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Chapter 1
INTRODUCT ION

Educational organizations have developed an increased complexity
over the past thirty years due predominantly to society's greater
concern with acquiring an education for upward social and economic
mobility. Colleges and universities are faced with problems of
massive budgets, extreme demands upon facilities and resources,
intense legal conflicts involving students, faculty and administrators,
pressures of collective bargaining, and increased community involvement
in and concern for what the institutions are ''doing."

This compiexity has engendered the educational administrator whose
basic charge is to manage the organization. From the business sector
have céme management techniques and philosophies that have been adapted
to educational administration. One of these philosophies is that of
goal development and utilization in the management of organizations.

Any complex organization has multiple goals which require
definition, delineation, and consistent reassessment in order to
facilitate effective goal-directed management. However, some goals are
quite precise and easy to measure while others are more complicated and
difficult to evaluate. The general consensus in the literature is that
goals are necessary and they should be clearly stated and evaluated.
The conflict arises in setting the goals, inculcating them within the

institution, and then evaluating the effectiveness of those goals in



meeting the objectives of the organization.

Many states are facing decreased financial resources which
concomitantly affects the financial status of their education insti-
tutions. Belt-tightening has caused considerable introspection by
colleges as to institutional goals and purposes, management principles
and practices, and resource allocation.

The need for clearly defined goals and for evaluation of outputs
has been widely discussed in the business management literature.
However, from the educational literature, the reader will discover that
not until recently have educational organizations been goal-directed in
the business management sense. With accountability as a forerunner
among the major concerns of colleges and universities, a number of
business management and organizational development techniques have been
utilized. One of these approaches is Management by Objectives (Odiorne,
1965), which is designed (1) to help clarify objectives, (2) to make
both organizational and personal objectives operational, (3) to improve
communication between and among organizational levels, and (4) to resolve
conflict between the individual! and the organization.

The literapure contains discussions and descriptions of the various
methods ''proven valid'" for managing the educational process and with
"ideal solutions' for allocating scarce resources to the benefit of the
greatest number of individuals. Most prevalent among these many and
varied discussions is an underscored need to identify, establish, and

implement goals within the institution or the organization.



As society has faced sociological changes through a developing
economy, its educational institutions have met these demands by
changing the variety of services aﬁd opportunities offered. A rela-
tively recent entrant to the college and university structure within
the United States is the comprehensive community college. This addition
to the educational hierarchy even further broadened the scope of educa-
tional opportunity for those individuals who wished to engage in con-
tinued learning at many different levels and for a wide variety and
diversity of purposes.

With the emergence of the community college system, greater
attention was directed toward developing these institutions to fill a
void previously existing in American education. Many more individuals
who wished education beyond high school, but who did not fit into the
four-year college or university structure, turned to the community
colleges as a resource.

Community colleges nation-wide found themselves confronted with
many of the same problems (massive budgets, demands on facilities,
legal conflicts, collective bargaining, and pressures for account-
ability) that faced the four-year colleges and universities. As a
result, they, too, are turning to the business sector for approaches
and solutions to the myriad of problems. Again, Management by
Objectives appears as one of the favored approaches for identifying
and evaluating institutional goals (Mansergth, 1971; Carpenter, 1973).

| Because today's college administrators must find an acceptable

balance between educational desirability, economic feasibility, poli-



cal expediency, social relevancy, and philosophical defensibility,

many have utilized Management by Objectives (MB0), which leads to the
coordination of management activities with insfitutional goals. MBO

is concerned with the identification of institutional goals, the defi-
nition of administrative staff role responsibilities, the establishment
of the objectives or necessary conditions for achieving these role res-
ponsibilities and institutional goals, and the use of these objectives
in operating a college and in measuring each administrator's effect-
iveness and efficiency (Carpenter, 1973; Connellan and Lahti, 1971).

Existing studies concerning institutional goals focus on higher
education in general. The few community college studies are charac-
terized by research based upon the Educational Testing Service (ETS)
"Institutional Goals Inventory' developed in 1974 (Uhl and Peterson,
1975). Some additional studies are based upon less reliable, more
questionable, and less relevant measurement instruments. Few studies
are unique to community colleges and often the community college is
‘included only as a part of a larger study involving four-year colleges
and universities (Peterson, 1973).

Evidence of institutional goal studies in Virginia is slim and
where extant, utilizes the ETS "Institutional Goals Inventory." This
instrument elicits responses on general goal area perceptions of the
priorities of importance per goal statement and is not very specific to
community college goals. With the distribution of the Virginia Community
College System (VCCS) Management by Objectives goals in January, 1976,
developed by the Task Force on Management by Objectives for the

institutions of the Virginia Community College System (Appendix A), it



became apparent that, in addition to other matters, the state was more
than cursorily interested in the unification of the system's twenty-
three community colleges on goal-setting and goal-achievement. The
concern for goal congruence emerged.

A need seemed evident to analyze how these goals are currently
perceived by the college administrators Who are charged with the imple-
mentation and utilization of the system's Management by Objectives
goals, in an attempt to study goal congruence and/or dissonance (a
lack of consistency in goals that creates internal tensions) with its
subsequent affect on the managerial climate. This, then, indicates
a reasonable focus for the study of institutional goal priority per-
ceptions of multi-campué community college administrators (central
office administrators with entire college influence; campus administra-
tors with influence confined to one campus of the multi-campus college)
in Virginia.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Unless educational administrators at all levels of college manage-
ment understand, support, adhere to, and internalize to some degree the
organizational goals, effective management may not take place. The
problem addressed through this study was one of exploring the degree to
which identification of Virginia Community College System (VCCS) Task
Force on Management by Objectives goals sufficiently established goal
priority consonance at individual institutional levels among community

college administrators of multi-campus Virginia community colleges.



The literature supports the necessity for goal congruence
and consensus in order to solidify and extend the activities of the
educational institution (Festinger, 1957; Perrow, 1972b). With
knowledge of administrative goal priority perceptions for individual
community colleges, any discrepancies in perceptions of goal prior-
ities could be identified in order to highlight dissonance as a focus
for problem-solving to improve the managerial climate of the college.
If congruence rather than dissonance exists, the college management
team has evidence o% reinforcement for the existing managerial

directions and behavior within the institution.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to determine whether goal congruence
or goal dissonance existed with respect to the priority of institu-
tional goals (identified by the VCCS Task Force on Management by
Objectives) as perceived by college-wide and campus administrators
among the five multi-campus community colleges in Virginia.

Table 1 presents each participating multi-campus Virginia
community college with its respective campus units. Table 2 presents
each multi-campus Virginia community college by administrative unit
and indicates the number of administrators operating within each

unit.



Table 1
MuLTI-CAMPUS
COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND CAMPUSES
OF THE

VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM

INSTITUTION CAMPUS
J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS DOWNTOWN

PARHAM ROAD

NORTHERN VIRGINIA o ALEXANDRIA
ANNANDALE
LOUDOUN
MANASSAS

WOODBRIDGE

RAPPAHANNOCK NORTH

SOUTH

SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA CHRISTANNA

JOHN H. DANIEL

TIDEWATER CHESAPEAKE
FREDERICK

VIRGINIA BEACH



Table 2
COLLEGE-WIDE AND CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS
OF

MuLTI-CAMPUS VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

INSTITUTION AND NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS
ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT COLLEGE-WIDE Campus

J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS

CENTRAL OFFICE 4
DOWNTOWN CAMPUS 10
PARHAM ROAD CAMPUS 13

NORTHERN VIRGINIA

CENTRAL OFFICE 13
ALEXANDRIA CAMPUS : 16
ANNANDALE CAMPUS 19
LouoouN CAMPUS 7
MANASSAS CAMPUS 7
WOODBRIDGE CAMPUS 8
RAPPAHANNOCK

CENTRAL OFFICE 5

NORTH CAMPUS 3
SouTH CAMPUS 4

SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA

CENTRAL OFFICE s

CHRISTANNA CAMPUS 6
JOHN H. DANIEL CAMPUS 6

TIDEWATER

CENTRAL OFFICE 7

CHESAPEAKE CAMPUS 7
FREDERICK CAMPUS 14
VIRGINIA BEACH CAMPUS 17

TOTALS 34 137




SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The efforts of the VCCS Task Force on Management by Objectives
(MBO) in identifying, clarifying, and stating the MBO goals for
community colleges within the State of Virginia affirms the need for
providing administrators within the system with the detailed expect-
ations for their management activities. Concern for making goals
operational by making them specific to each position in an organi-
zation is the method of "management by objectives' (Odiorne, 1965).

This study provides multi-campus community colleges in Virginia
with a consolidated information source from which decisions relative
to goals can be made with respect to their institutions. By analyzing
any significant differences in goal priority perceptions among the
administrators in terms of consonance or dissonance, and by observing
the rank importance of institutional goals presented by the data,
college managers can identify any dissonance that might exist.
Attention to correction of any goal dissonance among the college
administrative staff could improve considerably the managerial climate
of the organization. |

The study also provides the Virginia Community College System
(vccs) with a basis for similar and extended research in an effort to
further improve the management functions of the system and of the

individual colleges.
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Additionally, if administrators within the community college
system of Virginia are to manage their respective institutions with
the least degree of conflict between personal and institutional goal
perceptions, a study of this nature could aid in identifying differences
in goal perceptions as to the priority of institutional goals. Since
a primary function of community college administrators appears to be
facilitating the educational activities of the institution, an assess-
ment of their institutional goal priority perceptions would seem
reasonable as an opportunity to determine if conflicts exist in a
complex organizational structure.

In support of the signif}cance of goal research, Filley and House
(1969, pp. 148 and 153) summarize two major propositions as advanced
by both classical and more recent theorists concerning organizational
and individual objectives. |In considering these two propositions with
respect to community college administrators, it could be stated that
the role of the community college administrator and his goal perceptions
would be most critical to the total functioning of the institution and

thus deserves research attention:

A clear statement of the organizational objectives to
which an individual is expected to contribute directly
improves indiyidual performance and coordinated group
action by directing individual contributions and encour-
aging cooperative effort. [p. 148]

When attainment of organizational objectives is a means
to attainment of personal objectives by the members of
an organization, member motivation to work and member
satisfaction with the organization will be high. [p. 153]



The significance of the study will depend, at least in part,

upon the manner in which the research findings are utilized. A number

of utilization possibilities can be suggested as follows:

1.

To consolidate the evidence for multi-campus community
colleges in Virginia of the need to determine the insti-
tutional goal perception priorities of administrators
within the Virginia Community College System.

To provide college and system management with information
which could assist them in planning and policy development.
To provide college and system management with information
which could assist them in identifying the similarities
between and the differences among institutional goal priority
perceptions held by community college administrators at the
college-wide (central office) and campus management levels.
To provide community college administrators at the college-
wide (central office) and campus levels with comparative
data on géal priority perceptions held by colleagues at
other institutions and campuses in the Virginia Community
College System.

To furnish ranked mean scores on institutional goal priority
perceptions by level of administration per college and per
campus for the multi-campus institutions of the system.

To provide baseline data for future research regarding the

priority of perceptions of institutional goals for both



12

college-wide (central office) and campus level administrators

of the multi-campus Virginia community colleges.

OPERATING HYPOTHESES

The central research question from which the hypotheses have been

developed to guide the collection and analysis of the data is:

Do statistically significant differences exist in the
priorities of institutional goal perceptions as held by
college-wide (central office) and campus administrators
of the five multi-campus Virginia community colleges, based
upon the goal priority importance of "is" and '"'should be'"
responses for the Management by Objectives goals of the

Virginia Community College System?

The following operating hypotheses have been formulated to

test this research question:

Operating Hypotheses

There will be a statistically significant difference found in

the priority of institutional goal perceptions held by

H college-wide (central office) and campus administrators
of the five multi-campus Virginia community colleges in

overall comparison.



college-wide

13

(central office) and campus

of J. Sargeant Reynolds.

college-wide

(central office) and campus

of Northern Virginia Community College.

college-wide

(central office) and campus

of Rappahannock Community College.

college-wide

of Southside

college-wide

of Tidewater

(central office) and campus

Virginia Community College.

(central office) and campus

Community College.

administrators

administrators

administrators

administrators

administrators

college-wide (central office) administrators of each of

the five Virginia multi-campus community colleges when

compared against each other.

campus administrators of each of the five Virginia

multi-campus community colleges when pooled by college

and compared

against each other.
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Statistical Hypotheses

The specific predictions in the null form for each of the
eight operating hypotheses are presented in Chapter Three.

In the course of testing the hypotheses, perceptions of insti-
tutional goal priority will be examined for dissonance with respect
to the ranking of mean scores for both 'is' and ''should be'' levels
of importance between and among groups, through the presentation of

descriptive statistics comparing the rankings.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

The following definitions of terms as used in this study are

stated in order to facilitate interpretation of content:

Administrators. Those individuals employed by the Virginia

Community College System (VCCS), designated by the State Department

of Community Colleges as administrators, and who engage in activities
designed to facilitate the educational services of the college. Admin-
istrators are identified as Presidents, Deans, Provosts, Division

Chairpersons, Directors, and Coordinators.

Campus administrators. Those individuals employed by the VCCS,

designated by the State Department of Community Colleges as adminis-
trators, and whose primary area of authority, responsibility, and/or
influence is concentrated on one campus of a multi-campus Virginia

community college. Campus administrators are identified as Provosts,

Deans, Associate Deans, Directors, Coordinators, and Division

Chairpersons.
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College management team. A group designation for administrators

at each Virginia community college whose responsibility it is to manage
the operations of the college. College management teams are comprised
of those administrators designated as Presidents, Deans, Associate

Deans, Provosts, Directors, Coordinators, and Division Chairpersons.

College-wide administrators. Those individuals employed by the

VCCS, designated by the State Department of Community Colleges as

administrators, and whose primary area of authority, responsibility,
and/or influence encompasses all campuses of a multi-campus Virginia
community college. College-wide (also called central office) admin-

istrators are designated as Presidents and Deans.

Goal. A goal is a statement derived from the mission statement
of an institution as used in this study. It is a statement of a single
intent to achieve a desired state, to provide a service, or to develop
a service. A goal statement is one from which specific operational
objectives may be derived or developed. Goals refer to the ''particular
and possibly unique pattern of specified ends, outputs, and priorities

established by or for a college' (Peterson, 1971 and 1973).

Goal congruence/consonance. That state of agreement among

the goal priority perceptions of multi-campus Virginia community college
administrators that produces unity of purpose and defeats internal

tension over goal dissonance/disagreement.

Goal dissonance/incongruence. That state of disagreement among

the goal priority perceptions of multi-campus Virginia community



16

college administrators that produces internal tensions due to the
lack of unity of purpose evidenced through disproportionate rankings

of goal priorities (Festinger, 1957; Hampton, Summer, and Webber, 1973).

Goal priority. The rank order importance of a goal statement as

measured by responses to the research instrument on ranges of 'is'

currently important versus ''should be' important in the future.

Institution. An organization or an organized way of achieving
something as established over a long period of time and well recognized
by society (Hughes, 1971). In this study, an institution is an associ-
ation of individuals representing the community college and the VCCS
whose purpose it is to provide a two-year educational opportunity to

any individual desiring to utilize the services of the institution.

Institutional goals. Those stated goals as developed and dissem-

inated by the VCCS Task Force on Management by Objectives. Those goals

designed to identify and clarify the objectives of the system.

Multi-campus institution. An individual college within the VCCS

having locations identified as campuses in more than one location
throughout its geographic service area.

Objective. A specific statement of intent aimed toward the

attainment of goals as established by the organization.

Perception. A process through which one becomes aware of his
environment by organizing and interpretating the evidence of his senses
(Kegan and Havemann, 1972:594). In this study, perception is an estimate

of how an individual within a reference group views the relative priority



of institutional goals according to the responses recorded on the

measurement instrument.

Purpose. A stated conception of the mission of the systems,
groups or types of colleges and normally determined politically in

public higher education (Peterson, 1971 and 1973).

Preferred (is) goals. The currently existing goals as perceived

by the respondents in this study based upon a ranking of importance.

Preferred (should be) goals. The ideal goal state as viewed

or perceived by the respondents in this study based upon a ranking of

importance.

Virginia Community College System (VCCS). The organization of

twenty-three colleges operating under the auspices of the State Board
of Community Colleges and the State Council of Higher Education,
offering comprehensive educational programs through Virginia community

colleges to any student who wishes to further his or her education.

Virginia Community College System (VCCS) management team. That

group of individuals comprised of the Chancellor, Vice Chancellor,
Division Directors, and the Presidents of the VCCS colleges charged

with the responsibility of managing the activities of the VCCS.

Virginia Community College System (VCCS) Task Force on Manage-

ment by Objectives. That group of individuals comprised of Presidents,

Provosts, Deans, Division Chairpersons, faculty members, and represen-



tatives of the Virginia State Department of Community Colleges who
developed the initial list of Virginia Community College System goals

and objectives upon which this study is based.

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS OF THE STUDY
The basic assumptions of the study are as follows:

1. The Virginia Community College System Goals Inventory as
developed for this study (Appendix D) is a valid and reliable
instrument for measuring the institutional goaf priority perceptions
of college-wide (central office) and campus administrators of the

five Virginia multi-campus community colleges.

2. The subjects in the study responded to the instrument

objectively and honestly.

DELIMITATION OF THE STUDY

The study had the following delimitation:
The population was confined to those college-wide (central office)

and campus administrators identified in the five Virginia multi-campus

community colleges.
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The study has the following limitations:

1. Due to the availability of the subjects and the objectives of

the study, the population was limited to college-wide (central office)



19

and campus administrators of the five multi-campus community colleges
of the Virginia Community College System. Therefore, generalizations
to populations outside of the State of Virginia and to single campus

institutions should be made with caution.

2. The goals established by and developed by the Virginia
Community College System Task Force on Management by Objectives are
specific to Virginia community colleges. Although certain basic
generalizations regarding community college purposes could be made
from these goal statements, interpretation of study results should be

restricted to Virginia community colleges.

3. Generalizations from the study are limited to descriptive
analysis of the five multi-campus Virginia community colleges at the

time of this study.
CHAPTER SUMMARY

This study was designed to examine the congruence or dissonance
evident among college-wide and campus administrators of the five multi-
campus community colleges regarding the priorities of institutional
goals, in an effort to gauge the managerial climate of the institutions.
Based on a state-wide distribution of Virginia Community College System
Management by Objectives goals, the question was raised regarding the
degree to which such distribution will establish goal priority congruence
at individual institutional levels among cpmmunity college administrators

with respect to institutional goal priorities.
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The significance of the study was established in terms of pro-
viding the Virginia Community College System (VCCS) and the individual
colleges with consolidated information sources on institutional goal
congruence or dissonance, depending upon the results of the study,
as well as providing bases for future research, in an effort to
further improve the management functions of the system and the indiv-
idual colleges. |

Suggestions were made with respect to utilization of the study
findings in the areas of consolidating evidence on goal agreement,
providing information for planning and policy development, presenting
data indicating similarities and/or differences between and among
colleges and campuses on goal priority status, establishing compara-
tive data for use among the participating colleges, and providing
baseline data fof further research in the realm of goal priority
perceptions in Virginia community colleges.

The chapter included hypotheses generated to test the research
problem and presented the definitions of ferms for interpreting the
content of the manuscript. Basic assumptions were stated with respect
to: (1) objective and honest responses to the survey by respondents
in the study, and (2) reliability and validity of the survey instru-
ment.

The limitations and delimitations were presented through this
chapter and were concerned with the population being limited to
Virginia community college administrators among the five multi-campus

institutions of the system.



Chapter 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

As mentioned in previous discussion, institutions of higher
education are facing a variety of conflicts and challenges inherent
to society's increasing concern with and desire for upward economic
and social mobility through the acquisition of additional education.
Concomitant to increased demands for education are the problems faced
by colleges and universities in managing a vastly enlarged physical
plant that is organized to provide educational services and oppor-
tunities to individuals.

This study was concerned with determining whether institutional
goals could be identified, developed, and distributed throughout an
educational organization to the degree that goal congruence is
achieved. As will be examined later in the literature review, goals
play a major role in the identity and success of an organization.

The degree to which congruence or dissonance exists within an organ-
ization with respect to goals often determines the managerial climate.

In the review of the literature, the approach was one of first
discussing the general development of management theories and practices,
second, examining education administrative theory and organizational
socialization, third, reviewjng institutional goals in higher education,
fourth, examining goal development for community colleges, and finally,

reviewing goal development for Virginia's community colleges.

21
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DEVELOPMENT OF MANAGEMENT THEORY

The development of management and organizational theory and
practice has emerged over time through a process of synthesis and
refinement as more was learned about management, the organization,
and the individual. Owens (1970) labeled the three eras of develop-
ment for organizational concepts and practices as: The Era of
Scientific Management, The Human Relations Movement, and the New
Administration. Although divided fpr the process of examination,
these periods were not distinctly separated in time, but actually
overlapped in the development of managment and organizational theory.

Management theory during the Era of Scientific Management was
highlighted by major contributors such as Frederick W. Taylor, Luther
Gulick, Lyndall Urwick, Max Weber, and Henri Fayol (Etzioni, 196la;
Bennis, 1966; Kast, 1970). Prior to this period there was much left
to the imagination regarding standard procedures for accomplishing
tasks. Taylor developed standards and procedures for accomplishing
tasks by individuals in an organization based upon systematic obser-
vations and measurements in the performance of work. Weber contri-
buted his theory of bureaucracy (Bennis, 1966) that emphasized deperson-
alization to minimize emotional and irrational factors of individuals in
an organization. Both Weber and Taylor were concerned with competence,
authority relationships, and impersonality in organizations.

