‘ED 075 021

AUTHOR
TITLE

- PUB CATE
NOTE .

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME
JC 730 091
Smith, Albert ERE.

General Systems Theory Provides a ConCeptnal Scheme
for the Classification of Variables in Future

Research Designs.

Feb 73 :

19p., Paper presented at American Educational -
Tv:searcn Association Meeting (New Orleans, Louisiana,
ebruary 25-March 1, 1973)

MF—$O.65 HC-$3.29 i : :

*Community Colleges; *Input Output Devices; Post
Secondary Education; *Program Descriptions; *Research
Design; *Research PrOJects' ¥*Systems Approach;
Technlcal Reports o : :

The growth of research in the community college field

is reviewed. The need for a general systems approach to cla381fy1ng
‘and crganlzlng research designs is stressed. A taxonomy is proposed
with major categories of input, process, and outcome variables. A
community college is considered ideal for "open systems." The
practical value of thlS taxonomy is demonstrated.in an actual: case
explcring the role 6f a community college department chairman.

(RS)




FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY
U.S.DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION & WELFARE
. 5 . OFFICE OF EDUCATION
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED' EXACTLY 'AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATIDN ORIG:
(NATING IT_POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIN-
IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
" REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU
CATION POSITION OR POLICY

A TAXONOMY ,FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE
RESEARCH VARIAEIL.ZES

Goneral Systems Theory Provides A Conceptual Scheme For
The. Classification Of Variables In Future Research Designs

ED 075021

- \ by

Albert B. Smith

‘Giéen the)multiplicity of studies in the community college field, how can
future duplication be avoided¢ Can new ways he found to make studies cummulative?
- WVhat methods will determine  the need for additiomal studies? These are the:
questions that I wish to address myself to today. It is my belief that a taxonomy
of research variables will provide a way for us to answer these questions, = The
purpose of this paper tanen will be to: Q) review the present growth of research
in the community college field, demonstrating the need for a taxonomy (2) define
the fieJd of general systems theory and the maJor concepts found in that school
dof thought (3) outline a taxonomy for community college research variables using
these concepts ‘and . (4) describe a recent research project that used this new

taxonomy in its investigation of the role of the community college department chairman

PRESENT STATE OF THE ART

The topic of research has become a’ prominent subJect in renent years in our :l
(5;:T ffie1d~o The ERIC Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges, for example, has recently
<::) published a- Topical Paper devoted to the subject of institutional researcn.1 This
particular report shows that many community colleges are. devoting time anc energy
: i‘C:) to research in. their in«titutions. Also, studies during the sixties have found
{;:1 fthat the number -of two Jear colleges with fOrmal institutional researcb programs
‘vhes steadily increased 2 Theodore Van Istendal reported that over onevthird of

‘ﬁi;) the colleges he studied had sone form of institutionnl research progrs
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Research on community colleges is an increasingly‘popular topic for”investigations
by students and faculty in our university communities. Franklin Parker and Ann Bailey,
along with John Roueche, have compiled bibliographies containing over 700 doctoral
dissertations that were completed between 19l8-1966. _All‘of these research projects

dealt with some aspect of community colleges.4 More recently the'August/September

1970 issue of the Junior College Journal described 182 doctoral student dissertations
in progress and 166 dissertations‘completed that samekyear.5 Thus, one can see that
the‘number of Studies‘in this‘field is growing at a phenuminal rate.

