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ABSTRACT 

The impending retirement of administrators in higher education institutions fuels 

the need for focused studies on the career lines of administrators. Career lines of various 

administrative positions have been studied; however, the literature has been deficient 

with regard to the study of careers of institutional researchers. In order to provide a 

better understanding of the careers of institutional researchers, the roles of the researcher 

and the organizational structure and location of the office were studied. There is a gap in 

the literature as to the organizational structure and location of the office and the 

influences this has upon the roles the researcher is assigned. 

The purpose of this study was threefold. The first purpose was to examine the 

careers of institutional researchers for determination as to what positions encompass the 

careers of researchers and whether or not career lines exist. The second purpose was to 

further define the roles assigned to the researcher and to determine the amount of 

responsibility for those roles. The third purpose was to ascertain the influences the 

structure and location of the office has on the roles assigned. 

The subjects for this study included persons holding institutional researcher 

positions at 359 regionally accredited, public, two-year, associate degree-granting 

institutions from the states of Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 

Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 

Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia. 
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In examining the career lines and career goals of the researcher, the findings 

indicated that while researchers hold many positions, there are a few emerging career 

lines that exist. However, these emerging lines are in the form of boundaries such as 

administrative ser\ ices and academic affairs instead of specific positions. Those 

researchers with future career goals will most often be seeking new positions in a new 

administrative area in two-year institutions within the next one to five years. 

Upon examination of the amount of responsibility for the various roles of the 

institutional researcher, it was determined that over 65% of the roles were the 

responsibility of the institutional researcher only. Additionally, 31%) of the roles were 

deemed as decentralized or shared fiinctions with other offices on college and university 

campuses. 

Slight differences exist in the amount of responsibility the respondents have for 

the roles assigned. However, to whom a researcher reports, the location of the office 

within the organization, and the size of the staff of the research office do not significantly 

influence the amount of responsibility the researcher has for the various identified roles. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

The institutional research position in higher education has grown from fewer than 

ten in colleges and universities within the United States in 1957 (Doi, 1979) to over 3,100 

identified as worldwide members of the Association of Institutional Research (AIR, 

2002). With state and federal agencies, such as the Department of Education, regional 

accrediting agencies and coordinating boards requiring more and more data-driven 

reports, the necessity of the poshion of institutional research is increasingly important. 

Brumbaugh (1960) best summed up the importance of institutional research as follows: 

The key to effective administration is the ability of the president and those who 
work with him to ask the right questions and then find the right answers. But the 
right answers to the right questions, whether they are specific in relation to a 
given institution or whether they are more comprehensive, must take into account 
all the relevant, factual data-the kind of data that only institutional research can 
provide, (p. 2) 

Brumbaugh (1960) further emphasized the importance of institutional research in 

the formulation of policies, planning, administration, and evaluation. For example, 

institutional research can provide data on educational programs to direct faculty and other 

administrators in making decisions about the addition of courses. Institutional research 

can also provide the foundation for institution-wide or program specific policy 

formulation. It is necessary for continuous research data to be made available for 

effective long-range or strategic planning. Brumbaugh also believed that the quality of 

instruction, services, and research evaluation indicated a need for institutional research. 



The research reveals an obvious need for someone to occupy the position of 

institutional researcher, or someone to perform institutional research activities as a 

portion of their duties. In order to meet this need of having institutional researchers in all 

higher education institutions, it is necessary to examine the possible career lines of the 

institutional researcher to determine if there are any trends as to where researchers come 

from, the types of degrees they possess, and their intentions to stay in institutional 

research in future years. If institutions are going to meet the growing and demanding 

research needs through employment of these researchers, a delineation of the most 

common roles and the organizational influences should also be examined. The 

determination of these variables will fiirther define the office of institutional research. 

Upon closer examination of the institutions included in the 2003 Higher 

Education Directory (Burke, Rodenhouse, & Torregrosa, 2003), many colleges and 

universities both public and private have identified individuals serving in institutional 

research positions either in a full-time or part-time capacity within a particular office in 

an institution. However, surprisingly there are also numerous institutions that do not 

identify an institutional research office. Furthermore, numerous titles and classification 

codes have been assigned to the person designated in this position. Even though there are 

numerous thles assigned under the classification code of (09) Director of Institirtional 

Research, this classification code does not indicate what the institutional researcher 

actually does for their institution. 

The remaining portion of this chapter will provide background on the careers of 

administrators at higher education institutions, the applicable roles of institutional 



researchers, and the location of the office of institutional research within the institution. 

Further discussion will outline the theoretical framework, the purpose, the research 

questions, and the need for this study. 

Administrative Careers 

Since most institutions have designated institutional research as an administrative 

position, and administrative turnovers are plaguing today's colleges and universities 

(Amey, VanderLinden, & Brown, 2002; Fisher, 2002; Gamble, 2002; Weisman & 

Vaughn, 2002) it is only fitting that this position be included in administrative studies. 

There is a growing need for institutional researchers and a viable market for individuals 

interested in this type of work. This need is demonstrated in the increased number of 

vacancies for this position. For example, during a six-month period between February 

and August 2002, 198 vacancies for institutional research positions at two-year 

institutions were advertised in the Chronicle of Higher Education, and on the Association 

of Institutional Research and Texas Association of Institutional Research websites. 

Twenty-nine job postings at two-year institutions appeared on Association of Institutional 

Research's website for June 30 to September 7, 2003, alone (AIR, 2003). Therefore, to 

assist in the explanation of administrative turnover, this study examines the specific 

administrative position of institutional research beginning with the determination of what 

positions institutional researchers come from and what administrative positions they seek 

in the future. The results of this study provide further insights into the administrative 

turnovers facing today's higher education institutions. 



It has been predicted that all higher education institutions, including community 

colleges, will be facing a serious shortage of administrators. In a study focusing on the 

community college presidency, it was projected that presidents will be declining due to a 

predicted 79 percent retirement rate of the current presidents (Weisman & Vaughn, 

2002). Could a researcher ultimately fill this vacancy? Furthermore, Gamble (2002, p. 

2) points out that "According to the American Association of Community Colleges, 

college presidents, senior administrators, and faculty are retiring at an alarming rate and it 

appears that the trend will continue as baby boomers age." In light of these findings, a 

question remains. Are there enough qualified educators to step into these future vacant 

positions (Fisher, 2002; Weisman, & Vaughn, 2002)? As administrators retire or move to 

other positions, who will replace them? This study sought to make this determination 

specifically in regard to the institutional researcher in the community college. 

The next few pages briefly discusses some of the findings of previous research on 

the topics of the roles associated with institutional research, the organizational structure 

and location of the office, and the general organizational structure of higher education 

institutions. The theoretical framework is also addressed. 

Roles of the Institutional Researcher 

The roles or activities of the institutional researcher vary according to the 

institutions they serve in. Activities of the researcher may (1) be designed to answer 

specific questions, (2) be evaluative in nature, (3) be in response to internal and external 

data requests, and (4) be active in planning and policy making (Saupe, 1981). 



Additionally, these roles may require a basic set of knowledge and skills, while others 

require a more sophisticated set (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). Roles of institutional 

researchers have also been studied in terms of their importance (Harrington & Chen, 

1995; Illinois Community College Board, 1980; Ray, 1993), and in the centralization and 

decentralization of various roles of institutional researchers (Harrington, Knight & 

Christie. 1994; Volkwein, 1990). 

As the internal and external data requests increase, and additional demands or 

expectations are placed on the institutional researcher for the conductivity of more 

diversified studies, researchers need to be able to meet these demands. In order to shed 

some light on the types of studies requested of institutional researchers, this study sought 

to examine the roles of researchers specifically as to the amount of responsibility (e.g., no 

responsibility, shared minor responsibility, shared major responsibility, minor 

responsibility, major responsibility) each surveyed researcher has with regard to the 

identified roles. 

Research supports the premise that there is no uniformity in the reporting 

structure of institutional researchers serving in two-year or four-year higher education 

institutions (Saupe, 1981; Taylor, 1990; Volkwein, 1990). Therefore, h is quite possible 

that the amount of responsibility for each of the roles of institutional researchers will be 

different depending upon the reporting structure and location of the office (e.g., 

administration, student affairs, and academic affairs). 

This study examined the roles of institutional researchers to determine the specific 

roles and the amount of responsibility the institutional researcher has within two-year. 



associate-degree granting, public institutions from the 16 states comprising the southeast 

and southwest division of the IPEDS Peer Analysis System. These states include 

Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, New 

Mexico, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and 

West Virginia. The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools provides accreditation 

standards for institutions in Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, 

Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. North 

Central Association of Colleges and Schools provides accreditation standards for 

institutions in Arizona, Arkansas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and West Virginia. 

Organizational Structure and Location 

The organizational structure of community colleges has been classified as 

bureaucracies (Bimbaum, 1988); as open systems (Katz & Kahn, 1966; Middaugh, 

1990); and machine bureaucracies (Haynes, 1997). Each of these classifications is 

discussed below. 

The bureaucratic institution consists of (1) structured interaction, (2) an emphasis 

on job descriptions and rules and regulations for behavior that ultimately increase 

sufficiency, and (3) the making of rational decisions (Bimbaum, 1988). Structured 

interaction is evidenced in the organizational chart, which signifies the importance of 

each level of authority and interaction between employees. Bimbaum further notes that 

in a bureaucratic institution the relationship between achievement of goals and programs 

are fairly predictable due to standardization. This relationship is intended to increase the 



efficiency of the institution. Job descriptions set forth a formal division of labor and this 

leads to specialization and expertise. Moreover, Bimbaum's research shows that the 

rationality of the bureaucratic institution indicates an attempt to connect "...means to 

ends, resources to objectives, and intentions to activities" (p. 113). 

Open systems imply that a series of inputs, processes, and outputs interact with 

each other to provide the mechanism for any necessary changes in an organization (Katz 

& Kahn, 1966; Marion, 2002; Middaugh, 1990; Scott, 1992). Middaugh (1990) used the 

open systems theory in a study on institutional research. This study identified selected 

measures on the three components: inputs, processes, and outputs. Inputs were identified 

as the raw materials the educational institution needs to function such as students, faculty, 

staff, facilities and revenues. The selected measures for students included headcount, full-

time/part-time status, full-time equivalency, sex age, ethnicity, geographic origin, high 

school GPA, and SAT/ACT scores. Faculty and staff inputs included measures for 

headcount, full-time/part-time status, full-time equivalency, sex age, ethnicity, highest 

degree, entry salary, and tenure status. Facilities included measures such as campus 

acreage, buildings owned/leased, net square footage, space inventory, and deferred 

maintenance. 

Middaugh (1990) further identified the processes that must be examined to 

determine the outputs. These include the studying of academic programs and services, 

support programs and services, completions, productivity, quality, and strategic/budget 

planning. Academic and support programs used measures such as degree program 

inventory, course inventory, student satisfaction studies, and accreditation studies. 



Completions were often measured through the use of attrition/retention analyses, 

graduation analyses, and faculty and staff studies. Productivity used measures such as 

grade distribution analyses, instructor workload analyses, and research/grant studies. 

Quality used measures such as accreditation and reputational rankings. Strategic planning 

included measures for revenue and expendhure trends, and ratio analyses of financial 

statements and balance sheets. 

The outputs included studies about graduates, cognitive outcomes, value-added 

outcomes, and knowledge pertaining to research, publication, patents and services. The 

graduates were measured by degree-granted studies, post-graduation analyses, and 

alumni follow-up studies. Grade distribution studies and cognitive gain testing measured 

cognitive outcomes. Value-added outputs were measured through the use of grant 

inventory, faculty publications, and faculty public service inventory. Furthermore, 

environmental issues affect the performance functions of the higher education institution. 

These include marketplace considerations, fiscal and economic considerations, and 

governmental and regulatory considerations. Marketplace considerations were measured 

by admissions marketing analyses, comparative compensation studies, high school 

enrollment projections, and U.S. census projections. 

Haynes' (1997) research indicated that community college structure is organized 

like a machine bureaucracy. Professionals work independent of their colleagues, but 

closely with clients. The positions within the college are arranged from top to bottom 

starting with the president, then faculty and then students. Due to her findings, a focus on 

the structiu-e and key component, the context and strategy, and the issues of the machine 



bureaucracy as described by Mintzberg (1989) is discussed below. The remaining 

organizational types addressed by Mintzberg will be discussed in chapter II. 

Machine Bureaucracy 

Structure and Key Components. A national post office, an airline, mass 

production firms, producers of discount furniture and a security agency are examples of 

Machine organizations. With its centralized bureaucracy, there are formal procedures, 

sharp divisions of labor, and extensive hierarchy. The key component is the 

technostructure emphasizing the standardization of the work, and the extensive support 

staff The middle line managers handle disturbances in the operating core, to incorporate 

the standards down to the operating core, £md supporting the flow of information 

vertically within the organization and following feedback through the hierarchy. 

Context and Strategy. The context may be described as simple yet stable, a larger 

organization with rationalized work and external controls. The strategies include 

strategic planning even though there is resistance to change and marked periods of 

stability with bursts of changes. 

Issues. Efficient, reliable, precise, and consistent are words that have been used 

to describe Machine organizations, but control obsession begets operating core problems, 

further leading to coordination problems in administrative center, and adaptive problems 

in the strategic apex. Jealousies may occur between the different administrative sections 

narrowing communication between the sections, thus causing a problem for the leaders in 



the strategic apex. The organization's procedures and planning take precedence over the 

leadership in this environment. 

The placement of the institutional research function within the institution will 

determine the kinds of research activities performed within an institution (Saupe, 1981). 

In some institutions the researcher reports to the chief executive officer or president; 

others report to the vice president of planning; still others report to the chief academic 

officer (Saupe, 1981; Taylor, 1990; Volkwein, 1990). Clagett (as cited in Cohen & 

Brawer, 1996) found that institutional researchers have also been under the direction of a 

development office specifically for gathering data for grant proposals. 

