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ABSTRACT

This study is based oz responses to the 1981 AIR Professional Development

Needs. Assessment Survey of persons employed in 295 offices of institutional

research, institutional analysis,.or institutional studies. Factor analysis
was utilized in validating a 92 item taxonomy of institutional research activities.

Through discriminant analyses, the'study!%rovides an operational definition of
1Y insti;ptional research as it. is practiced in institutidnal and organizational

settingé which vary acgording to (1) institutional type; (2) offices to whom ,

' institutional research offices report; (3) tim®€ period in which institutional
; i
research offices were established; and (4) FTE size of institutional research
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“the 1950s were partially augmented by an increased emphasis upon analytica

. -1 - | )
! In a generic sense, institutional research is concerned with the study

of the operations, environments, and processes of institutions of higher

éducation (Sheehan and Torrence, 1977). Formal definigions of institutional

research, however, have been accused of being 'breathtakingly eclectic,

A Y ) N -

' embracing virtually every problem institutions have faced since the rise of

. L 4
the medieval university" (Rourke and Brooks, 1966, p. 53).

Suslow (1972, p. 13) has noted "The namek;nstitutional research has neither

euphony nor clarity...the name suffers not so much from lack of desirable

o 7

charaqteristics as it does from lack of recognition." Indeed, the lack of

agreement of what constitutes the practice of institutional research is implicit
o - .

in the varied definitions pffered by persons arominent in the field (Brumbaugh;

¢

1960;vbressel, 1971; Jedamus and Peterson, 1980; Saupe, 6981). One explanation

for discrepancies in the definition of institutional research, noted by

Saupe (1981), may be that the functions of institutiqnal research offices are
dependent upon the institution's planning, decision-making, policy formulation

and organizational structures.

¥ .

In tracing the evolutionary nature of institutional research, various

researchers (Stecklein, 1966; Hull, 1968; and Tetlow, 1979) have noted that

the earlier emphases upon institutional self-study and evaluation dominant in

~ -

techniques“in the 1960s. With growth as the dominant characteristic©f higher

education in the 1960s, Wallhaus (1979) noted that enrollment ppbjections and

demographic analyses captured a significant portion of instit tional researchers'

energies during}thié period. Similarly, Gulko (1978, p.«17) [noted:

"Fifteen years ago, we were concenned with data/definitions,
simple analytic structures, and elementary statistical procedures
for enrollment forecasting. Today, we are concerned with topics
such’ as resource allocation, computer-based systems, educational
outcomes, and international cooperation. In short, the practice
of institutional research has grown in terms of complexity, in
terms of required education and skills, and in terms of stature
within the higher education community.'

<
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In the 1970s, emphasis upon the dcvelopment of analytic tools for

~ L

planning and manaéemenb, including the use of simulation models and student
flow models, reflected the multidimensional roles of institutional research.
In the 1980s it is probable that there will be greater-emphasis on market
research and increased attention upon defining and integrafing the relatipnships
between insﬁitutional research and planning (Spencef, 1979;‘Millett, 1980;
Jedamus and Peterson, 1980). Brown and Yeager (1977) have projected that

4 . & »
planning support activities are likely to comprise the final function that
institutional research offices will be expected to perform.

In predicting the content, focus and methodoiogy of institutional research
in the 1980s, Peterson (1979) suggested that institutional planning would come
to focus upon such areas as envi?onmental scanning, values assessment, self-
assessment, needs assessment, and strategic assessment. Program evaluation,

. ]
reduction/closure, concern>for quality, faculty and staff vitality, and

- minority issues were also seen as areas of primary future emphasis.

-

Although various studies have investigated the characteristics of early
members of the Association for Institutional Research (Tincher, 1970),
inétitutional résearch offices (Piepetr, 1971) or informétion sources of valué
Lo”igstitu;iqnaluresegychg;s (Saupe)’1967; Saqu”aqd Mon;gomery,rl970; anq‘
Lyons, 1976), studies indicating-variations in the practice of institutional
resgarch according to institutional type and other characteristics are rare.
Studies by Morstain and' Smart (1974) and Fri and Walker (1980) have examined
perceived and preferred priorities associated with eight to ten broad
categories of institﬁtional research activity as they differed by institu=-
tional type. However, neither study develops or utilizgs'a detailed
taxonomy of topics investigated by instituﬁional researchers to analyzé the
manner in which institutional and organizational characteristics affect the

practice of institutional research.

| ,G 3
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PURPOSE
In view of the rather limited literature fdse describing the activities
which éohstitute the practice of institutional research, the purpose of this

>

paper is to determine- the nature of activities in which institutional
researchers are involved in different institutional and organizational
_settings, thereby providing an operational definition of institutional research.

The study is significant because it (1) develops and validates a compre-
hensive tagonomy‘of institutional resegrch activities; (2) provides a detailed
‘operggional definition of the activities in which institutional research
practitioners are engaged and (3) identifies potentialbdifferences‘in the scope
of institutional research activities in various institutional and organizational
settings. The findings of this study should be of interegt ko all ins;itutions
considering the establishment or evaluation of institutional research related
offices.
INSTRUMENTAT ION AND DATA SOURCE

In order ;o characterize the practice of institutional.research in various
institutional settings, a taxonomy of institutional research activity areas
was developed.‘ The taxonom; was based upon‘an examination of topics in the
literature, papefs presented at previous state, regional, and ;ational insti-
tutional research meetings, a taxonomy of institutional research activities at
community/junior colleges (Dubois and Greenberg, 1972), and previous surveys

conducted by Association for Institutional Research (AIR) members. From this

process, a 114 item taxonomy was developed which was divided into thirteen,

categories (i.e. Goals, Planning, Budgetary and Financial Analysis including
General and Specific Cost/Financial Studies, Computers, Organizational/
Administrative Development, Academic Program Planning/Analysis/Review,

Curriculum and Instruction, Faculty, Admissions/Enrollment Planning, Student

Concerns and Perceptions, Alumni, Facilities, and External Relations.

o
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The taxonomy was incorporated into_Lhe Professional Development, Needs
Assessment Survey (PDNAS); For each item, respondenﬁs were asked to indicate
whethéf‘thé activity was one in which they or their offiée had performed in
the past two years. Based upon a pilot-test of the instrument and rgsponses
from experiéﬁtéa‘institﬁtional researchers, certain modifications-and improve-
ments in the survey were made. After open-ended responses and items that
seemed to represent methods or tools rather than activities (e.é. "Institu-
tional Goals Inventory" okl”Costing Methodologies'" were excluded from the
analyses, 92 PDNAS’items pémaiﬁed.