Fayol advocated the first general theory of management (Kast, 1970)
which directed attention to the top management of the organization and

to the improvement of their functional skills. The concern was with
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skills that involved planning, organizing, commanding, coordinating,
and controlling.

Gulick's and Urwick's contributions were in the area of organi-
zational structure--grouping the parts of an organization by function,
task, and geographic location. Here developed the organizational
charts to demonstrate relationships within the management structure.
Thus developed the concept of division of labor (Silverman, 1971).

These early stages of management theory and practice were not
characterized by concern for the individual other than accidentally
satisfying lower order needs (Maslow, 1954). The approach was
relatively impersonal and concerned itself with the objective of
accomplishing the task . . . getting the job done.

The early stages of management practice did engender more order
and subsequently increased the technical competence of workers. This
period brought more predictability to organizations. However, the
dehumanization of those involved in the work force also created an
environment that caused conflict and subsequently response. Maslow
(1954) developed his Hierarchy of Needs which recognized the fact
that there was more to the worker than production capability for the
organization and its managers.

In response to the need for a more 'person-oriented' management
system, studies were done that examined the individual in terms of the
motivation to work. McGregor's (1960) '"Theory X' which postulated
that people had to be ''driven' in the work situation (as they were

basically lazy and did not like to work), gave way to considerations
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for individual needs within an organization. The individual became
viewed as a variable rather than a cog in the organizational wheel.
The Human Relations Movement involved discoveries that drew attention
to the role of‘participation, leadership, decision-making, and comm-
unication in the organization (Etzioni, 1964).

Pfiffner and Sherwood (1960) discussed the emergence of the
concept of an organization as a social institution. They drew attention
to the Roethlisberger and Dickson Western Electric Company, Hawthorne
Plant studies (known as the Hawthorne studies) as marking the ''beginning
of an ideological revolution in organizations' (p. 101). The need
for participation in an informal organization was evidenced through
the Hawthorne research.

The evolutionary process in management continued, but in no way
solved the problems faced by an ever-broadening entrepreneurial
economy. With increasing attention being directed toward the whole
organizatfonal structure of an enterprise, a new organizational
approach was needed to deal with the variety of interacting factors
of the organization.

The Modern Era was marked by a synthesis of scientific management
and the human relations approach to produce a theory of the organiza-
tional ''whole' (Golembiewski and Gibson, 1967). Several major contri-
butors to modern management began viewing the needs of the individual
within the organization. Likert (1967) stressed the value of human
assets to the organization and Argyris (1957) pointed out that there

was a need to resolve the conflict between the formal and informal
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organization, the latter of which placed restraints upon the indiv-
idual within the structure. Argyris (1964) felt that there should
be a compromise between the individual and the organization for the
mutual benefit of both factions. The drift toward a theory of organ-
izational socialization was beginning.

Edgar H. Schein (Kolb, Rubin, and Mcintyre, 1971) defined

organizational socialization as:

the process of learning the ropes, the pro-
cess of being indoctrinated and trained, the process of
being taught what is important in an organization or
some subunit thereof. [p. 23]
Schein's interpretation of the concept was stated as:
. . . that process by which a new member of the
group learns the value system, the norms, and the

requirements of behavior patterns of society. The
learning is the price of membership. [p. 23]

The values, norms, and behavior patterns to be learned involve
the following (Schein, 1971:23):

1. The basic goals of the organization.

2. The preferred means by which those goals should be attained.

3. The basic responsibilities of the member in the role which
is being granted to him by the organization.

4. The behavior patterns which are required for effective
maintenance of and performance in the role.

5. A set of rules or principles which pertain to the maintenance

of the identity and integrity of the organization.
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It is evident that there exists a valid need to examine the
effect that organizations have upon their members, as supported by
Schein's concern for understanding organizations as social systems
that exert major influence over their members.

David Berlew and Douglas Hall (Kolb, Rubin, and Mclntyre, 1971)
further examine the socialization of managers with respect to the
effects of the expectations of an organization on member performance.
Berilew and Hall contend that one of the strongest determinants of
behavior is that of peer expectations. Their research concludes that
the first year is the critical period for learning after having
entered an organization. It is at this time that an individual will
ihternalize goals, positive attitudes, and high standards. The impli-
cation is that organizations should be concerned strongly with the new
member's socialization process into the organizational structure, in
order to inculcate positive directions, goals, and attitudes in an

attempt to avoid individual versus organizational conflicts later.

EDUCAT IONAL ADMINISTRATIVE THEORY AND

ORGANI ZATIONAL SOCIALIZATION

Educational administrative theory is identified as having three
major points of view: (1) a managerial emphasis, (2) a human relations
emphasis, and (3) a social science emphasis (Getzels, Lipham and Campbell,
1968:23). Many of the previously mentioned management theorists' work
influenced the development of educational administrative theory. In

1913, Bobbit prepared a paper applying management principles to
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schools, closely following Frederick Taylor's precepts. Other writers
of textbooks in educational administration (Cubberly, Strayer, Reeder)
leaned heavily upon management principles in developing educational
administration (Getzels, Lipham and Campbell, 1968).

Mary Parker Follett was the first major exponent of human relations
in administration. Her work was predicated upon and supported by the
Hawthorne studies. As this era of administration opened, it had its
permeating effects on educational administration (Getzels, Lipham
and Campbell, 1968).

An experiment in 1938 with children at the lowa Child Welfare
Station influenced educational administration even more intensely
than did the Hawthorne studies. The lowa experiment involved three
styles of leadership as the manipulable variables (authoritarian/auto-
cratic, democratic, and laissez-faire) in a learning situation. The
results of the study demonstrated that the affects of varied styles
of leadership had extensive effects upon learning. Differences in
leadership styles and their subsequent outcomes had been emphatically
established (Farmer and Richman, 1974).

Chester |. Barnard (1938) established through his treatise
entitled The Functions of the Executive, the need for a systematic
conceptual scheme of administrative behavior within a social science
framework. Herbert A. Simon later published his theories on admin-
istrative behavior that argued for the shifting of emphasis from the
principles of administration to a study of the organizational con-
ditions under which competing principles are applicable (Kast, 1970;

Filley and House, 1969; Getzels, Lipham and Campbell, 1970).
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Consistently through the social science era of management
emerged the implication of and evidence for supporting the concept
that organizations are socializing institutions. According to

Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell (1968):

When an organization and an individual come to-
gether, the organization will attempt to impress its
pattern upon the individual, and the individual will
attempt to impress his pattern upon the organization.

The first process may be called the socializing pro-
cess; the second, the personalizing process. A fun-
damental proposition derived from the framework is

that many of the problems of administration are

caused by the friction between the two processes. [p. 47]

Getzels (et al, 1968) further contends that the basic unit for
administrative analysis in administration is the social system. Admin-
istration can be viewed as functioning within a social system frame-

work. Getzels' premise is that:

A social system involves two classes of phen-
omena that are at once conceptually independent
and phenomenally interactive. One class consti-
tutes the normative (or nomothetic) dimension of
behavior, the other the personal (or idiographic)
dimension of behavior. The conceptual elements
for the analysis of the normative dimension are
institutions, role, and expectation. Parallel
conceptual elements for the analysis of the per-
sonal dimension are the individual, the person-
ality, and need-disposition. The question is one
of congruence or incongruence in terms of indiv-
idual and organizational behavior. [pp. 77-78]

Academicians and educationists were becoming increasingly concerned
with the educational institution as more than a learning environment
for students. Greater interest was directed toward the management of

the organization and its resources. Getzel's work among others was
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a major contribution to extending the person-oriented concepts of
administration . . . a far cry from Bobbitt's first paper in 1913
and its parallel to Taylor's scientific management theories.

Barnard (1938) had defined an organization as a system of con-
sciously coordinated activities or forces of two or more persons and
drew a further distinction between personal objectives and organiza-
tional objectives. His contention was that it is necessary to
distinguish between organizational purpose and individual motive.

He pointed out that it was frequently assumed (in reasoning about
organizations) that common purpose and individual motive were or
should be the same.

The management theorists became increasingly concerned with
what was happening within the organization and what affect it was
having upon the outputs of the organization (Getzels, Lipham, and
Campbell, 1968; Halpin, 1958; Morphet, 1974). One theory of

management holds that:

the personal objectives of the members of
the organization, as well as the objectives of the
managers, are accomplished by providing values desired
by the clients of the organization. Thus, the pri-
mary objectives of the organization are defined by
those whom the organization services. (Filley and

House, 1969:135).

In contrast to the concern for organizational output, R. C.
Davis (1951) recognized the importance of integrating the interests
of the organization and its members. He stated the classical

point of view with respect to organizations and their members as:
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Individuals and groups composing an organi-
zation must believe that by subordinating their
personal objectives to the primary service ob-
jectives, they will at some future time gain the
same or other desired values in greater amount,
or, if they do not make the subordination they
will lose values that are desired. [p. 177]

Chris Argyris (1957), a behav{oral theorist, asserts that there
is an inherent conflict between the objectives of the organization
and those of its individual members. He charges that formal organ-
izations create situations in which individual members are forced
to become dependent and subordinate and are subsequently prevented
from using their full capabilities. He suggests that these diffi-
culties can be overcome by fostering an organizational atmosphere
in which self-fulfillment and organizational fulfillment are given
equal emphasis.

Considerable inconsistency emerges in examining the area of
goals and objectives in organizations. |In recalling the previously
reiterated theories of the organization versus its individual members,
further inconsistencies and differences in approach can be seen.
Organizations consist of forces generated by people acting in con-
cert to achieve common goals, but it often turns out that the goals
are not indeed always shared or in common among participants (Cyert,
1963; Etzioni, 1961b, 1964, 1969; Gross, 1968; Mann, 1965)

Perrow (1972) suggests that conflict in organizations exists due
to conflict over goals, and in the process, challenges various assump-

tions about goals in organizations. He further draws attention to
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the contradiction between Barnard's theory of organizations being
cooperative systems with all people working toward a common goal
and the inherent nature of conflict that exists in organizations
(recalcitrance on the part of some members, lack of cooperation,

etc.). Perrow further comments upon the theory that:

The ends of the person and the ends of the
organization are not always the same, and indeed
may often be in opposition. [p. 160]

It becomes obvious that in much management theory (whether
classical or modern) fundamental controversy exists. Evidence of
this controversy over goals, objectives, the means of achieving
them, and their implications can be summarized as follows: (1) the
tendency of managers to confuse objectives with administrative
policy; (2) a lack of distinction between the means of achieving
objectives and the ends of those objectives, and (3) the managerial
confusion on establishing and stating objectives (Filley and House,
1969; Etzioni, 1961a,b, 1964, 1969; Silverman, 1971).

There isn't much point in simply ''recognizing'' controversy
and lack of agreement regarding a problem without attempting to
provide some measure or evaluation of its affect for the purpose of
solution. In order for an organization to achieve its goals and
objectives, it can be hypothesized that the individuals within that
organization must work toward and be committed to those goals.
Argyris (1957b) suggests that conventional management wisdom in
emphasizing such practices as task specialization and chain of

command, does not provide the best guidance in coping with the task.
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He describes the growth and development of human personality, and
advances the idea that organizational arrangements are often incon-
gruent with the fulfillment of human needs. More recently, Argyris
has suggested that one way workers adjust to ofganizational pressures,
seemingly successfully, is through apathy. This would hardly seem

to lead to optimum organizational effectiveness, however. (Hampton,

Summer and Webber, 1973).

Festinger (1957) developed his Theory of Cognitive Dissonance
with respect to individuals and their behavior. The term 'dissonance"
equates with "inconsistency' in individual behavior patterns and is

most crucial with an analysis of motivation and organizational

goal achievement as the problem at hand. Festinger's basic hypo-

theses were:

1. The existence of dissonance, being psychologically un-
comfortable, will motivate the person to try to reduce

the dissonance and achieve consonance.

2. When dissonance is present, in addition to trying to
reduce it, the person will actively avoid situations
and information which would likely increase the
dissonance.
Festinger's theory concentrated on viewing the individual as
being interested in reducing dissonance within his environment

(work, home, social) in an effort to produce a more pleasant

“"equilibrium' state internally. He states:



33

I am proposing that dissonance, that is, the

existence of nonfitting relations among cognitions,

is a motivating factor in its own right. By the term

cognition, | mean any knowledge, opinion, or belief

about the environment, about oneself, or about one's

behavior. Cognitive dissonance can be seen as an

antecedent condition which leads to activity oriented

toward dissonance reduction just as hunger leads to

activity oriented toward hunger reduction. It is a

very different motivation from what psychologists

are used to dealing with but is nonetheless power-

ful [Hampton, Summer, Webber, 1973:52].

Although the theory of dissonance is directed primarily toward
individual motivation within an organization, the overriding concept
that organizations are the individuals which comprise them brings the
focus of this literature review back to organizational effectiveness
through goal achievement. |If individuals within an organization are
experiencing personal cognitive dissonance with respect to the organi-
zation itself, then it can be assumed that most probably the personal
aspect will supercede the organization's expectations for that indi-
vidual. The degree to which the individual wishes to reduce his
internal dissonance will affect his willingness to work toward the
organization's objectiVes and goals. A critical problem arises when
the personal and organizational objectives and goals are in direct
conflict. This type of situation will have considerable affect upon

the individual's behavior and subsequently on his degree of commitment

to and support of the organization's goals (Hampton, Summer, and

Webber, 1973).
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Even more important is the degree to which the individual's
behavior will affect his peers and subordinates within the organ-
ization. In the area of education,which involves management of the

facility as well as dealing with faculty and students, this conflict

becomes even more crucial.

One consequence of valuing consistency is that its lack pro-

duces an uncomfortable tension. As Zimbardo (1969) puts it:

In most cultures, consistency, if it is not prized
in and for itself, is certainly reinforced as a general
behavior underlying a multitude of specific responses.
In our society, the 'golden rule' stresses inter-
personal consistency, the hypocrite is derided because
his actions are inconsistent with his words, our child-
rearing practices build consistency into almost every
aspect of human functioning, and our educational systems
emphasize logical consistency and historical continuity.
The imposition of the human concept of time on the flow
of events makes causal consistency a reality and traps
present behavior between past commitments and future
obligations and expectations. [p. 280]

The significance of cognitive dissonance for management is that,
since it motivates behavior, it amounts to another determinant of how
people function in organizational roles. There is a growing body of
research which suggests practical implications for managment. Speci-
fically, there are indications that dissonance can be created by
controls and rewards and that the resultant efforts to reduce diss-
onance can be either beneficial or detrimental fo realizing organi-

zational goals (Hampton, Summer and Webber, 1973).

If organizational goals can be viewed as one type of control
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within an organization, it could be assumed that imposition of a goal
structure inconsistent with the cognitions of its members could pro-
duce a degree of dissonance that would affect both the performance of
the individual and the achievement of the organization's goals. David
Sills (Grusky, 1970) discussed the area of goal preservation in organ-

izations and states:

In order to accomplish their goals, organizations
establish a set of procedures, or means. In the course
of following these procedures, however, the subordin-
ates or members to whom authority and functions have
been delegated often come to regard them as '‘ends'' in
themselves, rather than goals. As a result of this
process, the actual activities of the organization
become centered around the proper functioning of an
organization's procedures, rather than upon the
achievement of the initial goals. [p. 227]

Current research suggests that organizations tend to move through
distinct growth stages from a more person-centered to a more task-
oriented bureaucracy (Heron, 1973). Maier (1961), in his study of 58
high-ranking managers and their subordinates, reports that one area of
great concern within organizations is the failure to translate organ-
izational objectives and goals into specific objectives to be met by
each unit and by each person within the organization. Without a
clear distinction in this area, goal dissonance can develop which,
in turn, could create just that environment of internal tension
that contributes to lack of achievement in organizational objectives.

In directing further attention to organizations with respect to
education, the literature has not provided a comfortable area of

agreement with respect to homogeneity of purpose and of direction.
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It has, however, underscored the fact that educational organizations
are social institutions with conflicts in purposes and directions.
With educational administration utilizing many of the management
theories and practices in the operation of institutions, attention
should be directed toward examining goals and objectives within

educational management.

GOALS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Institutions of higher education are being confronted with
demands for the clarification and establishment of goals (Peterson,
1971; Bushnell, 1973; Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, 1973;
Gleazer, 1973; Trivitt, 1973). Clients of these institutions are
placing pressures on post-secondary institutions to examine their
purposes and ''missions', due to a variety of reasons identified by
Peterson (1973), Graubard (1974), and Knoell (1974). These reasons
are: (1) relatively depressed economic circumstances; (2) the
emerging concept that higher education is a ''right!" of society rather
than a privilege accorded to an elite few; and (3) the concept of
life-long learning becoming more accepted.

Clark Kerr (1973:46) highlights the need for educational admin-
istrators to ''focus on the selection of goals in the face of change
and conflict." Kerr is supported quite extensively by many other
researchers and writers in the field of education who share his

concern for meeting the demands of present-day societal pressures for
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increased educational services, coupled with requirements for justi-
fication of purpose and output (Carpenter, 1973; Drewry, 1969; Myers,

1974; Rourke, 1966). McMurrin (1974) states that:

Education is a function of the general society
and culture and is subject to the policies and actions
of numerous social institutions. [p. 5]

McMurrin's contention is that the problems of education fall into
four basic categories: (1) the purposes, goals and objectives of
education; (2) the substance of education; (3) the methods of instruc-
tion; and (4) the management and finance of educational institutions.
He feels that there exists an extreme need for responsiveness to
education's benefactors, as well as to its facilitators (McMurrin, 1974).

Within higher éducation, Trivett (1973) has provided a comprehen-
sive description of the complex area of goals. However, even in this
description, the complex nature of the subject can be observed. His
view of goals in higher education is that they: (1) are complex
phenomena; (2) are desired states which are not totally attainable;

(3) represent pﬁblic policy and indicate intended outcomes; (4) are
responsive to societal fluctuations; and (5) exist at several levels
within institutions.

Although extensive research has been done in the area of identi-
fying goals in general and goals in higher education (Cross, 1974;
Farmer and Richman, 1974; Graubard, 1974; Gross and Grambsch, 1968;
Mendleson, 1967; Nash, 1968), little evidence has been found that

focuses upon how the individual within an organization perceives goals
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that have been mandéted to the organization in a formal and written
distribution of goal statements. The preponderance of research has
centered about developing goals or identifying what goals for the
educational institution should be (Uhl and Peterson, 1975; Peterson,
1971, 1973; Cross, 1974; Nash, 1968; Simon, 1964; Thomas and Zander,
1959; Lahti, 1973).

Certain general conclusions can be drawn from the literature
on the concept of goals in terms of this study: (1) goals are
necessary aspects in the study of organizations; (2) goal identifi-
cation and categorization can take many approaches; (3) complex
organizations (such as educational institutions) sﬁou]d be concerned
with identifying and categorizing institutional goals; and (4) although
goals are abstract in concept, they can be classified and described
in a variety of ways in order to facilitate planning and managing
for institutions of higher education.

Bolin (1973:245-7) discusses the six criteria he feels are
necessafy in establishing workable and palatablé goals. He strongly
argues that educational organizations should examine their goals with
respect to these six criteria, or that they at least pay close attention
to them when developing goal statements for the organization. Bolin's

six criteria for workable goals are as follows:

1. compatibility (unity and agreement)
2. attainability (are they realistic)

3. intelligibility (is a specific behavior or level of
achievement clearly identified)
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L. acceptability (how will it be received by the staff)
5. measurability (how will achievement be measured)

6. accountability (who is responsible for follow-up)

Bolin (1973) views goals as the foundation for intelligent
planning in educationa]iinstitutions and as targets toward which the
institution may direct itself. His views support the preponderance
of writing about and research on goals as discussed in this chapter.
However, Bolin is one of few who has made an attempt to establish
goal criteria upon which measurement can be attempted.

In his book The American College, Nevitt Sanford (1962:243)

emphasized that:

. objectives can be studied . . . that goals
ought to be the objects of continuing study .
it is one of our tasks to study goals, discovering

what we can do about them . . . their origins and
means through which they may be reached and their
consequences measured . . . and who has what

desires in what times and in what circumstances.

Sanford's hopes have been only partially fulfilled. There has
been little research by social sciéntists on the topic of higher
education purposes. That which has been done has dealt chiefly
with college goals as they are perceived by different groups, with
little or no attention given to (1) real or operative goals, or
(2) the origin and consequences of institutional goals. Two
recent exceptions are noted as Martin (1969) and Keeton and Hilberry
(1969), in which the authors give historical perspective to the

philosophy and goals of each of the institutions studied.
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The work of Edward Gross and Paul Grambsch (1968) stands as one
of the most important and significant empirical works in examining
the nature and structure of university goals--goals as they existed
in 1964 in the minds of faculty and administrators at sixty-eight
non-denominational Ph. D. granting universities in the country.
Gross and Grambsch used a forty-seven item goal statement inventory
dealing with output goals and support goals. Using a ranking of
""is'" and ''should be'' levels of priority, the respondents rated the
various goals in terms of importance. Generally, differences between
faculty and administrator rankings were small, but '"is'" and ''should
be'' ratings of perceptions varied substantially (Peterson, 1971).