A search of the ERIC database, Dissertation Abstracts, and Educational Abstracts 

using the terms institutional research, organizational location, and organizational 

structure revealed only four articles specifically written on the organizational location of 

the institutional research office, the most recent in 1995. Three of the articles provided 

empirical data by which further exploration could be undertaken. This lack of literature 

opens up the organizational structure and location for addhional study. 

The lack of articles indicates a gap in the literature as to the effect the 

organizational location of the office has on the roles and responsibilities of the 

institutional researcher. While Harrington, Knight, and Christie (1994) and Volkwein 

(1990) examined the decentralization and centralization of the roles of institutional 

researchers, the amount of responsibility (major or minor) or lack thereof was not 

addressed and there were no comparisons made between the roles based upon the 

reporting structure of the organization. 

10 



Theoretical Framework 

The Internal Labor Market Theory (Doeringer & Piore, 1971) provides a 

theoretical perspective for the study of the career lines of institutional researchers. The 

Open Systems Theory (Katz & Kahn, 1966) and Mintzberg^s Theory of Organizational 

Structure (Mintzberg, 1989) were chosen to provide perspective on the organizational 

structure and location of the office of institutional research. Each of the three theories is 

discussed below. 

Internal Labor Market 

The internal labor market theory has been used by several educational researchers 

in the examination of the career paths and career lines of higher education administrators 

(Amey, VanDerLinden, & Brown, 2002; Cejda, McKenney, & Burley, 2001; Clark, 

Twombly, &. Moore, 1990; McKenney, 2000; Twombly, 1986b). The theory as applied in 

the educational domain has been described as movement from position to position within 

an institution and position to position within an institirtion type such as movement from 

community college to community college (Amey, VanDeLinden, & Brown, 2002; 

Twombly, 1986a). Ports of entry or beginning poshions have also been the subject of 

studies applying the internal labor market theory (Doeringer & Piore, 1971; Twombly, 

1986a). Twombly (1986a) suggested this theory for analyzing the mobility of 

administrators within an institution or within the same type of institution (e.g., two-year 

institution). Furthermore, Amey, Vaid)erLinden, and Brown (2002) believe that 

succession plaiming is one of the reasons that labor markets and career paths need to be 

11 



further studied. The results of this study indicate the entry ports of those in the 

institutional researcher position and further denote the promotion or lack thereof within 

an institution or across-institutions. 

These studies found that the use of labor market theory is appropriate when 

studying career lines of administrators. Clark, Twombly, and Moore (1990) expressed a 

concern that the administrators at two-year colleges move from community college to 

community college, which has been considered an internal labor market because the 

movement is between the same types of institutions. Cejda, McKenney, and Burley 

(2001) found in the study of the career lines of chief academic officers, community 

colleges need to be aware of where future CAOs will come from. CEuididates may be 

foimd amongst the faculty reinks or from CAOs from other community colleges. These 

conclusions further support the internal labor market that exists for administrative 

positions in community colleges. 

Along the same lines as the study by Clark, Twombly, and Moore is a study by 

Amey, VanDerLinden, and Brown (2002). They found in their study of the career paths 

of administrators that many were promoted from within an institiation or from another 

community college. The resuhs of the study indicated that 22%) of presidents were 

promoted from within the institution. However, 66%) were hired from other community 

colleges. Fifty-two percent of chief academic officers were promoted to their current 

position from within the institution they have been employed in, while 28%) were 

employed fi-om another community college. Senior student affairs officers supported a 

strong internal labor market because 70%) were employed within the same institiition. 

12 



Chief financial officers showed a 40%) rate from the same institution and 23%) rate from 

other community colleges. Fifty percent of the directors of continuing education were 

promoted from within the institution, while 8%o came from other colleges. These findings 

support the contention that the careers of many administrators lean strongly towards the 

internal labor market or a combination of an internal and external labor market. The 

findings further indicated that there is a strong internal labor market in and between two-

year institutions. Institutional researchers were not included in this study. 

Twombly (1986a) offered that internal labor market theory is useful when 

determining the mobility of administrators within institutions and between institutions of 

the same type (e.g., community colleges). She further noted that poshions seem to be 

arranged in a sequence to ensure there is proper training for the next administrative 

position. Twombly advanced her study to those who moved from within educational 

institutions and those from outside the education arena. The findings suggested that 90%o 

of the administrators studied (presidents, chief academic officers, chief student affairs 

officer, and chief business officers) were from administrative positions in two-year 

colleges. She concluded that two-year institutions tend to give preference to 

administrators from other two-year institutions when hiring new administrators. 

However, it is important to note that career lines of administrators are only partially 

structured. The selling point of an internal labor market is that although those from within 

an institiition may not hail from a certain administiative position, they are aware of the 

values and mission of the organization. 

13 



One of the initial studies using the internal labor market theory brought forth the 

following conclusions. Doeringer and Piore (1971) believed that the internal labor market 

would become more prevalent as time marched on. They predicted that the internal labor 

market would become more common and the filling of certain jobs within the workplace 

would become the expectation of the workers. They further predicted that the required 

job skills would also become more specific resulting in a reduction of competition from 

the outside market, which would make it easier for internal candidates to move up in an 

employment situation. Scott (1992) pointed out that an internal labor market provides 

the employee with upward mobility through advancement and as skills increase so will 

earnings. Scott further stated that through the internal labor market the employer gains an 

employee less likely to leave to a competitor. 

The use of the labor market theory in the study of institutional researchers is 

appropriate to align this administrative poshion with other previously studied 

administrative positions and the applicability of this theory. 

Open Systems Theory 

The open systems theory has been used to describe and provide an explanation 

regarding the organizational structure within higher education institutions. By nature, the 

open systems theory describes behaviors consisting of living things and may be applied 

to any sequence of events indicative of an organization (Katz & Kahn, 1966). This 

theory became popular in the late 1960s and early 1970s claiming that the environment 

influences and impacts the structure and behavior of an organization (Marion, 2002; 

14 



Scott, 1995, 1992). Katz and Kahn (1966) postulate that the open systems theory has 

cycles of inputs, through-puts, and outputs that occur repeatedly. Scott (1992) and 

Marion (2002) ftxrther this thought by stating that inputs with more complexity than their 

eventual outputs will allow an organization to seek solutions to any problems within the 

organization and thus repair any deficiencies found. By taking the open systems view 

toward the structure of an organization, the complexity and variability of the participants 

and the connections among them are emphasized, shifting the attention from structure to 

process. If an individual fails in an open system it may be partially attributable to their 

own shortcomings as well as a breakdown on the system (Marion). 

Marion (2002) believes that open systems are made up of subsystems that interact 

with each other. If one subsystem is damaged, then the other subsystems will react by 

making changes to the structures. Katz and Kahn (1966) focused on five subsystems of 

an open system. These include: (1) production-focus on techniques of production or what 

is accomplished; (2) managerial-focus on the organization and governance processes or 

regulatory mechanisms; (3) supportive-focus on interactions with the environment by 

examining the importation of material to be addressed followed by the exportation of a 

finished product; (4) maintenance-focus on maintenance of the boundaries to keep the 

organization stable or more precisely on what is used to accomplish the goal; and (5) 

adaptive-focus on necessary changes in response to environmental pressures examining 

the external influences for any anticipated changes (e.g., market research, long-range 

planning). Katz and Kahn further describe three types of communication in an open 

system. Horizontal communication will occur among and between peers. Downward 

15 



communication will occur from superior to subordinate. Upward communication will 

occur from subordinate to superior. Katz and Kahn (1966) believe that upward 

communication is crucial for effective management. Educational institutions most 

commonly use the downward method of communication. 

Volkwein (1990) used the subsystems, as described by Katz and Kahn in studies 

on the organizational structure of institutional research offices. He delineated the 

managerial subsystem as that being headed by the president; the production subsystem as 

the structure of teaching and research; the maintenance and support subsystems refers to 

the accounting, budgeting, payroll, housing, dining, and persoimel; adaptive subsystems 

as the planning and environmental scanning; and boundary subsystems as those relating 

to admissions and public relations. 

Baker and Schulberg (1973) used the open systems model to study a mental 

hospital. It was used to establish a working model for a mental hospital to achieve a 

variety of goals. It sought to determine the degree to which the goals were met. They 

added one extra dimension to the open systems characteristics. Added to input, processes, 

and outputs was feedback. In order to gather the information needed in each of the four 

areas, field observations, interviews, surveys, and institiitional records were used. The 

authors recommended the use of this system because of what it offers as to the total 

perspective of an organization and the knowledge gained toward the understanding of 

modem organizations. 

Middaugh (1990) suggests that the open systems model is relevant to educational 

settings and essential for effectiveness in those institutions. Therefore, the open systems 
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theory will provide the framework for measuring the roles and duties of the institutional 

research position and connecting these activities to the location of the institutional 

research office within the organizational structure. The results of this research will help 

determine the amount of responsibility assigned to the roles of the institutional researcher 

based upon the reporting lines of the researcher. 

Organizational structure within the college setting has also been examined 

through the use of Mintzberg's organizational typology identifying five basic parts of an 

organization. These include strategic apex, operating core, middle line, technostmcture, 

and support staff (Mintzberg, 1989). The results of this study further identify the position 

of the institutional researcher within the organizational structure of higher education. 

Mintzberg's Theory of Organizational Stmcture 

Mintzberg (1989) describes seven types or configurations of organizations. These 

include the entiepreneurial organization, the machine organization, the professional 

organization, the diversified organization, the innovative organization, the missionary 

organization, and the political organization. Mintzberg further describes six basic 

components of an organization. These consist of the strategic apex, the technostmcture, 

the operating core, the middle line, the support staff, and the ideology. This typology has 

been used in studies of the classification of organizational stmcture of institirtional 

research offices (Taylor, 1990; Volkwein, 1990) and in the applicability of this theory to 

the community college organizational structure (Haynes, 1997). Haynes (1997), Taylor 
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(1990), and Volkwein (1990) addressed five parts of the organizational structure as 

outiined by Mintzberg (1989). 

Taylor (1990) examined five of Mintzberg's basic components of an organization 

as applied to higher educational institutions. The strategic apex is composed of governing 

board, president, president's staff and executive committees (Haynes, 1997; Taylor, 

1990). The technostructure component includes offices such as institutional research, 

budget offices, institutional audhors, and public relations offices. The operating core has 

been identified primarily as the faculty (Haynes, 1997; Taylor, 1990). The middle line 

included deans and department chairs (Haynes, 1997; Taylor, 1990). The support staff 

portions of an organization have been identified as legal advisors, housing, dining, 

computing, bookstore, printing, payroll and staff in student affairs division (Haynes, 

1997; Taylor, 1990). 

Higher education institutions may also be described as loosely coupled systems 

because of the unpredictable ways in which people react. "Loose coupling exists if A 

affects B (1) suddenly (rather than continuously), (2) occasionally (rather than 

constantly), (3) negligibly (rather than significantly), (4) indirectly (rather than directly) 

and, (5) eventually (rather than immediately)" (Weick, 2001, p. 383). Haynes' (1997) 

findings indicated that even though colleges and universities have been classified as 

professional bureaucracies, organized anarchies, and loosely coupled systems, they are 

most often classified as machine bureaucracies. Her study revealed almost 70%) of the 

community colleges were classified as machine bureaucracies, 26.1% were configured as 

professional bureaucracies, and 4.3 % were configured as Adhocracy. She further 
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concluded that there was no relationship between context of the organization and its 

design. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was threefold. The first purpose was to examine the 

careers of institutional researchers for determination as to what positions encompass the 

careers of researchers and whether or not career lines exist. This includes an examination 

of the "entry ports" to the position of institutional researcher in community colleges and 

determination of the career lines institutional researchers take enroute to their current 

position. The second purpose was to define the roles and duties assigned to the 

institutional researcher noting those tasks as being centralized within the institutional 

research office and those shared with other offices. Furthermore, this study analyzed the 

amount of responsibility of each of the functions or tasks. Such tasks may include 

reporting enrollment data, student characteristics, national survey information, state data 

requests, production of factbooks, studies on student academic performance, salary 

studies, environmental scanning, assessment of student outcomes, accreditation studies, 

and preparation of statistics on students' ratings of instruction (Ray, 1993; Rowh, 1990; 

Volkwein, 1990). 

The third purpose was to examine the organizational stmcture to ascertain the 

reporting stmcture or location of the institutional research office within the institution and 

to further assess whether or not there is any relationship between the tasks performed and 

the reporting stmcture of the institutional research office. 
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To accomplish these purposes a three-part survey was sent to the person holding 

the institutional research position in selected community colleges. The community 

colleges for this study will be from the states of Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, 

Georgia, Kentuck), Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oklahoma, 

South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia. These states were 

identified as peer institutions in the southeast and southwest division of the IPEDS Peer 

Analysis System. 

Research Questions 

The research questions addressed by this study through a three-part survey to the 

institutional researcher in community colleges in the states comprising the southeast and 

southwest division of the IPEDS Peer Analysis are as follows: 

1. What are the career lines of institutional researchers? 

2. What are the career goals of the institutional researcher? 

3. Are institutional researchers promoted from within an institution or sought 

externally? 

4. What are the roles of institutional researchers? 

5. What is the amount of responsibility of the institutional researcher on each 

of the identified roles (e.g., major responsibility, minor responsibility, 

shared major responsibility, shared minor responsibility, no 

responsibility)? 

20 



7 

6. Are institutional researchers employed in full-time positions as the 

researcher or is the role of researcher an additional job duty assigned to 

them? 

To whom do institutional researchers report? 

8. Where is institutional research located in the organizational chart? 

9. Does the reporting line influence the role(s) of the institutional researcher? 

10. Does the location within the organizational structure influence the role(s) 

of the institutional researcher? 

11. Does the size of the staff within the office influence the role(s) of the 

institutional researcher? 

