Coefficients=
Scales State Public Jr, Public
University College 4-yr College
1. Academic Development .64 .57 .34
2. Intellectual Orientation 71 .38 .20
3. Individual Personal Development .69 .68 .55
4, Human/Altruism .61 .56 .63
5, Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness .65 .68 .64
6. Traditional Religiousness .83 .65 .59
7. Vocational Preparation .52 .56 .86
8. Advanced Training .37 73 77
9. Research .56 .73 .80
10, Meeting Local Needs .73 .64 .84
11. Public Service .68 .65 61
12. Social Egalitarianism .74 .59 .52
13, Social Criticism/Activism 77 .65 .60
14, Freedom 73 .84 .51
15. Democratic Governance .84 75 .53
16, Community 79 75 .85
17.  Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment .68 .62 75
18. Innovation .88 .60 .85
19,  Off=-Campus Learning 73 54 .78
20.  Accountability/Efficiency .63 .51 .83

29
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administrators, but only nine were selected as representa-
tives from each of the school's areas of concentration.
This made a total of thirty-three (N=33) administrators:
fifteen from the small schools and eighteen from the large

schools.

Fééulfy Members

A second group of participants was faculty members.
Ten faculty members were randomly selected from the facul-
ties of the four junior colleges. These ten were randomly
selected to represent at least ten pfogram areas at each
institution. This made a total of forty (N=40) full-time
faculty members; twenty from the small schools and twenty

from the large schools.

Students

A third group of participants was full-time students.
Twenty-five (N=25) students were stratified-randomly
selected from among the full-time students at each school.
Students were stratified along the variables of age, major
field of study, and grade classification. There was a total
of one-hundred (N=100) students with fifty (N=50) from the
small schools and fifty (N=50) from the large schools.

It was anticipated that a total of one-~hundred
-seventy~three (N=173) administrators, faculty members and
students would participate in the study. This number did

not fluctuate with the normal passage of time. Whenever
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one dropped out of the study, he/she was quickly replaced

with others who had been selected in a comparable manner.

TABLE 4

NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS, FACULTY MEMBERS, AND STUDENTS
PARTICIPATING FROM EACH OF THE FOUR JUNIOR COLLEGES

Junior College Administrators Faculty Members Students
Sayre 6 L 25
El Reno 9 10 25
Oscar Rose 4 10 25
South Oklahoma City 9 10 25
TOTALS . . . 33 40 100

Data Collection Procedures

The second step was the data collection procedures.
This involved the mailing of the data collection instru-

ments and visiting the four junior colleges when necessary.

The first step in the data collection procedures was
to mail a packet of materials to the administrators, faculty
members, and students selected from each school. This

packet included a copy of the Institutional Goals Inventory,

one copy of the Institutional Functioning Inventory, a

cover letter describing the nature of the study (see Appen-

dix B), and a self-addressed, stamped envelope. Recipients
were instructed to complete the two instruments and return

them as soon as possible.
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One week after the initial mailing, a postcard was
sent to the non-respondents to remind them of the study.
In addition, some telephone calls were made.

Two weeks after the initial mailing, a second mailing
was sent to the non-respondents. This mailing included the
same material as the initial mailing.

After the first week of the study, the researcher
made telephone calls to non-respondents, and if necessary

visited the non-respondents at the four school sites.

Data Analysis Procedure

The data were analyzed by using a multivariate analysis
of variance technigue suggested by Anderson.1 Anderson in-
dicated that the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
technique is appropriate for comparing the responses of two
or more groups on a variety of dependent measures. In this
study there were twenty (N=20) measures taken for each
participant, one for each scale of the IGI and the IFI-UOM.

A multivariate analysis of variance was performed
across all twenty goal scales of the IGI instrument for the
independent variable of school size.

Fisher's theorem for partitioning the sum of

squares in analysis of variance into ortho-
gonal, additive components permits the number

1T. W. Anderson, An Introduction to Multivariate
Statistical Analysis, (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
1957), pp. 178-~193.
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of hypothesis partitions to be extended as
far as g-1, where g is the number of inter-
action cells; thus it is possible to test
several hypotheses simultaneously.

This procedure made it possible to determine whether
or not there were statistically significant differences in
the perceived importance of institutional goals between the
two sizes of institutions. A significant F-value indicated
a significant difference among the 20 measures. When sys-
tematic interaction effects were detected, a one-way analysis
of variance was computed in order to determine in which
scales the interaction effects had occurred. The ANOVA
simply compared the mean values computed for the large and
small junior colleges on each scale of the data collection
instruments.

When statistically significant interaction effects
were detected, tests of simple main-effects were conducted
on those scales with significant univariate F ratios.2

A decision to compute simple main-effects is
usually made following an examination and
statistical analysis of the data. The pro-
cedure recommended for such tests is to design
the same family error rate to the simple main-

effects test as that allotted to the over-all
F ratio.

l4illiam W. Cooley and Paul R. Lohnes, Multivariate
Data Analysis, (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1971),
p. 290.

2Roger E. Kirk, Experimental Design: Procedures for
the Behavioral Sciences, (Belmont, California: Brooks/Cole
Publishing Co., 1968), p. 179.

3
Ibid., p. 181.
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This procedure separated the interaction effects from
other levels of the design so as to determine if other
statistically significant difference existed.

The second stage of the analysis was with the data
obtained from the administration of the IFI - UOM at all
four institutions and was designed to test null hypothesis
number two. However, because the student groups did not
respond to items on eight of the IFI scales, the analysis
of the data had to be accomplished in the following manner:
(1) a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was com-
puted across twenty scales of the instrument for the
administrators and faculty groups, and (2) a multivariate
analysis of variance was computed across the twelve scales
to which 311 three groups responded.

In the first step a multivariate analysis of variance
was computed in order to detect systematic interaction
effects of the perceived emphasis being given institutional
functions among the faculty and administrative groups within
the four institutions. If a significant interaction was
detected, a one-way analysis of variance was then computed
between the responses of participants from the small colleges
and responses of participants from the large colleges in
order to determine those areas where the significant inter-
action occurred.

In the second step of this stage of the analysis a

multivariate analysis of variance was computed on the
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twelve scales of the IFI ~ UOM in which all three groups
from each institution responded in order to detect a sys-
tematic interaction effect. A one-way analysis of variance
was computed if significant interactions were determined.
The third stage of the data analysis was to compare the

effectiveness scores of the three groups of participants.

Computing Effectiveness Scores

It was necessary to determine a measure of effective-
ness in order to test null hypotheses 3, 4, and 5.
Effectiveness was defined earlier as the degree of difference
between the participants' perceptions of their institution's
goal statements and functioning statements. The use of a
difference between two correlated scores as a raw score is
a technique advocated by Ferguson.l

In scoring the instruments, the IGI was scored on a
1-5 continuum, with one being of no importance and five
being of extremely high importance. The respondents' ratings
of the twenty IGI scales were summed to form a total rating
for each scale. |

Scoring of the IFI-UOM proved to be more difficult
because of the two types of item responses on the IFI ques-

tions. Fifty five (N=55) items on the IFI require a "yes",

A 1Geo;ge A. Ferguson, Statistical Analysis in Psychology
and Education, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1966),
p. ofl.
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"no', or "don't know" response. Sixty five (N=65) items on
the IFI called for an opinion rating of "strongly agree',
"agree', "disagree", or "strongly disagree'. Scoring of the
"yes' "no™ items was given a value of four (4) for the "yes"
and a value of one (1) for the "no". Opinions were given
values of four (4) for "strongly agree", three (3) for
"agree", two (2) for "disagree", and a value of one (1) for
"strongly disagree'. Participants' responses to the six
items on each of the twenty IFI scales were then summed to
form a scale score. It was necessary to compare the IGI
scale scores with the IFI scale scores in order to deter-
mine the amount of institutional effectiveness perceived by

each group of participants.

It was difficult to compare the IGI scale scores with
the IFI scale scores, however, because the importance rating -
sScores were based on the results of a scale of five while
the IFI emphasis scores were based on the results of a scale
of four. 1In order to reconcile this difference, a simple
linear transformation was made of each IGI and IFI scale
score. A mean average was computed for the IGI and IFI
scale scores. These scale means were then suﬁtracted to
determine the institutional effectiveness scores for each
individual and each group on the twenty instrument scales.
The procedure for determining the effectiveness of goal
achievement scores was as follows:

IGI mean - IFI mean = Effectiveness of
scale score scale score Goal Achievenment
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In order to test null hypotheses 4, 5, and 6, a
multivariate analysis of variance was computed as a means
of detecting systematic interaction effects among the three
groups ' institutional effectiveness scores. If significant
interactions were detected, a one-way analysis of variance
was computed in order to determine those areas where signi-
ficant differences had occurred.

Two computerized statistical analysis programs were
used in the data analysis procedures. A multiple analysis
of variance (MANOVA) program was utilized to perform the
initial comparisons in the data analysis. This program
performs univariate and multivariate analysis of variance
with and/or without factorial designs of covariance and
regression. The program also provides an exact solution in
either the orthogonal or non-orthogonal case.

The second computerized statistical analysis program
used in the data analysis was a one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) . This program was employed whenever significant
F values resulted from the MANOVA calculations. The use of
the ANOVA allowed the researcher to locate specific areas of
difference on the twenty scales of the IGI and the IFI-UOM.
Other statistical analyses were performed if it became
necessary and proper to do éo in order to more fully explain
the results of the study. The results of all data analyses

are presented in Chapter IV,



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS

In this study 173 administrators, faculty members

and students responded to the Institutional Goals Inventory

(IGI) and the Institutional Fuﬁdfioning Inventory--Univer-

sity of Oklahoma Modification (IFI-UOM) in an attempt to

determine any differences between the effectiveness of two
small and two large Oklahoma junior colleges. Responses of
fifteen (N=15) administrators, twenty (N=20) faculty mem~
bers and fifty (N=50) students from two small junior
colleges were compared with the responses of eighteen (N=18)
administrators, twenty (N=20) faculty members, and fifty
(N=50) students from two.large junior colleges to test five
null hypotheses.

This chapter contains an analysis of the data re-
lated to the five major null hypotheses. These hypotheses
were concerned with the amount of consensus on institutional
goal intentions, consensus on institutional functioning, and
the differences among the administrators', faculty members'
and students' perceptions of the large and small junior

colleges' effectiveness.

71
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Preliminary Analysis

Prior to testing the hypotheses, it was necessary to
compare the variances of the four institutions' ratings in
order to assure that the assumptions underlying the multiple
ahalysis of variance (MANOVA) and analysis of variance (ANOVA)
had not been violated.1 A comparison was made among the var-
iances of goals, functions, and effectiveness ratings. The
means, standard deviations and variances computed for partici-
pants from the four participating institutions are presented'
in Table 5.

A comparison of the largest and smallest variances in
each case yielded insignificant results.2 These results,
presented in Table 5, show that the variances of goals rat-
ings were homogeneous (F = 2.974:df=4/19:p > .05); variances
of the functions ratings were homogeneous (F = 2.410:df=4/19;
p > .05); and variances of the effectiveness scores were homo-
geneous (F = 1.518:df4/19:p > .05). These results allowed
the researcher to meet the assumption of homogeneity of vari-

ances underlying the MANOVA and ANOVA statistics.

1T. W. Anderson, An Introduction to Multivariate Sta-
tistical Analysis, (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
1957), pp. 178-I93.

2James L. Bruning and B. L. Kintz, Computational Hand-
book of Statistics, (Glenview, Illinois: Scott, Foresman,
and Company, 1968), pp. 110, 111.




TABLE 5

A COMPARISON OF THE FOUR INSTITUTIONS'
VARIANCES IN GOALS, FUNCTIONS, AND
EFFECTIVENESS SCORES

Variances of Variances of
Institution Goals Ratings Functions Ratings Effectiveness
Small Institution #1 0.583 0.167 0.458
Small Institution #2 0.334 0.178 0.354
Large Institution #1 0.219 0.403 0.555
Large Institution #2 0.196 0.177 0.31

dt = 419 I = 4/19 d = 419

p> .05 p> .05 p> .05
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A Comparison of the Small and Large
Colleges Goal Intentions

The first null hypothesis was concerned with a com-
parison of the goal perceptions of participants from the
two large junior colleges and the goal perceptions of par-
ticipants from the two small junior colleges. The mean
ratings made by participants from the large and small junior
colleges are presented in Table 6. .

The first null hypothesis was:

Ho1 There are no statistically significant

differences between the institutional
goals perceptions of administrators,
faculty and students from the two large
junior colleges and the institutional
goals perceptions of administrators,
faculty and students from the two small
junior colleges.

A multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) and a uni-
variate analysis of variance (ANOVA) were used to test the
first null hypothesis.

Rao's Approximate F Test was computed between the
goals perceptions of all three groups from the large junior
colleges and the goals perceptions of all three groups from
the small junior colleges as an overall test of significance,

utilizing Wilks' lambda criterion (likelihood ratio test)

1
for significance at the .05 level. The results of the cal-
culations are presented in Table 7.

The data presented in Table 7 show that there was a

1
C. R. Rao, "Tests of Significance in Multivariate

Analysis," Biometrika, 35, pp. 58-79.




TABLE ¢

GOAL INTENTIONS RATINGS MADE BY ADMINISTRATORS, FACULTY MEMBERS
AND STUDENTS FROM THE SMALL AND LARGE JUNIOR COLLEGES

———e

sttt

—————

—

Large Junlor Colleges Small Junior Colleges

Institutional Goals Scales Adm, Face, Sty, TOTAL Adm, Fac, Stu, TOTAL
1, Academic Davelopment 3.55% - 3.697 3J.507 3.712 J.622 3.417 3.279 3.508
2. Intellectual Orlentation 3.873 3.704 3.772 3.755 . 3.172 3.215 2,977 3.029
3. Individuo! Personol Davalopment  2.475 2,119 2,042 2.174 3.816 3.707 . 3.404 3.748
4, Humanism/Altrutsm 3.107 3.024 2.886 2,961 3. 172 3,204 2,816 3.015
5. Cultural/Esthetic Awareness 3.142 2,950 2.914 3.022 3.019 2,883 2.554 2.85)
6. Traditional Religiousness 2,804 2,672 . 2,442 2,652 3.844 3.624 3.47 3.719
7. Vocationa! Preparation 3.414 3.162 3.074 3,209 3.178 3.152 2.689 3.087
8. Advanced Troining - 3.192 3.852 3.518 3.974 2.407 2.093 2,013 2.15)
?. Resaarch 3.350 3,473 3.196 3.258 3.110 3,172 2.852 2,971
10, Meeting Local Needs 3.574 3.156 2.992 3.023 3.740 3.745 3.440 3.655
11, Public Service 3.713 3,344 3.208 J.462 3.175 3.021 2.912 3.085
12, Social Egalitarianism 3.144 3.218 2,660 2,907 2.673 2,718 2.481 2,615

13. Social Criticism/Activism 2,960 3.044 2,438 +2,853 2,914 2,875 2.612 2.74)
14, Freedom 2,398 2,513 2,258 2,477 2,244 2,358 1,994 2,179
15. Democratic Governance 2.510 2,442 2.374 2.455 2.286 2.197 1.875 2.109
16, Community 3.745 3.762 3.501 3.732 2.853 2.7V9 2,328 2.615
17. intellectuol/Esthetic Envir, 3.414 ; 3.558 3.292 3.406 2,993 3.174 2,952 3.087
18, lanovation 3.912 © 3.817 3.775 3.804 2,609 2.712 2,476 2.519
‘19, Off~Compus Learning 2.404 2.163 2.1 2.179 2.119 2,055 1.852 - 2,009
20, Accountability/Efficiency 2.977 3.204 3.075 3.119 3.58! 3.554 3.20 3.392
Meons . .+ 3.0 3044 2.962 3.107 3.030 2,980 2,709 2,904
Standard Deviatlons . . o  (0.484)  (0.537)  (0.530) (0.541) | (0.524) ~ (0.520)  (0.517)  (0.540)
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significant difference between the goal ratings made by the
participants from the small colleges and ratings made by
participants from the large colleges. The results were
significant beyond the .001 level which allowed the re-

searcher to reject the first null hypothesis.