In a second study, a group from the Bureau of Applied Social
Research of Columbia University used a form containing sixty-four
goal statements. These fofms were distributed to the academic
dean of every college in the country. Deans indicated to what
extent their college ''emphasized'' each goal. The basic results were
somewhat simplistic: that different goals existed for different types
of institutions (Nash, 1968).

In his questionnaire and interview study of institutional
character in eight colleges and universities, Warren Martin (1969)
found that generally little serious concern existed about institu-
tional goals. However, it was noted that there were substantial
differences in institutional goal concerns between the newer, more

innovative colleges and the older, more conventional institutions.
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Martin presented reasons for lack of interest in institutional goals
on the campuses as: (1) preoccupation with professional guilds
among the faculty; (2) preoccupation with day-to-day problems and
pressures; and (3) feelings of futility about ever achieving real
closure regarding institutional goals.

A host of different strategies has been used by colleges
seeking to clarify, define, or redefine their goals. Three patterns
of goal determination are identified in the literature: (1) by
fiat (arbitrary determination by a higher authority); (2) by
committee (group clarification process used excessively in educa-
ation); and (3) by survey (drawing upon participation and rationality
of group members in a long-range planning activity) (Peterson, 1971).

Institutional goal determination has two end-products: identi-
fication of goals and establfshment of priorities among the goals.
An institution's ''goal structure''--its rank ordering of gdéls—-can be
said to be determined when some level of consensus has been reached
through a process that is democratic and participatory. The goal
determination process must be regarded universally on campus as fair,
if the resulting goal structure is to have legitimacy and if it is
to be accepted as morally proper in the college community (Mendleson,
1967; March and Simon, 1958; Morphet, 1974; Myers, 1974; Scharr, 1970;
Peterson, 1971).

Consistently throughout the literature appears a serious concern

for identifying, establishing, refining, and implementing goals in
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higher education (Baldridge, 1971; Barzun, 1968; Chickering, 1968

and 1970; Cohen, 1969). The Educational Testing Service, in response
to the evolving goal-intensive direction of educational management,
developed the "Institutional Goals Inventory” (Uh1 and Peterson,
1975), to provide an instrument for surveying the perceptions of
college staff and students for determining what the goals of the
institution should be. The instrument has also been used for
determining the extent to which the various groups (faculty, admin-
istration, students, boards, community) agree or disagree on the
institutional goals and their priorities.

Goal investigation became important in response to the need for
diverse colleges to articulate their unique values and goals in ways
meaningful to their constituencies and other supporters (Myers, 197k;
Nash, 1968; Niblett, 1970; Perrow, 1972b; Reisman, 1969; Rourke, 1966).
Simon (1964) and Gross (1968) made important contributions to goal
study by suggesting that (1) an organization may pursue a multiple
number of goals simultaneously and (2) that organizational goals are
usually distinct but related to individual goals and motives.

An extremely comprehensive formulation of college and univer-
sity goals was recently developed by Farmer and Richman (1974). This
study followed work previously done by Gross and Grambsch (1968),
Baldridge (1971), Peterson (1973), and Cohen and March (1974). A
list of thirty-one goals was developed that identified goals as

pursued by higher educational institutions. Farmer and Richman's
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goals were categorized by five areas dealing primarily with results,
outcomes, or outputs of institutions, rather than drawing a distinc-
tion between outcome or process goals (Berghaus, 1976).

Farmer and Richman's system utilized the five categories for
grouping goals as: (1) program goals; (2) student impact goals;

(3) faculty oriented goals; (4) institution and administration goals;
and (5) goals related to the outside world. Goal research had

moved into a more scientific realm, with efforts being made to more
aptly quantify what goals were and how they affected the institution
and the staffs of those institutions.

Peterson (1971) identified what he felt to be the three most
practical goals in higher education: (1) to provide a basis for
policy development; (2) to provide a general framework for decision-
making; and (3) to provide a basis for institutional planning. Other
uses for goals in organizations can be summarized as follows: (1) as
a device to facilitate communication; (2) as a set of guidelines
which assist in focusing attention upon internal organizational
activity; and (3) for the purpose of setting patterns of organizational
authority, channels of internal communication and decisibn-making.
(Berghaus, 1976; Etzioni, 1964; Kast and Rosenzweig, 1970; Peterson,
1973; Perrow, 1972b).

As previously noted in the earlier sections of this review,
educational organizations have utilized many of the developing

management theories and practices in order to more effectively
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coordinate and direct activities. One of the most popular techniques
is Management by Objectives (MBO). This process is a systems approach
to managerial leadership and facilitation and can be of substantial
benefit to organizations because it helps solve key problems in organ-
izational administration. MBO accomplishes the following (when
utilized and implemented properly): (1) defines what is expected

by specifying objectives; (2) elicits teamwork by identifying common
goals; (3) programs work by setting terminal dates for tasks;

(4) recognizes progress by measuring accomplishments; (5) administers
salaries by measuring merit and performance; and (6) assesses promot-
ability by identifying leadership potential and performance (Mansergh,
1971).

Because today's college administrators must find an acceptable
balance between educational desirability, economic feasibility,
political expediency, social relevancy, and philosophical defensibility,
many have turned to Management by Objectives (MBO) which coordinates
management activities with institutional goals (Carpenter, 1973).

MBO is concerned with the indentification of institutional and organ-
izational goals, the definition of administrative staff role respon-
sibilities, the establishment of the objectives or necessary con-
ditions for achieving these role responsibilities and institutional
goals, and the use of these objectives in operating a college and

in measuring each administrator's effectiveness and efficiency.

(Carpenter, 1973).
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There is little disagreement in the literature with respect to
the need for goal identification and delineation. Gleazer emphasizes
the importance of goals in his Project Focus study (1973), and
Bushnell (1973) suggests that a college should periodically assess
its present and desired goals in an attempt to identify any existing
or potential areas of incongruence within the organization.

The problem is one of institutional diversity and uniqueness
which does not lend itself to a ''standard'' procedure for assessing
goals. The general consensus is one of need for goal clarification
for the purpose of unifying and solidifying the institution with

respect to its goals and purposes.

DEVELOPMENT OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS

Historically, community-junior colleges emerged as institutions
of higher education through the separation of the upper and lower
divisions of the university. William Rainey Harper separated the
University of Chicago into the Academic College and the University
College (first and second two years respectively). Community college
development was marked by rapid growth as it provided access to
higher education for those individuals who did not meet the four-
year college or university criteria for admittance, and for those
who did not wish to pursue education in those institutions (Campbell,
1930; Eells, 1931; Fields, 1962; Koos, 1925; Monroe, 1972).

Other influences contributed to the rapid growth of community
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_colleges in the United States. Among these factors were: (1) in-
clusion of high school values and goals in community college phil-
osophy; (2) larger numbers of people completing high school; (3) in-
creased costs of higher education; and (4) distance of travel to
college (Thornton, 1966; Monroe, 1972).

As the community-junior colleges developed through the decades
since 1900, their scope and area of responsibility broadened. Lange,
of the University of California, emphasized that community-junior
colleges should become involved in vocational education as well as
continue their work in college-transfer education. Federal support
came through the Smith-Hughes Act and other vocational education
legislation in the late 1920's, which added impetus to the movement
(Bogue, 1950; Brick, 1964; Fields, 1962; Thornton, 1966).

As institutions became broader in scope and greater in size,
educators began to take interest in the ''purposes and gqals” of
these colleges. Koos (1925) described twenty-one purposes of
community-junior colleges and Campbell (1930) produced a list of
the thirty-five most frequently mentioned junior college purposes
(based upon 343 junior college catalogs). At a later date, Eells
(1931) provided a description of junior college functions.

Each of these developments appeared to be progressing toward
identifying and stating community college multipie goals. With
economic conditions changing rapidly, greater concern was being dir-

ected toward increased educational levels for individuals. After
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World War Il, the returning veterans were eager for education and
caused an influx to the community colleges. Student counseling and
guidance became a major factor and function of the community colleges.
The government became increasingly interested in national higher
education and within this interest was a concern for community
colleges (Fields, 1962).

President Truman established the Commission én Higher Educa-
tion to study and recommend national goals for higher education
(U. S. President's Commission on Higher Education, 1947). In
response to Truman's mandate, several studies emerged: Bogue (1950)
characterized the basic functions of the community coliege; Medsker
and Tillery (1960), Fields (1962), and others supported Bogue.
Fields (1962) described the essential characteristics of community
colleges as: (1) democratic; (2) comprehensive; (3) community
centered; (4) providing life-long learning; and (5) adaptable
(Berghaus, 1976).

By the 1960's, a wide variety of clients were supporting the
community college movement as students. Bushnell (1973), through
his Project Focus study, surveyed goal perceptions of community
coilege students, faculty, and presidents. These ratings were
based upon how much emphasis was being placed on the goal at the in-
stitution at the present time. They also demonstrated the emphasis
that should be placed on the goal in the coming decade. Due to

the significance of this study in the literature, a brief summary
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of the ratingé is included as Appendix B. The Project Focus study
is a current and comprehensive national report of community college
goals and relevant priorities, as perceived by community college
constituents (Berghaus, 1976).

By the end of the 1970's, the public community colleges will
have become the institutions in which a majority of high school
graduates will enroll for their first two years of coJlege! By
1980, it is predicted that three-fourths of all college freshmen
will be in community colieges (Cross, 1974; Gleazer, 1973; Monroe,
1972).

Between 1968 and 1980, the number of college-age youths is
expected to increase by three million. Costs in the same period
are expected to increase from almost twenty billion dollars in 1968
to over forty billion dollars by 1980 (Bushnell, 1973; Gleazer, 1973;
Keeton, 1969; Monroe, 1972).

The community college movement is a relative young and vital
element in higher education that is being readily recognized and
accepted by the public. However, although community colleges
apparently face a bright future, growth will be accompanied by
difficult problems, the two most difficult being (1) what the
community céllege ought to be and (2) how it is to be supported
(Monroe, 1972).

K. Patricia Cross states, in her article '"What Do We Know

About the Goals of Community Colleges?' published in the April, 1974



L9

issue of the Commﬁnity and Junior College Journal, that so much has
been written and said about the mission of community colleges that it
has become stereotyped. In support of Peterson's (1971, 1973)
national studies and his state-wide study of California institutions
of higher education (including the community colleges), she emphasizes
the need for data on community college goals. However, Cross' most
critical statement regarding local institutions is most pertinent

to this study (Cross, 1974:35):

Even more important than national data is
local information about goals and priorities.
Where are the gaps between what people think
should be emphasized and what they think is
being emphasized?

Cross further states that:

the questions can be answered only
through a systematic study of goal priorities.
With professionally developed instruments and
data analysis talent available to colleges,

there should be little excuse for not pursuing
the task.

DEVELOPMENT OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS IN VIRGINIA

The Virginia State Council of Higher Education authorized the
first major study on the potentiality of public two-year colleges
in Virginia during the 1950's. This authorization resulted from a
mandate by the Virginia General Assembly to promote the development

of a coordinated system of higher education (Vaughan, 1971).
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The study was directed by S. V. Martorana and titled Needs,
Policies, and Plans for Two-Year Colleges in Virginia (State Council
of Higher Education, 1959). Martorana's major conclusion was that
there existed gaps in the state's system of higher education relative
to student access to institutions of higher learning. The study group
pointed out that a decentralized system of two-year colleges would
not only broaden the opportunities for higher education of citizens,
but would also be economical for the state and for the student
(vaughan, 1971; Berghaus, 1976).

Further recommendations from the study concerned the urge for
the colleges to be comprehensive in nature and to have a committment
to serve the community (State Council of Higher Education, 1959).

The Martorana study also recommended that program offerings should
include: (1) college transfer education; (2) occupational-technical
education; (3) adult education; (4) community service activities;

and (5) emphasis upon guidénce and counseling services (State Council
of Higher Education, 1959; Vaughan, 1971).

This major research was not used as a basis for establishing
a state-wide network of community colleges at that time. However,
in 1962 the General Assembly created a Commission on Vocational
and Technical Education directed by D. French Slaughter. This
commission‘was to make a study and recommend a course of action for
improving vocational education and technical education in public,

post-secondary institutions of the state. Among the recommendations



51

to expand existing vocational schools in the state was a major rec-
ommendation that Virginia consider meeting a broader range of post-
high school educational needs through a system of comprehensive
community colleges (Berghaus, 1976; Vaughan, 1971).

Concurrently, othef events were taking place that helped to
support the growing interest in the community college area. The
Chamber of Commerce of Virginia conducted a state-wide survey that
identified increasing interest in and demand for a program of post-
high school education. Also, the Southern Regional Education Board,
through its Commission on Goals for Higher Education in the South,
recommended that each member state develop a strong system of two-
year community colleges, based én the belief that they (1) were
economical for both students and taxpayers, and (2) were designed
to be responsive to local needs.

Governor Harrison supported the movement in speaking about
higher education as promising a means of meeting the educational
needs of the state while avéiding the development of large univer-
sities (Vaughan, 1971; Russell, 1965). As previously noted, the
1963 SlaugHter Commission had recommended that Virginia should con-
sider meeting educational needs through a system of comprehensive
community colleges. The 1964 Virginia General Assembly made pro-
vision for the appointment of the Virginia Higher Education Study

Commission. The commission concluded in its report to the 1965
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Virginia General Assembly that the most urgent need in Virginia's
program of higher education was the development of a comprehensive
community college system (Vaughan, 1971; Russell, 1965; Berghaus, 1976).
As a result, the 1966 Virginia General Assembly passed enabling
legislation for the establishment of a state-wide system of publicly
supported community colleges. Legislation that had created the
Department of Technical Education and the State Board for Technical
Education was subsequently repealed.
Governor Mills Godwin, in his 1966 policy address to the
Virginia General Assembly, defined the comprehensive community college

as follows (Godwin, 1966):

1. It is a varied and flexible institution, tailored to
community needs and designed to serve every citizen within commuting
distance.

2. It offers universal admission to high school graduates,
Weighs their potential through extensive guidance and testing, and
directs them to their proper field of study.

3. .}t relieves the pressure on our four-year resident insti-
tutions at a fraction of their cost per student.

4, It substitutes informed choice for the guesswork that so
often selects a college for the high school graduate.

5. It minimizes the heartache and provides new opportunity for

the amazing number of four-year college freshmen who are unable to
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complete their first year, despite the best admission machinery.
6. It offers a second chance to high school graduates who

have been refused admittance to the college of their choice, as

well as to those who wquld have little chance of enrolling in any

four year college.

The proposed master plan for the state-wide system of community
colleges was published in January of 1967. The plan, prepared under
the direction of consultant Eric Rhodes, called for the establish-
ment of twenty-two colleges across the state. This would put one
within communting distance of every citizen in the state (Rhodes,
1967; Vaughan, 1971). .

In April, 1976, the Virginia Community College System will
have been in operation ten years. Although the comprehensive
community college system concept was tardy in reaching Virginia,
once it became accepted there occurred rapid, dramatic, and extensive
growth (Vaughan, 1971). The ten years following the inception and
implementation of the community college system have been marked by
reasonably available financial resources to assist in developing the
system. By 1975, most of the colleges proposed in Rhodes (1967)
master plan for the state were in operation.

With economic pressures placing excessive burdens on the state
and with demands for accountability being heard throughout the

legislature, in 1975 the Virginia Community College System (VCCS)
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responded by developing a plan for impiementing a Management by
Objectives (MBO) plan in the community colleges. The facilitating
group to achieve this MBO plan was the VCCS Task Force on Management
by Objectives. The group was appointed by Dr. Dana Hamel, Chancellor
of the VCCS. By January of 1976, the VCCS Task Force had compiled
and refined a preliminary list of the VCCS goals and objectives. This
list represented a major, system-wide attempt to amplify and clarify
the original mission statement mandated by the 1966 Virginia General
Assembly. It became evident that goal-direction, goal-setting, and
goal-consensus for the purpose of unifying the twenty-three Virginia
community colleges was important throughout the state.

The forty-eighf original goals developed by the VCCS Task Force
were revised in January, 1976 to forty-two goal statements for the
system. These goal statements were categorized into two basic
areas: Educational Program Goals and Operational Goals. Appendix A
provides the VCCS Mission Statement and Task Force on Management by
Objectives goals.

In analyzing this list, it is apparent that in some instances
the same or similar goals were used to convey a single intent, but
at the same time, refer to different groups of people. Seemingly
the effort was to identify the same or similar goals for the various
segments of the system.

With the development of the VCCS Task Force on Management by

Objectives goals for the system, the impetus for unification and
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consolidation of direction for community colleges goals was
established. These goals reiterate the basic mission of the

system and are apparently designed to draw the attention of comm-
unity college administrators to the original purposes and objectives
of the system.

As has been reviewed in the literature, goals have consistently
been of interest to organizations and educational institutions as
management theory and practice developed. Goals have taken many
directions and have received varying degrees of attention between
and among institutions. However, basic to the entire gamut of goal
examination, there exists a fundamental concern for goal congruence.
This concern is conceivably predicated upon the belief that through
consensus within the organization upon goals, the functions of the
organization will be greatly enhanced toward success of purpose.

With the development of the VCCS Task Force goals, it becomes
evident that Virginia is directing the attention of its community
college staffs to goal consensus. As discussed in the literature
review relative to organizations, a mere statement of goals may not
be sufficient to inculcate them within the organization. There are
many factors that come to bear upon the achievement of goals. Most
critical are those factors relative to the differences between and
among individuals and their perceptions of goal priority versus their
own personal objectives within the organization (Cross, 1974; Getzels,

Lipham and Campbell, 1968; Davis, 1951).
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This literature review was so designed to develop the concepts
of management and organizational socialization relative to goals,
in order to support the need for further examination of the degree of
congruence or dissonance that surrounds goal implementation within

an organization

CHAPTER SUMMARY

Throughout the literature evolved a major concern for identifying,
clarifying, establishing and implementing goals for organizations.

This concern centered about the necessity for agreement among organ-
izational members as to what the goals of the organization are and how
to achieve the greatest measure of success in attaining them.

The review of the literature was divided into five sections:
Development of Management Theory, Educational Theory and Socialization,
Goals in Higher Education, Development of Community College Goals,
and Development of Community College Goals in Virginia.

Management theory evolved from the classical era (scientific
management) through the human relations era to the modern era of
administration. The role and importance of the individual in organ-
izations was examined, together with the conflicts that emerge in
.complex organizations. Underlying the examination of organizations

and educational theory, many of the same concerns inherent in the

development of management theory were evident.
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A major concern for goal congruence was identified in the
literature review, which supports the need for additional research
in the realm of goals in organizations. Most crucial to the develop-
ment of organizational effectiveness is the need fdr eliminating
goal displacement and dissonance among the members of the organization.

A variety of studies on goal identification and examination
were reported. However, most of these studies were conducted for
the purpose of identifying goals. Little research was discovered that
dealt with either: (1) identifying goal congruence or dissonance
after an organization had been operating under basic purposes for
several years, or (2) identifying goal congruence or dissonance after
goal statements had been mandated from a higher central authority.

The literature search revealed a dearth in research on examining
goal priorities in educational institutions as related to re-establishing
original purposes through Management by Objectives goal statements.

In the review of community college goal research, only a few studies
were identified and reported that dealt with goals within institutions.
Again, the impetus was agreement upon the necessity of goals and that
goals should be addressed by the management of the institutions.
However, other than goal identification studies carried out in con-
junction with Educational Testing Service and/or using the ETS ''In-
stitutional Goals Inventory' very little was found.

As a result of the penurious amount of research specific to this

study, it was concluded that a void existed in the area of community
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college goal research. The literature search did not produce a study
that addressed the status of goal priority perceptions with respect
to identified, developed, and distributed community college goals
through a State Department of Community Colleges. Additionally, the
literature review did not produce evidence of community college goal
research with respect to the degree of goal dissonance or congruence
that existed after a system-wide goal development process occurred

throughout a state community college system.



Chapter 3
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to determine whether congruence or
dissonance exisfed with respect to institutional goal priority perceptions
regarding the Virginia Community College System Task Force Management by
Objectives goals, as perceived by administrators of multi-campus community
colleges in Virginia. Administrators of multi-campus Virginia community
colleges were identified as those having college-wide (central office)
responsibility with influence affecting all campuses of the institution
and those having campus responsibility with influence being confined to
one campus of a multi-campus institution.

Undergirding theoretical considerations and a review of the litera-
ture were presented in the preceding chapter. In this chapter, the
design, methods, and techniques to be used are described. The definition
and delineation of the population, the research instrument, the dependent
and independent variables, the procedures for collection of data, and

the methods of data analysis are included.

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Kerlinger (1973:379) has defined ex post facto research as:

systematic empirical inquiry in which the scientist
does not have direct control of independent variables
because their manifestations have already occurred or
because they are inherently not manipulable.

59
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The characteristic of non-control over independent variables
contributes to the description of this study as ex post facto research.
However, the primary design of this study is that of survey reseafch.
Kerlinger (1973:410) defines this method of research as:

that method of research which studies large and small
populations or universes by selecting and studying samples

chosen from the populations to discover the relative in-

cidence, distribution, and interrelations of sociological

and psychological variables.

In order to facilitate the analysis of data for this research
design, the analysis of variance approach was selected. In its simplest
form the analysis of variance is used ''to test the significance of the
differences between means of a number of different populations.' (Ferguson,
1971:208). The problem of testing the significance of the differences
between a number of means results from "experiments designed to study the
variation in a dependent variable with variation in an independent
variable' (Ferguson 1971:209).