Community college faculty members and administrators'are alsokbecoming more
involved in research}projects through the encouragement of their administrators and
directors of‘institutional‘research.f‘A good- example of this ihcreasing_involvement
in appliediand‘basic research can beifound in the Ingtitute of Higher Education's
Inter—institutional Research Councii at the University of Florida. = Through the
work of this Council and'its twenty' one participating‘Florida community colleges,
numerous staff members in Florida's celmunity collsges have participated in state-
wide‘and local research investigations; Another good example of staff member interest
in research can be found at Santa Fe Junior College in: Gainesville Florida. At
}Santa Fe the director of the. college 8 Office of Research publishes an annual report
of faculty, administratiVe staff member, student and graduate student research pro-

jects conducted at the college. Last ynar the report contained descriptions of’

‘,50 proJects rangin? from staff member dissertations to college~wide research projects.
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NEED FOR A _TAXOMOMY

With this increased emphasis on research, one might ask the question, "Isn't
there a need for a way of organizing, classifying, and ordering the”many‘variables
found in communityecollege:research designs?" The above review of the'rapid~in4
crease in research studies suggesfs that there is such a need . We need 9. research
model that will provide a method for categorizing the ' numerous variables and
variable relationships found in past, present and £uture résearch designs. Withe‘"
out such a taxonomy‘or conceptual franework it is likely that a great deal of
fature cffort may he expended in unnecessary research duplication ~A'numher of

' studies, for example have already shown that community colleges typically exper—
ience high attrition rates in their developmental education programs.7 Is it
tnecessary that we continue te rediscover the wheel time and again in our
research?'

It’is true that a wide variety‘of‘very useful research models have beenvutilized
in the-community‘college_field;- They range from role theory to case studies to
rather complen mathenatical constructs. It would appear, however that previous ‘
‘studies of organizations, roles, ourriculum and stuaents have not produced a
‘standard taxonomy for all conceivable research variables.i A.taxonomy thut could
:be adopted by future investigators reaardless of their research de81gn or method—
ology, has yet to he devised J

. GENERAL sysmms THEORY
During the last two decades a school of thought has developed that promises
’-to provide a solution to the problem of variable cla881f1cation.‘ That school
of thovght is best known today as general systems theory o In 19u6 Ludwig von

Bertqlanffy and a group of scholars formed the Society for Generai ystems

Research in Ann Arbor Michigan. deay,‘the,Society's yearbook;_General Systems;




_____provides an excellent.source for persons who are interested in general systems

theory amnd its application in reﬂearch. According to von Bertalanffy, general
systems theory is a new‘discipline,."Its subject matter is the formulation and
derivation of those principles which'are valid for 'systems' in general.8
Organizations, according to von Bertalanffy, are to be viewed as 'Open".and:not
‘cIOSed systems. General or modern systems theory,laccording to Walter Buckley,
can be viewed as the resuit‘of a brond shift in scientific perSpeCtive over the
last few centuries. The shift has been from a "mechanistic” view oI matter on the
part,of both physical ‘and biological scientists to an "organic' or 'holistic” view.9
The infiuence of‘general systems ‘theory on'thc analysis of,organizations today”
is quite apparent Daniel Katz‘and Robert Kahn, for example, have defined
organizations as ''open systems and have taken the position that theoretical
concepts should ‘begin with the input output,‘and functioning of‘the organization
as a system.lo For researdh purposes; community coiIeges; 's essantially human
organizations, may aiso beviewed_asonenfsystems.. Certaiuiy the tmofyearkcoliege
3.possesses the openZSYStem"‘characteristics whichkatz‘ahdeshnfhave ascrihed to:
Tiuli organizations~d o | | | H ‘ -
r;Organizations as a smecial ciass of open systems have properties in
~common. with all open systems. ‘These include the: importation of energy
from the environment the through~put or: transformation of: the 1mported
.‘energy into. some - form which is characturistic of the system, the exporting
of that product into the environment snd the re-energizxng of the system
- from sources in the environment 11 ‘
A community college derives its energy from such inputs as: student faculty member,
and financial resources.m The throughwput or. transformation processes of community
_colleges are the activities aSSociated directly or‘indirect iy with the education

-:ofvits students. Finally, the most important cmtput of the coilege system is the