TABLE 7

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE OVERALL GOAL PERCEPTIONS OF

PARTICIPANTS FROM SMALL AND LARGE JUNIOR COLLEGES
(RAO'S APPROXIMATE F TEST)

Computed F DF DF Significance
Value Hypothesis Error Level
2.17 20 571.44 P <.001

Because significant differences had been found in
testing the first hypothesis, univariate analysis of vari-
ance statistics were computed comparing the small college
participants' responses with the large college participants’
responses on all twenty IGI scales. This procedure allowed
the researcher to locate specific areas of differences.

The results of the analysis of variance comparisons are
presented in Table 8,
The data presented in Table 8 ghow that there were

significant differences between the participants' ratings

from the large and small schools on eight of the twenty IGI



TABLE 8

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE LARGE SCHOOL PARTICIPANTS' AND
SMALL SCHOOL PARTICIPANTS' GOAL RATINGS ON
THE TWENTY IG! SCALES

Institutional Goals Scales F* Ratio Significance Level
1. Academic Development T 1371 > .05
2. Intellectus! Orientation 5.273 < -05
3. Individual Persona! Development 6.904 < .01
4. Humenism/Altruism 1.527 > .05
5. Cultural/Esthetic Awareness 0.633 > .05
6. Traditional Religiousness 5.636 < .05
7. Vocational Preparation 3.692 > .05
8. Advanced Troining 11.052 < .00}
9. Research 4.144 <.05

10. Meeting Local Needs 9.108 <.01

11. Public Service 3.568 > .05

12. Sociel Egelitarionism 0.349 > .05

13. Social Criticism/Activism 0.928 > .05

14, Freedom 1.200 > .05

15. Democratic Governance 1.943 > .05

16. Community 5.293 <.05

17. intellectuol/Esthetic Environment 2.626 > .05
18. Innovation 12.714 < .001
19. Off-Compus Learning 0.760 > .05

20. Accountability/Efficiency 1.33% > .05

*All F Ratios were based on 1 and 171 degrees of freedom
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scales. A perusal of the two groups' mean ratings scores
in Table 5 show that participants from the large junior
colleges had significantly higher goal ratings than parti-
cipants from the small junior colleges on the following
scales:

(1) 1Intellectual Orientation

(2) Advanced Training

(3) Research

(4) Community

(5) Innovation
Participants from the small junior colleges had significant-
ly greater goal ratings than participants from the large
junior colleges on the following scales:

(1) Individual Personal Development

(2) Traditional Religiousness

(3) Meeting Local Needs

A Comparison of the Small and Large
Colleges’ Institutional Functioning Ratings

The second null hypothesis was concerned with a com-
parison of the institutional functioning (practices) as
perceived by participants from the two large junior colleges
and the institutional functionings (practices) as perceived
by participants from the two small junior colleges. The
mean ratings made by participants from the large and small
junior colleges on each of the IFI-UOM scales are presented

in Table 9.



TABLE 9

INSTITUTIONAL FUNCTIONING RATINGS MADE BY ADMINISTRATORS, FACULTY MEMBERS
AND STUDENTS FROM THE SMALL AND LARGE JUNIOR COLLEGES

Large Junior Colleges Small Junior Colleges

Institutionol Functioning Scales Adm, Fac. Stu, TOTAL Adm, Foc, Stu, TOTAL
- 1. Acodemic Development 3.254 3.417 2.814 3.107 3.642 3174 2.558 2,964
2. ‘Intellactual Orlentation 3.655 3.898 3.104 3.215 .72 3.272 2,249 2,640
3. Individual Personal Development  3.016 3.514 2.215 2.652 3.421 3.528 3.113 3.290
4. Humonlsm/Altruism 3.212 3.057 2.994 3.0 3.422 3,394 3.178 3.236
5. Culturol/Esthetic Awareness 3.172 2.914 2.770 2.854 3.013 2,644 2,118 2.3V7
6, Traditional Religiousness 3.178 3.042 2.817 2,916 3.852 3,63 3.107 3.294
7. Vocationol Preparation 3.644 3.471 NA 3.528 2.918 2.504 NA 2,619
8. Advanced Training 3.640 3.372 NA 3.421 3.172 2.809 NA 2.917
9. Research 3.819 3.674 NA 3.742 3.002 2.478 NA 2.64
10. Meeting Local Needs 3.104 2,903 NA 2,954 3.518 3.193 -NA 3.272
11, Public Service 3.002 2.856 2,886 2.904 3.415 3.408 3.107 3,276
12, Social Egalliterianism 2.917 2,943 2.750 . 2.852 2.913 2,940 2,515 2.607
13. Sacial Criticism/Activism 2.904 2,913 2.546 2.798 2,562 2,407 2,152 2,315
14, freedom ‘ 3.2 3.018 3.126 anz 2,888 2.713 2,534 2.641
15. Democratic Govarnance 2.813 2.542 1.98? 2,104 2,407 2,179 2.004 2,113
16, Community 2.427 2.619 NA 2.542 3.422 3.089 NA 3.178
17. Intellectual/Esthetic Envir. 3.810 3.622 3,276 3.519 T 2,492 2,617 2,118 2,204
18. lnnovation ] 3.500 3.312 NA 3.472 2,000 2,117 "NA 2.054
19, Off=Campus Leoming 3.626 3.279 NA 3.49 1,973 2,216 NA 2,104
20. Accountability/Efficiency 2.404 2,013 NA 2,174 3.107 2.855. NA 2,916
Meons , o 3.218 3.119 2.773 3.023 3.026 2.859 2.563 2,729

Stondard Deviations « « . (0.414)  (0.340) 0.375),  (0.443) (0.526) (0.465)  (0.460) (0.442)
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The second null hypothesis was tested as follows:

Hoz There are no statistically significant
differences between the institutional
functioning (practices) perceptions of
administrators, faculty, and students
from the two large junior colleges and
the institutional functioning (practices)
perceptions of administrators, faculty
and students from the two small junior
colleges.

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and a
one~way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were used to test the
second null hypothesis.

Rao's Approximate F Test was computed between the
functioning perceptions of participants from the large
junior colleges and the functioning perceptions of partici-
prants from the small junior colleges. The overall test of
significance employed Wilks' lLambda criterion for signifi-
cance at the .05 level.

Since the students had no opportunity to respond to
questionnaire items on eight of the IFI scales, it was
necessary to compare the responses of all three groups from
each size institution on twelve of the IFI scales and to
make comparisons between the responses of only two groups
(administrators and faculty members) from the small and
large junior colleges on the other eight IFI-UOM scales.
This resulted in two overall F tests on the functioning
ratings. The first MANOVA involved the comparison of

functioning ratings made by eighty-~eight (N=88) administra-

tors, faculty and students from the large junior colleges
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on eight IFI scales. The second MANOVA involved the com-
parison of functioning ratings made by thirty-eight (N=38)
administrators, and faculty members from the large junior
colleges and functioning ratings made by thirty-five (N=35)
administrators and faculty members from the small junior
colleges on eight IFI-UOM scales.

The results of the MANOVA calculations concerning the
comparison of functioning ratings made by participants from

the large and small junior colleges are presented in TablelO. .

TABLE 10

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE FUNCTIONING PERCEPTIONS OF
ADMINISTRATORS, FACULTY AND STUDENTS FROM SMALL
AND LARGE JUNIOR COLLEGES
(RAO'S APPROXIMATE F TEST)

Computed F DF DF Significance
Value Hypothesis Error Level
4,445 12 487 .24 P <.001

The results of the MANOVA calculations comparing the
functioning ratings made by édministrators and faculty
members from the small and large junior colleges are pre-
sented in Table 11.

The results presented in Tables 10 and 11 show that
there were significant differences bétween the large college
participants’' institutional functioning perceptions and the

small college participants' institutional functioning
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perceptions. A comparison of all participants from the
different sized colleges showed significant differences
among ratings on twelve of the IFI scales. The overall F
value of 4.445 was significant beyond the .001 level. A
second comparison was made between the administrators® and
faculty's perceptions of institutional functioning on the
remaining eight IFI scales. The overall F value of 5.404

was also significant beyond the .001 level.
TABLE 11

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE FUNCTIONING PERCEPTIONS OF
ADMINISTRATORS AND FACULTY FROM LARGE AND SMALL
JUNIOR COLLEGES (RAO'S APPROXIMATE F TEST)

Computed F DF DF Significance
Value Hypothesis Error Level
5.404 8 316.20 P < .001

Since significant differences were found in testing the
second null hypothesis, the second null hypothesis was re~
jected and one-way analysis of variance tests were computed
comparing the small college participants' responses with the
large college participants' responses. These procedures
allowed the researcher to locate specific areas of differ-
ences on the individual scales of the IFI-UOM. The results
of the ANOVA calculations are presented in Table 12,

The results presented in Table 12 show that there were

significant differences between the large school participants’



TABLE 12

ANOVA RESULTS OF COMPARING THE LARGE COLLEGE PARTICIPANTS'
PRACTICES RATINGS WITH THE SMALL COLLECE
PARTICIPANTS' PRACTICES RATINGS

Institutional Goals Scoles F* Ratio Significence Level

1. Academic Development 1.842* > .05

2. Intellectual Orientation 7.140* < .01

3. Individual Personal Development 8.276* < .01

4. Humonism/Altruism 0.966* > .05

5. Cultural/Esthetic Awareness 3.174* > .05

6. Troditional Religiousness 3.528* > .05

7. Vocgtiona! Preparation 9.241** < .01

8. Advanced Training 2.653** > .05

9. Reseorch 13.551** < .00}
10. Meeting Local Needs 1.104** > .05
11. Public Service 1.329* > .05
12. Socicl Egalitarianism 0.742* > .05
13. Sociel/Criticism/Activism 0.859* > .05
14, Freedom 8.715* < .01

15, Democratic Governonce 1.324* > .05

16. Community 4.227** < .05
17. Intellectucl/Esthetic Environment 11.874* < .001
18. Innovotion 12.279*+ < .o001
19. Off-Compus Learning 9.115% < .01
20. Accountability/Efficiency ) 6.202%* < .05

*F Rotios were bosed on 1 and 171 degrees of freedom and include the administrators, foculty,
ond students from all junior colleges.
**F Ratios were based on 1 and 71 degrees of freedom ond comparison included only the
odministrators and foculty members.
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practices ratings and the small school participants’
practices ratings on four of the twelve IFI scales. Admin-
istrators, faculty and students from the large institutioms
made significantly higher practices ratings than their
counterparts from the small institutions on the following
scales:

(1) Intellectual Orientation

(2) Freedom

(3) 1Intellectual/Esthetic Environment

Participants from the small institutions made
significantly higher functioning ratings than their counter-
parts on the Individual Personal Development scale of the
IFI.

Comparisons which did not include the students' ratings
showed a wider contrast than those where they were included.
Administrators and faculty from the large junior colleges
made significantly higher functioning ratings than adminis-
trators and faculty from the small junior colleges on the
following IFI scales:

(L) &océtional Preparation

(2) Research

(3) Innovation

(4) Off-Campus Learning

Administrators and faculty members from the small
junior colleges made significantly higher functioning
ratings than administrators and faculty from the large.

junior colleges on the following IFI scales:

(1) Community
(2) Accountability/Efficiency
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A Comparison of the Small and Large Junior
Colleges' Institutional Effectiveness

Institutional effectiveness was defined in this study
as the mathematical difference between the IGI mean scale
ratings and the IFI-UOM mean scale ratings made by the
participants from a particular institution. The primary
question investigated in the study was to determine whether
the large junior colleges were more or less effective than
the small junior colleges. If there was a difference be-
tween the effectiveness levels of the two types of
institutions, was one size of institution more effective
than the other in specific areas such as those reflected on
the twenty scales of the IGI and IFI-UOM?

In order to investigate these questions three null
hypotheses were stated and tested. One null hypothesis
compared the effectiveness scores of administrators from
the small and large junior colleges, another compared the
effectiveness scores of faculty members from the small and
large junior colleges, and a third hypothesis compared the
effectiveness scores of students from the small and large
junior colleges,

A Comparison of the Administrators' Percep-
tions of Institutional Effectiveness

The third null hypothesis was concerned with a com-
parison of the institutional effectiveness scores of

administrators from the small and large junior colleges.
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The mean effectiveness ratings computed for administrators,
faculty and students from the small and large junior col-
leges are presented in Table 13,

The third null hypothesis was tested as follows:

Ho3 There are no statistically significant
differences between the institutional
effectiveness scores of the two large
junior colleges as perceived by their
administrators and the institutional
effectiveness scores of the two small
junior colleges as perceived by their
administrators.