! In the épring of 1981, the PDNAS was mailed to all AIR members.
JApproximately 40 percent of the members (N=701) completed the s&rvé;. The
data base for this survey consisted of responses from 334 of the 701 respondents
who were employed in offices of institutional research, institutional analysis,

-~

or institutional studies. Multiple responses from a given office (e.g. director,
associate directors, and/or research associages) were combined into a single .
response for each office. With the elimination of multiple responses, the
number of casesbwas redﬁced from 334 to 295.

4

RESULTS .

The results for ﬁhis study are conveyed in three parts. The first is a
description of the characteristics of ipstitutional research offices and their
major activities. The second part consists of a validation of the taxonomy
using factor analysié. The third part identifies differences in institutional
research practice by various characteristics of the institution and institutional

research office.

Characteristics .

An analysis of the responses from the 295 Institutional Research offices
ﬁ .

revealed that 15 percent were located in researchr universities, 13 percent were

L)
located in other doctoral granting institutions, and approximately 20 percent

> -

8
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each were located in comprehensive‘universities, baccalaureate, and two-year
institutions as categorized by the Carnegie CouACil's institu&ional classifi-
“

cation scheme. The median headcount enrollment of the responding institutions
was 7,300. Approximately 20 percent of the sample fell within the enro%lTent
ranges of 544-1,999; 2,000-4,999; 5,000-9,999; 10,000-19,999; and more than
20,000 students.

Approximately 25 percent of the offices reported directly to the President/
Chancellor. Similar percentages repor;ed to the Vice President/Chancellor for
Administration/Planning/Policy Analysis (VPAPPA). “The remhining 25 percent
’reported to a wigé variety of offices (e.g., Registrér, Admissions, Student
Aff;irs)- The mediaﬁ year in which offices of institutional research were
established was 1971. The earliest-year in whicﬂ an office of institutional
research was founded.was 1911. .Slightly less than 25 percent of the offices
were established prior to 1968. A similar percentage of offices were founded.
between 1968-1971, 1972-1975, and 1976-1981.

The number of FTE professional staff in tﬁ; offices of institutional
research ranged from .25 to 21.00 with a median of 2.0 FTE professional staff.
Approximately .40 percent‘éf the offices had one or fewer 'FTE professional staff.
An additional 40 percent of the offices had between 1.0 and 3.0 FTE professional
staff, while 20 percent of the offices reported more than 3.0 FTE staff.

The major activities of institutional research offices which at least
half of the offices indicated was a present or recent activity performed in the
past two years are presented in Table 1. As indicated, over two-thirds of the
“offices were involved in student retention studies, the development of enrollment
projections, institutional leVei planning, fact book development, and credit-hour
cost studies. The pércent of offices indicating a given'area as ah activity

that they have performed within the last two years, however, was not consistent

r
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Table 1. Percentage of Respondents Indicating an Activity Which Their Office has Performed in the Past Two Years

by Type of Institution

Type of Institution

Doctoral
Total Granting Comprehensive Baccalaureate Two-Year

Analyzing student retention/attrition - 73% 71% 79% 73%
De;eloping enrollment projections 71 81 80 62
Institutional level planning - 68 71 ’ 72 73
Fact book development | 67 73 65 ﬁk, 64
Instfuctional progrém/credit hours/costs 67 69 76 - 64 68
Institutional sélf;study/acéreditatidn - 66 - 57 68 ;‘ B 71 73
Manégeéent information systems ’ ' . 65 73 ) 73 ' 47 62
Meeting external reporting needs 62 . 66 63 . 48 67
Follow-up surveys of graduates ‘ 61 42 51 71 88 1
Goal setting | ' 57 42 59 6L 68
Faculty workload anélyses . : 57 70 72 44 44
Data base development/management and control 55 60 . 58 | 47 AEO ,
Analysis of gradinfg trenés, policies, grade inflation 53 52 _ 60 49 58
Institutional level seif—s£udies T ) 53 49 48 | 63‘ 58l,
Follow—ub surveys of non—returhihg students ) 53 43 52 | 41 82
Salaries/fringe benefits cost studies 53 75 - 58 51 « 29
ReportiAZfof space utilization and inventory data - 53 47 66 | 47 56 3
Student .perceptions of college environment - 52 - 37 62 ’ .64 53
Space Utifﬁzation Cost Studies - 52 49 66 ' 44 52

52 71 66 25 50

Development of Student Credit Hour Projections

+

v . R ° . W.V : " : ’ )
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across the various types of institutions. Table 1 shows, for example, phgt .
faculty workload and salaries/fringe benefit cost studies were major activities
of institutional research offices located in doctoral and comprehensive

.

institutions. However, these activities were performed to a lesser extent ;
\

in offices located in baccalaureate and two-year'institutions. On the

other hand, follow-up studies of graduates and non-retugp#d students were

Factor Analysis *

To identify underlying constructs in the activities conducted by the
institutional research offices, a factor analysis was performed. The responses
to the 92 PDNAS items were factor analyzed using common factor analysis

(Mulaik, 1972) which employs squared myltiple correlations as communality

o

estimates. The extraction program was PA2 of the SPSS factor analysis package

(Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and-Brent, 1975). The factor solution was
’ )
rotated to achieve an oblique simple structure factor pattern. Based on the

Scree Test (Cattell, 1966) fourteen factors were retained. The PDNAS factor
loadings for the 92 institutién@l research activities are presented in Table 2.

- As indiéated in th% table, the fourteen factors %ppeared to ﬁ;asure: .
(1) Environmental &nalysis; (2) Analysis of gtudent Outcomes/Characteristigs;

(3) Involvement in Planning Processes; (4) Alumni Studies; (5) Evaluation of

Personnel/Program Development; .(6) Enrollment Planning; (7) Financial Analysis;

\
RN

(8) Analysis of Program Demands; (9) Departmental Review/Accreditation;
"

(10) Faculty Welfare; (11) Analysis'of Facilities Needs/Utilization; (12) Analysis
of Student Satisfaction/Perceptions; (13) Institutional Self-Study; and

(14) Faculty Employment Policies. ©




————— - ———— ———— ——

Forxthe hostlpart the labels attached to .the fourteen factors are -
self-explanatory. The first PDNAS factor extracted was labeled Environmental

Analysis. The items loading-on this factor dealt with the relationship

-
. e

between the institution and }ts environment. This factor accounted for 36% of
the explained variance. The second PDNAS factor was labeled Anal?sis of
Student Outcomes/Characteristics. It had 11 items with loadings™aseater than
.BOland’éCCountedvfor an additional 13% of the explained_varianceﬂ."These items'
' . concerned a wide range of student related research éctivities. The seventh ; §
; vfactor,~Fina%cial Analysisf also had 11 items with léadiﬁgs greater than .30.
These items dealt with a-broad range of cost aﬁd financiai ;tudies. Faztor ‘ “ -
eight, Analysis of Program Deménﬂs, Was comprised of several items relating ~
to program developméht. This factor appears to differ from factor one in its
. #

departmental rather than institutional focus. The remaining factors did not

overlap with each othér to a significant degree and appeared to be readily

A L. .
interpretable.
Discriminant Analyses , . '
In order to determine whether there were significant differences in the ‘ .

activities of the institutional research offices by characteristics of the

i

office and their institution, multivariate (discriminant) analyses weresconducted,,

Multivariate analyses were conducted due to the fact that univariate analyses

assume independent relationships between the variables and would_distort the
" true interpretations of group differences (Cohen and Cohen, 1975). By

L utilizing multivariate analysis, one is able to identify the relative significahce

of a number of variables which separate the various groups.