Need for the Study 

A study of the career lines of institutional researchers, the amount of 

responsibility of the various roles of the institutional researcher, and the determination of 

whether or not the location and the size of the office makes a difference in the roles 

assigned are important for several reasons. Within ten years the overwhelming majority 

of community college presidents will retire (Weisman & Vaughn, 2002). Who will 

replace them? Will it be a former institutional researcher? While numerous studies have 

been conducted on administrators at community colleges since the early 1980s; 

specifically on the career paths of presidents, chief academic officers, senior student 

affairs officers, business officers, directors of continuing education, and 

occupational/vocational educational leaders, no studies were found that specifically 
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examined the career lines and career goals of institutional researchers. One study 

examined the career patterns of institutional researchers, focusing on comparisons of men 

and women institutional researchers and their lengths of time in office, degrees held, 

publication experiences, thoughts on decision-making process, and the influence of the 

spouses on their decision to advance. Amey, VanDerLinden, and Brown (2002) found it 

important to examine non-traditional administrative labor markets that include those 

administrative areas gaining in status. Therefore, the study of the entry into the 

institutional research position and the determination of the ultimate career goals are ripe 

for study in line with the older retiring administrators in various positions in today's two-

year institutions. 

Past studies have examined the roles of institutional researchers in two-year 

institutions in Illinois (Illinois Community College Board, 1980) as to theh importance, 

two-year institutions belonging to the American Association of Community Junior 

Colleges (Gutter, 1987), two-year institutions accredited by the Southem Association of 

Colleges and Schools (Chalker, 1980; Ray, 1993; Rowh, 1988) as to their importance and 

amount of involvement, two-year institutions who are members of AIR (Lindquist, 1999) 

and institutions who are members of NEAIR (Volkwein, 1990). Harrington, Knight and 

Christie (1994) stiadied all institutions in Georgia as to the centralization and 

decenfralization of the roles, and Harrington and Chen (1995) studied those institutions 

that were members of SAIR as to the importance. 

There were several reasons for conducting this current study. Many of the past 

stiidies are rather dated. The majority of the studies were conducted between 10 and 23 
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years ago, many positions have been added since those studies, people have left 

institutional research positions, and new researchers have joined the ranks. Ray (1993) 

studied 279 institutions, which at that time would have been the population of 

institutional researchers at two-year institutions accredited by Southem Association of 

Colleges and Schools. This current study also examined those two-year institutions 

accredited by the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools but which are still in 

the southem divisions. This study looked at the amount of responsibility the researcher 

has for each role as opposed to prior studies which examined the importance of the roles. 

Membership of affiliations such as AIR, SAIR, and NEAIR has been studied, but 

Lindquist (1999) suggested that many institutional researchers do not belong to 

association affiliations such as AIR. Therefore, there is a gap in the literature as to the 

study of the roles and duties of institutional researchers regardless of association 

affiliation or lack thereof. 

Definitions 

Definitions are provided below to assist the reader in the understanding of the 

material presented. The defined terms will be discussed in more detail in the paper. 

Association of Institutional Research (AIR)-is an international individual-

membership organization existing to provide benefits and assistance in research to 

provide a better understanding of higher education institutions. 
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Career Lines-..."as a collection of jobs in which there is a high probability of 

movement from one position to another on the list; in short, it is a sequence of jobs 

common to a portion of individuals in the labor force" (Spilerman, 1977, p. 560 ). 

Centralization-"to organize under one control; concentrate the power or 

authority of in a central organization" (Neufeldt, 1988, p. 228). 

Decentralization-"to break up a concentration of (governmental authority, 

industry, population, etc.) in a main center and distribute more widely" (Neufeldt, 1988, 

p. 357). 

Institutional research-"lnstitutional research is research conducted within an 

institution of higher education in order to provide information which supports 

institutional planning, policy formulation, and decision making" (Saupe, 1981, p. 1). 

Institutional researcher-that person employed in higher education institutions 

who is responsible for conducting research and studies on the institution by reporting and 

providing institutional data to support planning and policies. 

Internal Labor Market-"lntemal labor markets are stmctures of organizations 

which organize careers in a particular way in order to provide leadership capable of 

fulfilling institutional mission" (Twombly, 1986a, p. 41). 

IPEDS-Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System is a single, 

comprehensive system designed to encompass all institutions and educational 

organizations whose primary purpose is to provide postsecondary education. It is built 

around a series of interrelated surveys to collect institution-level data in such areas as 
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enrollments, program completers, faculty, staff, and finances (National Center for 

Educational Statistics, 2002). 

IPEDS Peer Analysis System-Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 

Peer Analysis System is designed to enable a user to easily compare a postsecondary 

institution of the user's choice to a group of peer institutions, also selected by the user 

(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2002) 

Middle Line-"The middle line is located between the strategic apex and the 

operating core. The middle line includes persons with formal authority to monitor the 

work of the operating core in relation to the mission of the organization" (Taylor, 1990, 

p. 28). 

Open Systems-"That a system is open means, not simply that it engages in 

interchanges with the environment, but that this interchange is an essential factor 

imderlying the system's viability" (Buckley, 1967, as cited by Scott, 1992, p. 25). The 

three components of this theory are inputs, processes, and outputs (Middaugh, 1990). 

Operating Core-"The operating core of a college or university includes members 

of the organization who education students, conduct research, and provide public 

services" (Taylor, 1990, p. 28). 

Strategic Apex-"The strategic apex of a college or university includes the 

governing board, president, the president's staff, and executive committees. The strategic 

apex is composed of persons with a view of the entire organization" (Taylor, 1990, p. 

28). 
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Support Staff-"This organizational component consists of specialized staff who 

provide support activities to the work of the organization" (Taylor, 1990, p. 28). 

Structure-"... the vehicle for introducing logical and consistent relationships 

among the diverse functions which comprise the organization" (Scott, 1973, p. 102). 

Technostructure-"This part of the organization consists of analysts and planner 

who try to control workers by stabilizing and standardizing the work activities of the 

organization" (Taylor, 1990, p. 28). 

Assumptions 

This research presents the following assumptions: 

All participants completely and accurately answered all the questions. 

All participants had ample opportunity to fill out the surveys and return to the 

researcher in a timely manner. 

All participants were those persons in the head institutional researcher position or 

who perform the duties of institutional research at public, two-year, associate degree 

granting institutions. 

Delimitations 

This study only examined those persons currently in the institutional research 

position at public, two-year, associate degree granting institutions in those states making 

up the southeast and southwest regions of the United States as identified in the IPEDS 

Peer Analysis System. 
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Limitations 

The resuhs of this study are only generalizable to public, two-year, associate 

granting institutions in the southeast and southwest regions. Private and proprietary two-

year institutions, and public, private, or independent four-year institutions will not be 

measured at this time. The results can not be generalizable to public, two-year, associate 

degree granting institutions in any other regions of the United States. 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter provides background information on concerns about the career lines 

of institutional researchers, the roles of the institutional researcher, and the placement of 

the institutional research office within the institution. The problem is outlined as the 

aging administrative population, the lack of uniformity of the responsibility of roles of 

the institutional researcher, and the effect the location of the office has on the 

responsibility level of the roles and duties. The remainder of this dissertation comprises 

four additional chapters. Chapter II contains a review of the literature, describing the (1) 

administrative career research; (2) history of institutional research; (3) roles of the 

institutional researcher; and (4) the location of the institutional research office. Chapter 

III outlines the methodology to be used to conduct the stirdy including the identification 

of the population and sample, the survey instruments, the pilot study, and the statistical 

methods of examination. Chapter IV contains the data analysis. Chapter V includes the 

findings as well as implications for additional research and practice. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter examines the literature covering administrative careers research, the 

history of the office of institutional research, the roles assigned to institutional 

researchers, the general structure of higher education institutions and the organizational 

structure and location of the institutional research office. The first section takes a cursory 

look at administrative careers that have been studied on individuals serving in various 

positions in higher education administration. Examination is divided into three areas, 

those focusing on presidents, those focusing on chief academic officers, and those 

examining multiple positions within the same study. The second section outlines the 

history of institutional research office by decades, beginning with the 1980s to the 

present. The third section reviews the literature on the roles that have been assigned to 

researchers. Finally, the organizational stmcture of higher education is highlighted and 

followed by research on the stmcture and location of the office of institutional research. 

Most of the studies on career lines or career paths of higher education 

administrators have been on the president. There have also been several career studies 

focusing solely on the chief academic officer and studies in which multiple positions 

including, the president, the chief academic officer, the chief student affairs officer, the 

chief business officer, the director of continuing education, the director of leaming 

resources, the head librarian, and department chairs. 
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The career lines of institutional researchers have not been studied. The closest 

study to career lines of the researcher is on conducted by Maroofi-Bozorgi (1980), in 

which the career patterns of male and female researchers were compared. This study 

surveyed institutional researchers, associates, assistants, and staff who were members of 

the Association of Institutional Research (AIR) in 1980. One hundred forty-eight 

respondents (40 females and 108 males) provided information as to their career patterns. 

It was determined that more females were employed in the lower poshions such as 

analyst; females held their positions for shorter duration; more females stated they would 

change their jobs and reported more career intermptions; females were less professionally 

active and had fewer publications, presentations, and teaching experience; females were 

receiving lower salaries; and the percentage of females who believed the researcher 

should be involved in the decision-making process was lower than that of the males. 

In order to understand and properly examine the career lines of the institutional 

researcher, one should first follow the advice of Carroll (1991). In his study on the 

careers of department chairs in 101 Camegie Council Research 1 and II and Doctorate-

Granting I and II institutions, he postulated that to understand specific academic 

positions, the people serving in these positions had to be studied and there had to be an 

avoidance of merely studying information about those positions under the guise of 

performing a career study. Following his advice and because of the lack of research in 

this area, the institutional researcher is targeted for this career study. The prior studies 

discussed below provide a framework and insight into administrative careers with which 

to begin the examination of the institutional researcher's career. 
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The remainder of this chapter focuses on research specifically related to the roles 

of the institutional researcher and the organizational stmcture and location of the office 

they reside in. The chapter concludes with a synopsis of the research that has been 

reported on the researcher and provides an identification of the needs for additional study. 

Administrative Career Research 

The terms career paths and career ladders (Amey & VanderLinden, 2002; Amey, 

VanderLinden, &. Brown, 2002; Boggs, 1988; Carroll, 1991; McKenney, 2000; Moore, 

1983; Moore, Twombly, & Martorana, 1985; Twombly, 1987, 1990), career patterns 

(Maroofi-Bozorgi, 1980; Wessel & Keim, 1994) and career lines (Cejda, McKenney, & 

Burley, 2001; Spilerman, 1977; Twombly, 1986a, 1986b, 1988) have been used in title 

and as descriptors in career research. The term career lines was chosen for this study 

partially because of the limited research specifically identifying and following 

administrative career lines with regard to a particular position; and more specifically, due 

to the lack of any literature in this area pertaining to the institutional researcher. 

The administrative career research section of this study is examined from the 

general perspective of career lines research, and the careers of top-level administrators 

(e.g., presidents, chief academic officers) as well as the careers of other community 

college leaders (e.g., chief student affairs, chief business officer, etc.). 
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General Career Lines Research 

Career lines are one of the ways that administrative careers have been studied. 

One of the leaders of the concept of career lines is Seymour Spilerman. In his paper 

outlining careers, labor market structure, and socioeconomic achievement, Spilerman 

(1977) identified four properties of job sequences. These include ports of entry, branches 

and career-line change, career returns, and the importance of different job facets as a 

function of age. The term "ports of entry" refers to the initial poshion a person attains. 

Some career lines have one entry port, while others may be flexible due to a person's 

education. Career lines may have different branches because of a different port of entry. 

This current study focuses on the entry-port of those in the institutional research office. 

Twombly (1990) also suggests that administrative careers have points of entry, 

points of exit, and many paths along the way. Twombly stated that personal challenge, 

seeking a change, geographic location, and congeniality of colleagues has been cited as 

reasons for choosing administrative careers. She also emphasized that administrative 

career paths are unstmctured. Few individuals move in a step-wise progression to upper 

administrative levels (Moore, Salimbene, Marlier, & Bragg, 1983), but rather job changes 

occur more often as opposed to promotion in the administrative arena (Twombly, 1990). 

Spilerman (1977) used the term career lines referring to the determination that job 

sequences exist and are molded according to the market. Career lines have been 

described as "relatively stable labor market stmctures through which workers "flow" (p. 

559). Yet another definition of career lines has been described by Slocum (1966) as "an 
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orderly sequence of development extending over a period of years and involving 

progressively more responsible roles within an occupation" (p. 5). 

A career line may be a sequence of positions within an institution in which there 

are set positions. In other words, an employee starts at the bottom and works their way up 

within the company or institution. Multiple departure points may also lead to altemative 

career lines such as the upward movement into a managerial position, downward 

movement into a lower level position, or a lateral movement across companies 

(Spilerman, 1977). This may be interpreted in the field of education as an upward 

movement into administration (e.g., department chair, dean, director), a downward 

movement from administration to faculty, or a lateral movement from one institution to 

another. 

Spilerman (1977) suggests two methods for describing career lines. These 

include (1) comparison between those who hold common positions, to see what paths 

they take; and (2) grouping work histories according to entry port. Studies by Cejda, 

McKenney, and Burley (2001), McKenney (2000), and Twombly (1988) have examined 

career lines based on the most common career sequences. This study will follow those 

same methods and look at the career lines based on the most common position sequences. 

Moreover, Spilerman (1977) noted four strategic variables that emerged when 

examining career line pattems. These include an orderly career line, a chaotic career line, 

a craft career line, and a professional career line. The orderly career line offers movement 

in one direction with an increase in earnings and status, hi a chaotic career line, 

individuals cycle among various positions with little difference in average earnings. A 
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craft career line and a professional career line indicate very little occupational change. 

However, in a craft career line the age of the person may dictate the changes to a less 

physical job. Those following the professional career line usually have a wage increase 

early on. 