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used
to compare the effectiveness scores computed for adminis-
trators from the large junior colleges and the effectiveness
scores computed for administrators from the small junior
colleges. The results of the MANOVA calculations are

presented in Table 14,
TABLE 14

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE ADMINISTRATORS' INSTITUTIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS OF LARGE AND SMALL JUNIOR
COLLEGES (RAO'S APPROXIMATE F TEST)

F-Value DF/Hypothesis  DF/Error Significance

6.173 12 441 .87 P <.01

The results presented in Table 14 show that there
were significant differences between the institutional

effectiveness ratings made by administrators from the large



TABLE

13

INSTITUTIONA L EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS COMPUTED FOR ADMINISTRATORS, FACULTY

MEMBERS AND STUDENTS FROM THE SMALL AND LARGE JUNIOR COLLEGES

Lorge Junior Coflepges Small Junior Colleges o
1GI=IFl Scoles Adm, Foc. Stu, TOTAL Adm, Fac, Stu, TOTAL

1. Acodemic Development 0.302 0,280 0.693 0.605 -0.020 0.243 0.72) 0.544
2. Intellectuol Orientation 0.218 ~0,194 0.668 0.540 0.000 -0,057 0.728 0.389
3. Individual Personol Devel. -0.54) -1,395 -0,173 <0.478 0.395 0.179 0.291 . 0.458
4, Humanism/Altrylsm -0.105 ~0.033 =0,108 <0.130 | -0.250 =0,190 ~0,362 ~0.221
5. Cultural/Esthetic Aworeness  =0.030 0.036 0.144 0.168 0.006 0.239 0.436 0.53%
&, Troditional Religlousness =0.374 0,370 ~0.375 <0.264 ~0.008 ~0.012 0,364 0.425
7. Vocational Preparation 0,230 -0.309 NA =0,319 0.260 0.648 NA 0.468
8. Advanced Yréining -0.448 0.480 NA 0.553 «0.765 =0.716 NA «0.766
9. Research ~0.469 ~0,201 NA -0.484 0.108 0.694 NA 0.357
10.- Meeting Local Needs 0.470 0.253 NA 0.049 0.222 0,552 NA 0.383
11, Public Service 0.71 0.408 0.322 0.558 ~0,440 -0.387 0,195 <0.191
12, Social Egolitarianism 0,227 0.275 «0.090 0.055 ~0.240 ~0,222 0.0 0,009
13. Social Criticism/Activism 0.056 0.131 0.092 0.055 0.352 0,448 0.460 0.426
14, Freedom -0.873 -0.505 0.868 -0.440 -0.644 -0,355 =0.540 ~0.462
15. Democratic Governance -0.302 -0.100 0.393 0.351 =0,121 0.018 -0,129 =0.004
6. Community 1.318 1.143 NA 1.1%0 =0,569 =0.370 NA -0.563
17. Intelleciuol/Esthetic Envir, -0.396 ~0.064 0.016 «0,113 0.501 0.557 0.834 0.883
18, ([nnovation 0.412 0,505 NA 0.332 0.689 0.595 NA , 0.465
19, Off~Campus Learning -1,222 -1, 116 NA -1,314 0.146 =0.161 NA =0.095
20, Accountability/Efficiency 0.573 1,191 NA 945 0.474 0.699 NA 0.476

Meons . . « « « =0,352 0.062 .0.204 0.084 0.005 0,124 0.215 0.176

Standord Deviations . « . (0,568) (0.623) (0.388) (0.588) |~ (0.472) (0.428) - (0.456) (0.434)
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and small junior colleges. The overall F value of 6.173
was significant beyond the .01 level. This allowed the
researcher to reject the third null hypothesis,.

Since there were significant differences noted in the

overall comparisons of the two administrators' groups on
effectiveness ratings, it was necessary to perform one-

way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests on each of the twenty
IGI-IGI scales in order to determine specific areas of
differences. The results of the ANOVA calculations are pre-
sented in Table 15.

The results presented in Table 15 show that there
were significant differences between the administrators'
effectiveness ratings on eight of the twenty areas included
on the IGI and IFI instruments. Administrators from the
large junior colleges showed significantly higher effective-
ness ratings than administrators from the small junior
colleges on the following scales:

(1) Individual Personal Development

(2) Vocational Preparation.

(3) Research

(4) Intellectual/Esthetic Environment

(5) Off-Campus Learning

Administrators from the small junior colleges showed
significantly higher effectiveness ratings on their insti-
tutions than administrators from the small junior colleges
on the following instrument scales:

(1) Public Service

(2) Social Egalitarianism
(3) Community



TABLE 15

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE LARGE COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS'
EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS AND SMALL COLLEGE
ADMINISTRATORS' EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS

Institutional Goals/Functions Scales F* Ratio Significance Level
1. Academic Development ‘ 3.119 > .05
2. Intellectual Orientation 2.104 > .05
3. Individual Personal Development 8.291 < .0t
4. Humanism/Altruism 0.174 > .05
5. Culturel/Esthetic Awareness 0.113 > .05
6. Traditional Religiousness 3.752 > .05
7. Vocational! Preparation 5.017 < .05
8. Advanced Training 2.614 > .05
9. Research 4.530 < .05

10. Meeting Local Needs 1.175 > .05

11. Public Service 9.192 < .01

12. Social Egolitarianism 6.025 < .05

13. Social Criticism/Activism 1.110 > .05

14. Freedom 0.973 > .05

15. Democratic Governance 0.436 > .05
16. Community 14.718 < .00l
17. Intellectual 6.173 < .05
18. Innovation 1.311 > .05
19. Off-Campus Learning 10.220 < .01

20. Accountability/Efficiency ’ 0.742 - > .05

*All F Ratios were based on 1 and 31 degrees of freedom
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A Comparison of the Faculty Members' Perceptions
OI Institutional EIfectiveness

The fourth null hypothesis was concerned with a com-
parison of the institutional effectiveness scores of faculty
members from the small and large junior colleges. The mean
effectiveness ratings computed for administrators, faculty
and students from the small and large junior colleges are
presented in Table 13.

The fourth null hypothesis was tested as follows:

Ho, There are no statistically significant
differences between the institutional
effectiveness scores of the two large
junior colleges as perceived by their
faculty members and the institutional
effectiveness scores of the two small
junior colleges as perceived by their
faculty members.

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used
to compare the effectiveness scores computed for faculty
members from the large junior colleges and the effectiveness
scores computed for faculty members from the small junior

colleges. The results of the MANOVA calculations are

presented in Table 16,

TABLE 16

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE FACULTY MEMBERS' INSTITUTIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS OF LARGE AND SMALL JUNIOR
COLLEGES (RAO'S APPROXIMATE F TEST)

F DF DF
Value Hypothesis Error Significance

4,107 12 518.76 r <.01
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The results presented in Table 16 show that there
were significant differences between the institutional
effectiveness ratings made by faculty members from the

large and small junior colleges. The overall F value of
4,107 was significant beyond the .01 level. This allowed
the researcher to reject the fourth null hypothesis.

Since there were significant differences noted in
the overall comparisons of the two faculty members' groups
on effectiveness ratings, it was necessary to perform
one~-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests on each of the
twenty IGI-IFI scales in order to determine specific areas
of differences. The results of the ANOVA calculations are
presented in Table 17,

The results presented in Table 17 show that there
were significant differences between the faculty members’
effectiveness ratings on ten of the twenty areas included
on the IGI and IFI instruments. Faculty members from the
large junior colleges showed significantly higher effect-
iveness ratings than faculty members from the small junior
colleges on the following scales:

(1) 1Individual Personal Development

(2) Vocational Preparation

(3) Research

(4) Intellectual/Esthetic Environment

(5) Off-Campus Learning

Faculty members from the small junior colleges

showed significantly higher effectiveness ratings of their



TABLE 17

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
RATINGS MADE BY FACULTY MEMBERS FROM LARGE
AND SMALL JUNIOR COLLEGES

Institutional Goals/Functions Scales F* Raotio Significonce Level
1. Academic Development 0.347 > .05
2. Intellectual Orientation 0.596 > .05
3. Individua! Personal Development 9.223 < .01

Humanism/Altruism 1.175 > .05
5. Cultural/Esthetic Awareness 2.036 > .05
6. Traditional Religiousness 1.714 > .05
7. Vocational Preparcfio-n 5.073 <.05
8. Advanced Training 9.630 <.01
9. Research 6.221 < .05

10. Meeting Local Needs 1.173 > .05
11. Public Service 5.106 <.05
12. Social Egolitarianism 6.123 <.05
13. Social Criticism/Activism 3.607 > .05
14. Freedom 1.148 > .05
15. Democratic Governance 0.976 > .05
16. Community 11.614 < .01
17. Intellectual/Esthetic Environment 4.932 < .05
18. Innovotion 0.156 > .05
19, Off-Campus Learning . 10.679 < .01
20. Accountability/Efficiency 6.440 < .05

*All F Ratios were based on 1 and 38 degrees of freedom



institutions than faculty members from the small junior
colleges on the following instrument scales:

(1) Advanced Training

(2) Public Service

(3) Social Egalitarianism

(4) Community

(5) Accountability/Efficiency

A Comparison of the Student Groups' Perceptions
of Institutional Effectiveness

The fifth null hypothesis was concerned with a com-
parison of the institutional effectiveness scores of
students from the small and large junior colleges. The
mean effectiveness ratings computed for administrators,
faculty and students from the small and large junior colleges
are presented in Table 13,

The fifth null hypothesis was tested as follows:

H05 There are no statistically significant
differences between the institutional
effectiveness scores of the two large
junior colleges as perceived by their
students and the institutional effec-
tiveness scores of the two large
junior colleges as perceived by their
students,

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used
to compare the effectiveness scores computed for students
from the large junior colleges and the effectiveness scores
computed for students from the small junior colleges. The
results of the MANOVA calculations are presented in Table

18.
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TABLE 18

RESULTS OF COMPARING TEE STUDENT GROUPS' INSTITUTIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS OF LARGE AND SMALL JUNIOR
COLLEGES (RAO'S APPROXIMATE F TEST)

F DF DF Significance
Value Hypothesis Error _ Level
3.249 8 389.07 P< .01

The results presented in Table 18 show that there
were significant differences between the institutional
effectiveness ratings made by stﬁdents from the large and
small junior colleges. The overall F value of 3.249 was
significant beyond the. .01 level. This allowed the re-
searcher to reject the fifth null hypothesis.

Since there were significant differences noted in the
overall comparisons of the two student groups on effective-
ness ratings, it was necessary to perform one-way analy-
sis of variance (ANOVA) tests on each of the twelve IGI-IFI
scales in order to determine specific areas of differences.
It should be noted that students' effectiveness ratings
could only be made on twelve of the IGI-~-IFI areas. The
students made no ratings of institutional functioning on
eight of the IFI scales. The results of the ANOVA calcu~-
lations are presented in Table 19.

The results presented in Table 19 show that there

were differences between the students' effectiveness ratings



TABLE 19

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
RATINGS MADE BY STUDENTS FROM THE LARGE AND
SMALL JUNIOR COLLEGES

Institutional Goals/Functions Scales F* Ratio Significance Level
1. Academic Development 1.730 > .05
2. Intellectual Orientation 2.33% > .05
3. Individual Personci Development 6.373 <.05
4. Humanism/Altruism 3.109 > .05
5. Cultural/Esthetic Awareness 0.973 > .05
6. Troditional Religiousness 9.814 < .01
7. Vocational Preparation NA NA
8. Advanced Training NA NA
9. Research NA NA

10. Meeting Local Needs NA NA

11.  Public Service 6.304 < .05

12. Social Egalitarionism 1.352 > .05

13. Social Criticism/Activism 3.882 > .05

14, Freedom 11.225 < .ot

15. Democratic Governance 6.317 < .05

16. Community NA NA

17. Intellectual/Esthetic Environment 6.028 < .05

18. Innovation NA NA

19. Off-Compus Learning NA NA

20. Accountability/£fficiency . NA NA

*All F Ratios were based on 1 and 48 degrees of freedom
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on six of the twelve areas rated on the IGI and IFI instru-
ments. Students from the large junior colleges showed
significantly higher effectiveness ratings than students

from the small junior colleges on the following areas:

(1) Individual Personal Development
(2) Traditional Religiousness
(3) 1Intellectual/Esthetic Environment

Students from the small junior colleges showed

significantly higher effectiveness ratings of their institu-~

tions than students from the large junior colleges on the
following instrument scales:

(1) DPublic Service
(2) Freedon
(3) Democratic Governance

A Comﬁafison.df the Inéfitutional Effectiveness

Ratings. Made by Participants from the
small and Large Junior Colleges

One final comparison was made in an attempt to fur-
ther analyze the institutional effectiveness ratings.
Although it had not been hypothesized, it became obvious
that the institutional effectiveness ratings made by all
three groups of participants from the large and small juniorx
colleges should be compared. Such a comparison would sup-
plement the findings derived from comparing the effective-
ness ratings made by the individual groups of administrators,
faculty and students. The mean effectiveness ratings made
by the combined groups from the small and large institutions

are shown in Table 13.
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It was necessary to make a dual analysis of the data
in order to properly aﬁalyze the effectiveness ratings made
by the administrators, faculty and students. Since the
students had no opportunity to respond to questionnaire
items on eight of the twenty IFI scales, no institutional
effectiveness ratings could be calculated for them on these
eight scales. This eliminated the student groups from the
overall comparisons on eight of the instrument scales and
included them on twelve of the instrument scales. This
resulted in two overall F tests on the effectiveness
ratings.

The first MANOVA involved the comparison of effec-
tiveness ratings made by eighty-eight (N=88) participants
from the large junior colleges and effectiveness ratings
made by eighty-five (N=83) participants from the small
junior colleges. The second MANOVA involved the comparison
of effectiveness ratings made by thirty-eight (N=38) admin-
istrators and faculty from the large junior colleges and
thirty-five (N=35) administrators and faculty from the
small junior colleges. The results of the MANOVA calcula-~
tions concerning the comparisons of effectiveness ratings
made by all three groups from the small and large junior
colleges are presented in Table 20. Results of comparing
the ratings made by the administrators and faculty members
from the small and large institutions are presented in

Table 21.
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Table 20

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS OF ADMINISTRATORS,
FACULTY, AND STUDENTS FROM SMALL AND LARGE JUNIOR COLLEGES
(RAO'S APPROXIMATE F TEST)

F-Value DF/Hypothesis DF/Error Significance Level
3.492 12 416.20 < .01
Table 21

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS OF ADMINISTRATORS
AND FACULTY MEMBERS FROM SMALL AND LARGE JUNIOR COLLEGES
(RAO'S APPROXIMATE F TEST)

F-Value DF/Eypothesis DF/Error Significance Level

6.177 8 397.02 < .001

?he results presented in Tablesizo and 21 show that
there were significant differences between the effectiveness
ratings made by participants from the small and large junior
colleges. The comparison of all participants' ratings from
the different sized colleges showed significant differences
on four of the twelve instrument scales. The overall F

value of 3.492 was significant beyond the .01 level.
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The second comparison made between the administrators’
and facultys' effectiveness ratings of the small and large
junior colleges showed significant differences on six of
the eight instrument scales. The overall F value of 6.177
was significant beyond the .001 level.

Since significant differences were found in the over-
all comparisons,. one~way analysis of variance tests were

computed comparing the small college participants' effec-

tiveness ratings with the large college participants'
effectiveness ratings. These procedures allowed the re-
searcher to locate specific areas of differences on the
individual scales. The results of the ANOVA calculations

are presented in Table 22.