2
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Table 2. Factor Loadings of Items. on the Profe331onal Development Needs Assessment
Survey (PDNAS)
PDNAS . ,
Item # Factor ~Factor loadings-
Environmental Analysis ' Factor .l
74 . Analyzing current/projected labor markets - -.35
11 " Community needs- assessment -.35.
70 ' -Evaluating impacts of economics conditions on
enrollment . -.29
i 92 Economic impacts of institution on local community -.29
. Analysis of Student Outcomes/Characterlstlcs Factor 2
, 80 Analyzing student outcomes . , .62
81 Follow-up surveys of ‘graduates .60
77 “ Analysis of student goals . ' .58
78 : Analyzing college sub-populations 47
79 Follow-up study of non-returning students - A7
76 Satisfaction with major/institution ‘ .45
- 68 ‘Prediction of academic success 44
72 Analyzing student retention/attrition 42
51 Evaluation of non-traditional learning programs L34
75 Student perceptions of college environments .33
48 Analysis of grading trends, policies, grade inflation “ .30
67 - Utilizing external research services .27
. Involvement in Planning Processes Factor 3
5 Implementation of planning processes ‘ .74
6 Evaluation of planning processes .63
4 3 Planning strategies and political approaches .55
4 Development/adaptation of planning models to" *
institutional environments ' 54
1 »  Goal setting * ‘ .51
) 8 Institutional level planning L48%
2 Assessment of goals ' .37
20 - Integration of academic and budgetary plannlng .37
31 Management information systems .36
10 School and department level planning .30
32 Data base development/management and control .28
Alumni Studies Factor 4
82 Alumni participation in student recruitment .82
83 Alumni participation in college activities .75
- 84 ' Alumni contributions and‘g}fts ) .61
Evaluation of Personnel/Program Development Factor 5
35 Evaluation of department heads ' ) .65
34 Evaluation of central administrators : .46
36 - Staff development needs : - - b4
62 Faculty development programs/procedures .37
50 Evaluation of remedial and/or special service prograitns .33
<47 Development of student credit hour projections .32
49 " Student- evaluation of 1nstruction .28
40 School/department program reviews .20
41 Program discontlnuance/retrenchment © .20
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PDNAS ' 3
Item . Factor o - FactorALoading§ﬂé‘-T_,//.
Enrollment Planning ‘ Factor 6
65 Monitoring applicant flow patterrs - -.50
73 Analyzing effects of student financial aid on .
o enrollment . -.39"
64 . Developing projections of applicant pools ' -.38
R AR Developing student flow models ~ -.34
29 Financial aid studies . ‘ -.33
~ 66 Assessing recruiting practlces/straﬂ!gles , =030
33 <" Evaluation of governance/dec151on making systems _ .28
45" : Utilization of induced course load matrix -.27
- Financial. Analy51s . * - Factor 7
13- Analyses of revenue and expendlture patterns ‘ -.61
15 Projections of revenues and expenditures - - S =260
14 Analysis of rescurce utilizatioen . E . - =.57
23 Administrative and departmental support costs ' -.51
24 . Phy91cal plant cost studies -.50
17 Development: of budget formulas : -.45
20 Integration of academic and budgetary plannlng ) -.44
16 . - Financial models . égJ ‘ -.43
18 ’ Funding of peer institufio ’ A 1
29 Financial aid studies o o - =231
19 ‘Reallocation strategies/processes L -.30
22 Higher education price indexes ’ ) ‘ -.29
25 . Energy conservation cost studies -.27
2L, - Library/learning re'sources cost' stuydies ) -.22
30 Intercollegiate athletics cost studies -.19
’ Analysis of Program Demands » - Factor” 8
42 Assessment of curricular needs : .49
26 Salaries/fringe benefits cost studies -.38
44 Analysis of course/program outcomes .35
73 , Analyzing current/prOJected labor markets .32
63 Conducting market research ’ .30
91 Perception of- institutional image .29
61 ,» Faculty satisfaction, vitality, perceptions of environment .28
. 43 Analysis of course selection patterns .27 !
> 52, Utilization of library/instructional resources ’ .27
- Departmental Review/Accreditation ‘ Factor 9
71 Developing student flow models . ) -.39
47 Development of student credit hour projections 4 : -.38
89 Fact book development -.37 ‘
39 School/departmental accreditation .33 . N
88 w Meeting external reporting needs . -.20
i . . g
. Faculty Welfare ‘ 5 Factor 10
54 Salary discrimination studies ’ .53
55 Analysis of compensation/fringe benefits .52
90 » Inter-institutitonal data exchanges .38
7 State level planning ‘ .36
53 Evaluation of affirmative action programs . .35
26 Salaries/fringe benefits . .33
37 . State level reviews . Toe . .32
12 -Policy analysis . . . .20




PDNAS

Item #

28
85
86
87
46
60

76
75
47
69

1

38
21
60

56
58..
57

59
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Factor

" Analysis of Facilities Needs/Utilizatian

Space Utilization L
Reporting of space utilization and inventory data
Analysis of space needs/costs

Projecting space requirements

Course scheduling and planning technlques

Faculty workload analyses

‘Analysis of Student Satisfaction/Perceptions

Satis¥action'with major/institution
Student perceptions of college environment
Development of student credit hour projections
Developing enrollment projections

: . .
Institutional Self-Study
Institutional self-study/accreditation
Institutional level self-studies )
Instructional program/credit hour costs
Faculty workload analyses

Faculty Employment Policies

Examination of tenure policies
Developing faculty flow/tenure models
Evaluation of retirement policies
Assessing performance and productivity