Careers of Community College Leaders 

Over the past several decades, studies on the careers of presidents in two-year and 

four-year institutions have been the most prevalent. The careers of presidents in these 

types of institutions have been studied as entities by themselves and in conjunction with 

positions such as chief academic officers, chief academic affairs officers, chief business 

officers, deans, provosts, and various other positions. This section begins with a 

discussion of several studies focusing specifically on the career paths of presidents, 

followed by studies on the career paths of chief academic officers in two-year 

institutions, and finally looking at studies examining the careers of multiple positions 

within the same study, including, president, chief academic officer, chief student affairs 

officer, chief business officer, deans, and various other positions. 

Twombly (1987) examined the relationship of entry positions to career outcomes 

for presidents at two-year institutions. The data source for this study included two-year 

presidents in a 1984 national study by the Center for the Study of Higher Education at 

Permsylvania State University. Twombly defined entry position as the first position held 

in college or university. The findings included number of years between entry and 

presidency that ranged from 0-31; the number of positions held between the first position 
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was 

and current position ranging from 0-9; and the number who began their first positions 

with doctorates (17%), with master's (62%), and with bachelor's (21%) degrees, ft 

concluded from this study that two-year college presidents likely began their careers in 

administrative or faculty positions. 

A study by George Boggs (1988) examined the career paths of community college 

presidents. His study focused on data provided by the American Association of 

Community and Junior Colleges. Boggs revealed that 26%) of the community college 

presidents were deans prior to becoming president, which was followed by a close second 

of 24%) who served as vice-president, and 16% who moved laterally from a presidency at 

another community college. Boggs further found that only 14%) of presidents remained 

at the same institution through three administrative positions, most of which consisted of 

dean to vice-president to president. Nineteen percent were at the same institution through 

two administrative positions. The overwhelming majority (70%) of the presidents were 

appointed from outside the institution. Background information revealed that 81% held 

doctorate degrees, with most earning these degrees after beginning their careers. Boggs 

extrapolated from his research that the most likely career path that lead to a presidency 

was the beginning position as a faculty member. This follows along with the normative 

presidential career path concept noted by Cohen and March (1974) and the findings of 

Twombly (1987) in which this particular path begins with a faculty position. 

In a more recent study by Wessel and Keim (1994) the career pattems of private 

four-year and two-year presidents were examined. A stratified sample of 291 presidents 

from colleges and universities in the United States was surveyed resulting in a 93% 
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response rate. Presidential work history was traced back nine positions or to their first 

position outside higher education, whichever came first. The findings indicated that prior 

to accepting their first position 58%) were students, 18%o were from K-12 with teaching or 

administration experience, and 11% were members of the clergy. Approximately 61%o of 

presidents from private four-year institutions entered higher education as a faculty 

member, 67%o from independent institutions also entered as faculty members, and 15% 

from doctoral institutions entered as faculty members. These results also follow the 

normative career path as set forth by Cohen and March (1974). The first previous 

positions were broken down by academic vice-president (23%)), outside higher education 

(19%)), presidents at other institutions (15%), non-academic administrators (12%)), 

assistant to president (9%)), academic deans (7%)), and facuhy (6%). 

In addition to the studies focusing specifically on the presidents of colleges, 

several studies focused on the chief academic officer. Cynthia McKenney (2000) 

examined the career paths and mobility factors of female chief academic officers (CAO) 

in public community colleges. The 648 identified chief academic officers from across the 

United States were surveyed and the results indicated that approximately 51% of CAOs 

entry position was that of a faculty member; approximately 17% held the entry poshion 

of primary academic officers; and 11% held the entry position of chair, ft could ftirther 

be noted that gender was not a significant predictor of the career paths taken, but that 

immediate previous position, followed by career entry port, and the number of higher 

education positions in career sequence were found to be the three most significant 
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predictors. Evidence was provided that men holding these positions were older than 

their female counterparts. Each position closer to the CAO position indicated internal 

promotion. 

In a study conducted by Cejda, McKenney and Burley (2001) data collected from 

the national survey of chief academic officers (CAO) in public community colleges was 

used to examine the career lines that lead to the CAO position. Following Twombly's 

(1988) methodology, a minimum of 10%o of responses was set as the criteria for 

determination of the first prior position and 5% for earlier positions. Contrary to the 

presidential studies, no normative career path was determined as to CAOs. However, 

prior to the current CAO position, 64.9%) indicated they held four previous positions in 

two-year institutions, spent almost 12 years in two-year institutions, and 59%) were found 

to be internal candidates while S% came from another community college. 

Career research in the 1980s also revealed a practice of examining multiple 

positions within one study. Moore (1983) conducted one of the first studies during this 

time frame on the careers of presidents, provosts, and deans. A stratified random sample 

of 4000 administrators in four-year institutions was chosen for the study. A faculty 

position was found to be the main entry point for these administrators, but no definitive 

career path was given that lead to the college presidency. The average age of presidents 

and provosts were between 45 and 55. Over half of presidents and provosts were in their 

positions for five years or less, and 20%o held a prior presidency or provostship. 

Other findings indicated that approximately 75%) of presidents were not seeking a 

job change, while 46% of provosts were seeking or considering seeking a change. 
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Humanities followed by education and social sciences were the most studied at 

bachelor's level and education or humanities were the most studied at the master's and 

doctoral levels. Fifty-six percent of deans were not seeking a job change. 

Specifically addressing the career path issue, no definitive career path leading to 

the college presidency was noted; however, the majority of provosts and deans came 

directly from faculty to their positions. Moore (1983) found that the ideal career 

tiajectory was from faculty to department chair to dean to provost to president, while the 

dean started as faculty to department chair to assistant or associate dean, and finally to 

dean. 

Following the study by Moore (1983), another national multiple positions study 

was conducted surveying 2,049 administrators at two-year public and private institutions 

(Moore, Twombly, & Martorana, 1985). This study examined education and 

employment backgrounds, career goals, career paths and concerns. Presidents, campus 

executives, chief academic officers, chief business officer, chief student affairs officer, 

head librarian, director of financial aid, and directors of continuing education were 

studied. Some of the findings included: (1) substantial majority were male; (2) over 80%) 

were white; (3) approximately 45%o held doctorate degrees; and (4) 60%o were employed 

at two-year colleges. It was further noted that with regard to career mobility, the chief 

academic officer and chief student affairs officer were strong suppliers of presidents. The 

results indicated that many individuals remained in the same area, but made institutional 

changes not position changes. 
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The career lines of top-level administrators were further studied by Susan 

Twombly (1986b) and subsequentiy in 1988. A random sample of administrators in two-

year colleges was surveyed which included 193 presidents, 271 chief academic officers, 

221 chief student affairs officers, and 207 chief business officers. The study found that 

two-year presidents most often came from top executive or chief academic officer 

positions with faculty positions noted as most common entry port, chief student affairs 

officers came from directors of financial aid and counseling, and chief business officers 

came from outside sources. 

Contrary to the commons paths of the other administrators, chief academic 

officers came from various positions with little commonality in earlier careers, except for 

the most common entry of faculty. Twombly (1988) concluded that careers of two-year 

administrators were not highly stmctured and that the careers of chief student affairs 

officers and chief business officers appeared to be ceiling positions. The study revealed a 

high rate of lateral movement from previous positions to current position. A major 

conclusion was that there is little evidence of structured career lines, much like the 

findings of Moore (1983) and Cejda, McKenney, and Burley (2001). 

The most recent studies by Amey and VanDerLinden (2002) and Amey, 

VanDerLinden, and Brown (2002) on the career paths of community college leaders 

examining career trajectories of presidents, chief academic officers, student affairs 

officers, chief financial officer, director of continuing education, occupational/technical 

official, and business development partially replicated the Moore, Twombly, and 

Martorana (1985) study with modifications made to the survey. A stratified random 
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sample of 1700 community college administrators across 14 position codes was drawn 

from the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC). Findings indicated 

some differences in the career paths of presidents in 1985 and in 2000. These include a 

more common movement among institutions rather than within an institution for career 

paths of presidents, many spend less than five years in each position prior to presidency 

and 33%) held positions at four-year institutions prior to community college. More than 

50% of chief academic officers held immediate past positions such as assistant dean of 

insfruction, 10% came from vocational and continuing education, 18% came from student 

affairs, leaming resources, institutional development, and nonacademic administrative 

positions, 1% from faculty, and 6% from outside education as compared to the 1985 

study that showed 65%) from traditional academic administrative and only 12% from 

other administrative paths. Fifty-two percent were more likely to be promoted from 

within. Student affairs officers were more traditional and most often promoted from 

within the division. 

Results further indicated additional contrasts since the earlier study. The study in 

1985 showed that 7% came from faculty and no respondents in the study by Amey and 

VanDerLinden (2002) and Amey, VanDerLinden, and Brown (2002) came from facuhy. 

Addhionally, the study revealed that chief financial officers came from immediate past 

positions at community colleges (60%), with 44% holding at least one position from the 

private sector. Director of continuing education most often held a prior poshion at the 

same institution (50%o). 
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The study by Amey, VanDerLinden, and Brown (2002) expanded the scope of 

positions to include occupational education and business liaisons, most of which held 

prior positions at current institution. There were few gender differences revealed in this 

study; however, females were more likely to be promoted from within and worked fewer 

years in a poshion. Conclusions were drawn that career paths are changing and 

administrators are coming from different backgrounds and higher educational 

preparation. Finally, the most recent data suggests a lean toward more internal hiring. 

After review of the literature on the topic of administrative careers, and the 

resulting conflict between the support of normative career paths or lines and the support 

for a lack of a particular career line, it remains questionable as to whether careers in 

administration follow a particular path. Since the career line of institutional researchers 

has not been studied, this study will provide additional information as to the evidence of 

or lack thereof for a career line in institutional research and other administrative positions 

in higher education institutions. 

History of Institutional Research 

According to research presented by W.H. Cowley at the first formal institutional 

research workshop sponsored by Stanford University and the Western Interstate 

Commission for Higher Education, institutional research was traced back several 

centuries to the year 1701 (Doi, 1979). In 1924, a committee on educational research was 

established to study curriculum problems and student attrition at the University of 

Minnesota (Dressel, 1981; Fincher, 1985). Several universities in the 1920s established 
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institutional research departments (Saupe & Montgomery, 1970). However, the 

formation of an institutional research office has only been a part of higher education 

institutions since the 1950s (Doi, 1979; Dressel, 1981; Peterson, 1985, 1999; Roney, 

1970; Saupe & Montgomery, 1970). In 1957 there were less than ten established research 

offices (Doi, 1979). Doi estimated that in 1959 there were around fifty established 

institutional research offices. Between 1959 and 1964, the numbers of institutional 

researchers increased and the Association for Institutional Research was formed (Doi, 

1979, Dressel, 1981; Peterson, 1985; Roney, 1970). 

A review of the literature reveals the evolutionary stages of institutional research 

beginning in the 1950s and continuing through 2000 (Peterson, 1985, 1999). Peterson 

(1985) referred to the 1950s and 1960s as "the emergence of institutional research"; the 

1970s as a period of "growth and consolidation"; and the 1980s as a period of 

"fragmentation and uncertainty." In his subsequent research, Peterson (1999) referred to 

the 1990s and 2000s as a time of educational challenges and new constituents. 

The concerns of higher education institutions during the 1950s and through the early 

1960s revolved around the growth and expansion of colleges in the areas of enrollment 

and curriculum. The institutional research offices were created partially to comply with 

state and federal reporting (Olsen, 2000), and in response to the need for data and 

institutional research (Peterson, 1985). Studies performed during this time focused upon 

enrollment issues, space allocation, and budgetary analysis. During this time period, the 

number of offices grew, many reporting to the president or chief executive officer. Many 

researchers hailed from the social sciences and learned their trade through on-the-job 
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fraining. The primary concern of the researcher was on the status and research role, and 

the theory and practice of institutional research (Peterson, 1985). Peterson (1999) frirther 

expounded that the primary role of institutional research in the 1950s was of a descriptive 

and developmental nature followed by a more analytical and comparative nature during 

the 1960s addressing issues of self-studies and accreditation reviews. 

Beginning in the late 1960s through the early 1970s, changes occurred to the 

office of institutional research. Governance was the main issue (Peterson, 1985). The 

institutional researcher was becoming more defined, especially as a member of 

management. The studies undertaken still incorporated studies on enrollment, cost and 

budget analysis; however, a new level was added to include productivity studies, faculty 

and program evaluations, student development, projection studies, and reputational 

studies. The researcher became a quasi-professional and some formal training and in-

service was provided by AIR to assist in areas of professional growth and development 

(Peterson, 1985, 1999). Studies arose from many intemal requests and external requests 

from agencies and individuals but these requests were not standardized (Dressel, 1971). 

During this time frame, requesters of information from the institutional researcher 

included the president, federal statistics agencies, faculty deans, vice president of 

academics, directors of administrative departments, academic senate, board of governors, 

director of student services, programming plarming committees, chairman of academic 

departments, and higher education committees (Chase, 1979). Chase further noted that 

during the 1970s the expansion of the research requests from basic surveys, testing and 

measurement, and quantification led to the use of the sophisticated plarming models and 
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cost models, and specific processes designed to aid in the decision-making process of an 

institution. The primary role of institutional research was evaluative and quantitative. 

The mid-1970s to the early-1980s was a time of recession and constraint. 

Information systems were the main issue in the mid 1970s, while the late 1970s brought 

forth educational issues. The literature further focused on results and efficiency issues 

moving the researcher from an analytical and comparative role to an evaluative role. The 

focus was placed upon accountability issues including output measures such as 

graduation rates, numbers and types of degrees, and efficiency measures such as costs, 

workloads, and specializations of faculty (Peterson, 1985, 1999). At this time many 

institutions suffered from retrenchment, reduction, and reallocation. Political, legal, and 

financial problems also seemed to affect the institutional researcher (Fincher, 1985). The 

methodologies of the institutional researcher matured during the 1970s and through the 

1980s resulting in a strengthening of professional identity (McLaughlin & Howard, 

2001). 