Ferguson points out that there are three basic assumptions in the
application of the analysis of variance: '"(1) that distribution of the
dependent variable in the population from which the samples are drawn is
normal; (2) that the variances in the populations from which the samples
are drawn are equal (homogeneity of variance); and (3) that the effects
of various factors on the total variation are additive as distinct from
multiplicative' (Ferguson 1971:219),

The advantage to using the analysis of variance is that reasonable

departures from the assumptions of normality and. homogeneity may occur
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without ''seriously affecting the validity of the inferences drawn from
the data.'" (Ferguson 1971:220).

The multivariate analysis of variance was utilized in the data
énalysis due to the varying range of cell sizes in terms of numbers of
responses among the administrative units (central offices and campus
administrative groups) for the multi-campus Virginia community colleges.
Table 2, page 8, demonstrates the discrepancies in the N for each
group studied.

The factorial designs supporting the eight hypotheses ranged from
a two by eleven (central office and campus administrators against the
eleven goal statements) to a six by eleven (central office and five
campus groups against the eleven goal statements) for this study.

Figures 1-8 demonstrate the eight factorial designs utilized.

POPULATION

College-wide and campus administrators employed on a full-time
basis in the Virginia Community College System (VCCS) at the five
multi-campus institutions comprised the population for this investi-
gation. Using the 1975-76 Directory of Administrative Officers in the
Virginia Commmity College System, the multi-campus colleges were iden-
tified together with their respective college-wide (central office) and
campus administrative groups representing l7l>individuals.

The population for this study was constructed of community college

administrators for three basic reasons:
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1. Administrators were the focal point of beginning a Management
by Objectives plan for the Virginia Community College System (VCCS) in
that they represented the fulcrum from which specific objectives would
be forumlated for each college over the next two years.

2. Administrators were the college personnel who would implement
the VCCS Task Force Management by Objectives goals throughout the
communify college system of Virginia.

3. The other segments of the college (faculty, classified per-
sonnel, students, local boards) were not currently involved to a
degree that would provide valid study data for this research (as
the VCCS goals were only recently distributed for implementation in
January 1976).

In an effort to be as accurate as possible in identifying the
most current status of each individual administrative position in the
population, telephone calls were placed to the five multi-campus
Virginia community colleges to verify and correct the directory listings.
Based on the current directory information and the verification calls,
the population of administrators for the five multi-campus Virginia
community colleges was 171 persons. Table 2, page 8 provides a com-

posite of the population for this study.

THE RESEARCH [INSTRUMENT

The data collection instrument for this survey was developed
through a factor analysis of the 42 Virginia Community College System

Management by Objectives goals (Appendix A). These goals represent
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the Virginia Community College System's effort to unify and solidify
goal-setting and to establish goal consistency among the twenty-three
institutions that comprise the system.

In developing the final survey instrument, an initial test/retest
was conducted utilizing a survey form containing each of the 42 VCCS
goals (Appendix C). The test/retest was conducted on a group of
Virginia community college administrators and other selected community
college professionals to establish reliability of the goal statements
for utilization in the final survey of the five multi-campus Virginia
community colleges. The test/retest group had an N of forty-two
respondents. Individuals were not included in the test/retest if they
would be respondents in the actual data collection on the final survey
instrument to be used for the five multi-campus Virginia community
colleges.

The test/retest group consisted of New River Community College
(Dublin, Virginia) administrators. New River Community College is a
single-campus community college of the VCCS in the Southwestern area
of Virginia. Additional members of the test group were Virginia Poly-
technic Institute and State University Community College Program Area
faculty and graduate students with prior experience in the community
college educational system.

Thé test group received the initial 42 item goal statement survey
by mail in February, 1976. They were asked to respond to each of the
items on the first test of the instrument. A one-week return date was

established. The return response for this initial test was 100 percent.
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Initial test survey forms were coded for follow-up purposes and
a tally was kept as each form and computer response sheet was received.
With the exception of New River Community College respondents, all
other participants received stamped, addressed envelopes for return
of the survey. New River Community College respondents returned their
surveys and computer sheets to the Office of the President and they
were subsequently forwarded to the researcher.

In March, 1976, the same group of community college professionals
received an identical second copy of the survey instrument. Instruc-
tions for return and methodology for competing the test were identical
in each administration of the survey instrument. Respondents were
asked to return the survey within one week of receipt. After a few
follow-up calls, the response for the second administration of the
test survey was 100 percent.

Respondents were encouraged to comment upon the design, appear-
ance, instructions, and content of the survey test form in an effort
to clarify any misleading instructions or methodology in the admin-
istration of the survey. The primary responses were favorable on
the instrument design and the clarity of instructions. The few
responses regarding the goal statements themselves remarked as to
a tendency toward ambiguity and generality as the goal statements
were written and distributed by the VCCS Task Force on Management by
Objectives.

The test/retest survey instrument was responded to on a Virginia

Polytechnic Institute and State University computer scoring sheet to
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facilitate rapid analysis of data. This form is included as the
last page of Appendix C. Respondents were asked to indicate the
priority of importance of VCCS institutional goals as they were
perceived at the present time ('"is' response) and to indicate the
priority of importance of institutional goals as they ''should be'

in the future. The scale for each response was as follows:

0/5 of no importance 0=is; 5=should be
1/6 of low importance I=is; 6=should be
2/7 of medium importance 2=is; 7=should be
3/8 of high importance 3=is; 8=should be

4/9 of extremely high importance h=is; 9=should be

Extreme care was taken to insure that the exact respondents
were coded identically in each administration of the survey test
instrument in order to protect the integrity of the test/retest
situation and to provide same-group data for the eventual correlation
and factor analysis tests to develop the final survey instrument.

Upon return of each survey form and computer scoring sheet,
each was checked for accuracy and completeness. There were no
omissions on any survey instrument computer scoring sheet. The
computer scoring sheets were coded only to identify which adminis-
tration of the test/retest was being conducted: 0 indicated the
first test and | indicated the retest. Tést/retest forms were kept

separately to avoid an inadvertent data mix.
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Once all computer scoring sheets were returned, the two data
groups were processed through the optical scanner at the Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University Computing Center adjunct
facility of the College of Education. The data set was decoded for
utilization with the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) correlation
coefficients and factor analysis programs.

In order to establish the reliability of the instrument,
correlation coéfficients were computed using the SAS program developed
by Anthony James Barr and James Howard Goodnight of the Department of
Statistics, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, North Carolina.

The correlation coefficients for both the IS and SHOULD BE
responses on the initial test group, together with the correlation
coefficients for both IS and SHOULD BE responses for the retest group
are presented in Table 3. The initial test group is identified by
"PreSumlS, PreSumSB, and PreSum D," whereas the retest group is
identified by '"'SumlS, SumSB, and SumD'' designations.

The following explanations provide the framework for analyzing

the designations in the test/retest correlation coefficient table.

PreSuml$S Sum of '"'is' responses
PreSumSB Sum of ''should be'' responses
PreSumD Sum of discrepancy scores

The discrepancy scores used in the data analysis are derived by

subtracting the x "s"” score from the x "should be" score per cell.
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Suml S Sum of '"'is' responses for retest group
SumSB Sum of ''should be' responses for retest group
SumD Sum of discrepancy scores

(x "should be’ score minus x "is" score)

The derived correlation coefficients for the test/retest of the
survey instrument provided the following coefficients in support of the

reliability of the instrument:

PreSumlS/Suml$S .988421
PreSumSB/SumSB .988483
PreSumbD/SumD .984675

The sums, means, minimum/maximum values, corrected SS, and
standard deviations computed for the test/retest data groups on the
VCCS 42 goal statements are presented in Table 4. The same designations
for PreSum and Sum data apply as previously explained in this chapter.
The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) program was utilized to
compute the factor analysis on the 42 item VCCS goal statement test/retest
instrument. A summary of the factor loadings above .5 is presented in
Table 5. The factor analysis produced eleven factors from which the
final survey instrument was developed. Appendix D provides the final
survey instrument as developed from the factor groupings. The final
survey instrument consisted of eleven goal statements selected from
the factors that emerged through the factor analysis. Table 5 presents

the factor loadings with selected goal statements marked by an asterisk.
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The factor analysis, conducted using the SAS computer program,

produced eleven factors on a rotated factor matrix. Based upon the goal

statements loading above .5 on each of the factors, the following

factor category designations are presented below:

Factor One
Factor Tvoo

Factor Three

Factor Four
Factor Five
Factor Six

Factor Seven

Factor Eight
Factor Nine
Factor Ten

Factor Eleven

Personnel Development Goals
Development of College Services

Expectations Toward Organizational
Participation

institutional Planning Goals
Physical/Fiscal Resources Goals
Equal Opportunity Goals

Organizational Structure and Communication
Goals

Administrative Staff Development Goals
Student Career Training Goals
VCCS Organizational/Operational Goals

Community Services Goals

One goal statement per factor was selected to construct the final

survey instrument, '"The Virginia Community College System Goals Inven-

tory," (Appendix D).

The selection of the respresentative goal

statement per factor was a subjective choice as is typical with each

research factor analysis.

The literature does not provide a citation

to justify the selection of only the highest loaded factor per category.

The goal statement selected was that statement which most generally

represented the category of factor loadings.
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In eight of the eleven categories, the highest loaded goal
statement was selected. Two of those eight goal statements were the
only goal statements that loaded above the .5 cutoff in the matrix for
that factor (Factors Nine and Ten). Of the three factors where other
than the highest loaded goal statement was chosen (Factors Two, Three
and Four), the goal statement selected was that statement which appeared
to be most representative of the group. Table 5 presents the. factor
loadings and communality checks for each group.

The final survey instrument was structured in a format identical
to the test/retest instrument and was prepared for distribution to
the 171 college-wide (central office) and campus administrators of
the five multi-campus Virginia community colleges.

Although there were alternate survey instruments available for
use in identifying goal perceptions in educational institutions (such
as the Educational Testing Service '"Institutional Goal Inventory'), it
was decided that the development of an instrument specific to the State
of Virginia and based upon the Virginia Community College System goals

for Management by Objectives would be more relevant and pertinent to

the research.

Reliability

The reliability of the final survey instrument was established
through correlation coefficients reaching .98, based upon a test/retest

of the VCCS 42 Management by Objectives goal statements.

Validity

The validity of the final survey instrument was supported by the
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factor analysis which produced eleven factors similar to the original
goal statement groupings for the VCCS Task Force on Management by
Objectives (Appendix A).

However, the instrument's face valiaity was established by the
fact that these 42 goal statements were specifically developed and
distributed for the Virgihia Community College System by the VCCS
Task Force on Management by Objectives, under the direction of the
Chancellor of the Virginia Community College System and the State
Department of Community Colleges, for the purpose of unifying and
solidifying the system's twenty-three community colleges with respect
to goal congruence. |t was assumed that the face validity of the items
used was intact, as the VCCS goal statements on Management by Object-
ives were the sole source for analysis and the process of implemen-
tation of MBO had been initiated at all twenty-three Virginia

community colleges, indicating a commitment to the task.

THE VARIABLES

Dependent Variables

The Virginia Community College System Goals Inventory was employed
to identify the '"'is' and ''should be'' goal perceptions of college-wide
and campus administrators at the five multi-campus community colleges in
Virginia. Perceptions of levels of importance on eleven goal statements
provided the discrepancy scores for this study. Therefore, the VCCS Goal
Inventory as a measurement instrument is the dependent variable consis-
ting of eleven items (goal statements). Appendix D provides the final

survey form.
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Independent Variables

The two groups of college-wide (central office) and campus admin-

istrators of the multi-campus Virginia community colleges were the

independent variables in this investigation. These respondents

existed as an intact group by category (college-wide and campus admin-
istrators) and defeated random assignment to groups for this study.
The groups were not inherently manipulable as the administrators were
previously assigned to positions of management at each institution

which could be identified by two levels of college administration:

College-Wide (Central Office) Administrators

Those administrators whose area of responsibility, authority,

and/or influence encompassed the entire college .

Campus Administrators

Those administrators whose area of responsibility, authority,

and/or influence was confined to an individual campus of a

mul ti~campus community college.
Table 6 presents a composite by college and administrative unit for
each group representing the independent variables for this investigation.
NULL HYPOTHESES

The following null hypotheses were developed to test the research

question:
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TABLE 6

COLLEGE-WIDE AND CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS
MULTI-CAMPUS VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

. INSTITUTION AND NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS
ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT COLLEGE-WIDE CAMPUS

J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS

CENTRAL OFFICE 4
DOWNTOWN CAMPUS 10
PARHAM ROAD CAMPUS 13

NORTHERN VIRGINIA

CENTRAL OFFICE 13

ALEXANDRIA CAMPUS 16

ANNANDALE CAMPUS 19

LOUDOUN CAMPUS 7

MANASSAS CAMPUS 7

WOODBRIDGE CAMPUS 8
RAPPAHANNOCK

CENTRAL OFFICE ‘ 5

NORTH CAMPUS 3

SouTH CAMPUS 4
SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA

CENTRAL OFFICE ' 5

CHRISTANNA CAMPUS 6

JOHN H. DANIEL CAMPUS 6
TIDEWATER

CENTRAL OFFICE 7

CHESAPEAKE CAMPUS 7

FREDERICK CAMPUS 14

VIRGINIA BEACH CAMPUS 17

ToTAL . 34 137
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No statistically significant differences will be found in the priority

of institutional goal perceptions held by

HO]

Ho

college-wide (central office) and campus administrators
of the five multi-campus Virginia community colleges in

an overall comparison.

college-wide (central office) and campus administrators

of J. Sargeant Reynolds Community College.

college-wide (central office) and campus administrators

of Northern Virginia Community College.

college-wide (central office) and campus administrators

of Rappahannock Community College.

college-wide (central office) and campus administrators

of Southside Virginia Community College.

college-wide (central office) and campus administrators

of Tidewater Community College.

college-wide (central office) administrators of each of
the five Virginia multi-campus community colleges when

compared against each other.

campus administrators of the five Virginia multi-campus
community colleges when pooled by college as one group

and compared against each other.
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COLLECTION OF DATA

.Prior to the distribution of the survey instrument in its final
form on March 30, 1976, basic organizational activities took place.
These activities are described below in order to provide background
information regarding the distribution procedures used for this

investigation.

1. Each president for each multi-campus Virginia community
college was contacted for permission to conduct the study at his
respective institution. Contacts were made by telephone with the
exception of one instance when personal contact was possible.
Agreement was obtained from each president for permission to conduct

the investigation at his respective institution.

2. Each college was made aware that the study had been previously
approved in February, 1976, by the Research and Information Committee

of the Advisory Council of Presidents of the Virginia Community College

System (Appendix E).

3. Each Secretary to the President for each participating college
was subsequently contacted by telephone and the upcoming survey was
discussed in depth with respect to intent, time constraints, and
methodology of distribution and collection of data. Each secretary

willingly agreed to assist in the survey.

4. An information sheét for distribution and collection of data

was prepared (Appendix F) to clarify instructions for handling the
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data collection process. A sample memorandum (Appendix G) was pre-
pared for use by the President or Director of Institutional Research
explaining the intent of the study and requesting that the college
administrators complete the survey form. This memorandum would be
prepared by the distributing office (President or Director of Insti-
tutional Research) at each college and included with the survey

forms for each respondent. The survey was coordinated through

the President's Office at four of the multi-campus community colléges.
The Office of the Director of Institutional Research handled the

survey for one of the participating colleges.

5. A survey packet was prepared for each college to be sent to
the coordinating office. These packets included a manila envelope,
labeled with each respondent's name, that contained a survey form and a
computer scoring sheet pre-coded by college, by administrative unit, and
by administrative level (college-wide or campus). The pre-coding method
is presented in Table 7. Pre-coding was done in advance of distribution
of the survey to avoid data mix-up due to respondents having to code
the forms in addition to having to complete the survey. Additional
follow-up codes were placed on the reverse side of each computer score
sheet to facilitate follow-up on non-returns by the deadline date.

Also included in the college packets were several additional

items: (1) instruction sheet for distribution and collection of data;
(2) addressed, return envelope for the computer score sheets; (3) addit-

ional survey forms and computer score sheets; and (4) additional blank
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name labels for last-minute corrections per administrator.

6. After mailing the college packets on March 30, 1976, a
follow-up call was made to ascertain whether each college had received
the materials and had begun distribution of the survey. The follow-up
call also offered an opportunity to discern any confusion that may
have existed with respect to the instructions for distribution or to

questions regarding the survey form itself.

In discussing the time constraints with each Secretary to the
President at each of the five multi-campus community colleges, a
deadline date of April 7, 1976 was established and agreed upon for
the return of the survey data. Each secretary coordinated the dis-
tribution and collection of the data through the President's Office
with the exception of one college, whereby the Office of |nstitutional
Research coordinated the data collection process.

Prior to April 7, 1976, calls were placed to each institution
to check the status of the survey returns. Each college was provided
with a numerical tally sheet to record the follow-up code as each survey
was returned. By April 12, 1976, the majority of data had been received
by the researcher. On April 13th and 14th, follow-up calls were made
to those individuals who had not returned the survey, in an attempt to
encourage their participation and return of the computer response sheet.

By April 15, 1976, the data collection had been completed and final
tabulation showed that of the 171 college-wide and campus administrators

receiving the survey instrument through their respective colleges, 168
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responses had been obtained for an overall 98.25 percent return rate.
Table 8 provides the complete break-down of responses and percentages
of return for each of the participating multi-campus community colleges
in this investigation.

On April 16, 1976, letters of appreciation were mailed to each
of the presidents of the participating colleges with special reference

made to the cooperative efforts expended by their staffs.
TREATMENT OF THE DATA

Using the facilities and assistance available through the Computer
Center, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, appropriate
treatement for the data of thisbstudy was decided upon. The SAS REGR
program providing a multivariate analysis of variance was utilized to
test the eight null hypotheses. The multivériate experimental design
(MANOVA) made it possible to generally assess the differences found
among the college-wide (central office) and campus administrator's
perceptions of the priority of the eleven institutional goal statements
based upon the discrepancy scores between IS and SHOULb BE‘responses on
the survey instrument. Chapter Four will provide a more detailed
analysis of the MANOVA as applied to the eight null hypotheses.

The MANOVA was produced through the SAS REGR program for seven of
the eight hypotheses tested. For one of the eight comparisons, the
univariate analysis of variance per goal statement was produced due to

small cell sizes which subsequently precluded the MANOVA.
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Table 8

POPULATION SIZE, RESPONSES RECEIVED
AND PERCENTAGE OF RETURNS
VCCS GOAL PERCEPTION INVENTORY

INSTITUTION AND
ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT N RESPONSES PERCENTAGE

J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS

CENTRAL OFFICE 4 4 100.00
DOWNTOWN CAMPUS 10 10 100.00
PARHAM ROAD CAMPUS 13 , 13 100.00

NORTHERN VIRGINIA

CENTRAL OFFICE 13 12 92.31
ALEXANDRIA CAMPUS 16 16 100.00
ANNANDALE CAMPUS 19 18 94 .74
LOUDOUN CAMPUS 7 7 100.00
MANASsAS CAMPUS 7 7 100.00
WOODBRIDGE CAMPUS 8 7 87.50
RAPPAHANNOCK
CENTRAL OFFICE 5 5 100.00
NORTH CAMPUS 3 3 100.00
SouTH CAMPUS 4 4 100.00
SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA
CENTRAL OFFICE 5 5 100.00
CHRISTANNA CAMPUS 6 6 100.00
J. H. DANIEL CAMPUS 6 6 100.00
TIDEWATER
CENTRAL OFFICE 7 7 100.00
CHESAPEAKE CAMPUS 7 7 100.00
FREDERICK CAMPUS 14 14 100.00
VIRGINIA BEACH CAMPUS 17 17 100.00
SUMMARY TOTALS
CENTRAL OFFICES 34 33 97.06
CAMPUSES 137 135 98.54

OVERALL POPULATION 171 168 98.25
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The significance of differences was tested at the .01 level in
order to provide a stronger critical value test for the data. Although
the .05 level is used to test the significance of differences in much
educational research, the stronger critical value test of .01 was
chosen due to the high percentage of return for this investigation
on the survey instrument. The high return rate reduced the degree of
inference to be made, as a higher percentage of return moves the data
further from the realm of inferential statistics and more strongly
into the area of descriptive statistics. It was felt that the .0l
level test of significance complemented the high percentage of returns
for this investigation.

The multivariate and univariate analyses of variance were computed
based upon the discrepancy scores of means. The discrepancy score per

ISII

cell for each factorial design is derived by subtracting the x
score from the x ''should be'" score.

In support of the utilization of discrepancy scores, the following
justification is provided:

Educational Testing Service developed the ''Institutional Goal
Inventory' utilized in several national and state-wide studies of
institutional goal priorities (Uhl and Peterson, 1975; Cross, 197k;
Peterson, 1971 and 1973). This organization has prepared a yet
unpublished manual for analyzing results based on ''is'" and ''should be"
means and discrepancy scores derived from respondents on surveys

constructed similarly to this study. Educational Testing Serivce
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recommends the following considerations in analyzing goal perception

priorities in research of this nature:

1. If possible, compare intact groups rather than samples.

2. Be aware that discrepancy scores and comparisons involve
differences and it is well known that difference scores are
likely to be less reliable than the means themselves. This
does not mean that the discrepancy score itself is unreliable.
Researchers are directed to draw attention to rankings of means
per group in descriptive statistics to allow readers to observe
individual differences in goal priorities.