'educated or trained student
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Today, I wish tc proposé‘that‘we adopt a uniform taXonomy for research variables
in the community college field. A taxonomy that employs the dyhamic concepts of fhe
"open" or “géneral" éystems theonist. The major categories of thié'faxonomy are the
inputs, processes: and outcomes of communitj colléges. John ﬁ. Millett has already
proposed a systems analysis approach, using 'open system"kconcepts, for the‘Stgdy
of un;vefsities.lz My'éwn research in fhejcomﬁunify.collegé»fieid suggests that a
taxonomy‘based on system theory conéepts can be very'helbful in identifying variables
for’investigation. I shall n&w proceed to a deséription of my taxonomy;

THE CONCEPTUAL SCHEME - A TAXONOMY FOR
"~ COMMUNITY COLLEGE RESEARCH VARIABLES

The conceptual scheme outlined on the next page is a schematic diagram of the

taxonomy I am proposing. I shall now define each of the taxonomies major categories

and sub-categoiies for you.




THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
INFUTS | PROCESSES | - GUTCOMES
‘ _ - o S - o
External Environment ' The Organizational ‘ . * Products and
L ' : Behavior System Services Rendered
) i ’ _ U TOE )
‘Human 8 ) 71. The Teaching-Learning | / o
Physical Process ‘ ‘ ‘ Resource Exp!oit-
o 3 e o ation and Cunservatior
B |~ 2. The Budgetary Process ‘ ‘ ‘
The Existing ‘ . o ‘ — ‘ .
,Organizationgl Situation. : ‘3. The Administrative . Adaptive_Capacity
R : |~ Process ‘ o : ‘
Formal Organization "4. The Curriculum .} . -Other Outcomes
Social Organization | .~ Development Process = '
-1 5. Other Processes : 7

Figure 1 - A SYSTEM THEORIST'S TAXONOMY FOR RESEARCH VARIABLES FOUND
- 1IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND THEIR SUBSYSTEMS -

4:"1_ |




INPUT CLASSIFICATION SCHEME

I am proposing that researchers should attempt to classiry their research

variablea in terms of the taxonomy 's major categories 1).input 2$ process and
3) outcome‘ variables. input variables are defined as those research variables
,which put power or energy into a college system for storage or for conversion “of
"characteristics. As "open systems communityjcolleges or their departmental or
;unit subsystems are affected by at least two types of inputs i.e., 1nputs originel
ating in either the external or ex1st1ng organizational environment.ciThe investigator
‘then who uses. this' taxonomy‘will also have to identify‘his input variables'in terms
of their environmental origin. ‘ |
| pVariables originatingAin the ekternal enVironment_of a‘community,collegermay ;
be categoriaed as'being‘either "human" or "physical" in nature (other'subcategorieS'
will no doubt ‘be developed as th1s taxonomy is improved upon) Some‘examples of
measurable human kinputs that have been examined in previous research studies
‘.includeF l) student faculty and/or administrator personality characteristics :

,‘2) enrollment figures 3) student and}or teacher expectations and 4) community
71 demographic data.j Physical inpu -8 might include such variables as 1) the amount l#
chg»of funda allocated for a college g operating expenses‘ 2) average dollars spent per h‘

: jful‘mtime equivalent siudent and 3) characteristics of the college s‘ physical |

‘dplan« facilities,; These arerbut a: few of the>many hundreds of research variables

4 that may originate in a college s external enV1ronment ‘g'ﬁffii5

By classifying research variables according to input, process, and OLtcome

ms'categories the 1nvestigator will be able to determine the:comprehensiveness of his

d‘iresearch design.‘ In the past too many of our research desipns have concentrated

i @on variable analy51s.in only one category of this"new taxonomy.; Eor*example;;weﬁo"




have studied the outcomes‘of‘Community'eolleges in terms of Student‘retentionﬁor‘
successful transfer rates without attempting to determine the reletionships‘between
these outcomes and selected input and/or‘process variables. Future 1nvestlgators
can use'this new taxonomy to,essure‘conslderetion of ineut, process nnd outcome‘
varleble‘reletionshlps.‘:‘. |