The 1980s were seeded in a time of fragmentation and uncertainty. Peterson 

(1999) coined the 1980s as a time of constraint and quality. Marketing, recmitment, 

evaluation, and assessment were all words used to describe the additional assignments for 

the institiitional researcher (Fincher, 1985; Peterson, 1999). Strategic planning, student 

program needs, mission review, marketing, recmitment, measured outcomes, needs 

assessment, effective information systems, program assessment, policy analysis, and 

budgeting strategies were all now a part of the institiitional research office (Fincher, 

1985). 
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Planning studies and policy analysis were priorities that were sometimes removed 

from the institutional research office and given to a planning officer (Peterson, 1985). 

This shift in priorities forced some institutional researchers to take supportive roles of 

what was known as firefighters during a crises, and respondents to regulatory agency 

requests (Fincher, 1985). The studies became more qualitative in nature (Peterson, 

1999). Fincher noted that during the 1980s the outcomes of institutional research were 

specific to the institution the requests were housed in. However, the findings were not 

necessarily transferable to other institutions. In support of this contention, Dressel (1981) 

belie\'ed that institutional research is based upon what decision makers need to know, the 

institutional goals and objectives, and the demonstration of accountability and integrity to 

attain the set objectives and goals. 

The 1980s also brought on the use of comparative data with other institutions and 

questions regarding the necessary and required skills of the institutional researcher. This 

development of the use of comparative data from other institutions required training in 

new methods of conducting studies. The diversity of interest and skills brought about 

fragmentation within the field. AIR continued to stiive to promote the professional 

identity of the researcher and to provide professional growth opportunities to its members 

(Peterson, 1985). Despite the AIR training, there were no tmths found that a researcher 

was required to master prior to becoming an institutional researcher (Fincher, 1985). 

Despite the lack of required tmths, Dressel (1981) said h best by offering support for the 

institiitional researcher. His belief was that "The only reasonable expectation of an 

institutional researcher is that institutional research workers and outputs be respected and 
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drat the analysis and resolution of issues become somewhat more objective, sensitive, and 

rational than they would have been without institutional research" (p. 239). 

The era of the 1990s and 2000s brings on new challenges. There has been a shift 

in the focus of institutions from the improvement of the institution to the redesign of the 

institution. The focus has been placed upon redefining postsecondary industry, 

redirecting mission, reorganizing processes, and reforming the culture of the workplace 

(Peterson, 1999). This challenges the institutional researcher to gather and report data 

regarding the constantly changing cultural diversity, develop connections with telematics 

firms for educational ventures, and design services with stakeholders in mind. Peterson 

(1999) declared that the institutional researcher will need to become an industry analyst 

monitoring social and industry conditions; will need to review strategic options such as 

analysis of market potentials for a joint venture, examination of legal and fiscal 

requirements for a joint venture, and studying resource investment and risk analysis; will 

need to monitor peripheral activities including revenue and expense pattems of joint 

ventures; will need to assess the readiness and capacity for necessary institutional change; 

and will need to become a proactive manager to address these issues. 

Roles of the Institutional Researcher 

Roles of institiitional researchers have been studied moving from functional roles 

within the organization to the task-specific fiinctions addressing data analysis, collection, 

and reporting (Association of Institutional Research, 2002; Billups & DeLucia, 1990; 

Clybum, 1991; Delaney, 1997; Dressel, 1981; Harrington, Knight, & Christie, 1994; 
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Harrington & Chen, 1995; Lindquist, 1999; Matier, Sidle, «fe Hurst, 1994; Ray, 1993; 

Rowh, 1988,1990; Saupe, 1981; Saupe & Montgomery, 1970; Teodorescu & Frost, 2002; 

Volkwein, 1990, 1999). This section addresses the roles assigned to the institutional 

researcher covering both functional roles within the organization and the detailed tasks 

assigned. For the purpose of this study, functional roles within the organization refer to 

terms describing behaviors in general terms using terms such as information architects, 

change agents, intemal consultants of choice (Matier, Sidle, & Hurst, 1994), knowledge 

buyer, knowledge seller, knowledge broker (Teodorescu & Frost, 2002), and information 

activist (Billups & DeLucia, 1990). 

Functional Roles Within the Organization 

Billups and DeLucia (1990) refer to the institutional researcher as an information 

activist. This term implies the movement from the passive role of providing information 

to being proactive as a change agent. To facilitate this type of role, Billups and DeLucia 

suggested the following strategies for integration: (1) know your institutional culture-be 

attentive to the pattems of communication, politics and values; (2) know the institution's 

decision-making process-know who the players are and how they believe; (3) know the 

audience; (4) know the questions; (5) know the accepted channels of communication; (6) 

know your place in organization; (7) develop people skills; (8) develop presentation 

skills; (9) be a team player and facilitator; (10) form diverse teams; (11) be a winner- pick 

your battles; (12) involve audience from the start; (13) market institutional research 

services; and (14) establish a place on institiitional committees. 
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Additionally, Volkwein (1999) addressed four ftinctional roles of the institutional 

researcher. These roles included the terms information authority, policy analyst, spin 

doctor, and scholar and researcher. As information authority the institutional researcher 

has the general role of reporting campus data such as admissions, enrollment, and faculty 

statistics. As policy analyst, the researcher studies areas such as enrollment projections, 

cost analysis, student opinions, and salary equity. The role of spin doctor comes into play 

when institutional researchers assist the staff to present the institutional data in the most 

favorable light. Finally, the role of scholar and researcher is to provide evidence of 

outcomes and effectiveness. 

Matier. Sidle, and Hurst (1994) pointed out other functional roles for the 

institutional researcher heading into the 21^' century. These roles included the terms (1) 

research support-data collection, analysis, and dissemination; (2) information architects; 

(3) change agents; and (4) intemal consultants of choice. Research support requires the 

researcher to compile information to intemal and external audiences through evaluation 

of what the requester is seeking and providing that information in the most useftil 

maimer. As information architect the institutional researcher must take on an integrated 

systems approach to decide what requests are important and what needs to be available 

for analytical purposes. As a change agent the researcher should be active in the decision

making processes. Matier et al. (1994) also refer to the institutional researcher as an 

intemal consultant for central administration in areas of planning, data administration, 

group process management, quality improvement, and survey research. 
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Teodorescu and Frost (2002) set forth another way of classifying the roles of the 

institutional researcher identifying the researcher as knowledge buyer, knowledge seller, 

and knowledge broker. Knowledge buyer denotes that the researcher not only requests 

data, but also seeks insight into their judgments to make better decisions. Knowledge 

seller implies that people within the organization seek information they believe the 

researcher has, such as information on enrollment forecasting and retention. Knowledge 

brokers are those institutional researchers who help the buyers and sellers of information 

within an institution get together. 

Tasks Assigned 

In 1970, Saupe and Montgomery identified eight research categories of the 

functions of institutional research, which outlined the tasks meeting the criteria for this 

category. The first category was termed the preparation of operating reports. These 

reports included information on student aid, housing, financial aid, personnel count, and 

enrollment that were and are considered to be fundamental to the institution. Whether the 

researcher or someone else in the institution prepares these reports, the researcher should 

have copies of these reports and show a genuine concem with the adequacy of such 

reports. The second category identified by Saupe and Montgomery was referred to as the 

preparation of analytic and summary reports, including data on class size, teaching load 

tabulations, cost analysis and summary data provided in campus factbooks. The third 

category was the conductivity of analytical or modeling studies, including the 

development of mathematical models in the planning and budgeting process. Design of 
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management information systems was the fourth category encompassing the 

determination of what data should be collected and how it should be stored. The fifth 

category of special studies included student ability, advising, alumni reactions, residence 

hall programs and student activities programs. Studies in support of educational 

development designed to improve curriculum made up the sixth category. The seventh 

category referred to work on committees examining policy problems. Finally, in the last 

category, Saupe and Montgomery (1970) suggested that h was reasonable to have the 

institutional researcher responsible for the coordination and completion of the 

questionnaires to ensure that the data provided in response to the questiormaires was 

consistent. 

Since that early report, studies specifically outlining tasks of the office of 

institutional research have been conducted. Several studies examined the tasks as to the 

amount of involvement by the institutional researcher and the amount of importance the 

researcher placed on the specific tasks. One such study conducted by the Illinois 

Community College Board (1980) surveyed the 39 community college districts in Illinois 

in 1980 to determine the changes in the status of institutional research considering the 

amount of time spent on a function and the importance of that activity. One interesting 

finding indicated that 41%) of the institutional researchers at the colleges devoted less 

than 25 % of their time to institutional research activities, followed by a close second of 

31%) who spent 75-100%) of theh time on institutional research. 
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The general institutional research functions or activities as noted by the Illinois 

Community College Board (1980) included the following: 

preparation of descriptive reports on institutional status; 
identification of strengths and weaknesses in the institution; 
determination of immediate and future needs of the institution; 
compilation of data and other material that might be needed; 
coordination of intra-and inter-institutional research; 
master planning; 
assistance to any staff member or administration regarding planning, execution 
and data analysis; 
maintenance of research files; 
communication of summaries of completed or in progress research; 
assistance in development of proposals and grants; 

and responses to state and federal agencies, (p.l 1) 

The Illinois Community College Board examined these functions and sought 

information as to the relative amount of time spent on and the relative importance of 

these activities. The results indicated that the majority (40.8%) of the researcher's time 

was spent on responding to State, Federal and other required reports; compiling data that 

might be needed (28.6%o); and the preparation of descriptive reports (25.5%). The 

functions perceived as being the most important were determination of immediate and 

future needs (72.9%)); master planning (61.2%)); and identification of institutional 

strengths and weaknesses (55.1%o). 

In a study on job duties of institutional researchers by Rowh (1990), the objective 

was to delineate the types of duties in 326 Southem two-year colleges accredited by 

Southem Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) through the use of a mail survey. 

Like the study by Illinois Community College Board (1980) the resuhs revealed that only 

134 out of 301 respondents employed an institutional researcher at least half the time. 
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In an interesting twist, Rowh (1990) examined 27 job tasks and identified the 

tasks performed most often that should not be performed as compared to the tasks that 

needed to be performed but were not. The results imply a delineation of the importance 

of a task. The following tasks were cited as those tasks that should not be performed by 

institutional research: (1) external reporting; (2) program supervision; (3) grant 

development; (4) clerical functions; and (5) unspecified tasks. 

Seven tasks were also marked as those that should be performed but that were not 

performed at the surveyed institutions. These included (1) conducting more research 

projects; (2) academic program evaluation; (3) planning studies; (4) outcomes 

assessment; (5) financial analysis; (6) institutional policy development; and (7) 

unspecified tasks. Rowh concluded that, as stated in Chapter I of this proposal, there is a 

need for roles to be assessed carefully to ensure that the most important tasks are given 

the proper attention. 

Clybum (1991) studied the roles of four-year private colleges in the Southeastern 

United States. This study included those institutions that enrolled less than 3000 

students, totaling 252 institutions. Forty-three percent of the institutional researchers 

devoted 25%) or less of theh time to research; 23% indicated 26-50%) of time was devoted 

to research activities; 9% devoted 51-75%) of their time to research; and 11% devoted 

over 75%) of theh time to research. Clybum (1991) concluded that institutional research 

received limited attention from the institution and participants had difficulty defining 

their roles. 
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The roles or activities examined in Clybum's (1991) study included 32 items. 

The respondents were asked to rank their responses to each identified activity as having 

no involvement with a research activity and would not consider it; might consider the 

activity but had never been undertaken; activity undertaken once, but would not be 

repeated; activity undertaken once and might be repeated; and activity was completed at 

least once and would be repeated often. Over 50%) of the respondents indicated an 

ongoing participation with 15 of the 32 items. From the responses, it could be concluded 

that the research activities focused on reports for accredhing and governmental agencies, 

long-range planning, research design, and faculty studies. Low participation rates were 

indicated in the areas of investigation of student leaming. Studies on retention, attrition, 

employers, and student performance were not regularly undertaken, even though SACS 

recommended these types of studies. Further conclusions of Clybum were that most 

small private colleges lacked effective institutional research operation, the roles of the 

institutional researcher needed definition, there was inadequate institutional support, and 

the activities were dispersed and disjointed. 

Clybum's (1991) study also examined the roles of three exemplary institutional 

research offices in four-year private colleges using a stmctured interview protocol. These 

directors served as advisors to the President and other in decision-making, planning, goal 

setting and evaluation. The exemplary researcher further assisted with collection and 

interpretation of institutional data; maintained longitiidinal analysis of enrollment, 

finance, career services, financial aid, alumni studies and student affairs; and monitored 

planning process. 
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In a very similar study by Ray (1993) examining 279 two-year institutions 

regionally accredited by SACS, through a survey instrument and interviews of exemplary 

offices the following findings were noted. Respondents were asked to rate the 

importance of each of the 22 activities and list the number of times an activity had been 

completed within the past three years. The activities of the institutional researcher were 

taken from SACS requirement and pilot study suggestions. The most important activity 

was the reporting at the request of chief executive officer, vice president, and deans; 

followed by reports to SACS; student retention/attrition studies; reports for state 

agencies; and reports for goveming boards. However, 61%) identified preparing reports 

for SACS as being critically important. Those hems completed at least once within the 

last three years included completion of questionnaires for outside agencies (81%); 

developing survey instmments (80%)); preparing reports at the request of officials (78%); 

preparing reports for state agencies (77%); and preparing reports for SACS (73%). 

Ray found the exemplary offices to be involved in the entire planning and 

evaluation process, including demographic scanning and database implementation. He 

further concluded that there is little consistency between what is perceived as being 

critical and what is done most frequently. There was a marked difference between the 

typical and exemplary offices. A typical office was determined to be more reactive and 

an exemplary office to be more proactive. 

In 1995, Harrington and Chen examined the roles of 240 institutional research 

professionals who were members of the Southem Association of Institutional Researchers 

through the use of a survey. The respondents were asked to rate the importance of fifty 
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activhies under the following headings: (1) academic program planning, analysis and 

review; (2) admissions and enrollment planning; (3) alumni and graduate studies; (4) 

budgetary and financial analysis; (5) curriculum and instructional analysis; (6) extemal 

relations; (7) facilities; (8) goals; (9) planning; and (10) student concems and perceptions. 