-~

Factor Loadihgs

Factor 11.
77
73

64

.59

N .31
.31

Factor '12
-.57

-.50
© .30

.24

Factor 13
.42

.34

.34
Moou33

Factor 14
-.74
-.69
-.67
.40
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Characteristics of the office and institution for which comparisons
L. . .
were made inqi?dod: (1) type of institution; (2) the office to whom the . .
LN . . ; . . 1 . .
! institutional research office reports; (3) year in which the institutional
} . \ r v

1y

research office was established; and (4) FTE size of the institutional

research staff. Factor scores derived from the fourteen‘ﬁﬁctor solution
A

. .
, .

were employed as dependent variables and were compéred using the Wilks'

lambda (A) criterion (Tatsuoka, 1978). Significant differencés (p.01)

. ™~ .
in the factor scores were identified in each comparison. Discriminant

AN

'~analxses were then conducted to determine where the differences existed. =

r
The first discriminant ana;?sfs examined the differences in the
. ’ . . ; v 4.
* »
practice of institutional reseg ch by four types of institufions =-- doctoral
. grapting universities, comprjﬁensiVe universities, baccalaureate, and two-year
b4 @

institutions. Three significant functions were identified. The standardized

B

[ .

discriminant weights for the factor score items are presented in Table 3.

As indicdted, institutional research offices from doctoral-granting or compre- o

hensive institutions tended to be more involved in analyzing faculty employment

-

policies and conductiﬁg faculty:welfare studies,vdépartmental reﬁiews/

~accreditation and enrollment blaqﬁing studies, while baccalaureate and two-year \
institutions tended to be more involved in environmental analysis studiéds ana

~in analyzing student odtcomes and”program demands. Appréximately 49 pgrcent

of the variability (canonicalr= .70) in thHe four groups could be explained

by this fuhction.

£ N

- .

"The second flnction tended to separate the two-year and doctoral-granting

institutions from the baccalaureate and comprehensive institutions, while the A

M »

third function separated the comprehensive institutions from the baccalaureate

- » a

&

' Q oo 1
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Table 3. ,Discriminant Analysis Results by Type of Institution y
, ‘.
. Standardized Discriminant Weights
Factor | . . 1 2 3
.Environmental Ahalysis .46 .36 -.37
. Analys%s of Stud?nt Outcoﬁes/Characteristics .49 .18 - -.25 )
lnuolvemené in Pfanning Prgcesées_ - .01 [ o1l -.12 A
- Alumni Studieg’ . o » /~w .06 -.09 SV
. Evalﬁation of Personnel/Program”Devélopmgnt - .18 :' .38 . .56
- ‘Enrollment Plaanjng, 2 \ -.33 ' .01 -3
Financial 'Analyses - ) -.11 .04 .05 -
“Analyses of Program Demands : : .31 .10 S -.29
Departmental Reviéw/Accreditation -.38 .59 .07
~///) - Faculty Welfare - : _ -.39 . .32 <.34
‘ ‘ Analyseé éf Facility Needs/Utilization .23 :-23 .52
Analyses of Student Satisfaction/Perceptions .03 . =65 o -1
Institutional Self-Studies’ : -1% ¢ -.02 ‘ ..14_
*Facu1ty Employment Policies ‘ —.Aé : -.19 =21
1 Type of Institution : ' Group éentroids | '

. Doctoral - -1.19 36 =19
'Comprehénsze ‘ - .19 o =a21 .54
Baccalaureatée | | : - | -34 -.83 ;-32 N
Two-Year | 1:41 T3 -.06
Canonical Correlatioq . .70 .46 .31

, .
. 0 ' )
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“appeared‘to be. more involved in planning processes and enrollmen; planning’

studies.

- 14 -

and doctoral-granting institutions. The analyses of student satisfaction
ﬁerceptions, debartmental rgvigws/accreditation, evaluation of personnel/
prograh development, éhviron%ental anaiysis, facultyAwelfare,‘enrollment
pl%pniﬁg and the facility geeds/utilization factors were the most important
variables iﬁ separating the types of institutions.

The second~discrim;nant analysis invéstigated whether there were
differences in the activities for those foices which’reéorted to either the-

President, Vice President for Académic A%fairs, or the Vice President for /
Administratién/Planning/and/o% Policy Analysis. The standardized discriminaht
weights for the oﬁly significant function are preseﬁted’in Tgble 4.> Here,
offices which reported directlyvtO'the Preéident tended to- be involved in N

institutional self-studies, alumni studies, and environmental analysis. In

v

contrast, offices which .reported to the Vice President for Academic Affairs

#\§\§§%& \igsert Table 4 About Here

S

The third analysis investigated whetﬁé; there were differences in the
institutional research activities by the number of FTE professional staff
in the offices of institutional research. Groups were defined as those witﬂ:,
(1) one or~fewer FTE.;taff; (2) 1.01 to 3.0 FTE staff; and (3) greater than
3.0 FTE pnofessionai staff. The standardized discriminant weights for the
two significant fuﬁLtions are presented in Table 5. The first function .

suggests that offices with a larger staff tend to concentrate on activities

dealing with departmental reviews/accreditation, financial analysis studies,

and faculty employment policies and to a lesser extent with faculty welfare

issues in comparison to smaller institutional research offices.

- t ~ v




- 15 -

Table 4. Discriminant Analysis Results by Office to Which Institutional Research
Offices Report . ‘ '

Factor ; Standardized Discriminant Weights

-.48

Environmental Analysis

Analysis of'S;udent Outcomes/Charaéteristics' -.11
anolvemeng in Plénning Processes | .52
Alumni Studies ) -.40
Evaluation of Personnel/Program Dévelbpment - .21
Enrollment Planning 33
* . Finagc;al Analyses ) -.04
. e p
. Analyses of Program Demands .14 ' .
Depargmental Reyiew/Accreditation .06 .
Faculty Welfare .11
Analyses of Facility Needs/Utilization o .08 '
Analyse% of Student Satisfaction/?érceptions ; -.26
Institqgional éelf—SLudies -.62 .
Faculty Employment Policies .30
Office Reports To . Group Centroids
President . ) -.55
Vice President for Administration/Planning/Policy Analysis .05
Vice President-for Academic Affairs ‘ .52
Canonical Correlation
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Table 5. Discriminant Analysis Results by Numbers of FTE Professional Staff in

Institutional Research Office

Factor

Environmental Analysis -

Analy;is of Student Outcoﬁés/Characteristics
lovolvement in Planning Proceéfcs

Alumni Studies

Evaluat}on of Personnel/Program Development
.Enrollment Planning

Financial Analyées

Analyses of Program Demands

Departmental Review/Accreditation

Faculty Welfare

Analyses'of Facility Needs/Utilization
Analyses of. Student Sagisfaction/Perceptions
Institutional Self-Studies K

Faculty Employment Policies J‘

FTE Professional Staff-Size

1.00 or Less
1.01 - 2.99

3.00"+

Canonical Correlation

Standardized Discriminant Weights

ay
EA
#

1 2
.10 .48
. -.05. -.14
2 '
Qgg .24 -.35
r .04 .17
-.06 .24
.12 -.49
-.38 .04
.27 .01
-.50 .16
-.35 .13
.16 . .31
« £26 -.05
=.01 .30
-.28 u -.24

" Group Centro{ds

+.58 -.13
-.24 ; .40
-.66 -.45

.45 .32




The second function separated medium sized offices with 1.01 to ?.O =
FTE professional staff from thése with smaller and larger officevstaffé.
The medium,gized offices appeared to be more involved in enrollment planning
studies, environmental analysis, analyzing facility neéﬂs/utiliiation, and
conducting institutional self-studies. They also tended to be less involved
in planning processes.