The resu;ts presented in Table 22 show that the par-
ticipants from the large junior colleges rated their insti-
tutions as being more effective than did the participants
from the small junior colleges on the following scales:

{1) 1Individual Personal Development

(2) Traditional Religiousness

(3) Intellectual/Esthetic Enviornment

Participants from the small junior colleges rated
their institutions as being more effective than did the par-
ticipants from the large junior colleges in the following
area:

(1) Public Service

Results of comparing the effectiveness ratings made

by only the administrators and faculty from the small and



TABLE 22

RESULTS OF COMPARING THE INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
MADE BY PARTICIPANTS FROM THE LARGE
AND SMALL JUNIOR COLLEGES

Institutional Goals Scales F* Ratio Significance Level
1. Acodemic Development 1.273* > .05
2. Intellectual Orientation 2.337* > .05
3. Individual Personal Ijeve!opment 9.251* < .01
4. Humanism/Altruism 0.617* > .05
5. Culturcl/Esthetic Aworeness 3.114* > .05
é. Troditionol Religiou.sness 5.103* < .05
7. Vocationa! Preparation 11.184** <.01
8. Advonced Training 10.233** < .ol
9. Reseorch 12.174** < .01

10. Meeting Local Needs 1.337** > .05

1. Public Service 12.220* < .01

12. Social Egalitarionism 0.378* > .05

13. Social Criticism/Activism 2.173* > .05

14. Freedom 1.298* > .05

15. Democratic Governance 3.146* > .05

16. Community 15.619** < .001

17. Intellectual/Esthetic Environment 12.237* < .01

18. Innovation 0.606** > .05

19. OFF-CcmpL;s Leorning . 9.771** < .01

20. Accountcbility/Efficiency 5.283** < .05

*F Rotios were based on 1 and 171 degrees of freedom and include the administrators, foculty,
and students from all junior colleges.
**F Ratios were based on 1 ond 71 degrees of freedom ond comparison included only the
odministrators and foculty members.



101

Group x Institution Interactions

One aspect of the results which was not considered in
the hypotheses was the amount of interaction occurring be-
tween the individual groups of administrators, faculty and
students and their respective institutions. Further analyses
were conducted on the data although it was not part of the
original study. The interaction effects reflected in the
participants goals ratings, functioning ratings, and effect-
iveness scores are presented in Tables 23, 24, and 25 of
Appendix G.

The results presented in Tables 23, 24, and 25 show
that significant group x institution interactions did occur
in the participants' goal ratings, functioning ratings, and
effectiveness scores., Nine (9) areas of the IGI showed
significant group x institution interactions, while five (5)
IFI scales and seven (7) effectiveness areas showed signifi-
cant interactions. It should be noted, however, that all
significant interactions occurred while all three groups of
participants were being considered. On the other hand, no
significant interactions were noted when only the administra-
tors and faculty were considered. This led to the conclusion
that all group x institution interactions were reflected

within the students' scores.



102

large junior colleges showed that ratings made by partici-
pants from the large junior colleges were significantly
more effective than ratings made by participants from the
small junior colleges in the following areas:

(1) Vocational Preparation

(2) Research

(3) Off-Campus Learning

Administrators and faculty members from the small
junior colleges felt that their institutions were signifi-
cantly more effective than did the participants from large
junior colleges in the following areas:

(1) Advance Training

(2) Community
(3) Accountability/Efficiency

Summary of Results

The results of testing the five null hypotheses and
the results of making the secondary comparisons may be
summarized as follows.

Participants from the large junior colleges made
significantly higher goal ratings than participants from
the small junior colleges in the areas 6f (1) Intellectual
Orientation, (2) Advanced Training, (3) Research, (4) Com-
munity, and (5) Innovation, while participants from the
small junior colleges made significantly higher goal ratings
than those from the large junior colleges in the areas of
(1) Individual Personal Development, (2) Traditional Reli-

giousness, and (3) Meeting Local Needs.
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In the areas of Institutional Functioning, the par-
ticipants from the two large junior colleges made
significantly higher ratings than participants from the two
small junior colleges in the areas of (1) Intellectual
Orientation, (2) Vocational Preparation, (3) Research, (4)
Freedom, (5) Innovation, (6) Intellectual/Esthetic Environ-
ment, and Off-Campus Learning. On the other hand,
participants from the smail colleges made significantly
higher functions ratings than participants from the large
colleges in the areas of (1) Individual Personal Development,
(2) Community, and (3) Accountability/Efficiency.

A comparison of the small and large junior colleges'
institutional effectiveness showed that their institutions
were sSignificantly more effective than did participants from
the two small colleges in the areas of (1) Individual Per-
sonal Development, (2) Traditional Religiousness, (3)
Intellectual/Esthethc Environment, (4) Vocational Prepara-
tion, (5) Research, and (6) Off-Campus Learning.
Participants from the small colleges felt that their insti-
tutions were significantly more effective than did the
participants from the large colleges in the areas of (1)
Public Service, (2) Advance Training, (3) Community, and
(4) Accountability/Efficiency. Participants from the large
colleges felt that their institutions were more effective
in the areas of (1) Community, (2) Freedom, and (3) Indivi-

dual Personal Development, while participants from the small
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colleges felt that their institutions were more effective
in the areas of (1) Advanced Training, (2) Freedom, and
(3) Community.

This chapter has contained the results of the study.
Chapter V contains a summary, conclusions, and implications

for further research.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
: FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
The purpose of this study was to determine the dif-
ferences in institutional effectiveness of goal attainment
as reported by administrators, facuity members and students
from two large and two small junior colleges in Oklahoma.
In conducting the study, 173 administrators, faculty members

and students responded to the Institutional Goals Inventory

(IGI) and the Institutional Functioning Inventory--University

of Oklahoma Modification (IFI-UOM). Differences between the

respondents' goals and functioning ratings were regarded as
a measure of institutional effectiveness.

Responses of fifteen (N=15) administrators, twenty
(N=20) faculty members, and fifty (N=50) students from two
small junior colleges were compared with the responses of
eighteen (N=18) administrators, twenty (N=20) faculty mem-
bers, and fifty (N=50) students from two large junior colleges
in testing five null hypotheses. The results of testing
these hypotheses and the results of making some secondary
comparisons may be summarized as follows:

Participants from the two large junior colleges made

significantly higher goal ratings than participants from the

105
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two small junior colleges in the areas of (1) Intellectual
Orientation, (2) Advanced Training, (3) Research, (4) Com-
munity, and (5) Innovation, While participants from the
small junior colleges made significantly higher goal
ratings than those from the large junior colleges in the
areas of (1) Individual Personal Development, (2) Tradi-
tional Religiousness, and (3) Meeting Local Needs.

In the areas of Institutional Functioning, the par-
ticipants from the large junior colleges made significantly
higher ratings than participants from the small junior
colleges in the areas of (1) Intellectual Orientation,

(2) Vocational Preparation, (3) Research, (4) Freedom,

(5) Innovation, (6) Intellectual/Esthetic Environment, and
(7) Off-Campus Learning. On the other hand, participants
from the small junior colleges made significantly higher
functions ratings than participants from the large junior
colleges in the areas of (1) ‘Individual Personal Develop-
ment, (2) Community, and (3) Accountability/Efficiency.

In the area of institutional effectiveness in goal
attainment the participants from the large colleges rated
their institutions as significantly more effective than did
the participants from the small colleges in the areas of
(1) Individual Personal Development, (2) Traditional Reli-
giousness, (3) Intellectual/Esthetic Environment, (4)
Vocational Preparation, (5) Research, and (6) Off-Campus

Learning. Participants from the small colleges felt that
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their institutions were significantly more effective than
the large colleges in the areas of (1) Public Service,
(2) Advanced Training, (3) Community, and (4) Accountability/

Efficiency.

Conclusions

(1) The results of testing the first null hypothesis
led to the conclusion that goals of the colleges were per-
ceived differently by participants from the two large junior
colleges and participants from the two small junior colleges.
There were statistically significant differences between the
goal ratings made by participants from the large colleges
and the goal ratings made by participants from the small
colleges on eight of the twenty IGI scales.

(2) The results of testing the first null hypothesis
also led to the conclusion that participants from the large
junior colleges perceived that their institutions were more
goal oriented while the partiéipants from the small colleges
perceived that their institutions were more people oriented.
The large colleges showed higher goal ratings on fifteen of
the twenty IGI goals. They were significantly higher on the
five goals of (1) Intellectual Orientation, (2) Advanced
Training, (3) Research, (4) Innovation, and (5) Community.
The small colleges showed higher goal ratings on five of the
twenty IGI goals and of these the following three were

significant: (1) Individual Personal Development, (2)
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Traditional Religiousness, and (3) Meeting Local Needs.
These goals are expressive of satisfying students' and
faculty members' personal needs.

3) The results of testing the second null hypothesis
led to the conclusion that functions (practices of colleges)
were perceived differently by participants from the two
large junior colleges and participants from the two small
Jjunior colleges on ten goal areas.

(4) The results of testing the second null hypo-
thesis also led to the conclusion that the institutional
goals differed from institutional practices, and that a
comparison of stated goals with the practices should take
place for a measure of the real goals of an institution.
Perrowl and Etzioniz-distinguish between stated and real
goals, and they advocate the comparison of stated goals with
practices to determine the real goals of the institution.

The analysis of the results of the Functioning

Inventory showed that the participants from the large col-
leges rated significantly higher on the following practices:
(1) Intellectual Orientation, (2) Freedom, (3) Intellectual/

Esthetic Environment, (4) Vocational Preparation, (5)

lCharles Perrow, "The Analysis of Goals in Complex
Organizations,"” Readings in Organizational Theory: A
Behavioral Approach, p. 130.

2Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations, p. 8.
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Research, (6) Innovation, and (7) Off-Campus Learning.

Three of these seven practices' ratings were congruent with
the same three goals' ratings, while four practices' ratings
were not congruent with the same goals' ratings. The
analysis also showed that the participants from the small
colleges rated significantly higher on the following prac-
tices: (1) Individual Personal Development, (2) Community,
and (3) Accountability/Efficiency. Only one of these three
practices"ratings was congruent with the same three goals’
ratings.

(5) The results of testing the third null hypothesis
led to the conclusion that the effectiveness of goal attain-
ment of the junior colleges was perceived differently by
administrators from tﬂe large colleges and administrators
from the small colleges. Administrators from the large
colleges showed significantly higher effectiveness ratings
than administrators from the small junior colleges on the
following five scales: (1) Individual Personal Development,
(2) Vocational Preparation, (3) Research, (4) Intellectual/
Esthetic Environment, and (5) Off-Campus Learning. Admin-
istrators from the small colleges rated the following three
goals as significant: (1) Public Service, (2) Social Egali-
tarianism, and (3) Community. Administrators from the large
Junior colleges rated their institutions as significantly
more effective on the attainment of more scales than did

administrators from the small junior colleges.
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(6) The results of testing the fourth null hypo-
thesis led to the conclusion that the effectiveness of goal
attainment of the junior colleges was perceived differently
by faculty members from the two large colleges and faculty
members from the two small colleges. The faculty from the
large colleges showed significantly higher effectiveness
ratings than faculty from the small colleges on five scales:
(1) Individual Personal Development, (2) Vocational Prepara-
tion, (3) Research, (4) Intellectual/Esthetic Environment,
and (5) Off-Campus Learning. Faculty from the small colleges
showed significantly higher effectiveness ratings than
faculty from the large colleges on five scales: (1) Ad-
vanced Training, (2) Public Service, (3) Social Egalitarian-
ism, (4) Community, and (5) Accountability/Efficiency.
Faculty of the large colleges and faculty of the small
colleges rated the same number of scales (5) significantly
higher, but the large colleges rated higher on more scales;
therefore, the faculty of the large colleges rated their
institution significantly more effective in goal attainment.

(7) The results of testing the fifth hypothesis led
to the conclusion that the effectiveness of goal attainment
by the junior colleges was perceived differently by students
from the two large colleges and students from the two small
colleges. Students from the large colleges showed signifi-
cantly higher effectiveness ratings than students from the

small colleges on three scales: (1) Individual Personal
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Development, (2) Traditional Religiousness, and (3) Intel-
lectual/Esthetic Environment. Students from the small
colleges showed significantly higher effectiveness ratings
than students from the large colleges on three scales: (1)
Public Service, (2) Freedom, and (3) Democratic Governance.
Students from the large colleges showed significantly higher
effectiveness ratings on the same number of scales (3) as
students from the small colleges, although the scales were
different for each group. Students from the large colleges
rated significantly higher on effectiveness on this hypo-
thesis since they rated higher on more scales than students
from the small colleges.

(8) The results of testing the third, fourth, and
fifth hypotheses led to the conclusion that administrators
from the two large and two small junior colleges showed a
greater variation in significant ratings of effectiveness
than the faculty or students from the large and small col-
leges. The administrators from the large colleges showed
significantly higher ratings on 5 scales, while administra-
tors from the small colleges showed significantly higher
ratings on only 3 scales. Faculty and students from the
large colleges showed significantly higher ratings on 3
scales, while faculty and students from the small colleges
showed significantly higher ratings on 3 scales also.

(9) The results of the analysis comparing the in-

stitutional effectiveness ratings made by participants from
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the two small and two large junior colleges led to the con-
clusion that groups from the large colleges rated their
institutions significantly more effective than groups from
the small colleges in college goal attainment, Participants
from the large colleges rated their institutions significant~
ly more effective than participants from the small
institutions in goal attainment. The large colleges rated
six scales as significantly more effective: (1) Individual
Personal Development, (2) Freedom, (3) Traditional Reli-
giousness, (4) Intellectual/Esthetic Environment, (5)
Vocational Preparation, (6) Research, and (7) Off-Campus
Learning. Participants from the small colleges rated their
institutions as significantly more effective on four of the
twenty scales: (1) Public Service, (2) Advanced Training,
(3) Community, and (4) Accountability/Efficiency.

(10) Results of testing the fifth hypothesis led to
the conclusion that the administrators, faculty, and students
from the large college differed significantly with adminis-
trators, faculty, and stﬁdents from the small colleges on
the perception of the importance of the goals of the junior
colleges and the perceived emphasis on the practice. Parti-
cipants from the large and small junior colleges rated
significant difference on ten of the twenty goal scales.

(11) The results of testing the fifth hypothesis led
to the conclusion that the size of the junior college af-

fected the effectiveness of the college in attaining its
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goals. Participants from the large colleges rated signifi-
cantly more effective than the small colleges on six of the
twenty goal scales, while the participants from the small
colleges rated significantly higher than the large colleges
on four of the twenty goal scales.