The results showed that the activities under the function of institutional planning received 

a rating of highly important, as well as those activities related to academic program 

planning, and external relations and reporting. Interestingly, significantly fewer 

researchers felt they should be involved in academic program analysis. Studies related to 

facilities and analyzing graduate trends were not perceived as necessarily important and it 

was the belief of the respondents that research should not be concemed with these 

activities. 

Delaney (1997) sent surveys to 243 New England colleges and univershies for 

identification of the roles or typical research projects of institutional researchers. 

Findings indicated eight categories of typical institutional research projects. These 

projects were ranked according to the frequency of engagement in those activities. 

Approximately two-thirds of the respondents in Delaney's study ranked enrollment 

management projects as the highest. Almost 50%) reported involvement in supplying 

statistics internally and providing data extemally, and approximately 25% reported 

involvement in research, planning, and policy studies. The resuhs showed that very few 

institutions conducted financial studies or faculty stiidies including evaluations. 

Centralization and decentralization are terms that have also been associated with 

the activities or roles of institutional research. Heam and Corcoran (1988) examined the 
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proliferation of research activities and determined that centralization of research activities 

reduces duplication, reduces threats to data privacy, reduces fraining cost, and reduces the 

misinterpretation of data. Decentralization, or proliferation of research activities by other 

institutional offices, are increasing and imply a lessening of the institution's efforts at a 

cential level but does not imply that this lessens the importance or the quality of the work 

performed. 

With regard to roles of the institutional researcher, Volkwein (1990) surveyed 198 

Northeast Association for Institutional Research member institutions to determine the 

centralization and decentralization of 36 functions. He delineated those tasks that were 

cenfralized in a research office or in one other office versus those tasks shared with other 

offices. Volkwein found that those items that ranked high in the centralization category 

included student attrition/retention studies, enrollment reporting, reporting of student 

characteristics, responding to surveys and extemal requests, and producing factbook data. 

Institutional researchers were seldom involved in budget requests, reviewing academic 

programs, collecting student rating of instmction, and developing ceimpus databases. 

Another study examined the roles of institutional researchers at 81 public and 

private campuses in Georgia. One part of this study by Harrington, Knight, and Christie 

(1994) offered 40 functional tasks of researchers to be classified as decentralized, shared 

or having no involvement. A modified version of Volkwein's 1989 survey was used to 

capture the information. 

The findings of Harrington et al.'s (1994) study revealed that more than 60%) of 

the offices had centralized responsibility for providing national survey data, affirmative 
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action reports, campus factbook production, college guidebook surveys, reporting other 

student data, degrees awarded statistics, attrition/retention studies, enrollment data 

analysis, institutional data exchange, faculty workload analysis, student evaluations, and 

space allocation analysis. Decentralization or shared roles were found most often in 

activities such as self-study for accreditation, academic program reviews, and 

measurement of student achievement. High levels of involvement were noted in special 

studies regarding retention, attrition, admissions and enrollment management, and 

academic performances. A number of respondents were cited as having no involvement 

in factbook production, economic impact studies, and direction of salary studies. 

Organizational Stmcture and Location 

This section of the proposal is divided into three parts, general organizational 

structure research, the structure of the institutional research office, and the location of the 

institutional research office within the organizational stmcture. 

General Organizational Stmcture Research 

As touched on in Chapter 1, Mintzberg (1989) defined six basic parts of an 

organization. These basic parts include what is called the strategic apex, middle line, 

operating core, technostmcture, support staff, and ideology. This conceptual framework 

is designed to aid in the understanding of the structure of an organization. 

The strategic apex as defined by Mintzberg refers to the requirement that at least 

one manager oversee the entire organization. In an educational institution this poshion 
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would be the governing board, president, president's staff and executive committees 

(Haynes, 1997; Taylor, 1990). Taylor ftirther identifies this portion of the higher 

education organization as those members who make sure that the mission of the 

institution is supported and that the institution meets the needs of those in power. 

The operating core is made up of those persons who produce the products and 

render the service (Mintzberg, 1989). In higher education this core includes members 

who educate students, conduct research, and provide public services, which would 

primarily be faculty (Taylor, 1990). 

The middle line is the authority between the operating core and the strategic apex 

(Mintzberg, 1989). This would include those who monitor the work of the operating 

core. Taylor (1990) classifies this group of individuals as those who formulate strategies 

to assist the operating core in performing their work. In colleges and universities, these 

include vice-presidents, deans, division and department chairs. 

Mintzberg (1989) offers that the technostmcture is the part of the organization 

that performs administrative duties, formally planning and controlling the work of others. 

Units in this area of higher education might include budget offices, institutional auditors, 

government liaison officers, public relations officers, or institutional researchers if their 

primary role is to provide information and conduct research for long range planning and 

environmental scanning (Taylor, 1990). 

Support staff is the fifth unh identified by Mintzberg including those that provide 

intemal services. These would include offices such as legal advisors, advising, dining, 

housing, bookstore, and printing (Taylor). Because of the nattire of support staff, Taylor 
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also believes that the institutional researcher could also be in this unit because they 

provide information in information technologies, data collection and measurement 

techniques. The fundamental duties of conducting analytical studies by the institutional 

researcher would be used to support the decision of the middle-line (vice-presidents, 

deans, division or department chairs). 

The sixth unit described by Mintzberg is known as the ideology. This is where 

the traditions and beliefs make the organization unique. He further describes this unit as 

the halo around the entire organization. Studies discussing the organizational stmcture of 

institutional research did not identify this imit. 

Moving from the basic units of an organization, Mintzberg (1989) describes the 

essence of organizational stmcture through the division of labor, as previously discussed, 

and the coordination of those tasks. To understand this concept, Mintzberg delineates six 

coordinating mechanisms describing ways in which organizations coordinate the work 

and delineates nine design parameters that connect labor and coordination. 

The coordinating mechanisms identified by Mintzberg (1989) include mutual 

adjustment, direct supervision, standardization of work process, standardization of 

outputs, standardizations of skills, and standardization of norms. Mutiial adjustment 

refers to the coordination of communication between employees. Direct supervision 

refers to the achievement of coordination from the boss to the subordinates. 

Standardization of work processes achieves coordination when work in the 

technostmctiire is developed and carried out by the operational core. Standardization of 

outputs include coordination of specifying the resuhs to be expected from a project. 
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Standardization of skills coordinates the skills of the employees working together, almost 

automatically even though there is a difference in skills. Standardization of norms is 

there to ensure that all within the organization functions to the same beliefs. 

The design parameters described by Mintzberg (1989) include: (1) job 

specialization (number of tasks in a job and the worker's control over these tasks; (2) 

behavior formalization (job descriptions and rules and regulations); (3) training (formal 

programs providing people skills and knowledge); (4) indoctiination (standardization of 

programs for trust in decision-making); (5) unit grouping (coordination of common 

supervision); (6) unit size (number of positions); (7) planning and control systems 

(specification of actions to get the desired resuhs); (8) liaison devices (encourage 

adjustment between and within units); and (9) decentralization (diffusion of decision

making power). 

Mintzberg (1989) also addressed the different types of decentralization within an 

organization and the situational factors that influence the organization. These include 

vertical and horizontal or with the strategic apex, limited horizontal decentralization 

where strategic apex shares power with technostmcture, limited vertical decentralization 

where managers are delegated power, vertical and horizontal decentralization where 

power rests in operating core, selective vertical and horizontal decentralization where 

power is dispersed throughout the organization, and pure decentralization where power is 

shared by all within the organization. 

To fully understand an organization, Mintzberg (1989) combined coordinating 

mechanisms, design parameters, and situational factors to create configurations of 
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organizational structure. These models include the Simple Stmcture, Machine 

Bureaucracy, the Professional Bureaucracy, the Divisional Form, and the Adhocracy. 

Haynes (1997) examined these configurations as to the applicability to the community 

college. Machine Bureaucracy was discussed in chapter I as it applied to community 

colleges. The other four models by Mintzberg are discussed below. 

Simple or Entrepreneurial Structure 

Structure and Key Components. The structure is simple with little or no staff and 

small managerial hierarchy. The activities are not formalized and there is no use for 

planning procedures. The activities are under the direct supervision of the chief 

executive officer who is housed within the strategic apex. 

Context and Strategy. The context may be described as having a simple and 

dynamic environment, having strong autocratic, sometimes charismatic leadership. This 

type of stmcture is seen in organizations in trouble with a dynamic leader taking control, 

or one in which a tumaround is necessary. The strategy is often visionary, deliberate but 

flexible in details, and reflects the chief executive's vision. 

Issues. There is a tendency for centralization in the chief executive's office. This 

can be a risky choice because of the dependence upon that one person for the 

organization to mn. If change is necessary and the chief executive officer does not want 

to change, then the organization has no way of adapting. This becomes a great liability. 

One advantage of this type of organization is that people enjoy working in a small 

organization that lends itself to grow rapidly and a strong sense of identity with the 
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organization is developed. On the other hand, some people see this type of organization 

as highly restrictive and the employees just follow the leader. 

Professional Bureaucracy 

Structure and Key Components. The structure is bureaucratic yet decentralized 

requiring h be carried out and controlled by professionals thus perfecting skills of the 

professional. The key components are the standardized operating programs and the 

operating core with large support staffs. Educational institutions have been called 

professional bureaucracies because of the reliance on the operating core. The support 

staff may be quite large but with routine duties. 

Context and Strategy. The context may be described as complex yet stable, 

technically simple, and often in the service sector. Schools and universities often rely on 

this type of organization with a concentration on applying standards to the well-defined 

problems. The sfrategies are controlled by the individual professionals, the inputs of the 

system (professional staff, determination of clients), the means to perform mission, and 

support of mission. Many people are involved in the strategies causing fragmentation. 

However, overall the strategy process is stable. 

Issues. The Professional Bureaucracy is democratic providing autonomy to the 

professionals based upon the established standards of the profession, which leads to high 

motivation. However, there are problems with coordination because it relies upon the 

standardization of skills, which will fail to meet the rising needs of the organization. This 
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creates a pigeonhole effect, bringing on conflict. Professional may reluctantiy work with 

each other which gives rise to innovation troubles. 

Diversified or Divisional Form 

Strucure and Key Components. This is most commonly used in the private sector. 

This is also known as a modified machine bureaucracy. The stmcture is one of divisions 

loosely coupled under central administration. The administration sets standards of 

achievement to standardize outputs with direct supervision by the middle line. 

Administration develops overall strategy, manages movement of funds between 

divisions, operates performance control system, appoints and replaces managers, and 

provides support services such as a public relations office. Sometimes this is labeled 

decentralized. The dilemma is to retain divisional autonomy but retain administrative 

control. Each division is a single system with consistent goals. 

Context and Strategy. This is typically found in large, mature organizations. The 

administration manages the "corporate" strategy and divisions manage individual 

sfrategies. 

Issues. The risk is spread throughout the organization, but it could become costly 

and discourage innovation. It seems to inhibh taking strategic initiatives. 

Adhocracy or Innovative 

Stmcture and Key Components. There is little formalization of behavior; and 

specialized jobs based on expert training, ft does not rely upon standardization of skills or 

outputs for coordination. Decision-making is found where it is needed. However, it must 
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remain flexible. All players are integrated in teams. The administration and operating 

core are separate. 

Context and Strategy. Because of its quick reconfiguration ability, this type of 

organization is effective when the environment is unpredictable. This is mn with highly 

technical systems. 

Issues. This organization has been termed as inefficient. Those who work in this 

type of organization lack clarity of what the job descriptions are and who they report to, 

and they are very competitive for rewards. 

Haynes (1997) examined the application of Mintzberg's configuration theory to 

community college organizational stmcture. She surveyed a stratified random sample of 

the 223 community and technical colleges who were accredited by Southern Association 

of Colleges and Schools. The survey was sent to a liaison at the institution and forwarded 

to president and vice-president of instmction (strategic apex), vice president of fiscal 

affairs (technostmcture), vice president of student affairs (support staff), three department 

chairs (middle line), and three facuhy members (operating core). The perceptions of the 

respondents indicated that 69.6%) of the community colleges observed a design 

configuration of the Machine Bureaucracy, as described in Chapter 1, 26.1% observed the 

design configuration of the Professional Bureaucracy, and 4.3% observed the design 

configuration of the Adhocracy. 

As outlined in Chapter 1, Bimbaum (1988) addressed the issue of organizational 

stmcture. Not unlike Mintzberg (1989) and Haynes (1997), he classified community 

colleges as bureaucratic institutions. Bimbaum emphasizes that the organizational chart is 
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descriptive of the institution. Not only does the location in the hierarchy indicate the 

importance of an area, but it also indicates where the influence lies for a particular area. 

Those closest together within the organizational chart are those who have the closest 

interactions. Data gathering is also influenced by the structure indicated on the 

organizational chart. Data gathering defines the environment of the institution. Who 

collects h determines how it is evaluated and communicated. 

Job descriptions and rationality are additional pieces of the bureaucracy puzzle. 

The rules allow somewhat of a coordination of the activities and the predictability of 

actions. Through the use of these mles, the organization can leam from mistakes and 

make changes. The rationality of bureaucracies often places an emphasis on long-range 

planning and defining subgoals to meet long-range planning objectives. To meet the 

long-range planning ideals, Bimbaum (1988) suggests that the development of the 

institutional research office is an important organizational priority. 

Bimbaum (1988) describes the bureaucratic system as one comprised of 

relationships between the superiors and subordinates. One in which the superior assigns 

directives, the subordinate responds to those directives and reports back to the superior, 

followed by the assignment of the new directives by the superior. The organizational 

stmcture of a bureaucracy links subordinates at one level and as superiors at another level 

thereby providing a continuous loop between the levels of the organization. 
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Stmcture of the Institutional Research Office 

When looking at organizational structure specific to the institutional research 

office, there has been some research conducted on the organizational development 

describing the diversity of the institutional research offices. Volkwein (1990) addressed 

four stages that describe the diversity of institutional research offices. These stages 

include: (1) craft structure (infancy and childhood), (2) small adhocracy (adolescence), 

(3) professional bureaucracy (adulthood), and (4) elaborate profusion (maturity). Each 

stmcture is described below. 