The last discriminant analysis attempted to detéfmine Qhether there were
differences in the institutional research activities‘by the year in which thé
office was established. For.this analysish’four groups were constructed:

(1) institutional research offices which were established prior to 1968;

(2) offices established between 1968 and 1971; (3)'pffices established between
- 1972 and 1975; and (4) offices established since 1976. Table 6 presents the

standardized discrimiﬁant weights for the only significant function. This

fuﬁction appeared to separate the older institutipnal research offices from -

those more recently established. In particular, the older offices seemed to
éfe more involved in faculty welfare-studies, while more ?écently established
" offices tended to concentrate their attention on analyzing program demands,

student satisfaction/perception studies, environmental analysis studies, and

alumni studies.

DISCUSSION
Limitations

It is important to note several limitations of the study. These include

(1) the comprehensiveness of the survey items; (2) the restricted two year
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Table 6. Discriminant Analysis Results by Year Institutional Research Office was

Establijﬁed

Fattor

Envirénmental Analysis

Anélysig of StudentAQutcomes/Characteristics
Involvement in Planning Processes

Alumni Studies

Evaluation of Personnel/Progrém Development
Enrollment Planning | —
Financial Analyses

Analyses of Program Demands .

Departmental Review/Accreditation

Faculty Welfare

" Analyses of Fatility Needs/Utilization
Analyses of Student Satisfaction/Perceptions
Institutional Self-Studies

Facﬁlty Employment Policies

Year Office Established

Prior to 1968 »
1968 -~ 1971
1972 - 1975 ’ .

1976 - 1981

Canonical Correlation

Standardized Discriminant Weights

£

.30
-.08

.16

.29

.22
-.04 :
-.01

.49

A
-.18
.33

-.14

-.22

Group Centroids

-.62

-.39

.34

.63

46

&,
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time period for which respondents were asked to indicate whether they were
involved in a particular activity; (3) lack of knowledge in terms of ar
office's degree of involvement in an activity area; (4) the primary use of ;

factor scores in the analysis which tend to indicate the relative as opposed

“

to absolute extent to which various types of institutional research offices

engage in particular activities; and (5) the relatively low PDNAS response

N 1
LI S

rate due, in part, to the length of the survey.
Another significant limitation of the study is the lack of information
~ concerning how the functional responsibilities of offices are distributed

t within an institution. One might speculate that in larger institutions

v

"typical" institutional research functions .are fragmented, with several offices
- on campus conducting studies which might, in other settings, be conducted

by an office of institutianal research. Thus, it is important to note that

kY

this study does not assess the Fotal range of institutional research activities

within an institution. It assesses only what is being done within offices
o

. which are formally titled offices of institutional research, institutional

) L4
studies, or institutional analysis.

Validation of PDNAS Taxonomy

@

Discussion of the validation of the PDNAS taxonomy of institutional
‘research activities centers upon Table 7 ;hich notes the.comparison of
(1) areas of institutional research emphases as defined by Tincher (1970) and
Morstain;and Smart (1974); (2) the a priori PDNAS taxonomy categories of
institntinnal research activity; and (3) the.factors which emerged from the

PDNAS fourteen factor solution.

O

ERIC - oy
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Table 7. 'Compariéon of Areas of Institutional Rescarch Emphases, A Priori
Professional Development Needs Assessment Survey (PDNAS) Categories, and PDNAS

Fourteen Factor Solution

Areas of Institutional
Research Emphases
(Tincher, 1970; Morstain
and Smart, 1974)

. Studies of Students

3

Planning and Coordination

' @

_Spaée Utilization

Al

Facuity'Studies

Curriculum

Budget and Finances

Organizational Studies

Data Systems and Computers

Teaching

e
Other

- A Priori PDNAS

Taxonomy Categories
and PDNAS Item
Numbers

Student Concerns and
Perceptions (75-80)-

Planning (3-12)

. Goals (1-2)

Facilities (85-87)
Faculty (53-62)

Curriculum and Instruc-
tion (42-52)

Academic Program Planning/
Analysis/Review (37-41)

Budget and Financial
Analyses (13-30)

Organizatiohal/Admini—
strative Development
(33-36)

Computers (31-32)

gy Admissions/Enrollment

ATglanning (63-74)
umni (81-84)
External Relations (88-92)

PDNAS Fourteen
Factor Solution

Student Outcomes/
Characteristics

Student Satisfaction/
Perceptions

.
Involvement in Planning
Processes '

Analysis of Facilities
NMeeds/Utilization

"Faculty Welfare

Faculty Employment Policies
Analysis of Program Demands .

Departmental Review/
Accreditation

Financial Analyses

-

Evaiuation 6f Personnel/
Program Development

..

o ' ‘

Enrollment Planning
Alumni Studies

Institutional Self-Study

Environmental Analysis
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“»~ -8imilarities between the areas of research (column 1) and the a priori

-

PDNAS taxonomy of institutional research categories (column &) of Table 7
: _ p

would tend to validate the areas of research emphases, while similarities
) <

‘ o : : i
between column 2 and the fourteen factor solution (column 3) woula\Bupport
. o s
validation of the PDNAS taxonomy. A problem in comparing the areas of research

o

noted by Tincher and by Morstain and Smart in column 1 to.columns 2 or 3 is
that the areas of research made no reference to specific item content. Thus,

their survey. respondents had no specific referent and might interpret the

.

areas of research emphasis in quite different manners.

The item numbers from the PDNAS’?axonomf“noted in Colqpﬁ 2°of Tabl%@%‘
correspond with the numbers of the items employed in the factor anal?sigﬁ

D

in Table 2. Thus, an examination of Table 7 and Table 2 would indicate how

‘the a prior& grouping of 92 PDNAS items compared with the grouping of individual

items which emerged from the fourteen factor solution. Particular care must
Ve - g

be taken ih interpreting Table 7 as it is possible for the a priori PDNAS
categories and thg factors from the fourteen;factor solution to'h;ve simflar
labels although there may be sﬁb§£éntial differences'in the items which define
the respective categories/factors..