3. A recommended return rate for the survey (whether using intact
groups or samples) is between 85 and 90 percent.

L. The most frequently used levels of significance are .01 and

.05. The choice is left to the researcher.

Based upon the materials provided, the analysis of variance pro-
cedure is recommended for comparing different groups within an insti-

tution, as it recognizes the group differences together with providing

the interaction when comparing independent groups.

CHAPTER SUMMARY

The design of the research was ex post facto/survey and utilized
the analysis of variance procedure (multivariate and univariate) to

provide statistical analyses of the data collected through the Virginia
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Community College Goals lInventory developed for this study based upon
the VCCS Task Force on Management by Objectives goals developed for
the twenty-three Virginia community colleges.

The population for this study consisted of administrators of the
five multi-campus community colleges of Virginia whose position in the

.administrative hierarchy of the various institutions fell into one of
two categories: college-wide (central office ) administrators whose
Fesponsibility, authority and/or influence encompassed the entire
college, and campus administrators whose responsibility, authority
and/or influence was confined to one campus of a multi-campus Virginia
community college. The population ¥ was 171 community college
administrators.

The research instrument (Virginia Community College System Goals
Inventory) was developed through a factor analysis based on the original
VCCS Task Force on Management by Objectives goals (42)'developed for
distribution to the twenty-three Virginia community colleges. The
factor analysis produced eleven factors from which eleven goal statements
were chosen to construct the final survey instrument. The reliability
of the instrument was established through a test/retest administration
of the goal statements which produced a .98 correlation coefficient.
The face validity of the instrument was established as a result of the
goal statements being developed specifically for the Virginia community
colleges and by the system's designated representatives to the Task

Force on Management by Objectives.
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The variables were identified as dependent (The Virginia Comm-
unity College System Goals Inventory) and independent (the college-
wide and campus administrative groups per college). The independent
variables were not manipulable in that administrators were previously
assigned and established in their positions at each college.

Eight null hypotheses were presented to test the significance
of differences among the groups studied. These null hypotheses were
in support of the operating hypotheses presented in Chapter One.
Seven of the eight hypotheses were tested using the multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) at the .0l level of significance.

One hypothesis (number four) was tested at the .0l level utilizing
the univariate analysis of variance per goal statement due to small
cell sizes for that comparison. The .01 level of significance was
chosen to provide a stronger critical value test due to the high
rate of return for the data collection.

Data collection procedures were described and involved a mail
survey to the 171 community college administrators of multi-campus
colleges of the Virginia Community College System. Data collection
was coordinated through the five institutions rather than handled on
a per-person basis. Coordination was facilitated through the Office
of the President for four colleges and through the 0ffice of the
Director of Institutional Research for one college. Survey response
rates per group and overall were extremely high. The overall return

rate for this study was 98.25 percent.



Chapter 4

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

The analysis of data was organized and presented in accordance
with the problem addressed by the study and the null hypotheses
assumed. As previously stated, the problem addressed by this study
was to determine whether differences existed in the perceptions of
institutional goal priorities held by college-wide (central office)
and campus administrators of the five multi-campus community colleges
of the Virginia Community College System (VCCS). Table 2, page 8
presents the population for this study.

The responses were analyzed based on responses to ''is'' and to
"should be' levels of importance for each of eleven institutional
goals (Table 9) factored from forty-two VCCS Management by Objectives
goals developed in 1975 by the VCCS Task Force on Management by Object-
ives and distributed to each of the twenty-three Virginia community
colleges in January 1976. Appendix A provides a composite of the
forty-two VCCS goals and Appendix F provides the survey instrument
used in this research.

The population for this analysis was a group of 168 Virginia
community college administrators who represented 98.25 percent of
the total potential N of 171 administrators of multi-campus Virginia
community colleges. The subjects were classified in one of two admin-
istrative groups according to their level of administration: college-

wide (central office) administrators whose area of responsibility,

106
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Table 9

VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM GOAL STATEMENTS

1.

T
To provide evaluation and retention policies including appropriate
salaries and benefits related thereto.

To develop programs, courses, and services based on the needs of
individuals and the needs of industry, business, professions and
government in the Commonwealth.

To establish an organizational structure within each community
college which provides for the effective operation of the college
and is fully defined and communicated to all college personnel
and the State Board.

To define System and institutional expectations for each member of
the management team to facilitate the selection of individuals who
are professionally competent and who have goals consistent with
those of the System and the college.

To provide facilities and equipment to create desirable learning
environments for the System's programs.

To develop recruiting practices that encourage persons from minority
groups presently underrepresented in the management, faculty, or
staff of the system to apply for positions for which they are
qualified. .

To define an effective organizational structure for the VCCS and
clearly communicate it to all personnel.

To provide a program of professional development to provide for
growth and development of individuals composing the management
teams.

To offer Associate in Applied Science degree programs to prepare
individuals for careers as technicians and paraprofessional workers.

To establish an effective organizational structure in the State
Department of Community Colleges which supports the programs of
the System and the colleges.

To offer Community Services which shall provide cultural and
educational opportunities which are in addition to other programs
of the college.
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authority, and/or influence encompassed the entire college, and

campus administrators whose area of responsibility, authority, and/or
influence was confined to one campus of a multi-campus institution.
Table 8, page 101, provides an illustration of the n per group and

the percentage of response for each group studied.

Data from the survey were decoded from computer response sheets
onto punch cards for utilization with the Statistical Analysis System
(SAS) program and to provide the methodological basis for the study.
The decoded data were processed through the SAS program REGR to obtain
the means, standard deviations, and discrepancy scores which served as
the basis for computation of the univariate and multivariate analyses
of variance tests of significance at the .01 level. The discrepancy
score upon which the calculations were based was derived by subtracting
the = score for "'is" responses per cell from the z score for 'should
be'' responses per cell., This derivation was the same process used by
Educational Testing Service in their "Institutional Goal Inventory"
(Uh1 and Peterson, 1975; Peterson, 1971).

The basic research procedures utilized were derived from the
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) developed by Clyde (1969).
Results of the statistical procedures which form the findings of this

study are described accordingly.
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OVERALL COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

Hypothesis Number One

No statistically significant difference will be found

in the priority of institutional goal perceptions held by

college-wide and campus administrators of the five multi-

campus community colleges in Virginia.

The multivariate analysis of variance for the college-wide admin-
istrators as compared against the campus administrators in an overall
comparison, produced no statistically significant difference at the .0l
level of significance resulting in failure to reject the null hypothesis.
The factorial design for this comparison is shown in Figure 1, page 62.

Table 10 provides the F-score and critical value of the F-ratio
for the multivariate group comparison. Table 1] provides the F-scores
and critical values for each of the eleven goal statements for the
univariate analysis of variance per goal statement.

Although there developed no statistically significant difference
at the .01 level of significance, when analyzing the rankings of the
mean scores for "is'" and ''should be'' responses, variations are found.
Table 12 presents the comparison of mean rankings per goal statement
for this group.

Table 9, page 107, lists each goal statement used on the survey
form. Between the college-wide and campus administrators for goal
statement two, it is noted that both groups ranked the goal in position

two for '"is'" level of importance and ranked this same goal statement in
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Table 10

MULTIVARIATE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE
OVERALL COLLEGE-WIDE (CENTRAL OFFICE)
VERSUS

CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

F DF PrRoB > F

1.71028 117156 .0753

COLLEGE-WIDE ADMINISTRATDRS N = 33

CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 135
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Table 11

UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
PER GOAL STATEMENT FOR
COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS POOLED*

GOAL

STATEMENT F DF PrRoOB > F
1 3.72974 1/166 .0552

2 .05247 1/166 .8191

3 . 44531 1/166 .5055

4 .01674 1/166 .8972

5 4.74178 17166 .0309

6 .05101 1/166 .8216

7 1.90850 1/166 .1690

8 2.99113 1/166 .0856

9 .02850 1/166 .8661
10 1.40468 1/166 .2376
11 ' 1.68286 1/166 .1963

* COLLEGE-WIDE ADMINISTRATORS N = 33
CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N =135
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position one for the ''should be'' level of importance. For goal state-
ment nine, the two groups ranked the goal identically in position one.

For both "is' and '"'should be' rankings, this two-group comparison
[N

produced few wide range disparities. For the '"is'' ranking, the greatest

range was a two-position spread (goals six and eleven). For the
"'should be' rankings, the range disparity spread was four (goal seven).
It is generally observable that the two groups were quite similar in

their rankings of goal priority importance.

COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS

Hypothesis Number Two

No statistically significant difference will be found in
the priority of institutional goal perceptions held by college-
wide and campus administrators of J. Sargeant Reynolds Comm-

unity College.

The multivariate analysis of variance for thevcollege-wide admin-
istrators as compared against the two groups of campus administrators
(Downtown Campus and Parham Road Campus) produced no statistically
significant difference at the .01 level of significance, resulting in
the failure to reject the null hypothesis. The factorial design for
this comparison is shown in Figure 2, page 63.

Table 13 provides the F-score and critical value of the F-ratio
for the multivariate group comparison. Table 14 provides the F-scores
and critical values for each of the eleven goal statements for the

univariate analysis of variance per goal statement.
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Table 13

MULTIVARIATE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE

COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS

F DF ProB > F

1.84519 22/26 .0677
COLLEGE-WIDE ADMINISTRATORS N 4
DOWNTOWN CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N 10
PARHAM ROAD CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N 13



115

Table 14

UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

PER GOAL STATEMENT FOR

J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS
N = 27*
GoaL
STATEMENT F DF PrRoB > F
1 1.59137 2/24 .2232
2 1.02255 2/24 .3764
3 16374 2/24 .8504
4 .25958 2/24 .7765
5 3.21452 2/24 .0567
6 .92619 2/24 .5877
7 3.03401 2/24 .0655
8 2.56882 2/24 .0960
9 .40064 2/2¢4 . 6794
10 1.10716 2/2¢4 L3477
11 .98817 2/24 6112
* CENTRAL OFFICE N= ¢4
DOWNTOWN CAMPUS N=10
PARHAM CAMPUS N=13
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Although there developed no significant difference at the .0l

level of significance for the three groups tested under hypothesis

number two, when analyzing the rankings of the mean scores for 'is'"

and ''should be'' responses, variations are found. Table 15 presents
the comparison of mean rankings per goal statement for this group.

Table 9, page 107,1lists each goal statement used on the survey
form. For this group comparison, goal statement eight dealing with
professional development was ranked in position six by each of the
three groups on their ''should be'' level of importance. In two of
the three groups this goal was also ranked in position six for the
""is'" response level of importance. This was the only near-perfect
situation of goal congruence for this comparison.

In three instances, the central office administrators ranked
"should be'' lower than 'is'" levels of importance (goals three,
seven and ten). The Downtown Campus group ranked ''should be'' lower
than "is'" levels of importance in five instances (goals one, two,
five, seven, and ten). The Parham Road Campus only ranked ''should
be'' lower than '"is' levels in one instance (goal three).

For this comparison in no instance did the range of rankings
reach the full spectrum (1-11). The rankings were clustered very
closely together and many goal statements achieved a ''tie'" rank
and received duplicate positions on the hierarchy of rankings.

This clustering of rankings of course supports the non-significant

difference found for this group.
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COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

NORTHERN VIRGINIA

Hypothesis Number Three

No statistically significant difference will be found in
the priority of institutional goal perceptions held by college-
wide and campus administrators of Northern Virginia Community
College.

The multivariate analysis of variance for the college-wide admin-
istrators as compared against the five groups of campus administrators
(Alexandria, Annandale, Loudoun, Manassas, and Woodbridge campuses)
produced no statistically significant difference at the .0l level of
significance resulting in failure to reject the null hypothesis. The
factorial design for this comparison is shown in Figure 3, page 64.

Table 16 provides the F-score and critical value of the F-ratio
for the multivariate group compafison. Table 17 provides the F-scores
and critical values for each of the eleven goal statements for the
univariate analysis of variance per goal statement.

Although there developed no statistically significant difference
at the .01 level of significance for the six groups tested under
hypothesis three, when analyzing the rankings of the mean scores for
""is'" and '"'should be'' responses, variations are found. Table 18 provides
the comparison of mean ranking per goal statement for this group.

Table 9, page 107, lists each goal statement used on the survey
form. For goal statement nine, both the Loudoun and Manassas campus
administrators ranked '"'is' and ''should be' in position one. Each of

the other groups ranked this goal highly in the order of priority.
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Table 16

MULTIVARIATE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE

COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

NORTHERN VIRGINIA

F DF ProB > F

1.41618 557247 .0397

COLLEGE-WIDE ADMINISTRATORS N = 12
ALEXANDRIA CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 16
ANNANDALE CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 18
LOUDOUN CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 7
MANASSAS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 7
WOODBRIDGE CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 7
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Table 17

UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS 0OF VARIANCE

PER GOAL STATEMENT FOR

NORTHERN VIRGINIA

N = 67%*
GOAL
STATEMENT F DF ProB > F
1 1.01070 5/61 .4200
2 1.81192 5/61 .1231
3 .48246 5/61 .7898
4 1.3002¢4 5/61 .2750
5 2.44651 5/61 .0432
6 3.28871 5/61 .0108 #
7 1.29529 5/61 .2770
8 .48914 5/61 .7849
9 1.19288 5/61 .3229
10 .16963 5/61 .9710
11 2.12184 5/61 .0741
*  CENTRAL OFFICE N=12
ALEXANDRIA CAMPUS N=16
ANNANDALE CAMPUS N=18
LoubouN CAMPUS N= 7
MANASSAS CAMPUS N= 7

+

WOODBRIDGE CAMPUS N= 7

SIGNIFICANT AT THE .01 LEVEL WHEN ROUNDED TO TwWO PLACES
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The most extreme range of discrepancy in '"'is'" and ''should be"
levels of importance was on goal statement eight for the central
office, Alexandria campus, and Annandale campus. In each instance
the range was either six or five.

In analyzing the univariate analysis of variance, it is noted
that a significant difference at the .01 level of significance was
produced for goal statement six:

To develop recruiting practices that encourage
persons from minority groups presently underrepre-
sented in the management, faculty, or staff of the

system to apply for positions for which they are
qualified.

This significant difference for goal statement six indicated
that there exists dissonance among the administrative units for
Northern Virginia Community College with respect to minority recruit-
ment practice. Festinger (1957) pointed out that dissonance contri-
butes to internal tension and gives rise to internal conflict. The
significant difference at the .01 level of significance does
support the lack of goal consensus for this activity within the
college. This goal incongruence would indicate that the college
management team should devote attention to determining the degree
to which the dissonance exists and for what reasons.

Although the overall multivariate analysis of variance did not
produce a significant difference at the .01 level of significance,
the development of a significant difference for goal statement six
indicates lack of complete agreement on goal priorities within this

college.
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COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

RAPPAHANNOCK

Hypothesis Number Four

No statistically significant difference will be found in
the priority of institutional goal perceptions held by
college-wide and campus administrators of Rappahannock Comm-

unity College.

The multivariate analysis of variance for the college-wide admin-
istrators as compared against the two groups of campus administrators
(North and South campuses) could not be computed due to small cell
sizes. However, the SAS program produced the univariate analysis of
variance for each of the eleven goal statements. The factorial design
for this comparison is shown in Figure 4, page 65. The n for each of
the three groups was of such a small amount that the multivariate
analysis of variance could not be utilized.

Table 19 provides the F-scores and the critical values for each
of the eleven goal statements for the univariate analysis of variance
per goal statement.

No statistically significant difference emerged for either of the
eleven goal statements at the .01 level of significance. Although there
developed no statistically significant difference at the .0l level of
significance for the three groups tested under hypothesis four, when
analyzing the rankings of the mean scores for '"is' and ''should be' res-
ponses, variations are found. Table 20 presents the comparison of mean
ranking per goal statement for this group. Table 9, page 107, provides

the list of eleven goal statements used on the survey instrument.
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Table 19

UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

PER GOAL. STATEMENT FOR

RAPPAHANNOCK
N = 12%
GoAL .

STATEMENT F DF PrRoB > F
1 . 48024 2/9 .6378

2 1.64634 2/9 L2454

3 .93103 2/9 .5685

4 74704 2/9 .5043

5 .288723 2/9 L7595

6 .55102 2/9 .5986

7 2.43712 2/9 .1418

8 2.05340 2/9 .1835

9 .33871 2/9 .7248
10 .68926 2/9 .5300
11 2.29245 2/9 .1560

*  CENTRAL OFFICE N=5
NORTH CAMPUS N-3
SouTH CAMPUS N=¢4
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For Rappahannock Community College the lowest rank any goal
received was eight (goal eight on central office ''is' response).
In no instance did any goal ranking achieve the full range of one to
eleven. This three-group comparison presented one of the most closely
clustered groupings of gaols. The small cell sizes could have had
this affect upon the rankings. A great number of '"'tie'" rankings
occurred for Rappahannock. Where a tie occurred among goal statements,
each was assigned the name rank number.

For the central office group, ties occurred for goals two and nine

(position one), for goals one and three (position two), for goals ten

and eleven (position seven) on the "is' responses. For the North Campus,

an even slimmer range developed (range spread was one to four) for 'is"
responses and one to two for ''should be' responses. For the South Campus,
the "is" range was one to five and the ''should be'" range was one to

seven among the goal statements.

COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA

Hypothesis Number Five

No statistically significant difference will be found in
the priority of institutional goal perceptions held by college-
wide and campus administrators of Southside Virginia Community

College.

The multivariate analysis of variance for the college-wide admin-
istrators as compared against the two groups of campus administrators

(Christanna and John H. Daniel campuses) produced no statistically
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significant difference at the .01 level of significance resulting in
failure to reject the null hypothesis. The factorial design for this
comparison is shown in Figure 5, page 66.

Table 21 provides the F-score and critical value of the F-ratio
for the multivariate group comparison. Table 22 provides the F-scores
and critical values for each of the eleven goal statements for the
univariate analysis of variance per goal statement.

Although there developed no statistically significant difference at
the .01 level of significance for the three groups tested under hypothesis
number five, there appeared a significant difference at the .01 level of
significance for goalistatement six in the univariate test:

To develop recruiting practices that encourage persons
from minority groups presently underrepresented in the man-

agement, faculty, or staff of the system to apply for posi-
tions for which they are qualified.

This statistically significant difference for goal statement six
indicated that there exists goal dissonance among the administrative
units of Southside Virginia Community College with respect to minority
recruitment. Festinger (1957) pointed out that dissonance contributes
to internal tension and gives rise to internal conflict. The signifi-
cant difference at the .01 level of significance supports the lack of
goal consensus for this activity within the college. This goal disso-
nance would indicate fhat the college management team should devote
attention to determining the degree to which the dissonance exists and
for which reasons, in order to improve the managerial climate and to

reduce the internal tensions that could exist under such circumstances.
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Table 21

MULTIVARIATE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE
COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA

F DF ProB > F
2.18508 22/6 .1676
COLLEGE-WIDE ADMINISTRATORS N = 5
CHRISTIANNA CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 6

JOHN H. DANIEL CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 6
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Table 22

UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

PER GOAL STATEMENT FOR

SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA

N = 17*
GoAL
STATEMENT F DF ProB > F
1 .66387 2/14 .5343
2 .61855 2/14 .5570
3 .14633 2/14 .8652
4 1.03582 2/ 14 .3823
5 1.73361 2/14 .2115
6 6.52941 2/14 .0100
7 .56000 2/14 .5880
8 3.94240 2/14 .0430
9 2.08304 2/14 .1603
10 1.89626 2/14 .1857
11 .38337 2/14 .6930
* CENTRAL OFFICE N=5
CHRISTANNA CAMPUS N=6
J. H. DANIEL CAMPUS N-6
¥ SIGNIFICANT AT THE .01 LEVEL
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In examining the individualxrankings for "is" and "'should be'
goal priorities for the administrative units at Southside Virginia
Community College, it can be noted that this college, 1ike Rappahannock
Community College, has a closely clustered goal range. In no instance
did the range reach the full scale of one to eleven.

For '"is' responses, the central office had a range of one to six,
the Christanna campus had a range of one to six, and the John H. Daniel
campus had a range of one to nine. For the ''should be' responses and
rankings, both the central office and the Christanna campus had a range
of one to five, whereas the John H. Daniel campus had a range of one to
four. Table 23 presents the comparison of mean ranking per goal statement
for this group. Table 9, page 107, provides the list of eleven goal
statements used on the survey instrument.

Uh1 and Peterson (1975) and Peterson (1971) have stated that in
most studies the '"'should be'" ranking of goals is normally higher in
priority (receiving a low rank number such as one to three) than the
"is" ranking. However, in the case of Southside Virginia Community
College, the ''should be'' rankings were lower in priority (receiving a
higher rank number) that the "is' responses rankings in three instances
for the central office (goals five, nine, and eleven) and in two
instances for the Christanna campus (goals six and nine).

As found in previous comparisons, the Southside Virginia Community
College administrative units had an extreme number of ''tie'' ranks among
both "'is' and ''should be' goals. It could be concluded that high levels
of "tie" ranks indicate that either the administrators cannot decide

among goal level priorities or that they might very well consider
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the goals equally important.

COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

TIDEWATER

Hypothesis Number Six

No statistically significant difference will be found in
the priority of institutional goal perceptions held by college-
wide administrators and campus administrators of Tidewater
Community College.

The multivariate analysis of variance for the college-wide
administrators as compared against the fhree groups of campus admin-
istrators (Chesapeake, Frederick, and Virginia Beach campuses) pro-
duced no statistically significant difference at the .01 level of
significance resulting in failure to reject the null hypothesis. The
factorial design for this comparison is shown in Figure 6, page 67.

Table 24 provides the F-score and the critical value of the F-ratio
for the multivariate group comparison. Table 25 provides the F-scores
and critical values for each of the eleven goal statements for the
univariate‘analysis of variance per goal statement.

Although there developed no statistically significant difference

“at the .01 level of significance for the four groups tested under

s

|S”

hypothesis six, when analyzing the rankings of the mean scores for
and "'should be'" responses, variation is found. Table 26 provides the
comparison of mean ranking per goal statement for this group. Table 9,
page 107, lists each goal statement used on the survey form.

For Tidewater Community College, the two groups with the smallest
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Table 24

MULTIVARIATE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE

COLLEGE-WIDE VERSUS CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS

TIDEWATER
F DF PrRoOB > F
1.54125 33/89 .0564

COLLEGE-WIDE ADMINISTRATORS N = 7
CHESAPEAKE CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 7
FREDERICK CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 14
VIRGINA BEACH CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS N = 17
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Table 25

UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

PER GOAL STATEMENT FOR

TIDEWATER

N = 45%
GOAL
STATEMENT F DF ProB > F
1 1.08543 3/41 .3666
2 1.28812 3/41 .2907
3 .04100 3/41 .9882
4 .30977 3/41 .8200
5 3.41296 3/41 .0257
6 .77048 3/41 .5199
7 .38916 3/41 . 7645
8 1.13496 3/41 .3465
9 1.17347 3/41 .3316
10 .57010 3/41 L6419
11 .50050 3/41 . 6880
* CENTRAL OFFICE N= 7

CHESAPEAKE CAMPUS =
FREDERICK CAMPUS N=14
VA BEACH CAMPUS N=17
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populations (central office and Chesapeake campus, n = 7 respectively),
produced the '"'is'" and ''should be' range that was most extreme (range
from one to ten). The other two campuses (Frederick and Virginia Beach)
had closely clustered rankings of means.

For goal statement two, the central office group only differed
from the three-campus identical ranking (''is' at position two and
"'should be'' at position one) by one level. There were more consist-
encies apparent in and among the four groups for this college than had
been evident among other groups under different hypotheses.

In observing the number of instances where an administrative
group's rank of importance was identical for both "is' and ''should be",
it is noted that the central office matched ''is' and ''should be' only
once (goal two), the Chesapeake campus matched '"is'" and ''should be' in
no instances, the Frederick campus matched "'is'" and '"'should be' on goal
ten, and the Virginia Beach campus matched ''is' and ''should be' most
frequently of the groups compared (goals one, four, five, and eleven).

A match in levels of importance reflected through identical mean
rankings supports goal congruence at this institution. In examining
the "should be" ranking of priorities, it is noted that in one instance
each administrative unit matched the ranking of priority for goal
statement two with all groups ranking it in position one. |In observing
the rank of goal statement six (minority recruitment) which has appeared
in contention with statistically significant differences at two other
institutions, all four administrative groups ranked it lower in priority
.

under the ''should be'" response than under '"is' response.
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COLLEGE-WIDE (CENTRAL OFFICE) ADMINISTRATORS

FOR EACH OF THE FIVE COLLEGES

Hypothesis Number Seven

No statistically significant difference will be found in

the priority of institutional goal perceptions held by college-

wide administrators of each of the five Virginia multi-campus

community colleges when compared against each other.

The multivariate analysis of variance for the five groups of central
office administrators of the five multi-campus Virginia community
colleges (J. Sargeant Reynolds, Northern Virginia, Rappahannock,

Southside Virginia, and Tidewater) as compared against each other, pro-
duced no statistically significant difference at the .01 level of signi-
ficance resulting in failure to reject the null hypothesis. The factorial
design for this comparison is shown in Figure 7, page 68.

Table 27 provides the F-score and critical value of the F-ratio for
the multivariate group comparison. Table 28 provides the F-scores and
critical values for each of the eleven goal statements for the univariate
analysis of variance per goal statement.

Although there developed no statistically significant difference
at the .01 level of significance for the five groups tested under
hypothesis number seven, when analyzing the rankings of the mean scores
for "is'" and ''should be' responses, variations are found. Table 29
provides the comparison of mean ranking per goal statement for this

group. Table 9, page 107, lists the goal statements used on the survey

instrument.
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Table 27

MULTIVARIATE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE

EacH CoOLLEGE CENTRAL OFFICE

(COLLLEGE-WIDE)

Pros > F

1.47922 44/66

.0737

J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS CENTRAL OFFICE
NORTHERN VIRGINIA CENTRAL OFFICE
RAPPAHANNOCK CENTRAL OFFICE
SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA CENTRAL OFFICE
TIDEWATER CENTRAL OFFICE

Z Z Z Z Z
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Table 28
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
PER GOAL STATEMENT FOR
EACH COLLEGE CENTRAL OFFICE
COMPARED AGAINST THE OTHERS
N = 33%
GOoAL
STATEMENT F DF PrROB > F
1 1.51363 4/28 L2244
2 1.29316 4/28 .2961
3 .50685 4/28 L7737
4 1.11584 4/28 .3691
5 .96565 4/28 .5569
6 .99058 4,28 .5699
7 .83786 4/28 .5145
8 .50383 4/28 .7358
9 .53846 4/28 L7114
10 .22170 4/28 .9226
11 3.15281 4/29 .0289

* J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS-CENTRAL OFFICE
NORTHERN VIRGINIA CENTRAL OFFICE
RAPPAHANNOCK CENTRAL OFFICE
SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA CENTRAL OFFICE

TIDEWATER CENTRAL OFFICE

Z Z Z
nwon i
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z Z
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When observing the number of instances that both "is'' and
"“"'should be' goal rank priorities matched among the five community
college central office administrative groups, it was noted that:

1. J. Sargeant Reynolds had rank matching on geoals two,
four, and eight.

2. Northern Virginia had no rank matching on any goal
statement.

3. Rappahannock had rank matching on goals six and nine.

L. Southside Virginia had rank matching on goals one, three,
six, and seven.

5. Tidewater had rank matching on goals one and nine.

Within the group comparisons, a greater range of ranking appeared.
It was observed that the larger the n for the group, the greater the
range of rankings. Northern Virginia (n=12) had the greatest spread in
range (one to ten), whereas J. Sargeant Reynolds (n=4) a range of one to
six for '"is'" and one to seven for ''should be'' ranking. Additionally,
Rappahannock (n=5) had a range of one to eight on "is'" and one to six
on '"'should be'" responses. Southside Virginia (n=5) had a range of one
-

to six on "is'" and one to five on ''should be'' responses. Tidewater

{n=7) had a range of one to eight on "'is'" and one to six on ''should be"

rankings.

Using the rank matching frequencies per central office group as a
criteria, it appeared that Southside Virginia had the greatest incidence
of matching of '"is' and ''should be'" priority ranks. This supports the
evidence of goal consonance at this institution among central office

administrators.
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CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS POOLED PER COLLEGE

Hypothesis Number Eight

No statistically significant difference will be found in
the priority of institutional goal perceptions held by campus
administrators of the five multi-campus Virginia community
colleges when pooled by college and compared against each
other.

The multivariate analysis of variance for the five groups of campus
administrators pooled by college (J. Sargeant Reynolds, Northern Virginia,
Rappahannock, Southside Virginia, and Tidewater) produced no statistically
significant difference at the .01 level of significance resulting in the
failure to reject the null hypothesis. The factorial design for this
comparison is shown in Figure 8, page 69.

Table 30 presents the F-score and critical value of the F-ratio for
the multivariate group comparison. Table 31 provides the F-scores and
critical values for each of the eleven goal statements for the univariate
analysis of variance per goal statement. Table 9, page 107, lists each
goal statement used on the survey form.

Although there developed no statistically significant difference
at the .01 level of significance for the five groups tested under
hypothesis number eight, when analyzing the rankings of the mean scores
for "is" and ''should be'' responses, variations are found. Table 32
provides the comparison of mean ranking per goal statement for this
group comparison.

In terms of rank matching of goal priorities as indicative of goal
consonance (Hampton, Summer and Webber, 1973; Festinger, 1957), it can

be observed from the data that among the pooled campus administrators,
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Table 30
MULTIVARIATE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE

COLLEGES WITH CAMPUS UNITS PoOLED

F DF ProB > F

1.32614 447474 .0843
J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS-CAMPUSES POOLED (2) N = 23
NORTHERN VIRGINIA-CAMPUSES POOLED (5) N = 55
RAPPAHANNOCK-CAMPUSES POOLED (2) N = 7
SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA-CAMPUSES POOLED (2) N = 12

TIDEWATER-CAMPUSES PCOLED (3) N = 38
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Table 31

UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

PER GOAL. STATEMENT FOR

COLLEGES WITH CAMPUS UNITS POOLED
AND COMPARED AGAINST THE OTHERS

N = 135*
GoAL
STATEMENT F DF ProB > F
1 1.54358 4/130 .1922
2 1.40294 4/130 .2355
3 .65749 4/130 .6257
4 .80905 4/130 .5236
5 .85013 4/130 .5021
6 1.05658 4/130 .3812
7 1.02961 4/130 .3952
8 1.90772 4/130 L1119
9 .28754 4/130 .8854
10 1.78527 4/130 . 1345
11 .87240 4/130 .5156
* J. SARGEANT REYNOLDS-ALL CAMPUSES N=23
NORTHERN VIRGINIA-ALL CAMPUSES N=55
RAPPAHANNOCK—~ALL CAMPUSES N= 7
SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA-ALLL CAMPUSES N=12
TIDEWATER-ALL CAMPUSES N=3
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varying degrees of '"is' and '"'should be' rank matching occurred.

The rank matching of "is' and ''should be' goal priorities
among the five groups are described accordingly:

1. J. Sargeant Reynolds had rank matching on goals one, four
and seven.

2. Northern Virginia had rank matching on goals seven and nine.

3. Rappahannock had rank matching on goals two and five.

L. Southside Virginia had rank matching on goals three and five.

5. Tidewater had rank matching on goals ten and eleven.

The most frequently occurring goal statements that enjoyed rank
matching among the five pooled administrative groups were goals five
and seven. The most extreme goal ranking ranges in terms of frequency
of occurrance appears through this comparison. J. Sargeant Reynolds
and Northern Virginia ranges of goal ranking went from one to eleven.
Tidewater had a range in goal ranking of one to ten. Rappahannock

and Southside both had ranges of goal rankings from onme to nine.

CHAPTER SUMMARY

The priority of institutional goal perceptions of college-wide
(central office) and campus administrators among the five multi-campus
community colleges of the Virginia Community College System as studied
through the use of the VCCS Goals Inventory (Appendix D) did not
diffe} significantly at the .01 level of significance as tested by
the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) procedure. The MANOVA
was used for hypotheses one, two, three, five, six, seven and eight.

The univariate analysis of variance at the .01 level was used to
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test hypothesis number four. Table 33 presents a summary of the
F-scores and critical values of the F-ratio for each comparison
tested through the null hypotheses. Rappahannock Community College
was not included on the multivariate analysis of variance compu-
tation (hypothesis number four) as cell sizes were such that the
multivariate analysis was precluded. Table 19, page 124, provides
the Rappahannock univariate analysis of variance per goal statement
tested at the .01 level of significance.

The nultl hypotheses tested at the .0l level of significance
using the multivariate analysis of variance (H, one, two, three, five,
six, seven and eight) and the univariate analysis of variance (H, four)

were:

No statistically significant difference will be found in the

priority of institutional goal perceptions held by:

H°I college-wide (central office) and campus administrators
of the five multi-campus Virginia community colleges on
an overall comparison.

Ho, college-wide (central office) and campus administrators
of J. Sargeant Reynolds Community College.

H03 college-wide (central office) and campus administrators
of Northern Virginia Community College.

H°h college-wide (central office) and campus administrators

of Rappahannock Community College.
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Table 33

MULTIVARIATE TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

FOR HYPOTHESES 1-8

HYPOTHESIS F DF ProB > F
1 1.71028 11/156 .0753
2 1.84519 22/ 26 .0677
3 1.41618 55/247 .0397
4 * * *
5 2.18508 22/ 6 .1676
6 1.54125 33/ 89 .0564
7 1.47922 44/ 66 .0737
8 1.32614 44/474 .0843

TABLE 19, PAGE 124 PROVIDES THE UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF

VARIANCE PER GOAL STATEMENT FOR RAPPAHANNOCK

(HYPOTHESIS

FOUR) . SMALL CELL SIZES PRECLUDED THE MULTIVARIATE

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE.
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H05 college-wide (central office) and campus administrators
of Southside Virginia Community College.

Ho6 college-wide (central office) and campus administrators
of Tidewater Community College.

H°7 college-wide (central office) administrators of each of
the five Virginia multi-campus community colleges when
compared against each other by college.

H08 campus administrators pooled by college for each of the

multi-campus Virginia community colleges and compared

against each other.

The SAS REGR program utilized to process the data collected
through this survey provided the statistical comparisons that
determined the non-statistically significant difference at the .01
level of significance for each of the null hypotheses tested. These
results enabled further delineation and impiication from the data

as acknowledged in the forthcoming and final chapter.



Chapter 5
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS

Goals play a major role in organizational identity and success.
The development of management and administrative theory highlights
the increasing concern of managers and educational administrators
over the future directions that will be taken by organizations
toward achieving their goals (Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell, 1968;
Argyris, 1964; Perrow, 1972b; Etzioni, 1961b; Schein, 1971; and
Grusky and Miller, 1970).

Through the literature review it became evident that although
goals are considered quite important in social organizations,
identification of and agreement on goals was not always typical
(Maier, 1961; Peterson, 1971; Bushnell, 1973; Farmer and Richman,
1974) . Goals were not found to be consistently specific or easily
measurable. This situation left room for great divergence of
emphasis and direction in goal consensus and attainment in social

organizations.

Statement of the Problem

The problem addressed through this study was one of exploring the
degree to which identification and development of Virginia Community
College System (VCCS) Task Force on Management by Objectives goals
sufficiently established goal priority consonance at individual insti-
tutional levels among community college administrators of multi-campus

Virginia community colleges.

150
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The literature supported the necessity for goal congruence and
consensus in order to solidify and extend the activities of the
educational institution (Carnegie Commission, 1973; Cross, 1974;
Bushnell, 1973; McMurrin, 1974; Peterson, 1973; Trivett, 1973).

With knowledge of administrative goal priority perceptions for
individual community colleges within a system, any discrepancies
could be identified in order to highlight dissonance as a focus for
problem-solving to improve the managerial climate of a college. |If
congruence existed rather than dissonance, the college management
team could have evidence of reinforcement for existing managerial
directions and behavior.

Little significant research had been done with respect to the
‘examination of goal congruence in higher educational institutions.
Much less was %ound specific to community colleges. When the state
of the art was examined for Virginia community colleges, goal research
seemingly dwindled to non-existence. The primary direction of educa-
tional goal priority research was in the area of determining goals,
rather than in testing the degree to which identified goals were being
accepted by individuals within organizations.

Although the business sector has delved deeply into goal analysis
for organizations,.higher education has not extensively indulged in
that areakof examination. However, Qith an increasing push for
accountability for educational organizations, the direction and impetus
is changing (Scharr, 1970; Peterson, 1970; Baldridge, 1971; Cohen,

1964; Niblett, 1970, Gross, 1968).



152

Design of the Study

The design of the research was ex post facto/survey and
utilized the analysis of variance (multivariate and univariate) to
provide statistical analyses of the data collected through the
Virginia Community College System Goals Inventory (Appendix D),
developed for this study and based upon the 1976 Virginia Community
College System (VCCS) Task Force on Management by Objectives goals.

The population for this study consisted of administrators of
the five multi-campus community colleges (among the twenty-three
community colleges in Virginia) whose position in the administrative
structure fe]l into one of two categories:

College-Wide (Central Office) Administrators. Those

administrators whose responsibility, authority, and/or influence

encompassed the entire college.

Campus Administrators. Those administrators whose respon-

sibility, authority and/or influence was confined to one campus of

a multi-campus Virginia community college.

The population of administrators within these two categories was

comprised of 171 community college administrators as an intact group.

The research instrument (Virginia Community College System Goals
Inventory, Appendix D) was developed through a factor analysis based
upon the original VCCS Task Force on Management by Objectives goals
(Appendix A) developed for distribution to and for utilization by the

twenty-three Virginia community colleges. The factor analysis produced
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eleven goal groupings (factors) from which eleven goal statements
were chosen to construct the final instrument. The reliability of
the instrument was established through a test/retest administration
of the goal statements (42). This test/retest produced a correlation
coefficient of .98 between the two administrations of the instrument.
The face validity was established as a result of the goal statements
being developed specifically for the Virginia community colleges
and by the system's designated representatives to the Task Force
on Management by Objectives. These goals provided the only reasonable
basis against which to measure goal congruence or dissonance within
the Virginia community colleges.

Data collection procedures involved a survey instrument (Appendix
D) distributed to all 171 college-wide and campus administrators of the
Virginia multi-campus community colleges through the 0ffice of the
President at each institution. The survey response rates were extremely
high (Table 8, page 101) with an overall return rate of 98.25 percent

after minor follow-up was done.

Null Hypotheses Tested

The null hypotheses tested at the .01 level of significance
using the multivariate and univariate analyses of variance were as

3
follows:

No statistically significant difference will be found in the

priority of institutional goal perceptions held by

Ho college-wide and campus administrators of the five multi-

]
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campus Virginia community colleges in an overall comparison.

H°2 college-wide and campus administrators
Reynolds Community College.
H03 college-wide and campus administrators

Community College.

H°h college-wide and campus administrators

Community College.

college-wide and campus administrators

Virginia Community College.

H06 college-wide and campus administrators

Community College.

of J. Sargeant

of Northern Virginia

of Rappahannock

of Southside

of Tidewater

H°7 college-wide administrators of each of the five multi-
campus Virginia community colleges when compared against
each other.

H08 campus administrators of each of the five multi-campus

Virginia community colleges when pooled by college and

compared against each other.

IMPLICATIONS

The multivariate analysis of variance utilized to test the

significance of differences at the .01 level of significance did
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not produce a statistically significant difference among the hypotheses
tested in this study. The multivariate analysis of variance was com=
puted on hypotheses one, two, three, five, six; seven and eight. The
univariate analysis of variance was computed for hypothesis number

four due to small cell sizes precluding the MANOVA. Testing at the

.01 level for the univariate, no significant difference emerged

for hypothesis four at the .01 level of significance.

There were, however, two significant differences on individual
goal statements for two of the insitutions (Northern Virginia and
Southside) at the .01 level of significance under the univariate
analysis of variance tests. These findings will be addressed further
on in the chapter.

With the absence of institutiodal goal dissonance evidenced by
non-statistically significant differences for each of the eight
hypotheses tested, a compatible managerial climate could be assumed.
The lack of dissonance (or presence of consonance) lends support to
Schein's (1971) contention that among the values, norms and behavior
patterns learned by individuals through organizational socialization,
a basic element is inculcating the basic goals of the organization.
The original mission statement of the Virginia Community tollege
System (Godwin, 1966) was apparently so acceptable to the individuals
managing the community colleges that its affects have continued

throughout the growth and development of the community college system.
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Berlew and Hall (Kolb, 1971) contended that the first year of
membership within an organization is the critical period for the
learning of organizational expectations and goals. It would appear
that due to the lack of disagreement/dissonance regarding goal
priorities among the community college administrators of this study,
that the organizational expectations and goals have been internalized
by the administrators examined through this research. |In examining
the individual goal mean rankings for '"is'"' and '"'should be' responses,
little variation was found among and between the groups analyzed.

The net results indicated a close clustering of goal priorities at
all institutions involved in this study.

Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell (1968) stressed the degree to
which an organization will attempt to impress its pattern upon the
individual and vice versa. Getzel's '"momothetic and idiographic
dimensions of behavior“ within social systems addresses the state of
congruence or incongruence between organizational and individual
behavior. With the high degree of goal priority consonance evidenced
through the failure to reject each of the eight null hypotheses
generated for thisvstudy, results strongly indicate a high degree of
goal agreement among the community college administrators of this study.

Constant references were found in the literature relative to the
controversy over goals, objectives, and their implications for organ-
izations (Filley and House, 1969; Etzioni, 196la,b, 1964, 1969;
Silverman, 1971). Evidence of this controversy was summarized as:

(1) the tendency of managers to confuse objectives with administrative
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policy; (2) a lack of distinction between the means of achieving
objectives and the end of those objectives; and (3) the managerial
confusion on establishing and stating objectives and goals. The
results of this study indicate lack of support for these contentions
with respect to multi-campus Virginia community college administrative
goal agreement.

Davis Sills (Grusky and Miller, 1970) contended that organizations,
in order to accomplish their goals, establish a set of procedures or
means.  He suggested that often goals evolve into ''ends" rafher than
maintain their status as goals. The evidence derived from this study
is not sufficient to make a judgment upon whether community college
administrators at the five multi-campus Virginia community colleges
view the VCCS Task Force Management by Objectives goals as ''ends' or
simply as goals. This area would provide an interesting opportunity
for future research.