The existine organ1zat10na1 situation' of a community college, as depicted
.in Figure %, is the second input subcategory in ‘the taxonomy Variables orlginating
in‘the:existlng environment of}a:college may be classified as coming_from either
the "formal' or "soclal"‘organlzational.setting.e Formal organiéation‘inputs mlght
1nclude such meesurnhle‘items'as: .l) everege;class‘size ‘2)‘administrator spen
of ‘control and‘w3)gorgenizetional_or committee structures. The formal organizetion‘
is defined.here es‘those structures that have been'establlshed.for carrylng‘out‘
"the‘functions, purposes, end‘programs of the”two—yeer college;.,lt is differentlated
frem the'social orgeniZation of the college‘in thet‘it.hes been established through
fpol1cy decisions made by members of the academic communlty The college 5 soclal
organization on: the other hand consists of the interpersonal relationships found

tamong the participents in the system.i Examples ofvsome research varlables that ‘tfr ;;;

'fewould be classifled under\the social‘organization 1nput category 1nclude- l) the,?
‘oeeollege climate ‘as perceived by faculty, students, or administrators‘ 2) the number‘
j_tof‘student-facult eontacts outs1de of the college classroom 3) the 1nforma1
decision:makingfnroceSSsofgthetcollege‘or‘4)ethelnatureﬂofvfaculty‘— administratorl‘e
"interaction patterns.m 5e1l‘ Cieeal : (TR L |
i Tbis has been a brief descriptiou of the input classification scheme of the'f

proposed taxonomy Such a classification scheme w111 require refinement and ex~f"$:‘

"ffpanslon as it is implemented in the community college field It doesr however,'




provide a conceptual‘framework for-ordering the many input variables found in
community college‘research studies. | |
PROCESS CLASSIFICAT]‘ION SCHEME
The second major taxonomy category‘forvclassifying research‘variables is that
of‘"process". :A process variable.is defined here a8 ﬁajseries of actions or‘oper- |
-ations conducing to an end" Processes in the two-ye»u college should be thouoht
'of as cycles‘of event° or act1vit1es of units or subunits of the community college
‘ i

systemt The teaching-learning process is‘an excellent example of one type of
process that is 11ke1y to: continue to receive research attentd ion in our field. . It
is a process that may be studied in relationship to a host of input and/or outcome
‘variables. Some:examples_of teaching-learning‘processivariables‘include: 1) various
‘methods of,instruction 2) verbal and non-verbal‘interaction patternn in the'class¥
room ,3) methods employed by teachers 1n‘eva1uat1ng and rewarding student ach1eve-‘
ment or growth and 4) student-teacher goal setting procedures.

| Otber process categories dﬁﬂc&d 1n the taxonomy include l) the budgetary
‘process 2) the administrative process and 3) the curiiculum development process.,‘
‘4,These processes have.been outlined in my taxonomy to illustrate some potential
‘[_categories for ordering and classifying process variables.‘ Othez process' cate-‘
E‘gories w111 ho. doubt be developed and refined A very useful study Would be for‘; 
yy’someone to classxfy a11 of the previous research findings and conc1usions in the .
gcommunity college field according to the taxonomy outlined here.y The olassification

vof previous research findings in terms of input process and outcome variable 5

_relationships would help tc reduce research duplication. It Would also provide

ﬂdthe community collvge iield With a research topology that is badly needed :ﬁffvvflfpffe‘yf




Let us examine‘for a minute some procese yar(ables that would fall under the
suncategories of: 1) the budgetary process 2) the administrative process.and

3) the,curriculum development process. Key.process‘variebles in.the budgetary‘
:area‘might‘be: 1) the nature‘of facul ty andoadministrativefinVOlvement 2) the
_tyDQlof budgetary and accounting practices used in a:college‘and d) the‘descrepancy
hetween ectual and - expected budgetaryﬂpractices, A future‘research project iocusing
on_the administrative processes,of community‘colleges might ekaminS‘the following
‘variahles: 1) management styles employed 2) the nature of admin*strative decisions
and 3} methods used in resolv:ng confllct , Finally, ‘the process of curriculum
“development could prov1de the future iesearcher with‘yet another set of process
‘variables. For example, as curriculums are developed for new students in higher
education, 1t will be necessary‘to explore such variables as: 1) the nature of
lstudent involvement 1n curriculum development 2) new student reactions to trad1tiona1
Lurricular programs and 3) the nature of personal interact1ons in curriCulum

development.