The craft structure is one in which the institutional research office consists of one 

person, possibly part-time, who meets the demands of the routine reporting and some 

number cmnching. Most do not have doctoral degrees, and many are current or former 

faculty members that often combine research with other duties. The institutions that fall 

in this category often have enrollments of fewer than 5,000. 

Small Adhocracy is the next stage of research offices as described by Volkwein 

(1990). In this stage, the research office has two or three persons with a very simple 

stmcture. Some offices will be engaged in applied research and some will not, some 

have master's degree while others have doctoral degrees. These are generally found in 

comprehensive colleges or two-year colleges with enrollments between 5,000 and 

10,000. 

Volkwein (1990) describes the professional bureaucracy as one that employs at 

least four professionals; at least one with a doctorate, and one with ten years of 
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experience. There are sophisticated projects each year that are centralized to the research 

office. This group is usually found at doctoral institutions. 

The last stage noted by Volkwein (1990) is the elaborate profession. The 

complexity of the analytical research is usually decentralized and loosely coordinated at 

research univershies. Very few institutions fall in this category. 

When it comes to examination of decentralization and the institutional research 

office, Heam and Corcoran (1988) explored the factors behind this decentralization 

phenomenon. They performed a case study on the University of Minnesota using a 

semisfructured interview format. Heam and Corcoran posited the following theories 

about proliferation (decenfralization) of institutional research on college campuses: 

The informational legitimacy argument: Institutional research activities will 
emerge in noncentral units if central-office research claims are not accepted as 
legitimate by all parties on campus. 

The limited attention argument: Institutional research will emerge in noncentral 
units if central-office research time and resources are not available to meet all 
institutional research needs perceived to be significant on campus. 

The organizational contingency argument: The nature of proliferation at a given 
institution will depend upon extemal factors, such as demographic and economic 
trends, and upon a variety of organizational factors unique to that institution, (pp. 
635-636) 

Heam and Corcoran found the three theories were supported at the University of 

Minnesota. Under the informational legitimacy argument, factions were seeking 

reinterpretation of data provided by the central research office and the central research 

office was asked to critically assess the accuracy of the data provided by other officials. 

The limited attention argument was also supported at the University of Minnesota 

because refrenchments and the analytical demands on institutional research were on the 
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rise, even though resources were falling. The organizational contingency also existed 

imder the influence of the external environment, personalities and career paths, 

management styles, power arrangements, microcomputing and telecommunications, and 

structural/procedural arrangements. Further findings show that informational legitimacy 

and limits on attention at the central level have accounted for the proliferation of 

institutional research. Heam and Corcoran (1988) suggested that with the upward 

mobilit) of institutional researchers within an organization comes an increasing number 

of persons involved in and maintaining the research process in their new positions, which 

quite possibly explains some of the reasons behind the proliferation. 

On a more basic level, the structure of the institutional research office has been 

stiidied as to the staff size and make-up (Clybum, 1991; Delaney, 1997; Gillespie, 2002; 

Harrington, Knight, & Christie, 1994; Illinois Community College Board, 1980; 

Lindquist, 1999; Ray, 1993; Volkwein, 1990), the years of experience (Illinois 

Community College Board, 1980; Harrington, Knight, & Christie, 1994; Volkwein, 

1990), and the location of the office in the organization (Harrington, Knight, & Christie, 

1994; Harrington & Chen, 1995; Saupe, 1990; Schmidtlein, 1985). 

Institutional research office staffing has varied since the 1970s. Lindquist (1999) 

defines a small office as one having two or fewer employed in institutional research, a 

medium office as those having three or four professionals, and a large office as one 

having five or more professionals. According to this classification, the majority of the 

studied offices would fall within the small to medium range. In a stiidy conducted on the 

39 community college districts in Illinois (Illinois Community College Board, 1980), the 
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majority of the offices had two employees in institutional research, constituting small 

offices. It was noted that eight institutions only employed one person in charge of 

institutional research duties, and of these eight institutions, only part-time employees 

resided in six offices. Of the 25 institutions that employed two employees in that office, 

nine offices had one full-time and one part-time; nine offices had two full-time; and 

seven offices employed two part-time employees to perform the research duties. The 

study further re\ealed that of the 11 offices that employed three or more in the office, 

55%) were employed in a full-time capacity. 

Two studies identified the size of the institutional research office as to the support 

persoimel. In the study by Clybum (1991), the staffing of the institutional research office 

in the small, private colleges studied reported that almost 51%) had assistance of one 

clerical personnel and 21%) had assistance from professional personnel. However, the 

majority of the respondents did not report support of any full-time clerical, graduate 

assistants, or professional personnel within the institutional research office. Clybum 

concluded that the research office in the studied institutions lacked formal stmcture, 

identity, and support. In support of Clybum's conclusions, a similar study conducted by 

Ray (1993) on public two-year institutions indicated that 35%) of the offices did not have 

support staff and 68%o did not have professional staff to assist in the research function. 

Since 1994, studies have examined the size of the office by identification of the 

total personnel in the research office. This method gives a better picture as to the 

employment status of the entire staff of the research office, including the director. 
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Harrington, Knight, and Christie (1994) found in their study of research offices in 

Georgia that 40%o housed ftiU-time professionals and 20%) housed fiill-time clerical staff 

Research indicates that the larger the enrollment of an institution, the larger the 

institutional research staff Volkwein (1990) found a high correlation of .73 between the 

size of the institution and the size of the institutional research staff Delaney (1997) 

supported this statement when she found that 82%o of 243 New England colleges and 

universities with 5,000 and above staffed two or more full-time employees, while 46%o of 

those institutions with enrollments smaller than 1000 showed no full-time institutional 

research staff. In a study of staffing of 36 large Jesuit and Catholic Universities, 

Gillespie (2002) also showed an increase in the number of full-time staff in those 

institutions with enrollments between 5,000 and 9,999. 

Studies have examined the institutional researcher's years of experience. The 

studies reflecting the experience in the 1980s by Illinois Community College Board 

(1980) and the review by Lindquist (1999) of past studies during that particular time 

frame showed the highest percentages of institutional researchers had worked in that 

capacity for five years and above. In contrast, the 1990s showed a drop in the amount of 

years to five and below (Clybum, 1991; Harrington, Knight, & Christie, 1994; Lindquist, 

1999; Ray, 1993). One exception to the decrease in the amount of time in institutional 

research was found in Harrington and Chen's (1995) stiidy of research professionals in 

the Southem Association of Institutional Research, which indicated the average length of 

time was 5.1 years to a maximum of 22. 
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The research on reporting lines of the office of institutional research has revealed 

that the majority of the directors report to the president. Fifty-nine percent of the 

community colleges in Illinois (Illinois Community College Board, 1980); 55% of the 

small private colleges in the southeastern United States (Clybum, 1991); 46% of two-

year public institutions accredhed by Southem Association of Colleges and Schools (Ray, 

1993); the smaller campuses in Georgia reported to the vice president and as the size of 

the institution increased, with the exception of those over 10,000, the researcher reported 

to the president (Harrington, Knight, & Christie, 1994); and majority of the New England 

colleges and universities reported to the president (Delaney, 1997). 

An exception to the more widely used presidential reporting lines was found 

among those members of the Southem Association of Institutional Research. More often 

than not (34.3%o) reported to the academic vice president, closely followed by 28.6%) 

reporting to other administrators, 11.1 %) to vice president of planning, and fewer than 2% 

to the vice president for student affairs (Harrington & Chen, 1995). Delaney (1997) and 

Volkwein (1990) found a correlation between the size of the institution and to whom the 

researcher reported. They concluded that the smaller the institution the more likely the 

researcher was to report to the president (Delaney, 1997; Volkwein, 1990). 

Organizational Location of the Institutional Research Office 

The organizational location of the office of institiitional research suggests 

consequences (Schmidtiein, 1985). The power of the office can be affected by its 

location, and the influence of the office relies on the value that's placed on the data 
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analysis and advice. The priorities are also affected by where the office resides. If the 

office is located in a low unit of the hierarchy then h will be isolated from environmental 

and policy concems. Moreover, isolation from the top lessens the influence the office has 

on cooperation for conducting studies. It is often located in an office of a vice president 

which emphasize the needs of that particular office. Location within the president's 

office usually alleviates potential conflicts of interest and extemal and campus-wide 

issues are more likely to be studied. Schmidtiein (1985) fiarther suggested that sensitivity 

to the political implications of the location is necessary. 

When examining the specificity of the functional location of the office of 

institutional research, it was concluded by Volkwein (1990) that the majority of the 

institutional research offices who were members of the Northeastem Association of 

Institutional Research were located under the executive or managerial subsystem headed 

by president, followed by those in the production subsystem or academic affairs, while 

the remaining campuses were found in various support and adaptive subsystems like 

planning and budgeting. Volkwein's study revealed that 21 out of 30 offices that were 

located at lower administrative levels were two-year and comprehensive institutions, 

while the largest doctoral institutions were placed under vice president for academic 

affairs, planning, or financial management. 

The data found by Harrington, Knight, and Christie (1994) in their study of 

institiitions in Georgia supported Volkwein's (1990) findings. The offices were housed 

in three main divisions of the college, the executive division (president), the production 
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subsystem of academic affairs, and in other support and technical subsystems like 

business or student services. These results further validate the findings by Volkwein. 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter provides a review of the literature on the topics on administrative 

careers and the roles associated with the institutional researcher as well as the 

organizational structure and location of the institutional research office. The literature 

gave valuable information regarding the institutional researcher, but career studies and 

taking the identification of roles a step further to determine influences on those roles was 

not examined. Therefore, the research of this current study was developed to examine 

and perhaps offer a picture and pattern to the administrative career of the institutional 

researcher and the influences that affect the day-to-day operations of a research office. 

72 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This study was designed to investigate three areas pertaining to the institutional 

researcher. One area was to determine the career lines of institutional researchers by 

outlining their previous career experiences. The second was to further define the roles of 

institutional researchers through a determination of the amount of responsibility assigned 

to various tasks. Lastly, this study sought to examine the organizational location of the 

office and the influence the location has upon the roles of the institutional researcher. A 

survey design was used to measure the career lines, roles, and organizational locations. 

This chapter outlines the research design; the sample and population studied; the survey 

instrument used to gather data; the procedures for collecting data; the procedures for 

analysis, and anticipated findings. 

Research Design 

The purpose of the use of survey research is to collect data from participants in 

the sample about their experiences, attitudes, and opinions that are not readily available 

or observable (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). This method allows the data obtained to be 

generalized to the population. There are several advantages for the use of the survey 

method. The cost is relatively inexpensive, it can be circulated to numerous people in a 

short amount of time, and the time to collect the data is comparatively much less than 

through an interview method (Gall et al., 1996; Mangione, 1995; Trochim, 2001 ). 
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However, there are some limitations on the use of surveys in data collection. Often times 

surveys do not probe into the feelings and opinions of the respondents and the individual 

items cannot be changed once the survey has been distributed (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). 

The use of open-ended questions was used to gather some opinion information. The data 

was collected in a cross-sectional manner (at one point in time). The survey used for data 

collection was administered through the Unites States Postal Service. This is the most 

convenient and least costly method of delivery. 

Sample/Population/Subiects 

The research population is the 359 public, two-year, associate degree-granting 

institutions within the states that make up the southeast and southwest divisions of the 

United States as organized by IPEDS Peer Analysis System. These include the 

institutions accredited by the Southem Association of Colleges and Schools in the states 

of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South 

Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. Those accredited by the North Central 

Association of Colleges and Schools include Arizona, Arkansas, New Mexico, 

Oklahoma, and West Virginia. The 2003 Higher Education Directory (Burke, 

Rodenhouse, & Torregrosa, 2002) was used to identify this population. The criteria for 

inclusion were those identified with a Camegie classification code of public, two-year, 

associate's degree granting institutions under state or local control, which were also 

regionally accredited. 
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Persons holding institutional researcher positions were identified in the above 

institutions using the codes and descriptions of administrative offices outlined in the 

Higher Education Directory. The most readily identified were those institutions that 

listed their institutional researcher under (09) Director of Institutional Research of (45) 

Chief Planning Officer. Of the 359 institutions in the population, 278 have identified 

institutional research offices. At this time, it is not known whether the institutional 

researchers are in full-or part-time poshions. h is also possible that the remaining 81 

institutions have someone conducting institutional research, but did not list that person in 

the Directory. Because of these reasons, it was not possible to select a random sample of 

the population. Therefore, the population was surveyed. 

The surveys were mailed to each identified institution, specifically addressed to 

the person identified in the 2003 Higher Education Directory as the institutional 

researcher. If no institutional researcher could be identified through this process, then the 

web addresses for the individual schools were searched for the identification of the 

institutional researcher. If unsuccessful after both processes of determining the name of 

the institiitional researcher, the decision was made to address the survey to the generic 

tide of institutional researcher. In study by McKinney (2000) of Chief Academic 

Officers, this procedure of addressing the survey to the generic tide was also used. 

Therefore, all 359 institutions were surveyed. 
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Instrument 

A survey instrument was used to collect data from this study. A copy of the 

survey is found in Appendix A. The survey instrument has three parts. Each part 

incorporates appropriate questions from previous studies and surveys. Two previous 

surveys were used in development of Part I of the survey for this study. These include 

"Today's Academic Leader" used in studies by Amey, VanDerLinden, and Brown (2002) 

and Moore, Twombly, and Martorana (1985) to measure the career paths of 

administrators in two-year colleges, and " Chief Academic Officer Community College 

Stiidy" by McKenney (2000) measuring career paths of chief academic officers, and 

drawn from the survey used for the ACE Presidential survey. 