Trivett (1973) commented upon the complex area of goals and
described them as (1) complex phenomena, (2) desired states which are
not totally attainable, and as (3) existing at several levels within
an organization. The evidence produced through this research appears
to refute Trivett's contention that goals are desired states which are
not totally attainable. In this study, goal congruence is supported

through the failure to reject all of the eight null hypotheses.
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Bolin's (1973) six criteria for establishing workable goals
for educational institutions are supported through this research
and its findings. However, only generalizations can be made.

Bolin's criteria (compatibility, attainability, intelligibility,
acceptability, measurability, and accountability) cover a broad
range of interpretation. The findings of this study can be said

to support both comﬁatibility and acceptability. Compatibility is
described as the need for unity and agreement among goals; accept-
ability is described as the staff reception of the goals. The
other four criteria would provide a basis for further goal research
in an effort to determine the characteristics of VCCS goals.

This study partially supports the work of Gross and Grambsch
(1968) which indicated that based upon ''is'" and ''should be'' responses
to priority of goals, differences between groups were small (with
respect to ranking goals), but that is" and "'should be" ratings of
perceptions by individuals varied. The eight hypotheses produced
no significant differences between and among groups at the .0l
level of significance, but individual rankings of goal priorities
within administrative groups and within institutions varied.

Peterson (1971) identified what he felt to be the three most
practical purposes for goals in education: (1) to provide a basis for
policy development; (2) to provide a general framework for decision-
making; and (3) to provide a basis for institutional planning. Other

uses for goals in organizations have been summarized as follows:
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(1) as a device to facilitate communication; (2) as a set of guide-
lTines which assist in focusing attention upon internal organizational
activity; and (3) for the purpose of setting patterns of organizational
authority, ;hannels of internal communication and decision-making
(Etzioni, 1964; Perrow, 1972b; Kast and Rosenzweig, 1970). This
research and its findings support the uses of goals, if goal conso-
nance can be said to indicate that agreement to the level of that
found through this study is indicative of commonness of purpose.

Carpenter (1973) stated that Management by Objectives (MBO)
coordinates management activities with institutional goals. This
study aptly supports this contention. The VCCS had as its purpose
the identification and reiteration of institutional goals for the
twenty-three community colleges in Virginia, among which are the
five multi-campus community colleges utilized for this research. The
objective was to reinforce the original goal/mission statement of the
system and to gain goal agreement/consonance among the colleges. The
lack of any statistically significant difference for either of the
eight null hypotheses tested in this study indicates that goal conso-
nance does exist for this population of multi-campus community college
administrators in Virginia. However, the means through which this
consonance has evolved is not clear from this study. This area would
provide a foundation for further research.

MBO is also said to elicit teamwork by attempting to identify
common goals within organizations (Mansergth, 1971). The results of this

study indicate that the common goals seem to be addressed by the
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VCCS Task Force on Management by Objectives goals as distributed to
the twenty-three community colleges as evidenced through the high
level of congruence among the colleges surveyed and analyzed in
this research.

The human relations era of management theory brought attention
to the need for a more 'person-oriented' approach in management
(Etzioni, 1964; Pfiffner and Sherwood, 1960). Management by Object-
ives as a technique evolved as a result of increasing concern for
involving the individual in the organization's attempt to succeed
by gaining goal-agreement from organizational members (Odiorne, 1965;
Carpenter, 1973). Using goal congruence as an indicator of common
purpose and agreement, these research findings seem to support the
concept that the 'person-oriented' management approach gains a
higher level of consensus and agreement among individuals in an
organization with respect to goals.

The two instances of statistically significant difference at the
.01 Tevel of significance appeared with respect to goal statement
six (Factor Six - Equal Opportunity Goals) when the univariate analysis
of variance was produced for each of the eleven goal statements per
hypothesis tested. Northern Virginia and Southside Virginia Community
Colleges both developed a significant difference at the .0l level of
significance on goal statement six (recruiting of minority staff
members). At these two institutions it can be observed that goal

dissonance exists with respect to the priority of the equal opportunity
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factor. The prédiction, based on these findings, can only be made
in terms of the evidence of dissonance. However, it might be
concluded that several conditions may have affected this goal
priority among groups and between institutions: (1) that the
governmental impetus for equal opportunity and affirmative action

in employment and recruiting has alienated administrators; (2) that
a high degree of employment of minorities has already been achieved;
or (3) that there is genuine non-commitment and lack of concern

by administrative groups with respect to minority recruitment and
affirmative action activities within the colleges.

Data from this research suggested that the non-significant
differences of priority perceptions of institutional goals held by
community college administrators among the five multi-campus
community colleges in Virginia supported the contention that goal
congruence exists for those colleges on overall levels. This high
lével of goal consonance reinforces the administrative staff groups
of the colleges studied with respect to goal inculcation and attain-
ment. The evidence further provides support for the postulation
that a favorable managerial climate exists within these institutions

with respect to goal direction, goal attainment and goal agreement.

RECOMMENDAT | ONS

Based on the findings and implications of this research, the

following recommendations are suggested:
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1. This study should be replicated after one year to determine
if future institutional practices reflect the stated VCCS goals.

2. This study should be repeated for the multi-campus Virginia
community colleges after one year in order to reassess the degree of
goal congruence among those institutions.

3. A more detailed evaluation of the goal priority perceptions
utilizing this study design should be conducted between the VCCS
management téam (Chancellor, Vice Chancellor, Division Directors,
Coordinators, and State Department of Community College personnel)
versus the twenty-three community college management teams (Presidents,
Deans, Provosts, Division Chairpersons, Directors, and Coordinators) in
order to evaluate the status of goal congruence among these groups.

k. This study should be adapted for administration to faculty,
administrators, classified personnel, students, local boards, and
community representatives on a comparative basis after a time period of
one year (allowing the goals to be implemented throughout all levels of
the institution), in an effort to evaluate goal congruence among and
between these groups per college and state-wide.

5. Although no statistically significant difference emerged from
major group comparisons for the eight hypotheses, attention should be
directed toward assessing the status of minority recruitment for
Northern Virginia and Southside Virginia Community Colleges whose uni-
variate analysis of variance at the .01 level produced significant
differences for goal statement six, in an effort to determine the precise

reason for the administrative dissonance on this goal statement.



163

6. Additional research should be conducted to determine whether
the responses made to this survey were the result of passive acceptance
of goals or whether a genuine commitment to the community college pur-

poses among the state's multi-campus institutions exists.

With the high incidence of goal agreement among the five multi-
campus Virginia community colleges, a favorable managerial climate
for the future development of specific institutional objectives
appears evident. This high degree of goal consonance provides a
positive basis from which to develop cooperative goals per college
and from which to determine the priority of objectives for each

institution and campus.
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APPENDIX A

VCCS TAsSK FORCE ON
MANAGEMENT BY OBJECTIVES REPORT

JANUARY 14, 1976

10.0 CURRENT MISSION STATEMENTS
The Virginia Community College System Mission

The Virginia Community College System is composed of the State
Board for Community Colleges, the State Department of Community
Colleges and each of the comprehensive community colleges
governed by the Board.

MISSION

The mission of the Virginia Community College System is to
function within the total educational community, in those
areas assigned to it by law, to assure that all individuals
in the Commonwealth of Virginia are given a continuing
opportunity for the development and extension of their skills
and knowledge. :

Principal emphasis is placed on occupational-technical
education with commensurate emphasis on counseling and
guidance. Transfer programs are an integral part of the
mission and continuing education is a vital service to the
total mission.

The Virginia Community College System provides trained man-

power through a cooperative effort with industry, business,
professions, government and other educational institutions.

The mission shall be accomplished primarily through the opera-
tion of comprehensive community colleges throughout the
Commonweal th, supported by the State Department of Community
Colleges. Individual colleges shall offer programs of instruct-
ion, extending not beyond the Associate Degree level, designed

to respond to the needs of the Commonwealth and to the particular
needs of the citizens of the regions in which they are located.
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11.0 GOALS STATEMENTS

1.1 Virginia Community College System Goals Statements

Educational Program Goals

The Virginia Community College System shall, through
individual comprehensive community colleges and the
Special Training Division of the State Department of
Community Colleges provide educational opportunities
to individuals within and beyond the typical college
age. The System has the responsibility for effectively
and efficiently meeting the educational and training
needs of those citizens of the Commonwealth for whom
it was designed to serve. Each college shall have a
specific geographic region for which it is primarily
responsible.

A. The educational program goals of the VCCS are:
I. To offer Associate in Applied Science Degree

Programs to preparé—Thdividuals for careers
as technicians and paraprofessional workers.

2. To offer Associate in Arts and Associate in
Science Degree Programs designed to prepare
individuals for transfer, as upper-division
students, to baccalaureate degree programs
in four-year colleges.

3. To offer Diploma and Certificate Programs
designed to prepare individuals for careers
as technicians and skilled workers.

L. To offer Developmental Programs designed to
assist individuals in meeting educational re-
quirements to prepare them to benefit from
other instructional programs.

5. To offer Continuing Education Programs designed
to provide educational opportunities for indiv-
iduals who wish to continue and expand their
learning experiences. Such programs may include
credit and non-credit courses, seminars or
workshops.
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6. To offer Community Services which shall provide
cultural and educational opportunities which are
in addition to other programs of the college.
Where available, facilities and other resources
may be provided to other educational insitutions
or other qualified organizations.

7. To offer Student Development Services which,
through counseling and guidance, shall be de-
signed to primarily assist with decisions
regarding occupational, educational, and personal
goals, and to facilitate their educational progress.

8. To offer Special Training programs where specific
employment opportunities are available in new or
expanding businesses, industries, and professions.
Such programs shall be operated in coordination
with the individual comprehensive community
colleges.

Educational Impact Goals

B. Educational Impact Goals is a category of goals that
deals with the impact of the educational process among
students. These statements relate to the type of
change or effect colleges hope to have on students and
lead to a measurement of the educational impact of a
college on the student.

NOTE: The Educational Impact Goals will be developed
as part of the second cycle of M.B.O.

Operational Goals

The State Board of Community Colleges is appointed by the
Governor of the Commonwealth and is the governing board for
the Virginia Community College System. Each College has a
College Board, appointed by the political subdivisions
served by the College, which is advisory to the State Board
and which has such authority and responsibility as may be
delegated to it by the State Board. The Virginia Community
College System shall provide the necessary organization and
resources to implement its Educational Program Goals.

C. GENERAL -- The general goals of the VCCS are as follows:

1. A goal to develop programs, courses, and services
based on the assessed needs of individuals and the
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needs of industry, business, professions and
government in the Commonwealth.

To offer programs and services at the lowest
possible cost in order not to exclude citizens
of the Commonwealth from needed educational
opportunities due to costs.

To manage the VCCS through the use of clearly
stated goals and objectives with full account-
ability to the colleges and the systems' con-
stituents.

D. ORGANIZATION =-- The organizational goals of the VCCS are
as follows:

1.

To establish an effective organizational structure
in the State Department of Community Colleges
which supports the programs of the System and the
community colleges.

To establish an organizational structure within
each community college which provides for the
effective operation of the college. Such structure
shall be fully defined and communicated to all
college personnel and the State Board.

To define an effective organizational structure
for the VCCS and clearly communicate it to all
personnel.

MANAGEMENT -- The management team of the Virginia Community

College System includes the Chancellor, Vice Chancellor,
Division Directors, and the Presidents of the respective

colleges.

The college management teams include the

Presidents, Provosts, Deans, Directors, Coordinators,
Division Chairmen, and Business Managers.

The management goals of the VCCS are as follows:

I.

To define system and institutional expectations

for each member of the management team to facilitate
the selection of individuals who are professionally
competent and who have goals consistent with those
of the system and the college.

To provide a program of professional development to
provide for growth and development of individuals
composing management teams.
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3. To provide programs of evaluation and retention
including appropriate salaries and benefits.

b, To involve members of the management team in the
development of policies and procedures, and to
clearly define the role and scope of this involve-
ment.

5. To provide protection from arbitrary actions by
senior administrators and from undue outside
pressures.

FACULTY -- Faculty, as used herein, includes all personnel
holding faculty rank not included in the section on
Management.

The goals of the VCCS regarding faculty are as follows:

1. To define system and institutional expectations for
each member of the faculty to facilitate the select-
ion of individuals who are professionally competent
and who have goals consistent with those of the
system and the college.

2. To provide a program of professional development to
assure that faculty members are kept abreast of the
latest developments in their respective disciplines,
instructional methodology, and developments in
community college education.

3. To develop programs of evaluation and retention
including appropriate salaries and benefits related
thereto.

k4, To involve faculty in the development of institutional
and system policies and procedures and to define
clearly the scope of their role in this area.

5. To defend academic freedom and due process and protect
faculty from arbitrary administrative actions and undue
outside pressures.

SUPPORT STAFF -- The support staff includes classified
employees of the colleges and the staff of the State
Department of Community Colleges, not previously included
within the definition of Management or Faculty.

The VCCS goals relative to the support staff are as follows:
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To define system and institutional expectations
for each member of the support staff to facili-
tate the selection of individuals who are pro-
fessionally competent and who have goals consist-
ent with those of the system and the college.

To provide a program of development to maintain
and improve the competencies of the members of
the support staff.

To provide evaluation and retention policies
including appropriate salaries and benefits
related thereto.

To protect support staff members from arbitrary
administrative actions and undue outside pressures.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY -- Regarding equal opportunity, the
VCCS has the following goals:

1.

To provide educational services to all citizens of
the Commonwealth without regard to race, sex,
national origin, religious preference, martial
status, or any other matters not directly related
to the individual's ability to benefit from the
educational program.

To avoid any discrimination in its employment
practices on the basis of race, sex, national
origin, religious preference, marital status,
or any other matter not directly related to the
qualifications of the individual to perform the
duties of the job.

To develop recruiting practices that encourage

persons from minority groups presently under-
represented in the management, faculty, or staff
of the system to apply for positions for which
they are qualified.

FINANCIAL RESOURCES -- Regarding financial resources,
the VCCS has the following goals:

1.

To prepare and justify budget requests that
accurately reflect the needs of the individual
colleges and the system.

To allocate available financial resources to im-
plement most effectively and efficiently the
Educational Goals of the Virginia Community
College System.
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To manage available resources so that maximum
benefits are achieved.

To be accountable for the utilization of all
financial resources.

LEARNING RESOURCES -- Learning Resources include libraries
audio-visual equipment and materials and learning lab-
oratory facilities.

VCCS goals related to Learning Resources are:

1.

To provide learning resources facilities at each
campus in order to assist in creating an effective
learning environment.

To develop learning resources which support the
programs of the colleges.

To promote and encourage the utilization of appro-
priate learning resources by students, faculty,
staff, and the general public.

PHYSICAL PLANT -- For the physical plant area the VCCS
has the following goals:

1.

To provide facilities and equipment to create
desirable learning environments for the system's
programs,

To maintain and protect facilities and equipment so
as to assure maximum benefit from their use.

To encourage appropriate utilization of college
facilities by outside agencies and community groups.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT -- The VCCS Research and Develop-
ment goals are as follows:

1.

To maintain a program of information to support
evaluation and management of institutional and
system performance.
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APPENDIX C
TEST/RETEST SURVEY ON

VCCS 42 MANAGEMENT BY 0UBJECTIVES
GDOAL STATEMENTS

VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM GOALS INVENTORY =

The Virginia Community College System (VCCS) Task Force on Manage-
ment by Objectives comprised of the Chancellor, State Board of Community
Colleges, and other VCCS and college administrators has developed 42 goal
statements for the system. The attached Goals Inventory lists each of
those 42 goals in various categories as established by the Task Force.
The goals are printed in this survey exactly as they were written by the
VCCS Task Force in January of 1976.

The attached Goals Inventory will be administered twice to the same
group of community college professionals. A Factor Analysis will be
done to derive the final survey instrument to be used to identify and
compare the perceptions of goal priorities of campus and central office
administrators among the five multi-campus community colleges in Virginia.
The study has been approved by the Research and Information Committee of
the Advisory Council of Presidents of the VCCS (February 1976).

All data collected through these two pre-tests will be treated as
group data and handled confidentially. Individual responses and score
sheets will not be identified in the data analysis, nor will they be
distributed within the VCCS. These group data will only appear in the
dissertation as a foundation for the final survey instrument to be used.
Coding on each survey form and on each computer answer sheet is for

follow-up on returns only.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY FORM/ANSWER SHEET:

1. Each goal statement is in a category as established by the VCCS.
Each section is identified on the survey form and underscored. There
will be duplications in the goals throughout the survey form. Please

consider each goal and its level of importance with respect to the
category in which it falls.

2. Each goal statement requires two responses:
IS and SHOULD BE

3. Each answer blank on the computer score sheet provides two areas
for your responses:

0, 1, 2, 3, or 4 1S

5, 6, 7, 8, or 9 SHOULD BE
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L. Using the response key provided below and on each page of the
survey, you are asked to respond to each goal statement in two
different ways:

FIRST - How important you feel the goal IS at the
present time.

SECOND - How important you feel the goal SHOULD BE in
the future.

0/5 of no importance
1/6 of low importance
2/7 of medium importance
EXAMPLE 3/8 of high importance
4/9 of extremely high importance

5. To develop programs of eval-
uvation and retention with IS 0 1 C) 3 4
appropriate salaries and
SPPropT L SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 (9)

In this example, the respondent feels that the goal IS presently of
medium importance, but feels that the goal SHOULD BE of extremely
high importance.

MARKING THE COMPUTER SCORE SHEET

1. In marking the survey responses you may wish to consider circling
your response on the survey form and then later transferring the
marks to the computer score sheet in order to save time.

On the survey form, each goal statement has its item number re-
peated in the right margin for your convenience in transferring
answers.

2. Begin marking answers on the computer score sheet with #5.
Blanks 1-4 are reserved for coding of forms.

3. Answer blanks proceed ACROSS the form, not down.
4. Mark twice for each goal statement:

IS 0, 1, 2, 3, or h
SHOULD BE 5, 6,7, 8, 0or9

5. Use any PENCIL with medium or dark lead. Please do not use ink or
felt pens. Mark-sensing pencils are not necessary.
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6. Make all marks heavy and dark; fill in spaces completely; erase
cleanly if a response is changed.

7. Please do not make any stray marks on the computer score sheet as
the form will be invalidated in processing.

8. Please do not fold, staple, or paperclip the computer sheet or it
will not process properly.

9. Please return the survey form and computer score sheet together so
they can be checked for accuracy before computer processing.

Your cooperation and assistance in this test/retest of the survey
instrument is greatly appreciated. |If you have any questions or
suggestions for improvement of instructions, please let me know.
If you wish a summary report of the final instrument or of the
dissertation results, call or drop me a note and | will be happy
to provide it for you.

Cheryl W. Creager
6000-J Terrace View
Blacksburg, VA 24060

(703) 951-8904

PLEASE BEGIN THE SURVEY RESPONSES. BEGIN MARKING ANSWER

SHEETS IN BLANK #5.

*Instructions were contained on two sheets versus the three sheets
required in the dissertation due to shorter margin ranges for

typing.
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VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM GOALS

VCCS Educational Program Goals

5.

To offer Associate in Applied
Science degree programs to

prepare individuals for careers

as technicians and parapro-
fessional workers.

. To offer Associate in Arts and
Associate in Science degree pro-
grams designed to prepare indiv-

iduals for transfer, as upper-
division students, to baccal-
aureate degree programs in
four-year colleges.

To offer Diploma and Certifi-
cate programs designed to
prepare individuals for
careers as technicians and
skilled workers.

To offer Developmental pro-
grams designed to assist
individuals in meeting ed-
ucational requirements to
prepare them to benefit
from other instructional
programs.

To offer Continuing Educa-
tion programs designed to
provide educational oppor-
tunities for individuals
who wish to continue and
expand their learning
experiences.

To offer Community Services
which shall provide cultural
and educational opportunities
which are in addition to other
programs of the college.

0/5 of
1/6 of
2/7 of
3/8 of

4/9 of

no importance

low importance
medium importance
high importance

INVENTORY =

extremely high importance

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

SHOULD

BE

SHOULD

SHOULD

BE

0 1
5 6
0 1
5 6
0 1
5 6
0 1
5 6
0 1
5 6
0 1
5 6

#5

#6

#7

#8

#9

#10
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11. To offer Student Development
Services which, through coun-
seling and guidance, shall be
designed to primarily assist
with decisions regarding occu-
pational, educational, and
personal goals, and to facili-
tate their educational progress.

12. To offer Special Training pro-
grams where specific employment
opportunities are available in
new or expanding businesses,
industries, and professions.

VCCS Operational Goals-General

13. To develop programs, courses,
and services based on the
assessed needs of individuals
and the needs of industry,
business, professions and
government in the Common-
weal th.

14. To offer programs and services
at the lowest possible cost in
order not to exclude citizens
of the Commonwealth from needed
educational opportunities due
to costs.

15. To manage the VCCS through the
use of clearly stated goals and
objectives with full account-
ability to the colleges and
the system's constituents.