OUTCOME CLASSIFICATIOP SCHEME

The taxonomy I‘am‘outlining depicts still another c1assif1cation category, i e.
fthe outcomes‘of the college."Outcome is‘defined Here as:‘eny final consequence or h_?
ﬁresult of‘the community college system‘iv Traditionally, outcomeVVariahles in- |
“community‘college research studies have focused on either student outcomes‘ or .
! college °erv1ces \ Such variables ‘ag - the.fwl) number of A A; degrees‘granted"
2)‘number of transfer students successfualy completing a four-year degree and

’3) the grade point averages of commun1ty college students are a11 good examples of

the more traditional product woutcomes ment1oned 1n the‘literature.f

product outcomes will continue to be important -SULceSS measures for our community}33
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:collegés; ‘However, uhe prnposed taxonomy suggests tnat there are other outcomeb
variables that can be used to measure effect1Ven~ss. Outcome categories”in'the L
taxonomy include- 1) services rendered 2) msource exploitation and conservation
and 3) the system's adaptive capacity Researchaole variables that would fall
under the services rendered" category'would include: 1) the numba-of faculty
talks given inda’community 2). the number of counselor contacts made with students
and 3) the number and qua11ty of a college s’ community proJects.

. At a t1me when college's are being held accountable for their programs, it
would seem’ appropriate to examine some research variables that would - fall under v
'ther resource exploitation or. coeservation category One . measure of a college‘s
conservation of its faculty reaources could be the college‘s average student—l
credit—hour load per faculty member. The third taxonomy outcome category seen

‘in Figure 1 is the college s adapt*ve' capac1ty. Some examples of research
variables that could be exam1ned under this classification could include 1) thej,
'number of successful new innovations tried. in a college 2) the number of courses
"dropped from a college s catalog over apéflod of t1me or: 3) the kinds of personnel
'lchangessmade‘in a college in a year s +1me. A community college s abillty to |
"adapt to a: changing community environment may prove to be one of the more 1mportant:f

poutcome variables in future research designs. o

r.v

In this section, I nave attempted to outline and define a new - taxonomy for,}f
‘ research variables found in community college research desigms.p The computer now

“;makes it possible for us to examine in one study the strength and directlon of the

',f;relat1onsh1ps between many input process, and outcome variables.x-ji‘




' PRACTICAL APPLICATION OF THE WEW TAXONOMY

The practical value of thlS new taxonomy has been demonstrated : ln a recent'”

‘ *research project this taxonomy was used to investigate the role of the community

fcollege department chairman.l%, One of the maJor purposes of this study was to

pexplore the strength and direction of the relntionships between selected input
“process, and outcome variables identified in the departmental subsystems of community
i colleges. TWelve public community colleges were selected for 1nclusion in: uhe |

'jstudy from a mid-western state by means of a stratified random sampling plan.‘

s o All of the faculty members department chairmen, and upper echelon administrators

‘;Wefe surveyed in these institutions. A total of 836 faculty members, 108 department h
ﬁchairmen, and 41 deans or college president questionnaires were analyzed 1n the
‘tresearch report Seventy-one college departments were chosen for the project s
;correlation analysis of departmental input process, and outcome variables.ro C
o Three questionnaires were developed, one for each of ‘the’ sample populationst‘
llA maJor section of each of" these questionnaires was comprised of 46 department ‘
ff‘chairman Job r sponsibility or activity statements. Respondents were asked to t
iﬁindicate the actual behaviors which they perceived their chairman performing.‘”“v
M?They were also asked to describe the role behaviors expected of their chairmen .
j?on these 46 items Data collected from this part ot the questionnaire provided