(12) The pﬁrﬁose of this study was to determine any
differences between the institutional effectiveness of goal
attainment of small junior colleges and large junior col-
leges. This purpose necessitated the construction of a
measure of institutional effectiveness in goal attainment.
The measure of goal importance was measured by tke Institu-
tional Goals Inventory, and the measure of emphasis of
practices was measured by the Institutiohal Functioning In-
ventory -~ University of Oklahoma Modification. Institutional
effectiveness was measured by subtracting the mean scale
score of the functions from the mean scale score of the goals,

A very interesting and important finding evolved from
an inspection of the effectiveness scores. The measure of
emphasis of certain functioning scales exceeded the measure
of importance of the goal scales. This situation produced a
negative effectiveness score.

This study was designed as a model for institutional
analysis. The purpose of the model is to measure the dif-
ference between goal importance and functioning emphasis.

If the practices of the institution are exceeding the per-

ceived goals, then the institution is functioning at a more
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effective level than is perceived on the goal scale. This

study takes the position that the ultimate goal of the in-
stitution is improvement and that there is no optimum which
can be achieved. If the institution is doing more than it
perceives that it is doing, it is functioning at a more
effective level.

An alternative interpretation of the negative effective-
ness score could be suboptimization. Suboptimization is a
concept that is usually considered within the framework of
General Systems Theory. The Systems approach emphasizes
the "whole system" rather than the component systems and
strives to optimize the effectiveness of the whole system.1

"Optimization in the absolute sense is possible only
in the context of a closed model such as mathematics where
all variables, parameter, and assumptions can be defined
and controlled."2 Therefore, the Systems approach to the
real ‘world is to attempt to reach the optimum through the
progressive improvement of suboptimization when it is viewed
from the perspective of the Total or Whole system. This
point of view is expressed by Van Gigch when he states, "On
the other hand, we recognize that suboptimization may be

the only feasible approach, and therefore we settle for less

1 : A
John P. Van Gigch, Applied General Systems Theory,
New York: (Harper and Row, 1974), p. 11.

2 Ibid., p. 261.
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and look for the best possible suboptimiza.tion."1

The concept of suboptimization is often referred to as
bad and on other occasions it is referred to as good. Van
Gigch explains this discrepancy by stating that there are
good and bad suboptimizations. When a problem is viewed
within the context of a subsystem, an accomplishment may
seem desirable and commendable, but unless the action is
integrated in the broader picture and evaluated in relation
to its contributions toward meeting the overall_objective of
larger systems, it is considered as bad.2

Suboptimization could be used as a possible interpre-
tation. A parameter of the system would need to be defined
and a maxima and minima would need to be defined in order
to establish the utility of the range of suboptimization.

Discussion of Results as They Pertain
to Previous Research

Gross and Grambsch pointed out in their research that
there are two types of goals in institutions of higher
learning: The Outcome Goals and the Support Goals. Their
research found that the emphasis increased on Support Goal
with the increased size of the institution. Haire in his

theoretical concepts of size in relation to institutions,

1ibid., p. 256.

21bid., pp. 258-268.



116

supports Goss and Grambsch's findings when he states, "As
the organization grows it will be more effective, if proper
support is provided.1 The results cf this study support the
same concept. The IGI and IFI both divide the goals into
Outcome Goals and Process Goals. This division is very
similar to the Gross and Grambséh classification of goals.
The two large junior colleges consistently rated signifi-

cantly higher and more often in the process goals. This

finding would indicate that as the two colleges increased
in size, they also increased the importance given to bro—
cess goals and increased the emphasis given to process
functions.

The finding of the Carnegie Commission of Higher
Education (1970) on relevant issues of the Community
Colleges; the findings of Committee L of the Illinois Board
of Higher Education; the findings of the Michigan Department
of Education in their study on "Planning Relative To Insti-
tutional Size", all agreed that a junior college of less
than 1,000 enrollment could not conduct an effective com-
prehensive junior college program. Blocker, Plummer, and
Richardson in their study of the two-year colleges recommend
that junior colleges of the future should not overextend

themselves by trying to be a comprehensive junior college.

1Mason Haire, Modern Organizational Theory, p. 277.
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They state that a priority of goals should be set and
accomplished as a junior college increases in size. They
feel that a junior college of less than nine hundred students
should not attempt to become a comprehensive junior college.
This study supported the premise that the two small junior
colleges were not as effective as the two large junior col-
leges in achieving their goals.

Lazarsfeld and Thielens found in their research that
the larger the state college the higher the quality ratings
or effectiveness. This study supported their findings.

Price in compiling his inventory of institutional
effectiveness found that large social systems may be more
goal oriented and small social systems may be more people
oriented. The results of the IGI in this study supported
the premise that the two small institutions were more
people oriented while the two large institutions were more
professional or goal oriented.

Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley (1973) investi-
gated the effects of institutional size on professional
autonomy in 241 colleges. They defined autonomy as the
ability to set goals and structure the organization toward
maximum professional concerns. They found that along every
dimension of professional autonomy increased size contri-
buted to increased autonomy. The present study supported
the findings of Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley. The

two large institutions were more effective in setting goals
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and performing the practices necessary to fulfill these

goals than the two small institutions.

Recommendations for Further Studies

(1) This study should be replicated in a greater
number of junior colleges and in a wider geographical area
to permit wider generalization of the results.

(2) This study was limited to participants who were
internally associated with four junior colleges. The study
should be revised to include participants who are externally

associated with the junior colleges.

3) This study should be conducted using a small
Jjunior college in a large city and a large junior college
in a large city. This would place better control on the
variable of rural versus urban influence.

(4) This study should be conducted in the private
sector of higher education using small and large junior
colleges to determine which is more effective.

(5) The Institutional Goals Inventory should be

modified to reduce the number of scales to equal the scales

on the Institutional Functions Inventory (University_gf

Oklahoma Modification). The emphasis given to each scale

should have equal categories. These modifications would
allow more exact computations with no transformation of

figures,
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(6) This study and other studies that measure institu-
tional effectiveness should be conducted on large and small
junior colleges and the results matched to determine corre-
lations of effectiveness.

(7) An instrument should be designed that will be
more directly applicable to the goals of the junior college.
Since nearly half of the students in higher education are
now.enrolled in junior colleges, an instrument of this type

could be valuable to junior colleges in making decisiouns.

(8) Further investigation should be conducted into
the organizational condition of functioning emphasis ex-
ceeding goal importance. The causes of this condition
should be pursued, and it should prove to be a valuable

contribution to the study of organizations.

Observed Limitations of the Study

(1) This study was limited to two small and two large
junior colleges in the State of Oklahoma,

(2) This study was limited to the measurement of or-
ganizational effectiveness as the degreé of goal attainment.
There are other measurements of organizational effectiveness
such as: productivity, morale,.conformity, adaptiveness, and
institutionalization.

(3) This study was limited to the participants' per-~
ception of goals and functions and made no attempt to measure

actual output of the organization.
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(4) This study was limited to the participants within
the orgénization; no external participants were involved in
measurenments,

(5) This study was limited to the minimum number of

student participants necessary for valid random testing.
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Scale 1: Acodemic Development

The first kind of institutional goal covered by the 1. G. I. has to do with the
acquistion of general and specialized knowledge, preparation of students for
advanced scholarly study, and maintenance of high intellectual standards on the
campus.

Scale 2: Intellectual Orientation

While the first goal area had to do with acquisition of knowledge, this second
general goal of instruction relates to an atftitude about learning and intellectual
work. Likewise, some conception of the scholarly, rational, analytical, inquir-
ing mind has perhaps always been associated with the academy or university. In
the I. G. I., Intellectual Orientation means familiarity with research and problem
solving methods, the ability to synthesize knowledge from many sources, the
capacity for selfdirected learning, and a commitment to life~long learning.

Scale ‘3: Individual Personal Development

In contrast to most of the goals covered by the I. G. I., this one was set forth and
has found acceptance only in roughly the past decade. It was conceived by
psychologists and has found its main support among professional psychologists,
student personnel people, and other adherents of "humanistic psychology” and
the "human potential movement". As defined in the I. G. I., Individual Personal
Development means idenfification by students of personal goals and development
of means for achieving them, enhancement of sense of self~worth and self-
confidence, self-understanding, and a capacity for open and trusting interpersonal
relations.

Scale 4: Humanism/Altruism

More or less explicit discernment of this concept may also be of fairly recent
vintage, although variously construed it has long had its place in the cataloges of
liberal arts and church-related colleges. It reflects the belief (in many quarters)
that a college education should not mean just acquisition of knowledge and skills,
but that is should also somehow make students better people~-more decent, tolerant,
responsible, and humane. Labeled Humanism/Altruism, this fundamental ethical
stance has been conceived in the . G. I. as respect for diverse cultures, com=~
mitment to working for world peace, consciousness of the important moral issues of
the time, and concern about the welfare of man generally.
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Scale 5: Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness

Some conception of cultural sophistication and/or artistic appreciation has
traditionally been in the panoply of goals of many private liberal arts colleges

in America, perhaps especially liberal arts colleges for women. Inthe I. G. 1.,
the conception entails heightened appreciation of a variety of art forms, required
study in the humanities or arts, exposure fo forms of non-Western art, and
encouragement ofactive student participation in artistic activities.

Scale 6: Traditional Religiousness

This goal is included in the I. G. I. in recognition of the fact that a great many
colleges and universities in America are explicitly religious in their control,
functioning, and goals, while many more retain ties of varying strength with the
Roman Catholic Church or, more often, a Protestant denomination. Traditional
Religiousness, as conceived in the I. G. I., is meant fo mean a religiousness

that is orthodox, doctrinal, usually sectarian, and often fundamental-~in short,
traditional (rather than "secular" or "modern”), As defined in the I. G. I., this
goal means educating students in a particular religious heritage, helping them to
see the potentialifies of fulltime religious work, developing students' ability to
defend a theological position, and fostering their dedication to serving God in
everyday life.

Scale 7: Vocational Preparation

While universities have perhaps always existed in part to train individuals for
occupations, this role was made explicit for American public higher education by
the Land Grant Act of 1862, and then extended to a broader populace by the
public two-year college movement of the 1950's and 1960's. As operationalized in -
the I. G. l., this goal means offering: specific occupational curricula (as in
accounting or nursing), programs geared to emerging career fields, opportunities

for retraining or upgrading skills, and assistance fo students in career planning.

It is important to distinguish between this goal and the next one to be discussed,
Advanced Training, which involves graduate-level training for various professional
careers.

Scale 8: Advanced Training

This goal, as defined in the I. G. l., can be most readily understood simply as
the availability of post~graduate education. The items comprising the goal area
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have to do with developing/maintaining a strong and comprehensive graduate
school, providing programs in the "traditional professions" (law, medicine, etc.),
and conducting advanced study in specialized problem areas~-as through a multi-
discriplinary institute or center.

Scale 9: Research

According to most historians of the matter, the research function in the American
University was a late 19th century import of the German concept of the university
as a center for specialized scientific research and scholarship. Attempting to
embrace both "applied" or "problem=centered” research as well as "basic” or
“pure” research, the Research goal in the I. G. I. involves doing contract
studies for external agencies, conducting basic research in the natural and social
sciences, and seeking generally to extend the frontiers of knowledge through
scientific research.

Scale 10: Meeting Local Needs

While in times past some institutions of higher learning must certainly have
functioned in some way o meet a range of educational needs of local individuals
and corporate bodies, the notion of Meeting Local Needs (in the I. G. 1.) is drawn
primarily from the philosophy of the post-war (American) community college
movement. Which is not to say, as will be seen, that this is a goal that four-year
institutions cannot share. In the I. CG. |I. Meeting Local Needs is defined as
providing for continuing education for adults, serving as a cultural center for the
community, providing frained manpower for local employers, and facilitating
student involvement in community-service activities.

Scale 11: Public Service

While the previous goal focused on the local community, this one is conceived
more broadly--as bringing to bear of the expertise of the university on a range
of public problems of regional, state, or national scope. As it is defined in the
I. G. l., Public Service means working with governmental agencies in social
and environmental policy formation, committing institutional resources to the
solution of major social and environmental problems, training people from dis-
advantaged communities, and generally being responsive to regional and
national priorities in planning educational programs.
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Scale 12: Social Egalitarianism

Has to do with open admissions and meaningful education for all admitted, pro-
viding educational experiences relevant to the evolving interests of (1) minority
groups and (2) women, and offering remedial work in basic skills.

Scale 13: Social Criticism/Activism

This is a higher educational goal conception that has been put forth only in the
past five years or so. Owing ifs origin almost entirely fo the student protest
movement of the 1969's, the central idea of the goal is that the university should
be an advocate or instrument for social change. Specifically in the 1. G. 1.,
Social Criticism/Activism means providing criticism of prevailing American

values, offering ideas for changing social institutions judged to be defective,
helping students to learn how to bring about change in American society, and being
engaged, as an institution, in working for basic changes in American society.

Scale 14: Freedom

Some of the standard dictionary definitions include: civil liberty, as opposed to
subjection to an arbitrary or despotic government; exemption from external control,
interference, regulation, etc.; personal liberty, as opposed to bondage or slavery;
autonomy; relative self-determination. Freedom, as an institutional goal bearing
upon the climate for and process of iearning, is seen as relating to all the above
definitions. It is seen as embracing both “academic freedom" and "personal
freedom, " although these distinctions are not always east to draw. Specifically
in the I. G. l., Freedom is defined as protecting the right of faculty to present
controversial ideas in the classroom, not preventing students from hearing con-
troversial points of view, placing no restrictions on off-campus political activities
by faculty or students, and ensuring faculty and students the freedom to choose
their own life cycles.

Scale 15: Democratic Governance

The central notion of this goal, as here conceived, is the opportunity for partici-
pation-~participation in the decisions that affect one’s working and learning

life. Colleges and universities in America have probably varied a good dedl in
the degree to which their governance is participatory, depending on factors such
as nature of external control (e. g., sectarian), curricular emphases, and
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personalities of presidents and or other campus leaders. Most all institutions, one
surmises, as they expanded during the 1950's and 1960's, experienced a diminution
in participatory governance. A reaction set in the late 1960's spurred chiefly by
student (power) activitiests. As defined in the I. G. l., Democratic Governance
means decentralized decision-making; arrangements by which students, faculty,
administrators, and governing board members can (all) be significantly involved
in campus governance, opportunity for individuals to participate in all decisions
affecting them, and governance that is genuinely responsive to the concerns of
everyone af the institution.

Scale 16: Community

While community in some sense has perhaps always characterized most academic
organizations, especially small ones, the more modern concept of community has
risen in only the past decade in reaction fo the realities of mass higher education,
the "multiversity, " and the factionalism and individual self-interest within the
university. In the I. G. l., Community is defined as maintaining a climate in
which there is faculty commitment fo the general welfare of the institution, open
and candid communication, open and amicable airing of differences, and mutual
trust and respect among students, faculty, and administrators.