VCCS Operational Goals-Organizational

0/5 of no importance

1/6 of low importance
2/7 of medium importance
3/8 of high importance

4/9 of extremely high importance

SHOULD

BE

SHOULD

BE

SHOULD

BE

SHOULD

SHOULD

16. To establish an effective organ-
izational structure in the State
Department of Community Colleges
which supports the programs of
the system and the colleges.

BE

SHOULD

BE

#11

#12

#13

#14

#15

#16
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0/5 of no importance

1/6 of low importance

2/7 of medium importance

3/8 of high importance

k/9 of extremely high importance

17. To establish an organizational
structure within each community

college which provides for the 1S 0 1 2 3 4
effective operation of the #17
college and is fully defined SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

and communicated to all college
personnel and the State Board.

18. To define an effective organi-

zational structure for the IS 01 2 3 4
VCCS and clearly communicate #18
it to all personnel. SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

VCCS Management Goals

The VCCS Management Team includes the Chancellor, Vice-Chancellor,
Division Directors, and Presidents of the colleges. The College
Management Teams include the Presidents, Provosts, Deans, Directors,
Coordinators, Division Chairpersons, and Business Managers.

i9. To define system and institu-
tional expectations for each
member of the management team

to facilitate the selection of IS 0 1 2 3 4
individuals who are profession- #19
ally competent and who have SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

goals consistent with those of
the system and the college.

20. To provide a program of pro-

fessional development to IS 0 1 2 3 4
provide for growth and dev- #20
elopment of individuals com- SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
posing the management teams.

21. To provide programs of eval- IS 01 2 3 4
uation and retention includ- #21
ing appropriate salaries and SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
benefits. :

22. To involve members of the man-

agement team in the develop- IS 0 1 2 3 4
ment of policies and proced- #22
ures, and to clearly define SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

the role and scope of this
involvement.
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0/5 of no importance

1/6 of low importance

2/7 of medium importance

3/8 of high importance

4/9 of extremely high importance

To Provude perectlon frqm Is 01 2 3 4
arbitrary actions by senior 423
administrators and from SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

undue outside pressures.

VCCS Goals Regarding Faculty

Faculty includes all personnel holding faculty rank not included in the
section on Management.

24,

25.

26.

27.

To define system and insti-
tutional expectations for

each member of the faculty IS 01 2 3 4
to facilitate the selection #24
of individuals who are pro- SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

fessionally competent and who
have goals consistent with
those of the system and the
college.

To provide a program of pro-
fessional development to
assure that faculty members

are kept abreast of the IS 01 2 3 4
latest developments in their #25
respective disciplines, in- SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

structional methodology, and
developments in community
college education.

To develop programs of

evaluation and retention 1S 0 1 2 3 4
including appropriate #26
salaries and benefits SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

related thereto.

To involve faculty in the

development oflnvstltutlonal IS 01 2 3 &
and system policies and pro- ’ 427
cedures and to define clearly SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

the scope of their role in
this area.
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To defend academic freedom
and due process and protect
faculty from arbitrary admin-
istrative actions and undue
outside pressures.

VCCS Goals Related to Support Staff

Support Staff includes classified employees of the colleges and the
staff of the State Department of Community Colleges, not previously
included within the definition of Management or Faculty.

29.

30.

31.

32.

To define system and institu-
tional expectations for each
member of the support staff

to facilitate the selection

of individuals who are profess-
ionally competent and who have
goals consistent with those of
the system and the college.

To provide a program of devel-
opment to maintain and improve
the competencies of the members
of the support staff.

To provide evaluation and
retention policies including
appropriate salaries and
benefits related thereto.

To protect support staff
members from arbitrary
administrative actions and
undue outside pressures.

0/5 of no importance
1/6 of low importance
2/7 of medium importance
3/8 of high importance
L/9 of extremely high importance
IS 01 2 3 4
#28
SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
IS 01 2 3 4
#29
SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
IS 01 2 3 &
#30
SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
) 0 1 2 3 4
#31
SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
IS 01 2 3 4
#32
SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
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0/5 of no importance

1/6 of low importance

2/7 of medium importance

3/8 of high importance

L4/9 of extremely high importance

VCCS Equal Opportunity Goals

33. To provide educational services
to all citizens of the Common-
wealth without regard to race,
sex, national origin, religious IS 0 1 2 3 4
preference, marital status, or #33
any other matters not directly SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
related to the individual's
ability to benefit from the
educational program.

34. To avoid any discrimination
in its employment practices
on .the basis of race, sec,

national origin, religious IS 01 2 3 4
preference, marital status, #34
or any other matter not SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

directly related to the
qualifications ef the indiv-
idual to perform the duties
of the job.

35. To develop recruiting practices
that encourage persons from

minority groups presently (S 01 2 3 &4
underrepresented in the man- 435
agement, faculty, or staff of SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

the system to apply for pos-
itions for which they are
qualified.

VCCS Financial Resources Goals

36. To prepare and justify budget
IS 01 2 3 4
requests that accurately #37
reflect the needs of the indi- SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

vidual colleges and the system.
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38.

39.
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To allocate available finan-
cial resources to implement
most effectively and effici-
ently the educational goals
of the Virginia Community
College System.

To manage available resources
so that maximum benefits are
achieved.

To be accountable for the
utilization of all financial
resources.

VCCS Learning Resources Goals

Learning Resources include libraries, audio-visual equipment

0/5 of no importance
1/6 of low importance

2/7 of medium importance
3/8 of high importance
L/9 of extremely high importance

1S

SHOULD BE

IS

SHOULD BE

IS

SHOULD BE

materials and learning-laboratory facilities.

4o.

4.

42.

VCCS

To provide learning resources
facilities at each campus in
order to assist in creating
an effective learning
environment.

To develop learning resources
which support the programs of
the colleges.

To promote and encourage the
utilization of appropriate
learning resources by students,
faculty, staff, and the general
public.

Physical Plant Goals

43.

To provide facilities and equip-
ment to create desirable learn-
ing environments for the
system's programs.

IS

SHOULD BE

IS

SHOULD BE

IS

SHOULD BE

1S

SHOULD BE

3 4
8 9
3 4
8 9
3 4
8 9
and

3 4
8 9
3 4
8 9
3 4
8 9
3 4
8 9

#37

#38

#39

#40

#h1

#h2

#43
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0/5 of no importance

1/6 of low importance

2/7 of medium importance

3/8 of high importance

L/9 of extremely high importance

VCCS Physical Plant Goals (cont)

4. To maintain and protect facili-
. - IS 0 1 2 3 &

ties and equipment so as to 4Ll
assure maximum benefit from
their use. SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

45, To_e?courage appropriate IS 01 2 3 &4
utilization of coliege facil- 45
ities by outside agencies and SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

community groups.

VCCS Research and Development Goals

L6. To maintain a program of infor-
. . IS 01 2 3 4
mation to support evaluation #146
and management of institutional
and system performance. SHOULD BE 567 89

Thank you very much for your time and assistance in completing this
survey instrument.

If there are any comments or suggestions you have for the improvement of
the format, please make them below. Comments can be continued on the
reverse side of this final page. Any criticism will be appreciated as

a final instrument will be developed from this test format.

*The Inventory did not take this many pages in actual form due to different
margin requirements for the dissertation. The excessive hyphenation in
the goal statement section is due to more narrow margin requirements.
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APPENDIX D
VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM GOALS INVENTORY

INTRODUCTICN

After reading the preliminary information and the directions, this
survey should take only 10 minutes of your time. Your assistance and
cooperation in completing this survey will be greatly appreciated.

The cover memorandum requests the return of this form to the coordin-
ating office by a deadline in order to meet a computer time schedule.
Your prompt return of the answer sheet will make sure that your college
group data is complete and will also avoid having a segment of your
institution's administrative staff eliminated from the data base. In
order to have valid comparisons between and among colleges and campuses
of the multi-campus institutions of the VCCS, 100% participation and
response of the administrative staff is vital.

THE SURVEY INTENT

This eleven item survey was developed from a Factor Analysis computed on
two sample groups responding to an original list of 42 goal statements
developed by the VCCS Task Force on Management by Objectives.

The intent of this study is to determine if statistically significant
differences exist in the perceptions of institutional goal priorities as
held by administrators of the five multi-campus community colleges of
the VCCS. The statistical analysis will examine differences and/or
similarities between and among two levels of administration (college-
wide/central office versus campus levels) as group data.

CONFIDENTIALITY

All data collected will be treated as group data only. Individual
responses will not be identified in the final analysis. Answer sheets
will not be returned to participating institutions or to the VCCS.

On the reverse side of the survey form and computer sheet you will find
an identification number. This number identifies your survey form for
follow-up to request return if the deadline is not met. Although this
number identified your response sheet, it will not be used to identify
your individual response sheet in the data analysis.

The computer answer sheet is pre-coded for grouping purposes as follows:

Blank #1 Identifies the college

Biank #2 ldentifies the central office or campus group

Blank #3 Identifies the administrative level (central office/campus)
Blank #4 Is not marked; will not be used for this survey
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In administrative grouping, the only designation that will be used is
whether an administrator's responsibility area affects the entire college
(central office) or whether it affects only one campus. Individual pos-
itions are not identified.

RESPONDING TO THE GOAL STATEMENTS

1. Please respond to each goal statement. Do not leave any item blank.
There will be two responses required for each goal statement. A
sample item will be provided later in the instructions to demonstrate

the use of the score sheet.

2. The Inventory consists of 11 goal statements. You are asked to res-
pond to each goal statement in two different ways:

FIRST - How important you feel the goal IS at the present time
THEN - How important you feel the goal SHOULD BE in the future

3. Important considerations in making your judgment on the importance
of each goal statement are:

a. Consider the institution as a whole in making your judgment
on each response: 1S and SHOULD BE

b. When giving ""Should Be' responses, do not be restricted or
restrained by your beliefs about whether the goal, realistically,
can ever be attained at your institution or within the VCCS.

L. The following sample goal statement is provided to clarify the method
of response for each goal statement:

0/5 of no importance

1/6 of low importance

2/7 of medium importance

3/8 of high importance

L/9 of extremely high importance

To defend academic freedom

and due process and to pro-
tect faculty from arbitrary IS0 1 CD 3 4
administrative actions and SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 ()

undue outside pressures

In this example, the respondent believes that the goal 1S of medium
importance at the present time, but thinks that the goal SHOULD BE
of extremely high importance in the future.
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MARKING THE COMPUTER ANSWER SHEET

1.

To save time you may wish to mark the survey form by circling the
selected response then later transferring this response to the
computer answer sheet. Each goal statement item number is repeated
in the right margin to aid in the transfer process.

2. Begin marking your responses with BLANK #5. Blanks 1-3 are pre-coded.
Please do not mark Blank #4. It should remain empty.

3. Answer blanks proceed ACROSS THE PAGE, not down.

4. Mark twice for each goal statement: IS and SHOULD BE

5. Please do not omit any responses. Respond to each item twice.

6. Use ANY PENCIL (medium or dark lead). Please do not use ink or felt-
tip pens. Special mark-sensing pencils are not necessary for this
computer score sheet.

7. Make all marks heavy and dark; fill in spaces completely; erase
cleanly if a response is changed.

8. Please do not make any stray marks on the computer sheet or it will
not process.

9. Please do not fold, staple, or paper-clip the computer sheet or it
will not process through the optical scanner.

10. Please return the computer sheet only (survey form can be discarded)
to the coordinating office promptly and within the established
deadline.

DEFINITIONS

Institution Refers to the individual community college

Management Team

College Includes Presidents, Provosts, Deans, Directors,

Division Chairpersons, Coordinators, and
Business Managers

Management Team

VCCS Includes Chancellor, Vice-Chancellor, Division

Directors, and Presidents of the colleges

System Refers to the Virginia Community Coilege System
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VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM GOALS INVENTORY

0/5 of no importance

1/6 of low importance

2/7 of medium importance

3/8 of high importance

4/9  of extremely high importance

To provide evaluation and Is 0 1 2 3 4
retention policies including #5
appropriate salaries and SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

benefits related thereto.

To develop programs, courses,

and services based on the .

assessed needs of individuals IS 0 1 2 3 4

and the needs of industry, bus- #6
iness, professions and govern- SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

ment in the Commonwealth.

To establish an organizational
structure within each community

college which provides for the IS 0 1 2 3 4
effective operation of the - #7
college and is fully defined SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9

and communicated to all college
personnel and the State Board.

To define System and institu-

tional expectations for each IS 0 1 2 3 4

member of the management team #8
to facilitate the selection of SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
individuals who are profession-

ally competent and who have goals

consistent with those of the

System and the college.

To ?rov1de facilities a?d IS 0 1 2 3 4
equipment to create desirable #9
;earnl?g environments for the SHOULD BE &5 6 7 8 9

ystem's programs.
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13.

14.

15.
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To develop recruiting practices
that encourage persons from
minority groups presently under-
represented in the management,
faculty, or staff of the system
to apply for positions for which
they are qualified.

To define an effective organi-
zational structure for the VCCS
and clearly communicate it to
all personnel.

To provide a program of pro-
fessioal development to pro-
vide for growth and develop-
ment of individuals composing
the management teams.

To offer Associate in Applied
Science degree programs to
prepare individuals for careers
as technicians and paraprofess-
ional workers. -~

To establish an effective organ-
izational structure in the State
Department of Community Colleges
which supports the programs of
the System and the colleges.

To offer Community Services
which shall provide cultural
and educational opportunities
which are in addition to other
programs of the college.

0/5 of
1/6 of
2/7 of
3/8 of
L4/9 of

no importance

low importance

medium importance

high importance

extremely high importance

IS 0 1 2 3 4

#10
SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
IS 0 1 2 3 4

#11
SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
IS 0 1 2 3 4

#12
SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
Is 0 1 2 3 4

#13
SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
IS 0 1 2 3 4

#14
SHOULD BE 5 6 7 8 9
IS 0 1 2 3 4

#15

SHOULD

BE 5 6 7 8 9

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY.
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VIROINIA DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES

February 19, 1976

Ms. Cheryl W. Creager
6000-J Terrace View
Blacksburg, Virginia 24060

Dear Ms, Creager:

The Research and Information Committee of the Advisory Council
of Presidents has approved your study on the perceptions of institu-
tional goal priorities among administrators at VCCS multi-campus
colleges. in your cover letter for the questionnaire, please include

a statement about the above-noted abproval.

You shoutd work directly with the administrators at the five
multi-campus colleges.

We would like to receive a copy of your dissertation when it
is completed and approved by your university committee.

Best wishes for'your study.
Very truly yours,
e . éj
e ( Py
Fred A. Snyder //

Dlrector
Research and Planning Division

FAS :egw

911 EAST BR0AD STRERT, P.O. BOX 1868, RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 2218, AREA CODN BO4!770-R231
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INFORMATION SHEET FOR DISTRIBUTION AND COLLECTION

OF THE SURVEY FORM AND ANSWER SHEETS*

Preparation for Distribution

A.

Bas i

This survey is based only on the five multi-campus community
colleges in the VCCS. It is critical that as close to 100%
participation is achieved as possible in this survey due to
the fact that on some college campuses there are only a few
administrators. |If one or two of these individuals fail to
respond, it will drastically affect the statistical analysis
and potentially cause the remaining administrators in that
group to be eliminated from the study due to too small a
survey group.

Attached is a sample memorandum that could be prepared and
attached to each survey form distributed. |If this memo is
prepared under the President's signature or through the
Office of Institutional Research with reference to the
President's interest in having the survey returned promptly,
it may considerably encourage the administrative staff to
complete and return the survey promptly.

If any administrative position is currently not staffed at
the time of this survey, please mark the survey form and
answer sheet ''void'" and return it with the completed answer
forms.

If an administrative position has an '"'acting' administrator
please distribute the form to this individual in order to
provide data for that position at the college.

If there have been name changes since the Directory of Admin-
istrative 0fficers of the VCCS was published or since our
recent telephone conversations, please correct the names on
the identification slips for each survey form prior to dis-
tributing them (extra labels enclosed).

c Information Regarding the Forms

Each survey form and computer answer sheet is in its respect-
ive delivery envelope addressed to whom the envelope should be
directed. |If any of these names are incorrect, please correct
them prior to distribution (extra labels enclosed).

Each survey form and computer response sheet has an individual
identification number in pencil on the reverse side. This
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identification number corresponds with the enclosed list

of identification numbers of individuals in administrative
positions at each <college and on each campus. This number
lTist is provided for checking off those survey forms that
are returned in order to keep a numerical tally of responses.
Please return this list with the computer answer sheets at
the end of the survey period so that it can be used to
verify returned computer answer sheets and provide a means
for confidential follow-up on non-returns. The name/number
master list will be kept in Blacksburg for confidential
follow-up after survey answer sheets are received subse-
quent to the deadline at each college.

C. Each computer answer sheet is pre-coded in Blanks 1, 2, and
3. Blank 4 will not be used for this survey. The coding
on the answer sheets js explained below:

Blank #1 Indicates the institution

Blank #2 Indicates the campus or central office location

Blank #3 Indicates the level of administration of the
respondent (college-wide or campus administrator)

D. Respondents will begin answering with Blank #5 on the survey
form computer answer sheet and will not have to do any pre-
coding prior to completing this survey.

E. Only the computer answer sheets need to be returned for this
survey. The survey question form can be retained by the
respondent or discarded if turned in upon completion.

F. In the distribution pacakge you will find additional name
labels, additional survey forms and computer answer sheets
for anyone who misplaces their forms and an addressed
envelope for return of the computer answer sheets and numer-

ical tally list.

Thank you very much for your cooperation and assistance on this survey.

If you have any questions please contact me.
Cheryl W. Creager

6000-J Terrace View
Blacksburg, VA 24060
(703) 951-83904

*This information sheet was provided to each Secretary to the President
or Secretary to the Director of Institutional Research that would be
toordinating the distribution and collection of the survey.
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SUGGESTED SAMPLE COVER MEMORANDUM*
MuLT1-CAMPUS COLLEGES
FINAL SURVEY

To: (1) Administrative Staff

From: (2)

Date:

Subject: VCCS Institutional Goal Perception Inventory

The Attached survey form and computer response sheet is designed to
collect data for doctoral research being conducted by Cheryl W. Creager
through the Community College Program Area of the College of Education,
VPl and SU. This study has been approved by the Research and Informa-
tion Committee of the VCCS Council of Presidents for administration at
the five multi-campus community colleges of the VCCS.

The survey is short and should only require 10-15 minutes of your time.
Please complete the computer answer sheet and return it to my office by
noon on April (3) . Prompt return of this survey is critical in order
to meet a computer processing schedule at VPl and SU.

All individual response sheets will be handled confidentially. Although
each survey form is coded for follow-up, all data will be treated on a
group basis in the final analysis.

In order to provide a complete data base for each college and campus,
it is important that each administrative staff member respond to this
survey. Your cooperation and prompt response will be appreciated.

(1) Insert appropriate college designation
(2) Indicate individual preparing the memorandum

(3) Insert appropriate date for return, allowing five working days
from the date of distribution of the form and computer response
sheet.

* For preparation by the college President or the Director of Institu-
tional Research on college letterhead.



VITA

CHERYL WAX CREAGER

The author was born December 21, 1943 in Portsmouth, Virginia,
where she completed her public school education in June, 1961. In the
Fall of the same year she entered the University of Miami, Coral Gables,
Florida, where she earned the Bachelor of Business Administration degree
in Finance in June, 1965, and the Master of Business Administration
degree with majors in Finance and Management and minors in Marketing
and Accounting in August, 1966. She received the College of Business
Administration Wall Street Journal Award in Finance in 1966.

While completing the requirements for the M. B. A. degree in 1966,
the author taught in the Department of Business of Miami-Dade Junior
College. She later joined the faculty of Jones College, Jacksonville,
Florida, teaching in the Division of Business Administration. In 1967
she became employed with International Business Machines Corporation,
0ffice Products Division, Norfolk, Virginia, as an Educational Repre-
sentative. In 1969 she was promoted to the newly created position of
Marketing Systems Representative with responsibilities of sales support
and office systems analysis.

The author's experience in adult education encompasses development
of training programs for Associated Psychological Services, Richmond,
Virginia, as well as teaching responsibilities with the U.S. Navy Program
for Afloat College Education, the U. S. Army Education Center, Thomas
Nelson Community College, Golden Gate University, and the University of

Virginia Norfolk Extension.
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obtained through the responses of 168 administrators.
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college-wide and campus administrators
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college-wide administrators of each of the five Virginia
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each other.
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campus community colleges when pooled by college and

compared against each other.



The survey instrument was developed through a factor analysis
based upon the original 42 VCCS Management by Objectiveé goals as
identified and developed by the VCCS Task Force on Management by
Objectives. The reliability was established through a test/retest
within the Virginia Community College System which produced a
correlation coefficient of .98 between the two administrations of
the instrument. Face validity was established based upon the devel-
opment of the Management by Objectives goals specifically for the
Virginia Community College System institutions by thé VCCS Task Force
on Management by Objectives. -

The findings of this study indicated that no statistically
significant difference existed for either of the eight null hypotheses
tested utilizing the SAS REGR analysis of variance procedure. The
program produced overall multivariate analyses of variance for all but
one comparison. Univariate analyses of variance were concomitantly
produced per goal statement for each combarison. Statistical tests
of‘significance were conducted utilizing the .01 level of significance.

Based upon the results of the data analysis, it was concluded
that goal consonance existed between and among college and campus
administrative groups (college-wide/central offfce and campus admin-

istrators) of the five Virginia multi-campus community colleges.