Tablg 7 notes relatively direct correspondence Betyeen the areas of
research emphases, categories, and factors dealing Yith studies of students, \
planning” and coordinatjon, space utilization, ahd budget and finances. Close,
if nét exact, correspondence between tﬁe three columns in Table 7 wasggalso
noted in the faculty studies area of research emphasis.

-

N . ‘\
It -appeared that the items related to the PDNAS taxonomy category of

. r \ ) '
Academic Program Planning/Analysis/Review and the items comprising the Depart-

[

v ‘. R -
mental Review/Accreditation factor were less similar than the labels implied.

In this regard, it seemed that the PDNAS taxonomy category.merely identified

S

!

¢ = : B . :: 6
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differfnt levels of state, institutional, school, or departmental academic

7 .
program reviews. lowever, as noted in Table 2, Departmental Review/

Accreditation was operationally defined by the individual items relating

to the development of student flow models, student credit hour projections,

« .
v .

and school or departmental fact books.

The afea of research emphasis entitled Data Systems and Compﬁters was
iﬁcorporaﬁéa.in the PDNAS under the a priori cétégory heading of Computers.
Several items in‘this category were eliminated from the fa;tor analyses
because they appearea tb represent methods or tools of analyées as oppoéed to
topics of study inweﬁtigated by institutional researchers. The two remaining-

itemsfin\EE}s category loaded on the Involvement in Planning Processes factor.

Thus, as noted in Table 7, a factor rglzféd to data systems and computers

'did_not emerge from the PDNAS fourteen factor solution,_perhaps due to the

lack of items measuring this area. Similarly, the teaching area of research

emphasis wag not refiecteq in the PDNAS taxonbmy or the fourteen factor solution.
Chénges in the focus of institutional research emphases from the peridd

of the early‘l970é are evident when one compares Tincher's ana Morstain and

Smart's Other category of research emphaéis-with the a priori PDNAS categories

and the PDNAS fourteen factor solution. The fact that some areas of study

e

emerged as important categories of activity in the PDNAS which were not

included in the earlier studies suggests that the practice of institutional
S & i
research is evolving to include new emphases. This would appear to account,
7 , i

for example, for the inclusion of the admissions/enrollment planning and alumni

categories in the PDNAS. These categories of activity also emerged from the

«

fourteen factor solution where they were labeled Enrollment Planning and Alumni -’
Studies.

As indicated by the last line of Table 7, if is important to note that

)

o~ ’
neither the Tincher, Morstain and Smart studies nor the PDNAS a priori




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

@ . —213 —. ) | N : +

categorics identified the Environmental Analysis factor which was the first
factor to emerge from.the.fourteen factor solution. ‘The items which comprise
this factor _appear to be closely rglated to various aspects_of environmental
analysis noted by Kotler and Murphy (1981), including the éssessment of an
institution's market environfent, public %nvironment; compefitive environment,’

‘and macroenvironment. As defined-by Kotler and Murphy (p. 472), environmental

. P 4 i ks
analysis is the first step in the strategic planning process intended to develop
-

and maintain a strategic fit between an organization and its changing market-
places. The factor also aépeaps to Be\closely related to what Peterson (1979,
< . .
1980) hag referred to as environmental assessment or environmental.scaﬁning.
Whether the PﬁNAS fbgrteen factor solution reflects onlyvcurrent practice:

and has limited utility in forecasting future areas of institutional research

7’

involvement is uncertain. In this regard, Petérson (1979) identified insti-

.
.

tutional planning, 'program evaluation, reduction/closure, concern for quality,

1

and faculty and staff vitality as five institutional problems, reflecting trends

of the 1980s, which will influence institutional research in the future. These
areas of concern emerged in the PDNAS factor solution as(Iﬁvolvement in Planning

a

& .
Processes, Analysis of Program Demands, Evaluation of Personnel/Program

,Development, Departmental Review Accreditation, and Faculty Welfare.

Discriminant Analyses

If one aecepts the maxim that "institutional research is what institutional
/ o , :

researchers do!', one might expect that the practice of institutional research

'

would vary according to type of institution, offices to which institutional

-

research-geporﬁs, size of professional staff, and/or the time period in which B

n

offices of institutional research were established. Indeed, the discriminant

.
. i

analyses employed in this study have demonstrated significant variations

in the type of studies conducted by institutional research offices differing

3

in the abové institutional andeorganizational characteristics.

Jg




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

...210 -
A sumﬁary of these significant differences, as identified by the
. ’ B r .

discriminant analyses, is shown in Table 8. The table presents an inter-

pretation of the factor score means for those items which had standardized
discriminant ﬁeights of approximately .30 or greater in the respective

discriminant analyses. Several patterns of activity may be hqted.

First, in comparison to their counterparts, long-established
. v ]
institutional research offices with relatively large professional staffs

located in graduate degree granting institutions appear to have been more

&

involved in recent years in studies of faculty welfare, faculty employment
policies, -departmental reviews/accreditation, and‘enrollment planning activities.

o .

On the other hand, smaller and more recently established institutional research

offices in non graduate degreé granting institutions have tended to concentrate.

. a

their activities on environmental analysis studies and analyzing program demands.
. . : o

Institutional research offices frem community colleges were also found'to'be-

b
more involved in analyzing student outcomes/characteristics than offices from

other types of institutions. This was consistent with results obtained by
Morstain and Smart (1974). . g I R

Institutional research offices from compreheénsive institutiong with average

size professional staff tended to devote more of their attention to evaluating

personnel/program development activities, analyzing facility needs/utilization,

and conducting instifutional self-studies than other offices. The last major

pattern worthy of note relates to differences in the activities of institutional

reseatch offices as a function of organizational reporting relationships. Here,’

" +it appeared that offices reporting to Presidents and Chancellors were more

\




o -

"Table 8. Activities of Institutional Research Qffices as Practiced in Various Instiﬁutionalﬁand Organizational Settings

_ » : ~ N FTE Prof. :
. - Type of Institution Who IR Reports To | Staff Size - Year.. Established '
~ o '  lor ' < 1968~ 1972- 1976-
h * Factor Doc. Comp. Bac. 2-Year| Pres. VPAPPA VPAAJ]- <1 1-3 > 311968 1971 - 1975 19+
B N -t N & » . ' .
l. Environmental Analysis . No No - Yes Yes - No Yes Ng - No No - Yes
2. Analysis of‘Studént Outqomés/ » ™ ' o
Characteristics No - - Yes - - - | - - - - - - o
’3.‘ Involvemenf in_Planniné : ‘ . ' 'f
Processes - - - - No Yes - Yes  No - - - . - -