Scale 17: Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment

Means a rich program of cultural events, a campus climate that facilitates student
free~-time involvement in intellectual ond cultural activities, an environment

in which students and faculty can easily interact informally, and a reputation as an
intellectually exciting campus.

Scale 18: Innovation

As here defined as an institutional goal means more than simply having recently
made some changes at the college; instead the idea is that innovation has become
institutionalized, that throughout the campus there is continuous concern to
experiment with new ideas for educational practice. In the I. G. I., Innovation
means a climate in which continuous innovation is an accepted way of life, it
means established procedures for readily initiating curricular or instructional
innovations, and, more specifically, it means experimentation with new approaches
to (1) individualized instruction and (2) evaluating and grading student performance.
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Scale 19: Off-Campus Learning

The elements of the I. G. 1. definition of Off-Campus Learning, as a process goal
an institution may pursue, form a kind of scale. They include: (short term) time
away from the campus in travel, work-study, VISTA work, etc.; arranging for
students to study on several campuses during their undergraduate years; awarding
degrees for supervised study off the campus; awarding degrees entirely on the

basis of performance on an examination.

Scale 20: Accountability/Efficiency

Is defined to include use of cost criteria in deciding among program alternatives,
concern for program efficiency (not further defined), accountability to funding
sources for program effectiveness (not defined), and regular submission of evidence
that the institution is achieving stated gocls.
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OSCAR ROSE JUN]OR COLLEGE 6420 SOUTHEAST 15TH .

MIDWEST CITY. OKLAHOMA 73110

VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS February 15, 1978 AC (405) 737-6611

Dear Ms. Jones:

Mr. Merle Long is doing a study which concerns perceptions
of institutional goals and practices of faculty, students,
and administrators of Oscar Rose Junior College. The
results from this study should bz most helpful to us.
Therefore, the College has agreed to participate in this
study.

Your cooperation and your opinions are essential and vital
to the success of this study. The questionnaire instruments
will take approximately one hour to complete. The anonymity
of your response 1is guaranteed.

The questionnaires may be mailed or personally returned to
the Academic Vice President's Office. Please return the
questionnaires in the enclosed envelopes by Monday, March
1, 1978.

I realize the many demands on your time and I am sure that
Mr. Long will greatly appreciate your cooperation in this
study.

Sincerely,

J TS
John E. Davis

Vice President for
Academic Affairs

JED/cb

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY
(Form 1)
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page two
DIRECTIONS
The / y ists of 20 st ts ot First = How important is the gnat at this
possible institutional goals. Using tire ansveer institution at the present time?
key shown in the example betow, you ate
asked 10 respond to each statement in two . Then — In your judgment, how important
different ways: should the goal be at this institution?
EXAMPLE
P
%%
%,
%
0 prepare students for graduai2 school... is
should be
in the ple, the respondent hus indi d thathe b _ the goal “to p. spare students for
graduate school” is presently of low imporance at his institution, but that it should be of high
imporance.
* Unless you have been given other blackening one oval after is and ona
instructions, considzr the institution oval after should be.
25 2 whole in making your judgments. - Use any soft lead pencil. Do,not
= In giving should be responsas, do not use colored pencils or 3 pen—~ink, N
be restrained by your beliefs about ball point, or felt tip.
whether the. goal, reatisticelly, can « Mark each answer so that it
ever be attained on the campus. completely fiils {blackens) the
+ Please try to respond to every goal intended oval. Plcase do not maoke
statement in the Inventory, Sy checks (v} or X’s.

-

.

Additionat Goal Statemants {Local Ontion) (91-110}: A section is
included for additional goal st. .5 of specific iocal interest or
concern. Thase statements may be supplied locally. 1f none are supplied,
leave them biank and go on to the Information Questions.

Information Questions {111~117): These questions are includud to
enable easch institution 10 anulyze the results of the /nventory in ways
that will be most meaningful and usefu) to them. Respond to each
question that applies.

Subgroups and Supp! v In ion Questions (118-- 124):
Instructions may be given for marking these items. tf not, please
leave them titank. -

Copyright O 1872 by Educational Testing Service. Al rights reserved.

No portof the H Goals 1 v may be or reproduced
In any form without Derms.on in writing from the pubiisher,

Py ana ov the ituti R Program for Higher
Education, Educations! Tarting Service, Princeton, New Jersey 0BS540
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puwde three
Please respond to these goal s2aterients o o
by blackening one 0xl fter is and one £y %, 4
after should be. % 3 ,3’ .3'
et : %%\ % \ %
03
\%e\ % \ =
1. tohelp students acquise depth of knovrdedae in at sl | D [w=] OO
- Jeast one academic discipline... !
should be { T () o D Lewen }
2. to teach students methods of scholarly inquiry, slololoao:xolo
scientific research, and/or problem Zehinition and H
solution... shouldbe | €O | CO |1 O D | D
3. 1o help students identify theic own gersonal goals silolocoloicolo
and develop means of achieving them... !
shouldbe | O | D | D . D | &
4,  toensure that students acquire 2 bxsic knowledge in Bl | OO DIl
the humanities, social sciences, and ratural sciences... :
shouldbe | CO | CD | D D | &
- \
S.  1oincrease the desire and ability of students to slol ol oio] o
undertake setf.directed learning... '
shoudbe | O | D [ D |
6. o prepare students tor advanced scademic wiork,e.5., sl o ‘ DI
at a four-year college or graduate or professional H
school... shouldbe | CD o oo LD (]
i
7. todevelop students’ ability to synt=esize knowledze slOlcolo DO o
from 2 variety of sources... i
shouldbe | O O (-] i o [a)
8.  to heip students develop a sense of satf.worth, L sloO|loo| o O DO
scif-confidence, and a capacity to have an impact on . i
events... shouldbe | T [even D O D
9.  tohold students throughout the instizution to Bigh sl o ! feon T Bl e )
standards of intellectua! performarae... E
shouldbe | D < o S [ e
10. toinstill in students 2 life-long commitment to is| & o (@) i farm | [ san }
fearning... {
shouldbe | OO | O | O i D D
11.  to help students achicve deeper tevels of s OO [n] [aren : [ [
self.understanding... : : . H
shouldbe | OO | & | O ==l e =)
12. to ensure that students who graduai2 have achieved sume bl OO [eren] [evin} D [a=)
leves of reading, writing, and mathematics competency... H
shouldbe | CO | CO | CDO . GO | ©©D©
13.  to haip students be open, honest, and trusting m slol ol ol o
their relationships with others... H .
shouldie f O | O | D | & | D
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page four
<%
Please respond 1o these god! statements 0 o 3.,’
by blackening one oval after is and one % % %
- N
after should be. % %, % %,
ou e %\ %, \ %
A % i
22\ % \ %
% © %'0 S S
14. 1o encourage students 10 b scious of the sl olo|lo! o
important moral issues of our time... .
shouldbe | CO [arwe ] oo (o (e
15. toi Jents® itivity o and is| o [arimm ] (a2 [=c} CD!
appreciation of various forms of art and artistic i
expression... shouldbe | CO | CO | O | © | GO,
16. to educate students in a particular religious sl O oo | o| o
heritage... ;
shouldbe | CO [eram ] o oo (@}
17. 1o help students understand and respect people from [ == G == 3 Y ow R B« 3 B « o] !
diverse backgrounds and cultures... :
shouldbe | O | o | @ | @ | !
. )
18. to require students to complete some course - Bl DO | DO D
work in the humanitics or arts... !
N shouldbe | CO (=) (e SO D!
19. to help students become aware of the potentialities s|loOjm| o | ol
of 3 full-time religious vocation... I
should be | O [ares ] em) [acw ] [an}
20. to encourage stud 0 b itted to working is] O (@ = B B o 2 BN aves ] CDi
for world peace... ¢
shoudbe ! o> | D | @ | @ | @D,
21.  to encourage students to hemselves artistically, €.9., slOoO|lo|lo | o] o
in music, painting, film-making... H
shouldbe | €D o [ [ Ol
L]
22.  to develop students’ ability to undersiand and defend sl o oo w
a theological position... ;
shoudbe | o | oo | @ | oo | !
- ]
23 1o e studants to make about the weltare BIO | OO | O
of all mankind a central part of their lives... '
shouldbe | CO O oo e (=
24, to acquaint students with forms of artistic or literary sl OO O O | D) O ‘
expression in non-VWestern countries... : i
shouldbe | DO [aren } (e [acw | [N
25. 1o help students develop a dedication 10 serving God in B oO|@ | o) ™ ;
everyday life... :
shoudbe | D | co | & | & | o}
26. 10 provide opportunitics for students 1o prepare Bloo|l ol o | o] ol
for specific oscupational careers, €.9., accounting. H
enginecring, rursing... shodtel D | o | oo | oo | =}
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ige tive

Please tesponsd to these grol stateronts
hy blackening one cval after is and one
after shoutd b

.

27. to deuelop wihat would generally be regarded o 3 sirong () o | D
and comprchensive groduate school...
shouldbe | CDO [exn T i amae
28. to perform contract research for government, business, s T D oo
or indusiry...
shouldbe | €O (e B S wcan
29. to provide opportunitics for continuing education for s O D o
adults in the local area, e.g., on 3 part-time basis... R
shouldbe | CO DO
30. 10 develop educati prog geared to new and 3 Y e cD oo
emerging career fields...
should be | CO OO
31.  to prepare students in one or more of the traditicnal is| CO DO O
professi e.g., law, medicine, archi e...
. should be | CO DO O
32. to offer graduate programs in such “newver” professions is] O D [ e
as engineering, education, and social work...
shouldbe | CD OO
! 33, toserve as a cultural center in the community sl T [acw ] [anan }
served by the cumpus... N
shouldbe | D [ B S e ]
34. to conduct basic research in the natural sciences... s{ CO o o
shouldbe | D DO
35. to conduct basic resedrch in the social sciences... sl < D e
shouldbe | €D D [enan )]
36. to provide retraining ogportunities for individuals is| O e ] [emen ]
whaose job skitls have bacome out of date...
shouldbe | T D] OO
37. 1o contribute, through research, to the general 5| [axnl [enn]
d: t of knowledge, '
i shouldbe | D D [anen ]
! 38. to assist students in deciding updn a vocational is| o (e o
i career... .
' shouldbe | D [ecn 3y B en s ]
:: 39. to provide skitled manpoaer for local-area business, sl o DOl oo
| industry, and governmeint...
i shouldtwe | D ol o
[
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evolving interests of Blucks, Chicanos, ad American

page six
Please respord 10 tlise goat statements
by blackening one oval after is and one
after should be.
40. 1o lacilitate involvemnant of students in neighborhood s|loO o oo} o
and community-service sctivitics...
shouldbe |l O | O | O | D | @
41. to conduct advanced study in specialized problem areas, Bl O | D ]
e.g., through research institutes, centers, or graduate
programs... shouldbe | O | €O {1 O | &GO | &
42. 10 provide educational expericnces relevant to the is| & (== (o] () [e)
evolving interests of women in America...
shouldbe | CO | CO | OO | O | &©
43, 1o provide critical cvaluation of prevailing BlOI O D |IO| O
practices and values in American sosiety... :
shouldbe | CO | CO | D | O | OO
) —
44, 1o h2lp people from disadvantaged commumities acquire B OO | DI Ol
knowledge and skils they can use in improving :
conditions in their own communities... shouldbe | O | D | D | & | O}
45, o move to or maintdin 3 po''sy of essentially open | D D @ < D
admissions, and then to develop mearngful educational l
expericnces for all who are cdmitted... shouldbe | O | O | @O | O | O}
45. 1o serve 3s a source of ideas and recommendations for o | olom o] o
changing social institutions iudg=d to b2 unjust or i i
otherwise dafective... shouldbe | €O | CO | OO | & ; (==X
+
47. towork with g at azcricies in designing new is| CO (=] [ew] [acw ] o,
social and environmental programs... . H
shoudbe l D | D | OO | D | O
48. 1o offer developmentat or remedial programs in basic s] O o faw) D D
skills (reading, writing, mathematics)... :
shouldbe | OO | OO | O | &, T
49, to help students learn how to bring about change in s & (v} D | &t D :
American society... H
shouldbe | CO | CD | CD | & | D}
50. 1o fozus resources of the inctitution on the solution sl | oo [on il aco 38 BN e i
of mujor social and environmental prohlems... : . .
: : shouldhe | CO | CO | €D | & | GO,
S1. 10 be responsive to regional and national priorities is| O (=] o [ [eiep ]
v/ien eonsidering new educztionat programs for the :
institution... shauldbe | D | D | D | D | i
52. 1o previde cducational experiences relevant to the is| < [ =) <D fec=) <
OO D |} O

Indians...

should he
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Dage seven .
-
’1'
©. ‘o,)
Pivase 1espony 1o these goal stutements 0% o "‘4,’ o %
by blacening one oval afzer is and one S EANS % %y ”a}
after shouid be. “ ,’t % %, % 2,
- AN % B\ %
3% % %, %, %,
2T\ % % “ \ %
S3.  tobe engaged, 35 an institution, in working for basic sl T O o o™
changus in Airerican society...
shouldbe | CD @D o D [em ]
54. 1o ensure that students are not prevented from hearing is DD D | SD <o
speakers presenting controversiyl points of view...
shouldbe | O (oo [ eom ] D D
§5. tocreate a system of campus governance that is sl o o]
genuinely responsive to the concerns of a!l people at
the institution... shouldbe | DO | CD | D | D | D
56. ' to maintain aclimate in which faculty commitment to the sl oOoOlo|lolo|o
goals and well-being of the institution is as strong as
i 10 professionat careers... showdbe | OO | O | O | O | OO
57. o ensure the freedom of students and faculty to chdose sEOI OO | O |
their own tifc styles {living arrangements, personal 3
appearance, etc.)... shouldbe f CDO | COD | D | O | O
58. 10 develop arrang by which stud: faculty, BlCO| T D OO D
administrators, and trustees can be significantly
involved in gover . shouldbe | O | O | O | & | &
59, to maintain a climate in which unication throughout slOlomlo|lalc
the organizationut structure is open and candid....
shouldbe | CD D D D [ o]
60. to place no restrictions on oﬂ-{:ampus political sl O [axm) [eam] D [enw ]
activities by faculty or students...
should be | CD [arm) D D [ox ]
61. to dccentralize decision making on the campus 10 BIO| ol | @O o
the greatest extent possible...
shouldbe | & [orm ) ferm ] D [ ]
62. to maintuin 3 campus climate in which differences of is| O (e D (e ) (e
opinion ¢an be dired openly and amicably...
shoudbe | D | CO | @ | | @
63. to protect the right of faculty members to present BItO | oO@ oo [anen]
unpopular or controversial ideas in the classroom...
should be | D [enm] ('] (e
64. 10 azsure individuals the opportunity to participate or sl O D [ n) [} (e ]
be ref d in making any ¢ that affect them...
shouldbe | D D cD (e ] (e}
65. to maintain 3 climate of mutuot trust and respect among s OO (o) (] D [
students, faculty, and administrators...
sholite | D [ D D | D | @@
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page eight

Plegse respomld o these gaal sLatements
by blackening one oval after is and one
2fter should be.