ﬂmeasurements of tWo process variables, i e., l) role consensus and 2) role conformity.7”

“i‘}thdditional data. collected from responses to other segments of the survey questionnaire'

- provided obJective measures of the investigation s remaining variables.v

Figure 2 on the next page shows how the new taxonomy was used to classify

“research vsriables in this study.¢
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‘Three input‘variables‘werecchosenfor thelstudy._ These‘included the;deans' o
and presidentsf, department:chairmen's and department faculties' expectations for
and observations of the actual role behavior of their chairmen. The upper echelon L
administrators (deans and college presidents) expectations and observations were
classified in the new: taxonomy as . coming from an environment external to the depart-‘
mental subsystems. The role expectations and observations of department chairmen"
‘and,department faculty'members‘were‘viewed however,‘as originating in‘the social
climate of the existing departmental structure. |

The four process variables identified in Figure 2 were ‘all considered to be‘
administrative process items.’ I shall not attempt to describe in detail the methods‘
: used in calculating scores for these variables,m My purpose is merely to demonstrated
‘ that the taxonomy can be employed to classify and order research variables in an
actual research design. The amount of department chairman influence on departmentalltJ‘
o decisions (C{)was the first administrative process variabler‘ Each department
faculty member was . asked to indicate how much influence his chairman had over
‘ what went on in his particular department The second administrative process
,‘variable was a meaqure of the chairman s administrative style’ (AS) Each'depart-f°m
: ment faculty member indicated the.nature of his chairman s leadership style by
’reaponding to a series oflmanagement behavior questions on the survey instrument..,
Consensus in the departments on the chairman s actual role behavior “b) was thew
: third process variable.‘ Consensus between theychairman and his departmental faculty‘
; on the chairman 8 actual role behavior (Cg) was defined as a summary score of the’
"‘square“of the difference‘between the chairman 8 observation of his behavior and the |

mean observation reSponse of his department faculty over the study 8. 46 activity

statements. The final prOCess variable, chairman conformity to department faculty
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~expectations (Gf) S was defined as a' summary score of the mean abgc:uie dlfference
hetween faculty expectations for and faculty descriptions of their chairman 8
andk behavior on the same 46 statements.m
The three departmental outcomes depicted in Figure 2 were: 1) the department
1faculty 8 evaluation of their chairman (EC) 2) the group cohesiveness of the
department faculty (Vc) and 3\ the department faculty s satisfaction with the way
their department functioned (FS) The department faculty s evaluation index
of its chairman (EC) was the department faculty 8 mean response to thirteen ‘
-evaluation items. A department faculty cohesiveness measurei(FC) was ach1eVed by
_calculating the department faculty s mean response to five questions on faculty
facohesiveness. The index of faculty satisfactior wag the mean response of the. de-'
partment faculty to six satisfaction items on - the questionnaire.: :
| The Dearsonian correlation coefficient served a8 the measure of thelrelation-
’ship between the painrr of process and outcome variables outlined above.‘ The s
‘.confidence 1eve1 for statistically significant‘relationships among the process
. N '
'and outcome variables in this study was set at the‘.05 1eve1 The nu11 hypothesisw
'testod was that there was no significant relationship between the four administra~
otive process items‘and the three department outcome variables. A major imitaticny‘

; of this study was" its reliance on simple correlation techniques between pairs

of variables.




- 18 -

The results of the correlation analysis are presented 1n Table 1, below.