4. _Alumni Studies - - - - Yes - No | = - - Ng - Yes Yes
5. Evaluation of Personnel/ \;; _ ’
Program Development : No - Yes No Yes - - - - - - - - - -

6. Enrollment Planning Yes Yes No No ’ - Yes =~ Yes| - No Yegs - - - -
7.- Financial Analyses - - - - - . =" 1+ = '] No Yes Yes - - - -
8. Analyses of Program Demands No No - Yes - . - - - - - No No ‘Yes - Yes
9. Departmental Reviews/ ‘
Accreditation . Yes = No No - - - - No - Yes - - - -
10. Faculty Welfare " Yes - No No - - - No - Yes | Yes ~ Yes No No
11. Analyses of Facility Needs/' , , )
' Utilization . No Yes No Yés - - - No Yes = - - S -
12. Analyses‘bf Student Satis=- o _ , ' .
faction/Perceptions No - Yes No - - - - - - No - Yes* Yes
13. Institutional Self-Studiegu - - - - Yes - No No Xes - - ' - - -
14. Faculty Employment POlij%és Yes - - "No - No Yes Né’ - Yes - - - -
. NOTES: 1. Yes means the factor tended to be a major activity.
2. No means the factor tended not to be a major activity. ’
3. Blank meaps there was.no clear indication of whether or not the factor-tended to be a major activiéy.
* TPres.=President; VPAPPA-Vlce Pres1dent for Admlnlstratlon/Plann1ng/Pollcy Analysis; VPAA=Vice Pre81dent for '. "~ ,
Academic Affairs :
2

A4

0.,y
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involved in onvironmentalianalysis studies, alumni studies and institutional
self-studies. Thoso reporting to Vice Presidents for Administration{ Planning,
ot Policy Analysis were, as the title.suggests; heavily involved in ‘planning
processes and enrollment planning. Finally, it was apparent tﬁat'offites

reporting,to Vice Presidents for. Academic Affairs tended to concentrate their
4 .

attention on enrollment planning and the examination of faculty employment
policies.
These results may be interpreted as indicating that the activities of

¥

the institutional res=arch office are a function of the type of ipnstitutiom

the period in which the office was established, and who the office reports to.

The results further suggest that the activities may be-a function of the diversity

and level of sophiétication of the research staff. In this regard, one notes
! ' s

that the activities of large ﬁnstitutional research offices are those which

tend to‘employ the more sophisticated models or techniques of analysiss To

employ such techniques may require the addition of personnel with differentiated

’
.

areas of specialization as well as a commitment to the continuing professional
development and training of existing staff.

IMPLICATIONS

1. Although the functions of institutional research are performed by virtually

all institutions of higher education, by 1969 an estimated 23% of the nation's
]

colleges and universities had formally establishedloffices of Institutional
Research (Pieper, 1971). By 1979, the percentage increased only slightly to

25% gPetarsen and Davis, 1980). 'As more offices of institutional research

are established in the fnture, it is likély that institutional and organizational

characteristics will continue to play a major role in defining the practice of

institutional research. The findings from this study may help institutions

»




*
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T considoftng Lhe(.stabl}iﬁment of;suéh offices to anticipate the likely areas
’ — ’ w

\J/AGf'TéEEE;EH—emphases associated with decisions on staffing levels and'orga-
‘ . niational structure for institutional research. If past trends continue,
one might expect the establishment of many more one person institutional

research offices in community colleges which report directly to the President.

~

2. Institutional research emphases will continue to evolve in response to
- : -

v

- changing technology, increased administrative sophistication and staff analytic

) support capability, changes in state.level coordinating boards, legislative
. ‘ .
and executive office influences as well es changes in institutional governance

- 1

structures. Greater emphasis is likely to be placed upon s%rategic planning
and financial analyses. Whether the institutional research function and

institutional research offices will become more centralized or dispersed

5
throughout an institution remains speculative.

3.-\This study has examined areas of institutional research activity over

the preceediné two year period. If one assumes’that the nature of institutional
research is to conduct studies in particular areas and move on to other areas

of study, the two year period of investigation may create a snapshot as opposed
to a cumulagive‘portrait of institutional research activities. Whether there

is a logical and predictable pattern of areas of institutional research
involvement over a period of}years is a topic for future research. Differencés
in institutional research emphases by various institutional organizgtional

characteristics may also reflect different thresholds of awareness énd time
periods in which parti;ular topics become the focus of institutional research
activity. For example, ;pace utilization studigs were an actiVity of low .
priority for community c;lleges at the time of the Moggtain and Smart study.

’

: .
However, the present study found the analysis of facilities utilization to be

o

a major community college activity. This may reflect the end of the peridﬁ

of rapid physical plant growth for such colleges resulting in increased state

-
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1 .

level pressures for accountability and the need for more sophisticated analyses .

bf available space.

'4.' The extent to which organizational repgrting relationships, size of
_professioﬁal ihstitutional research staff,vinstitutioqnl pre and the time
pefiod in which an institutional research office was established dictate the
practice of institutioﬁal research needs further assessment. We need to

understand, for example, the constraints associated with the operations of one-

person offices. One may speculate on the effectiveness of the siﬁgle institu=

- .
v

tional researcher with a limited analytical background who may be expected to

participate in a large number of diverse activities. Whether involvement

. v , V , .
_equates with influence in such instances is questionable. Given the demands

»

upon the '"one person shbp“; it is easy to see how such offi%ss may suffer from k
the ”milé wide and an inch deep" syndrome.
5. Different;patterns of activity suggest: the need for different areas of
-expertise among existing institgtional‘rgsearch staff and the need to de?elop
requisitevskills'in order to engage ip different types‘of analytical‘activities.
Once needed skills:are identified, appropriate pre-service and im-service training
mechanisms need to be developed. As approximateiy one—foﬁrth of the PDNAS
-(giPondents indicated their highest earned degree was in the arga of higher
education, it would appear tbat higher education degree programs and institutes
could provide both pre-service and in-service training for instiﬁutional
reseafchers.

6. Further development of taxonomies of institutional  research invoiﬁement
,should bé based upon examinations of the factor structures of institutional

v

research activities within specific types of institutions.