%
c, ¢, 2 A
Ly i3 '52 3.
%%, % £y Y
> ’2 <, A
2, %
v %, %, %
% % o b,
% 2 %

.\

individuals solely on the hasis of their performance on
an accuptable examination (with no colicge-supervised
study, on- or off.campus, necessary)...

is

should be

CA
2\ % % . o
BB, tocreate 3 campus climate in which students spend much BICO| Ol iG]
of thzir free time in intellectual and cuttury!
activities... shouldbe | O | OO | OO | DO | &
67. 1o build a ctimate on the in which conti sl OOl || o
educational innavation is accepted a5 an institutional
way of Nfe.. shouldbe | OO | O | O | O | &
6g. © cn-:ouv.t.gt.: $tudents ‘f’ spem} time away 1r_ofn. the sl o oleobte
campus gaining academic credit for such activities as
a year of study abroad, in work-study programs, in shoudbel SOl ol oo il o
VISTA, etc...
69. tocreate a climate in which students and faculty may Bl CO | OO (o= O] O
easily come togather for informal discussion of ideas
and mutus! interests... shouldbe | O | OO | D O | &
70. 0 experiment with ditferent methods of evaluating and s} CO | OO [eon] [erm 3 B e}
grading student performance...
shouldbe | D | CO | O | O &
71, tomzineain o7 work 19 ackicve 3 large degree of B OO DO IO &
institational autnnomy or independunce in relation:
to governmental or other educational agenci shouldbe | CO [ OO | OO | GO |
72. 1o participate in 3 netwark of colleges through which sl OO (e ] (o] D |
students, azcording to plan, may study on several . .
campuses auring their undergraduate years... shouldbe | CO | T (=l D
73. 23 spansor cach year 3 rich program of cultural events-- Bl O O o [ecw Il B - =}
lectures, congerts, art exhibits, and the like...
shouldbe | O | CO | O | D | OO
74. 1o expzriment with new approdches to individualized is| & (o] [ern] e (o]
instruction such as tutorials, ficxidle scheduling, and
students planning their own projrans... shouldbe | CO | & OISO o
75. 1o av.ard the bachelor’s and/ar associate degree for . sl = o o} o
supervised study done away from the campus, e.g.,
in evzensisn of tutorial centers, by correspondence, should be | & =) o fecm) =)
or through field work...
76.  to creats an institution known widely as an [T K e ) D [aw) D oo
inzellectuaily exciting and stimulating place...
shouldbe )| CO | O | D | 0| ©
77. 1o create procedures by which curricular or s} [arm] (e »] o o
irstructions! 1nnovations may be ceadily initisted... .
shoudbe | OO 1 CO | D | CD | O
. 78 toaward ire bachelor’s and/or associate degree to some e} o | o C'.D o
O OO o O
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DKM Nine

Plerze respond to these GoJl statements
by blackening one oval after is and one
aiter should be.

>

c\'ob
2

R

rd
%\ %
79. 10 apply costcritena in duciding among slternative sl O [arm? [eam ] oo [esan ]
J=rric and no demic programs...
shoudbe | CO | SO | DO | O | D
80. to rRaintain or work 10 achieve a reputable standing sl O () [ [t ] o
for the institution within the academic world {or in
refation o similar colleges)... shouldbe | O | O | O |
B1. 1o regularly provide evidence that the institution is sl O OO [em] o | OO
actually achieving its stated goals... ’
shoudbe | O | DO | O | O | OO
82. tocarry on a broad and vigorous proyram of s O o o D faw)
extracurricular activities and events for students...
. shouldbe | O | D | o | O | @
83. 1o beconcernad about the efficiency with which colleg Pl wom frm) o ol o
opzrations are conducted... ot
shouldbe | OO | OO | OO | O | OO
84. to be orzunized for sharer-, medium., and sl |l ol ol o
long-ranze planning for the total institution...
shouldbe [ CO | DO | O | O | O
85. toincluce local citizens in planning colleg? programs sl ol o [ (ace
that wiii affect the local community...
shouldbe f DO | CO | O | O | ©
£6. to excel in intercollegiate athietic sl o [ e farae ) o
shoudbe | D | O | O | D | O
87. to be accountable to funding sources for the sl o ol oo
effectiveness of college progrems...
shoudbe O | O | D | DO O
88. _tocreat a climate in which systematic evaluation of sl ololo] o
college seograms is pted as an institutional way
of tife... shouldhe  CO | D | | DO | O
89. to systematically interpret the nature, purpose, and il oOoO|lololoeo|l o
w.ork of the institution to citizens off the campus... .
shouldbe | CO | O | OO [ D | O
90. to achiev= consensus among prople on the campus about sl o oS (o) oo o
the oou's of the institution...
shoudbe | CD | O | DO | O O

- If acditional locatly written goal statements have been provided, use page ten for responding and then o on to page eleven,
- I no «Cditional goal statements were given, leave page ton blank and answer the information questions on puge eleven,
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ADDITIONAL GOAL STATEMENTS

for responding. Use the sanie answer key as you use for the first 80 items, and

respond to both /3 und shoc ! be.

If you have been provided with
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INSTIleTI ONAL FUNCTIONING INVENTORY
(University of Oklahoma Modification)

TO THE RESPONDENT:

This is a questionnaire for institutional self-studv. 1In it vou are
asked for your perceptions about what your institution is like--administra-
tive policies, teaching practices., types of programs, characteristic
attitudes of croups of people, etc. This inventory 1s not a test:; the only
“right” answers are those which reflect your -own perceptions, judgments,
and opinions.

No names are to be written on the inventory. Comments and criticisms
are invited regarding any aspect of the inventory. Please use the back of
the test booklet for any such comments.

DIRECTIONS:

1. PENCILS. Any type of marking instrument may b- used. Please mark out
the appropriate response by using an (X) .

2. INFORMATION ITEMS. Check only one answer box fsr each question that
applies to you. All respondents should answer IZtem A and each of the
Items, B-J that apply.

3. MARKING YOUR RESPONSES. Sections 1 and 3 consist of statements about
policies 2nd programs that may or may not exis:t at ysur institution.
Indicate whether yvou know a given situation exists or does not exist
by marking either YES (Y¥): NO (N); or DON'T :NOW (?).

4. RESPOND TO EVERY QUESTION. Please mark an answer for every statement
in the irventory.

5. MARK ONLY CNZ ANSWER FOR EACH STATEMENT, but please respond to each
and every statement.

The IFI-~(0UM) was developed by the Center for Studies
in Higher Education, University of Oklzhoma.

From Institutional Functioning Inventory. Cop¥right C) 1968
by Educational Testing Service. All Rights Reserved.
2dapted and Reproduced by Permission.

-
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INFORMATION ITEMS

Please select one answer for cach question below that applies to you.

Select the one response that best E.
describes your role.

0. Faculty member ()
1. Student ()
2. Administrator ()
3. Governing board member ()
4. Alumna/Alumnus ()
5. HMember of off-campus community group ( )
6. Staff ()
7. Other ()

()
Faculty and students: select one F.

field of teaching and/or research
interest or, for students, major
field of study.

0. Biolougical sciences
1. Pphysical sciences
2. Mathematics

3. Social sciences

4. Humanities

5. PFine arts, performing arts G.
6. Education

7. Business

o~ o~
N o o " ot Nt

8. Engineering ()
9. oOther ()

()
Faculty: indicate academic rank. ()
o. Instéuctor
l. Assistant professor .0
2. Associate professor
3. Professor H.
4. Other
Faculty: indicate current teachin
arrangement.

I.

0. Full-time
1. Part-time
2. Evening only
3. Off-carpus only - extension, etec.
4. Research only J.

S. Other

All respondents: indicate
age at last birthday.

17 to 18
19 to 20
21 to 23
24 to 26
27 to 29
30 to 39
40 to 49
50 to 59
60 or over

OVOVNHBWNFO

. .

Students: indicate class
in college.

0. PFreshman
1. sophomore
2. Junior
3. Senior
4. Graduate
5. Other

Students: indicate currsat
enrollment status.

0. Full-time, day

1. Part-time, day

2., Evening only

3. Off-campus only-e.g.
extension, correspond-
ence, 1V, Etc.

4. Other

Optional infbrmation
question (special supple-
mental sheet will be pro-
vided if this item is used.)

optional information
question (special supple~
mental ‘cheet will be pro-
vided if this item is used.)

Optional information
qguestion (special supple-
mental sheet will be pro-
vided if this item is used.)
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SECTION 1

Respoad to statementa in this
sectlon by selecting cither:

YES (y) RO () DON'T XNOW (2)
.
1If the szatezent 1f the statetment does 1f you ¢o not kaow
applies o is true not apply or is not true whether the statezent
at your instituclon. at your inscicucioa. applies or is true.

There 1s a campus art gallery In which traveling cxhibits or collections on loan are
regularly displayed.

There are prograns aad/or crganizations at this ifnsticution which aze directly concerned
with solving pressing sozial problems, e.§., zace zclatioms, urban dlight, rural poverty,
etc.

Regulatices of studeat behavior are detailed and precise at chis {nszitution.
Forelign £iins ave shoun rogt:lacly on or mear caxpus.

Religious services are conducted regularly on campus involvinR a majority of the
students.

A nuzber 5f professors have bren involved in the past few years with econonic planning
at either the nazional, rtegivfal, or state level.

There are provisionz by vhizl: some nusber of educationally disadvanczaged studeats cay de
adoitted to the lastitution without meceting the normil entrance requirexeats.

A numder of maticnally krowm Scilentiscs and/or scholars are invited to the cacpus each
year to aldress studeat aad IZculty groups.

Advisensat (coumseling) 1s offired students conceraning personal as well as academic gosls.

Successful efforts to raiss furnds or to perform voluntary service to relileve hurman need
and suffericg occur at least anmually on this campus.

This inszizuzion attempts cach yecar to sponsor a rich program of cultural events—
lectures, concerss, plays, art exhibics, and the like.

At least cne 2odern dznce progras has been presented in the past year.

Miniscess aze invited zo the campus to speak and to counsel studeants about religious
vocaticns.

Professors froz this insiitution have been actively involved in frasing state or fed~
eral legpislation in the areas of health, education, or welfare.

A concerted effore is myde to attract students of diverse ethnic and socfal back~
grounds.

Quite a S of dents are fated with organizacions that actively seek or
reforn ssciety ia one way or anocther.

There are no written regulativns regarding student dress.

- Students publish 2 literary tagazine.

A testing-counseling prugrac 4is available to students £o help them to achicve self-
understending. .

An ozganization exists on campus vhich has as 1ts primary objective to wvork for world
peace.

At leaszc oze chather music cenlert has been given within the past yeaz.

The dnsiizucion spuasdtrs groups and programs which provide students eppurctunities to
witness to others conccrning their faith,

A nomber of faculiy meshers or administrators frow this institucfon h.ve gone €o
Washington to participate in plannlng and operating various federal prograss.

One of the methods used to tnflucnce the flavor of the college 13 O try €O Select stu-
dents with falrly simllar personslicty traits.
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This fastitutlon, through the efforts of individuals and/or specially created inscitutes
or centers, 1s actively cngaged in projects atned st foproving the qualicy of urdban 1ife.

The iastitutlion imposes certain restrictiors 2n off-campus policical activities by
faculty oembers.

There are a nusber of studeat groups that mces regularly to discuss {ntellectusl aandfor
philosophic topics.

At least one poetry reading, open to the campus cocmuaity, has becn given withia the
past yearx.

The curriculum 4s deliderately designed to accomodate a great diversity in student
ability levels and educationxl-vocatlonal asplrazions.

SECTIOS 2

Raspond to stateden:s in this
section by seleccing either:

STRONGLY AGREE (SA) ASREZ (A) *  DISAGREE (D) STRONGLY DISAGREE (SD)
If you strongly agree 1f you nildly agree 1f you nildly disagree If you strongly disagres
with the statement with the statedent with the statezent with che statement
as applied to your ° as applied to your as ajplied to your a8 applicd to your
dinsticution. institutica. inszitution. insticution.
(SD) 30. How best to communicate kanculedge to undergraluates 1s not a question that seriously

(sp) 31
(sr;) 32.
(sp) 33.
(sD) 34.

(sD) 35.
{sD) 3s.

(sp) 32.

(sp) 38.
(sp) 35.

{sD) 40.
{sp) 41.

{sp) &2.
{sp) 43.
(SD) 44,
(sD) 45.
(sD) 46.
(sD) 47.

(sp) 48.

concerns a very large proportion of the facuity.

Students who display traditional “scholar” b:thavior are held in low estees in I:.he canpus
comaunity. .

In dealing witheinstitutional problems, atZex=pts ere gonerally cade %o involve iater—
ested people without regard to their formal position or hierarchical status.

Capable und duates are d to cellad with faculty on research projects
or to carry out studies of their own.

Undergraduate programs of iastruction aze disigned to include denonstration of the
mothods of problem analysis. -
Power here tends to be widely dispersed ratler than tightly held.

Alzost every degree p is ced %5 enable the studeat to acguire a depth of
knovledge in at least em: acadenic disciplize.

A major expecracion of faculty members is that they will help students to synthesize
knowledge from many sources.

The important moral 1ssues of the time are discussed scriously in classes and prograas.

Many faculty mecbers would velcome the opporzunity to participate in laying plans for
broad social and econozic reforms in Americas society.

Serious considcration is given to studeant opiaion whea policy decisions a{!eeung stu-
dents arc made.

Certain radical student organizations, such as Stud for a I ic Society, are
not, or probably would not be, allowed to orzanize chapters on this cacpus.

This institution takes pride in the percentzze of graduates who go on to advanced study.
Student publicacions of high intellectual reputation exist on this caspus.

Professors get to know most studcnts in their undergraduate classes quite well.

Foreign students are genuinely respected and are made to fecl welcom:"on this campus.

Religious di ity 1s aged at this inscitution.

Application of knowledge and talent to the solution of social probleas is a mission of
this fastitution that 1s widely supported by faculty and administcators.

Covernance of chis institution is clearly in the hands of the adainistration.
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(sA) (A) (D) (sSD) 49. Certaln highly cuntroverslal figures in public life are not allowed or prodabdly would
. not be allowed Co address scudemts.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD)} 50. Litcle money s geacrally available for inviting out.uam!tns people to give public
Jectures.