Table 1 - CORRELATIONS OF SELECTED ADMTNISTRATIVE PROCESS .
' VARIABLES WITH COMMUNITY COLLEGE DEPARTMENTAL OUTCOMES

Variables - - AS ¢

8
EC - CoLTTe .59% o . 82% C . .48%
FC | CLT2% o .31» - ,48% ' .15
FS . .76% 42 o Leax 264
llnilnterpretations of Symbols ;

AS“ ‘Chairman 8 administrative style

, Csf*;¥4Department faculty consensus on the chairman s role behavior
Cf = Chairman conformity to: faculty expectations
“CI'" = Chairman influence on departmental decisions
EC ‘=\‘Department faculty evaluation of’ the chairman 8 performance
‘ FC = Department faculty cohesiveness ERRS ‘ v
,,‘FS =‘ Department faculty satisfaction with the way their department functions.

- Significant at 05 level.,,

VBased o the study 8 findings the null hypothesis ‘was reJected The sign1ficant~

‘ positiVe correlations between the chairman s administrative style (AS) and . the
‘three departmental outcomes (EC FC and FS) led to the conclusion that community
college departments with more democratic leaders tend to be the same departments [ﬂ
‘that have. 1) chairmen who receive‘higher faculty ratings 2) more cohesive‘ |

- ffaculty w0rk groups and 3) faculties who express higher satisfactions regarding

o fthe way their departments function., In terms of an ., administrative theory,‘it

would appear that a collegial pattern of departmental government offers a productive ;‘

approach for chairmen in community colleges.;




- 17~

The vslue of role consensus (C ) 4in the chairman s‘departmcnt is. demonstrated

’by the positive and significant correlations between this process variable and o
the three department outcome measures.‘ Departments characterized by higher
oconsensus between chairmen and their faculties tended to be those units with

ysl) hlgher chairmen ratings 2) higher faculty cohesiveness snd 3) higher faculty
satisfactien.w The correlations (. 82, .48 and 62) presented in Table 1 also
show that departments with chairmen who conform more nearly to faculty role ex—'
‘pectations tend to also have higher outcome scores These particular findings
suggest that ‘a community college chairman may wish to seek greater amounts of

consensus between himself and his faculty on his job responsibilities than he ‘

A
A

‘hns in the past Conformity to faculty expectations for his role behavior would
‘also appear to be a desirable goal for a chairman to seek -

Finally, the positive and statistically significant correlations between the
\chairman s influence (CI) and two of the outcome measures should be noted Chair-
;men who demonstrated a greater amount of 1nf1uence over the way their departments
; were run tended to be the same chairmen who received higher faculty evaluations
‘and directed faculty groups who were satisfied w1th departmental operations.‘i‘
This last finding is an important one It suggests that the pattern of influence =
:_distribution" in a college has implications for the chairman 8’ evaluation.‘j* RER
I hope that a description of my use of the proposed taxonomy has helped yoqu
, to see its practical value for your own research nTh . Smith Taxonomy for f‘
“Research vsriables may never reach the stature that Benjamin Blooms' taxonomy’
mfor edncational objectives has achieved.*éV But after nll it did take Bloom and

fhis associates over 15 years to achieve the recognition that is accorded them today.i“

‘I am a patient man.~~
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GoneLus SI0NS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
S A
This has been a brief discussion of a new taxonomy for community college
research variables.' I have rev1ewed the status of research in the community college
field‘and attempted to show the need for‘a taxonomy as the number of research projects
“increases.‘ A taxonomy has been out]ined using some of the maJor concepts found in
general systems theory “Finally,'I have described a‘recent research project
that employed the proposed taxonomy in its analysis of the role of the community
college department chairman.'
l The taxonomy depicted herx re offers a method. for classifying and ordering the
many research variables found’in past, present and future research. designs.‘.It~
:fls a classification scheme that can be employed by directors of institutional
research ‘faculty members, administrators, and graduate students. The uniform o
fadoption and application of this taxonomy in this field should provide investigators
pwith a way of identifying new research problems and reducing research duplication.,

More cummulative studies will be possible in our field if research findings can

kzbe c1assified according to a universally accepted classification mode1 ~I hope

‘,that you w111 find the Smith Taxonomy helpful
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