The practice of institutional research has varied greatly from its -

earlier stages of development in the: 1950s to the more current emphasis upon
' . v ‘

24
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model development, management information systems,or the integration of academic

Fa

and budgetary planning Symptoéatic of what Peterson has termed '"management

‘fever". As such, the.practice of institutional research is perhaps best

- F—

defined by an assessment of what institutional researchers actually do. In

this sense, the fggtors which have emerged from the PDNAS constitute a current

& . .

operational definition of institutional research. 4
1
»
)
)
£
.
, .
L
Al
\
LI
A
v
“
.
. ) )
T
M 4
. :
B -
,\'\‘“.
o
vJ

b




ey
« e : S -30-

References

Brown, M. K. and Yeager, J. L. Impact of planning systems on managing and

'staffing an institutional research office. -In R. H. Fenske and P. .J.

'
-

Staskey (Eds.), Reséarch and planning for higher education. Association

for Institutional Research, 1977, pp. 17-19.

K

Brumbaughg A. J. Research designed to improve institutions of higher learning. .

American Council on Education, Washington, D. C., 1960.

Carnegie Council on Poliéy “Studies in Higher Education. A classification of

institutions of higher education: Revised edition, Berkeley: McGraw-Hill,

1976. ' | | o

Cattell, R. B. The scree test for the number of factors. Multivariate .

Behavioral Research, 1966, 4, 245-276.

Cohen, J. and Cohen, 'P. Applied Multiple Reg;ession[Correlatfbn Analysis for

. the Behavioral Sciences. New York: Wiley and Sons, 1975.

)

Dressel, P. L. & Associates. Institutional research in the university: A

.

handbook. San Frankisco: Jossey-BasS, 1971.

Dubois, E. E. and Greenberg, J. A. A study of the role of institutional research
as it is practiced in the’ public community/junior colleges of the United ‘ r

~ States. Unpublished manuscript, Newberry Junior College, 1972,
sy -
Fry, R. E. and Walker, S. A. Institutional research: In search of a definition.

Proceedings of the Eighth Annual Meeting of the North Carolina Association

for Institutional Research, Wrightsville Beach, N. C., November, 1980,

v o

pp. 23-31. ' . o
T Guiko, W. W. If you don't know where you're going, any road will take you there
§~/ (presidential address). In P. J. Staskey (Ed.), Balancing needs and resources.

- The Association for Institutional Research Annual Forum Proceedings No. 1,

* 1978, pp. 17-20.. ‘ ' ' @

Q I,

N
C




-‘3_[ -

~iHu11, L. E. Fact, doubt, and myth (presidential address). In C. L. Fincher

(Ed.), Institutional research and academic outcomes. Association for

'lnstyﬁutional‘Reseqrch, 1968, pa\\i:f:—\\ N\

Jedamus, P., Peterson, M. W. & Associates. Improving academic management: A

"handbook of planning and institutional research. “Sanﬂ%rancisco: Jossey-.

Bass,.1980.
Kotlef, P. and Murphy; P. E. Strategic plénning'for higher education. Journal

of Higher Edudﬁtioﬁ, September/October 1981, 52, 470-489.

Lyons, J. M. Memorandum to a newcomer to the field of institutional research.

~

Association for Institutional Research, 1976.
Millett, J. D. Relating to governance and leadership. In P. Jedamus, M. W.

Peterson & Associates, Improving academic management: A handbook of

planning and institutional research, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1980,

pp. 495-509.
VMorstaih,vB. and Smart, J. C. Institutional.research in higher educatian:
' Different problems, different priorities? In R. G. Copel(Ed.), Public

policy: Issues and analysis, Association for Institutional Research, 1976, .

pp. 118-125,

Mulaik, S. A.- The foundations of factor analysis. New York: ‘McGraw-Hill, 1972.

Nie, U. ﬁ., Hull, C. H., Jenkins, J. G., Steihbrenner, K. and Brent, D. H.
\ .

Statistical package for the social sciences. (2nd Ed.) New York: McGraw=

-

Hill, 1975.

Petefsen,.&; J. and Davis, G. C. Education Directory Colleges and Universities

1979;80} Washington, D. C.: National Centef for Education Statistics, 1980.

Péterson, M., W. ?roliferatign, fragmentation and politicalization: Ihstitugional .
'research, in transition, or in disiﬁtegfation. In C. D. Salley; S. W. Larsen
and M. A. Robert; (Eds.), The future of institutional reseafch. Annual

Conference Proceedings of the Southern Association for Institutional

Research, 1979, pp. E»Zé.

37 B .




— 32l_

Petersonm, M. W. Analyzing Alternative Approaches to Pldnning. In P. Jedamus,

M. W. Péterson and Associates. Improving academic management: A handbook

of planning and institutional research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1980

pp. 113-163. , ~

P

Pieper, W. C., Jr. Fipancial support for institutional research, 1969—1970;

~

The Association for Institutional Research, 1971.

Rourke, F. E. and Brooks, G.- E. -The managerial revolution in higher education.

Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1966.

saupe, J. L. The functions of jnstitutional research. The Association for
Institutional Research, 1981 ' _ ///.

Saupe, J. L. Memo to a newcomer to the field of institutional research.

Association for Institutional Research, 1967.
i . .

Saupe, J. L. and Montgomery, J. R. The nature and role of institutional

research...memo to a cgllege or university. Association.for Institutional
- ,

\ : ‘ )

Research, 1970.

a

Sheehan, B. S. & Torrence, L. E. Institutional research. 1In Asa S. Knowles

(Ed.), International encyclopedia of higher education. San/Franqiéco:
Jossey-Bass Inc., 1977, pp. 2184-2193. ‘ ] .

Spencer, R. L.* Planning and the future of institutional research. In R. G

. Cope (Ed.), New dfrections’ for'institutional research: professional

development for institutional research, no. 23. San Francisco: Jossey-

Bass, 1979, pp. 69-72. '

\ s

Stécklein; J. E. The birth of a profession (presidential address). In C. H.
Bagley (Ed.), Research on academic input. Association for Institutionil
Research, 1968, pp. 17-19.

Suslow, S. A declaration on institutional research. Esso Education Foundation

and the Association for Institutional Research, 1972.

-

Tatsuoka, N. M. Multivariate analysis: Techniques for edutational and

] N

. pgzchologicél research. New York: Wiley,*l97l.

au

o8 -,




; : - - 33 -

(0

" Tetlow, W.,L., Jr. - From history observed~on§.may prophesy. In R. G. Cope

(Ed.), New directionsg for institutional research: Professional development

”

for institutional research, No. 23. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc.,

1979, pp. 1-13. ‘ » N

Tincher, W. A. A study of the members of the asgsociatipn far institutional

research. Associatién for~Institutiona1 Besearch, 1970.

Wallhaus,‘R. A. institutional research in the eiéhties (presidential addresg)
in P. J. Staskey (Ed.), Issues for Ehe eighties. The Association for
Institutionai Research Aﬁnual Forum Proceedings No. 2, 1979, pp. 21-26.