{SA) (A) (D) (SD) Si. A 4.0 grade average brings to a student thc hlghest recognition on this campus.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) S52. Academic advisers generally favor chat a oeaaningful portion of each degree program de
allocated to individual study.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) S3. Most faculty members to not wish to spend much time in talking with students about stu—
dents® p al { ts and e,

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 54 When a student has a special probles, scme of his peers usually are aware of and
zespond ro his need.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 55. Religifous idcals of the iastituzioa’s founding fathers arc considercd by most faculty
wesbers to be obsolate. -

(sA) (A) (D) (SD) 56.° Sentor administ 11y t (or would support) faculty members who spend
time avay from the unpus consuleis .; with governoental agencies about social, economic,
and related matters.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 57. Compared with most ocher colleges, fewer minority groups are vep d on this

(SA) (A) (D) (5D} 53. The motion of colleges and universities assuming leadership in bringing about social
change is not an idea chat fa or would be particularly popular on this campus.

(SA) {A) (D)} (SD) S9. In arriving at institutional policles, attempts are gemerally made to favolve all the
individuals who will be direztly aZfected.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD} 60. Faculty members fecl free to express radical political bdeliefs in their classrooms.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 61. The stud rezularly on important issues and ideas (in addition to
carrying out the :v.s:oury tasks of student newspapers).

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 62. It is almost iopossible for a stufeat to graduate from this insticution without a basic
knowledge in the socisl sciences, aatural sciences and humanicies.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 63. Programs for the adult (out-of-school) age student are primarily designed to treat their
vocational needs.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 64. Formal organizacions designed to provice special assistaace to students ate accorded
favorable recognition by individual nexbers of the faculty.

(sa) (A) (D) (sD) 65.- Faculty mesd are poze é with helpiag students to acquire knowledge and pro—
fessional skills than they are in helpiag students to be butrer persons.

(SA) (A) (D} (SD) 66. By example, the administration and faculty encouraze students to dedicate their lives
co God.

{SA}) (A} (D} (SD) 67. Administrators and faculty have iz zhe pust three years been responsive to regional and
national priorities in planaing ecucationsl programs.

(SA) (») (D) (3D) 4B. There are mo or prog for stud with educational deficicncles, i.c., reme-
dial work.

.

(SA) (A} (D} (SD) 69. The governing board does not consider active engagement in resolving major social ills
to be an appropriate inscitutional function.

(SA} (A) (D) (SD} 70. Students, faculty and administrators all have opportunitics for oeaningful {nvolvenent
in campus Zovernuanct.

{(sa) (A) (D) (SD) 71. The governing body (e.g., Boazd of Trustces) gly supports the principle of academic
freedom for faculty and students to discuss any topic they may choose.

(sa) (A} (D) (SD) 72. Many opportunitles €xist outside the classroom for intellectual and acsthetic self-
expression on the part of students.
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SECTION 3

Respond to statemeats 1n this
wection by selecting elther:

%0 (M
1f the statement does

not apply or 1s not teve
. 4t your fastitution.

DO T KNV ()

If you 4o not know
wvhether the statesent
appliea or is trus.

Thie tostitutlun opdratea 4n adult educative prugram,-e.g., evaning CouTess open o

1m:al ared resldents

Cormseltiuyg dcrvices ace availudlu zo adults ia the local ares sevking infocmazion sbout

educationsl and ocry

pational matcers.

Quite 8 nuabe? of faculty membars have had books published in ths past two or three

years.

Courses acre offerod through which local azea residencs may ds retralned or upgraded in

their job skills.

service h h which local exploy

Thaze 1% a job 2

greduaces for full or part-tioe work.

There Jre ¢ muaber of resssrch Professors o coapus, 1.4., i

sents pricarf{ly eacaill reseatch rather than teaching.

may bire and

1 b whose

Tacliitles are made aveilable to local Zroups and organizations for meetings, short
coutses, cliaics, forums, and the iike.

Credit for nunerous courses can be carned nov solely co the basis of performance on an

axsnination.

Sone of tue srrongeat aod best~funded
sfonal departwents which prepere students for specifiec

sccounting, etc.

a, a, &

ars pi
such as

A numher of deparcmente frequantly hold sealnsrs or colloquis o vhich a vistting
scholar discusses his ideas or resesrch findings.

The aversge teaching load in wost depar-ments 13 eight credit houss or fever.

There a1~ & nuober of courses OT prugrams Chat zre designed to provide msnpowver for

local atea business,

A plan raises at th

industry, or pudblic scrvices.

s inatitucion vheredy a d oay be

sarily n supervined study of f-zampua.

ded a dagree basad pri-

One or mure individuals are presently engaged 1a long-range financial planaing for the
total Inaticucion. °

o
trained ur upgraded

are d d 1a order that former students anc vthers may be re-

in their skills.

Nev advonced Jegrges have been authorized and swarded within the last thiee yesre.

Tacuity pruwccions genarally are basad primarily on scholarly publi.ation.

Courses dealing vich artistic expression or appreciation are availible to all sdults in

the local ates.

Sueveral srranzesents exint by vhich studente may earoll for credit in short terms away
froa the caapus in travel: work-study, VISTA-type vork., etc.

Anslyses of thke philosophy, purposes, and objectives of the institution are frequently

conducted.

Counseling ecrvices ars available to students to aselst thenm lq choosing a career.

Oae or =ore non~treditionsl graduite deparcments (or cengers)

the last flvo yeacs.

has been cesadlished vithia

In genetel, the Zoverning board is commltted £o the view that advaacement of knowledge
through research and scholership 18 a major inscitutionel purpose.

Attenzion 1s given to maintalning fairly close relationships with busineswes and
fadustries 1a the local area.

Every student i encoureged to include some stuldy abrosd 1o his educationsl progras.

Planning at thie institutioca Ls continuous rather than one—shot or completely pon=-

axistent.



152

SECTION &

Respond to statements in this
section by selecting elther:

STRONGLY AGREE (SA) AGze (A) DISACREE (D) STRONCLY DXSAGREZ (SD)
1f you sccongly sgree If you =llcly agree If you nildly disagree If you scrongly dissgcee
with the atatement with the sceteaent with the statcment with the statecant
as applied to your as applied to your as applied to your as spplicd co your
inscitucion. instituzion. inscitution. institution.

(SA) (a) (D) (SD) 99, #omt faculty members consider the senfor administratora on campus €0 be able and vell-
qualified for their posizicas.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 100. It is almost impossible o> obrain the necessary financis) support to try out a new
idea for educational praczice.

{SA) (A) (D) (SD) 101. Cenerally speaking, top-level adainiscrators are providing effective educational
leadership.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 102, There is a general willizizess here to experiment with ilaasovations that have shown
proaise at other {nsticuzlons.

(sA) (A} (D) (SD) 103. Cenerally speaking, cozmintcation between the faculty aod the sémipistration is poor.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 104. High ranking sdainistratoss or departmeat chairmen 1ly ge prof to
experinent wvith new courses aad teaching methods.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 105. ¥ore recognition is regulacly ded faculty b for h 7 received
than for service graats.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 106. Sctaff infighting, backbit:ag, and the like secm to be more the rule than the exception.

{SA} (A) (D) (SD) 107. This institution would be willing to be among the first to experizent vwith & novel
educational program or mezaod if Lt appeared proaising.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 108. Laying glans for the futuse of the institution 13 a high priority sctivity for many
senfor adainistrators.

(SA) (A} (D) (SD) 105. The graduates of such professional colleges as the Colleges of Lav ond Medicine at
this institution are recozgnized by the public as strong practitioners.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 110. Although they may criticize certain practices, most faculty seem to be very loyal to
the inscitucion.

(SA) (aA) (D) (SD) 111. 1In my experiencc it has ot been easy for new ideas about educationsl practice to
receive a hearing.

(sA) (A) (D) (SD) 1l12. & graduate is usually coasidered by faculty to be better educated if all of his credit
hours were earned at this institution, than 1f he had studied on several capuses in
qualifying for his degree.

(sA) (A) (D) (SD) 113. Seldoa do faculty mechers prepare forasl evaluations of inmstititionsl gosd achievensnt.

{SA) {(A) (D) (SD) 114, The faculty is reccptive o adding new 8 4 to 1 £fields.

{sA) (aA) (D) (SD) 11S. Undergraduates Intercsced In study beyond the B.A. level rcceive little or no formal
encouragenent from the ficulty or staff.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 116. Few, 1f any, of the faculty could de regarded as having national .or international
Teputations for their scientific or scholarly comtridbutions.

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) 117. There is & strong sense cof com&u:y. a feeling of shared £ ts and purp . OB
thic campus. .

(SA) (A) (D} (SD) 118. This institution has expe-izented with new approsches to cither fndividuslized instruc—
tion or evaluation of st.lent performance.

(sA) () (D) (SD) 9. Off-campus learning experfeaces of various types are considered as valusble, or more
’ valusble, to the student's education, ss regular courses. .

(SA}) (A) (D) (SD) 120. The spproval of proposals for nev instructional prograne 1s regularly dependent on an
. estinate of potential eff{ictlency. ) .
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Dear Mr. Jones,

Thank you for participating in the Oscar Rose
research program. Your packet is very vital
to the success of the program, and we shall

be very appreciative if you could return the
packet this week.




ADPPENDIX F

FOLLOWUP LETTER SENT TO NON-RESPONDENTS



OSCAR ROSE JUNIOR COLLEGE

6420 SOUTHEAST 1S5TH ¢ MIDWEST CiTY. OKLAHOMA 73110

VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS March 2, 1978 AC (405) 737-6611

Dear Ms. Jones:

Mr. Merle Long is doing a study which concerns perceptions
of institutional goals and practices of faculty, students,
and administrators of Oscar Rose Junior College. The
results from this study should be most helpful to us.
Therefore, the College has agreed to participate in this
study.

Your cooperation and your opinions are essential and vital
to the success of this study. The questionnaire instruments
will teke approximately one hour to complete. The anonymity
of your response is guaranteed.

The questionnaires may be mailed or personally returned to
the Academic Vice President's Office. Please return the
guestionnaires in the enclosed envelopes by Monday, March
13, 1978.

I realize the many demands on your time and I am sure that

Mr. Long will greatly appreciats your cooperation in this
study.

Sincerely,

) 2R
":;;2§2€vjtﬂ,L,{jTT?rv4A/ﬁ

) John E. Davis
Vice President for
Academic Aaffairs

JED/cb

An Equal Opportenity Employer



Appendix G

THE GROUP X INTERACTION EFFECTS AS
REFLECTED IN THE GOAL RATINGS,
FUNCTIONING RATINGS, AND
EFFECTIVENESS SCORES
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TABLE 23

THE GROUP x INSTITUTION INTERACTION EFFECTS
REFLECTED IN THE PARTICIPANTS'
GOAL RATINGS

Institutional Goals Scoles Interaction Significonce

F Ratio Level

* 1. Academic Development 3.18 . < .05

* 2. Intellectual Orientation 4.54 < .05

* 3. Individual Personal Development 5.3 < .01

* 4. Humanism/Altruism 4.77 < .05

* 5. Cuhurcf/Esfheﬁc.; Awarenass 5.52 < .05

* 6. Troditione! Religiousness 6.90 < .01

* 7. Vocational Preparation 6.14 <.0l

* 8. Advonced Training 2.13 >.05

* 9. Research 7.25 < .01

*10. Meeting Local Needs 3.32 > .05

*11. Public Service _ 7.92 < .01

*12. Social Egalitarianism 7.82 < .01

**13. Social Criticism/Activism 3.42 >.05
**14. Freedom 0.22 > .05
**]5_ Democratic Governance 0.08 ‘ > .05
**16. Community 0.01 > .05
*+17. Intellectual/Esthetic Environment 0.00 > .05
+*18. Innovation . 1.63 > .05
**19. Off-Campus Learning 1.15 > .05
**20. Accountobility/Efficiency 1.98 > .05

*All F Ratios were based on 1 and 171 degrees of freedom
**All F Rotios were bosed on 1 and 71 degrees of freedom
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TABLE 24

THE GROUP x INSTITUTION INTERACTION EFFECTS

REFLECTED IN THE PARTICIPANTS’

FUNCTIONING RATINGS

Institutional Goals Scales Interaction Significonce

F Ratios Level

* 1. Academic Devefopmenf 2.30 > .05

* 2. Intellectual Orientation 2.40 > .05

* 3. Individua! Personal Development 0.19 > .05

* 4. Humanism/Altruism 1.46 > .05

* 5. Culturcl/&th?fic Awareness 0.23 > .05

* 6. Troditional Religiousness 3.22 <.05

* 7. Vocational Preparation 0.75 > .05

* B. Advonced Training 4.57 <.05

* 9. Research 3.55 < .05

*10. Meeting Locol Needs 1.21 >.05

*11. Public Service 3.19 < .05

*12. Social Egolitarianism 7.82 < .0l

**13. Social Criticism/Activism 1.66 > .05
**14. Freedom 0.13 > .05
**15, Democratic Governance 1.31 > .05
**16, Community 0.13 >.05
**17. Intellectual/Esthetic Environment  0.71 > .05
18, Innevation . 0.66 > .05
**19. Off-Campus Learning 0.32 > .05
**20. Accountability/Efficiency 0.20 > .05

*All F Rotios were based on 1 and 171 degrees of freedom
*+All F Ratios were based on 1 and 71 degrees of freedom
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TABLE 25 )

THE GROUP x INSTITUTION INTERACTION EFFECTS
REFLECTED IN THE PARTICIPANTS'
EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS

Institutiona! Goals Scales Interaction Significance

F Ratio Level
* 1. Acodemic Development 1.69 < .05
* 2. Intellectual Orientation 0.01 <.05
* 3. Individual Personal Develcpment 0.27 > .05
* 4. Humanism/Altryism 4,64 < .05
* 5. Cultural/Esthetic Awareness 6.21 < .01
* 6. Troditional Religiousness 2.40 > .05
* 7. Vocationa! Preparction 0.72 > .05
* 8. Advanced Training 6.42 < .01
* 9. Research 0.48 > .05
*10. Meeting Local Needs 2.28 > .05
*11. Public Service 3.78 < .05
*12. Social Egalitarianism 2.22 > .05
**13. Social Criticism/Activism 4.04 < .05
**14, Freedom 0.06 > .05
**15. Democratic Governance 0.72 > .05
**16, Community 0.02 > .05
**17. Intellectucl/Esthetic Environment  0.34 > .05
**18. Innovotion ) 3.26 > .05
**19, Off-Campus Leaming 1.46 > .05
**20. Accountability/Efficiency 2,22 > .05

* All F Rotios were based on 1 and 171 degrees of freedom
** All F Ratios were bosed on 1 and 71 degrees of freedom