"Today's Academic Leader" survey was originally used by Moore, Twombly and 

Martorana (1985) to provide analysis of educational and employment backgrounds, 

career goals and aspirations, career paths, and concems of 2,049 administrators of public 

and private two-year institutions. Based upon the study by Moore et al., Amey, 

VanDerLinden, and Brown (2002) replicated this study adapting the survey instmment to 

include 34 open-ended, closed-ended, and Likert-scale questions, also using additional 

questions regarding current trends and issues of community college leaders based upon a 

literature review. The survey was administered to a stratified random sample of 1700 

administrators captured from AACC data bank. The purpose of Amey's et al. study was 

to provide an understanding of changes in the paths of the previous presidential study by 

Moore, Twombly, and Martorana (1985) and an understanding of additional 

administrative leadership paths in light of the impending retirement wave. They further 
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examined the structure of administrative searches, notations of gender differences in 

leadership, and labor market observations. 

The ACE Presidential Survey has been administered five times (1986, 1990, 

1995. 1998, and 2002). This survey was designed to study the background, career paths 

and experiences of college and university presidents. The latest ACE study written by 

Corrigan (2002) included 2,594 presidents, the largest number of respondents. Between 

the 1998 and the 2002 editions, the ACE survey was modified and used to gather data in 

a study on 648 community college chief academic officers, keeping the questions as close 

to the original survey as possible with some revisions including demographic information 

(McKenney, 2000). 

The questions used for this current survey were those questions from the previous 

mentioned studies and deemed to be relevant for measuring the career lines of the 

institutional researchers. This portion of the survey was reviewed by experts to 

determine any wording changes and was modified accordingly. In Part 1, the career lines 

and the information on professional and personal background were used to measure 

variables such as age, gender, ethnicity, degrees held, current position titles, ftiU-time or 

part-time status, prior positions held, and ultimate administiative goals. 

Part II of the survey examined the roles assigned to institutional researchers. This 

portion of the survey is ftirther designed to determine the amount of responsibility the 

institiitional researcher has with respect to each role, such as no responsibility, shared 

minor responsibility (on occasion and with another office), shared major responsibility 

(on a regular basis and with another office), minor responsibility (on occasion only by 
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institutional research office), and major responsibility (on a regular basis only by 

institutional research office). 

The development of part II of the survey incorporated roles identified in several 

studies. These studies include one conducted by Ray (1993) studying roles of 

institutional researchers accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools; 

studies by Harrington, Knight, and Christie (1994) and Harrington and Chen (1995) 

focusing on research functions in Georgia Higher Education and roles of institutional 

researchers who were members in the Southem Association for Institutional Research; a 

study by Rowh (1990) delineating job duties in southem two year colleges; and the 

findings from a study by Volkwein (1990) examining roles of institutional researchers in 

the northeast. After examination of all questions from the previous studies, part II of the 

survey instrument was developed first through the use of the roles identified by Ray 

(1993), followed by any additional roles from the above mentioned studies, which were 

not addressed by Ray. This portion of the survey was also reviewed by experts to 

determine any wording changes or any additional roles that needed to be included and 

was modified accordingly. Some of the roles to be measured in this section include 

preparing surveys, conducting retention studies, conducting alumni studies, preparing 

campus planning document, and preparing reports at the request of president, chief 

executive officer, vice president, or deans. 

Part III of the survey was developed to examine the organizational location and 

stmcture of the office of institutional research. It was designed to aid in determination of 

the influence that the reporting line, the organizational location, and the size of the staff 
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have on the institutional research office. The questions were extrapolated from the 

findings of the studies of Harrington, Knight, and Christie (1994); Harrington and Chen 

(1995); Taylor (1990); and Volkwein (1990). Variables to be measured include the 

identification of to whom the institutional researcher reports; the identification of the 

location of the office within the organizational chart (e.g., reports directly to the 

president, under academic affairs, under business office, etc.); and the identification of 

the number of staff including the institutional researcher, in the office. 

Pilot Test 

The survey instmment was first piloted with six experts in the field of institutional 

research who were not employed by any of the institutions to be studied. The experts 

selected have held national offices with institutional research organizations, have 

published in community college joumals and research joumals, are recognized by their 

peers in institutional research as leaders in the field, are currently working in institutional 

research positions at various institutions across the country, continue to remain active in 

institutional research associations, have been on institutional research publications editing 

boards, and have presented at numerous conferences for institutional researchers and 

various college leaders. 

The participants examined the survey questions for clarity and appropriateness, 

the instmment for validity, and the overall design of the survey. All modifications were 

considered and the results were used to assess and redesign the survey. After examination 

by the experts, three questions were removed to reduce any confidentiality concems, the 
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wording on the instructions for two questions were revised for clarification, the wording 

of nine questions were revised for clarification and to improve response rate, the wording 

of two questions was revised to gather additional information, and three open-ended 

questions were added to provide a means for supplying supplementary information. 

The newly developed survey was then sent to three institutional researchers for 

their completion to determine the response time and for any notations about unclear 

questions. All three respondents noted confusion about the same questions because they 

came to their position from outside higher education. Therefore, a minor change was 

made on those questions to improve clarity and response rate. 

Procedure for Data Collection 

The process of mailing the survey instruments was two-fold to insure a high rate 

of retiim. Upon receipt of the Human Subjects Committee approval (Appendix D), an 

initial mailing of the survey in late October requesting a response by the middle of 

November was sent. The mailings included a cover letter with an explanation of the 

study (Appendix B), a survey instrument for completion (Appendix A), and a self-

addressed stamped envelope for the retiam of the completed survey. An additional two 

weeks was given for responses prior to any follow-up mailing. This allowed 

approximately four weeks for the respondents to complete and retiim the survey. This 

method of allowing four weeks closely follows previous research methods in which a 

belief exists that approximately 95% of the responses will be received within three or 

four weeks after the initial mailing (Alreck & Settle, 1995). 
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During the survey collection time frame, 184 surveys (51%) were received during 

the first four weeks, with 180 (50%) deemed as useable. Alreck and Settle (1995) stated 

that mailed surveys usually have a 5-10% retum rate. They ftirther indicated that a retum 

rate of over 30% is exceptional. Even though the retum rate of this survey surpassed the 

30%) mark, it was decided to send a second mailing to increase the retum rate and 

strengthen the study. Therefore, 4 weeks after the initial letter was mailed a follow-up 

letter (Appendix C) and an additional survey was sent to all non-respondents. An 

additional 49 surveys were received for a total of 233 surveys, with 223 deemed as 

useable. Since this brought the useable response rate to 62%), it was decided that the 

survey would not be sent out a third time for completion. 

The researcher entered the data into SPSS 11.0 for analysis. To determine the 

reliability of the database entries, an independent party to the study randomly selected 

25%) of the returns and checked the surveys against the database. 

Confidentiality 

To protect the rights of privacy and confidentiality of the respondents, the 

researcher was the only party with access to the raw data. A code was assigned to each 

respondent for identification purposes only and was placed in the upper right hand comer 

of each page of the survey. The researcher was the only person to fully examine the 

returned surveys. Once the code was tracked as retumed and notations made as to 

subsequent mailings of non-retumed surveys, the codes were removed from the survey 

pages. To further protect the respondents, a Claim for Exemption from Review by the 
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Human Subjects Committee was submitted for approval, including a description of the 

proposal with copies of an initial cover letter, reminder letter, and copy of the survey 

instrument. Approval for the study was obtained on October 28, 2003 (Appendix D). 

Bias 

Bias has been defined as "The quality of a measurement device that tends to result 

in a misrepresentation of what is being measured in a particular direction" (Babbie, 1990, 

p. 367). Therefore, in order to prevent this from occurring and reducing the amount of 

bias in the study, the entire population of institutional researchers in the public, two-year 

institutions in the southeast and southwest were surveyed. The choice was also made to 

have the survey reviewed by experts in the institutional research field to prevent response 

bias of the questions. Futhermore, to enhance the confidence level of this study, a second 

mailing of the survey was sent to increase the number of respondents. 

Validity and Reliability 

Validity has been defined as "A term used to describe a measure that accurately 

reflects the concept h is intended to measure" (Babbie, 1990, p. 381). Hand in hand with 

the term validity is the term reliability. Babbie (1990) defines this as, "That quality of 

measurement methods that suggests that the same data would have been collected each 

time in repeated observations of the same phenomenon" (p. 378). Trochim (2001) 

makes the analogy of the relationship of reliability and validity liken to that of a target. 
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The center of the target is what is being measured. If the information you gather 

consistently hits the center of the target, then it is considered to be both reliable and valid. 

To ensure validity of the survey instrument for this study, experts in the field of 

institutional research examined the survey instrument for overall face and content 

validity. Furthermore, the content validity of each part of the survey is based upon the 

integrity of previous studies using the same or similarly structured questions. Particularly, 

the validity of the section on career lines was supported by the integrity of the ACE 

presidential studies of 1986, 1990, 1995, 1998, and 2002 and cited by researchers (Cejda, 

McKenney, & Burley, 2001; McKenney, 2000) and the integrity of Today's Academic 

Leaders inhiated by Moore (1985) and used in studies by Amey, VanDerLinden, and 

Brown (2002). 

The validity of parts ll-role identification, and part Ill-organizational stmcture 

and location was based on the opinions of the experts and the research in the field. The 

role identification section was also supported by the integrity of the studies by 

Harrington, Knight, and Christie (1994), Harrington and Chen (1995), Illinois 

Community College Board (1980), Ray (1993), Rowh (1988, 1990), and Volkwein 

(1990), which identified similar roles to the roles identified in this study. The validity of 

the organizational location section was also supported by the integrity of the findings in 

the studies by Harrington, Knight, and Christie (1994), Harrington and Chen (1995), 

Taylor (1990), and Volkwein (1990), which provided information regarding 

organizational reporting lines and location of the institutional research office within the 

organization. 
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Reliability was examined for Part ll-role identification section of the survey. This 

portion of the survey used a likert-scale to assess the amount of responsibility the 

institutional researcher had for each identified role. Researchers Green, Salkind, and 

Akey (2000) and Santos (1999) stipulated that the intemal consistency estimate of 

reliability is used when the measurement is a scale with muhiple parts such as a likert-

scale. The intemal consistency estimates the reliability based on the consistency among 

the items. They further indicated that the coefficient ranges in values from O-l and may 

be used to describe the reliability of the scales. Mitchell and Jolley (2000) stated that if 

the alpha coefficient is above .60, it is usually considered to be intemally consistent. 

The Cronbach's Alpha test has been cited as being used most often to measure 

reliability in likert-scales (Green, Salkind, & Akey, 2000; Mitchell & Jolley, 2000; 

Santos, 2000; Trochim, 2001). The assumptions of this test are that every item is 

assumed to be equivalent to every other item and that any errors in measurement between 

the parts are unrelated. Therefore, to determine the alpha coefficient of this section of the 

survey, a Cronbach's Alpha test was conducted. The results of the test revealed an alpha 

coefficient of .84, which indicates this section of the survey is intemally consistent. 

Procedure for Data Analysis 

Both descriptive statistics and inferential statistics were used to report the 

findings. Background information such as gender, age, race or ethnicity, degrees eamed, 

titles, and amount of time in position is presented in tabular form indicating the frequency 

disfribution of each. The amount of time in current position and in institutional research 
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was measured using a frequency distribution. Additional descriptive statistics of means 

and standard deviations were calculated for the amount of time spent in prior poshions. 

The statistics used to answer each of the research questions are set forth below. The 

eleven research questions that guide the study are as follows: 

RQ 1: What are the career lines of institutional researchers? 

RQ 2: What are the career goals of the institutional researcher? 

RQ 3: Are institutional researchers promoted from within an institution or sought 

extemally? 

RQ 4: What are the roles of institutional researchers? 

RQ 5: What is the amount of responsibility of the institutional researcher on each 

of the identified roles (e.g., major responsibility, minor responsibility, 

shared major responsibility, shared minor responsibility, no responsibility) 

RQ 6: Are institutional researchers employed in full-time positions as the 

researcher or is the role of researcher an additional job duty assigned to 

them? 

RQ 7: To whom do institutional researchers report? 

RQ 8: Where is institutional research located in the organizational chart? 

RQ 9: Does the reporting line influence the role(s) of the institutional researcher? 

RQ 10: Does the location within the organizational stmcture influence the role(s) 

of the institutional researcher? 

RQ 11: Does the size of the staff within the office influence the role(s) of the 

institutional researcher? 
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To answer research question one, which seeks information about the career lines 

of the institutional researcher, the following methodology of Twombly (1988) and 

subsequently by Cejda, McKenney, and Burley (2001) was used to determine what 

consthutes a career line. A minimum of 10% of the population is the criteria for the first 

prior position and a 5% minimum is the criteria for earlier career positions. To further 

delineate a career line, the use of common position sequences was used. If 35 of the 359 

respondents held the first prior position of dean, and 18 came to the dean's position from 

a faculty position then a career line of faculty to dean to institutional researcher will be 

identified. The first step was to place the prior positions in groups (e.g., administrative 

services, academic affairs, business and operations administration, student affairs, 

faculty, other higher education positions, outside higher education, and K-12 position). 

The next step was to create a frequency distribution indicating the first prior position, the 

second prior position, and the third and fourth prior positions. The data was then 

analyzed to determine if there were any identifiable three or four-sequence career line. 

Additionally, the entry position into higher education was also presented through a 

frequency distribution. 

To answer research questions two, three, four, five, six, seven, and eight, 

frequency distiibutions were first generated. Additional descriptive statistics such as 

measures of cenfral tendency such as means and standard deviations were used to answer 

questions four and five. Finally, graphic depictions of the reporting line by the size of 

enrollment and the location of the office within the organization by enrollment size was 

also presented. 
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To answer research questions nine, ten, and eleven a multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was run. "A MANOVA includes multiple dependent variables 

rather than a single dependent variable. MANOVA evaluates whether the population 

means on a set of dependent variables vary across levels of a factor or factors" (Owen & 

Roberts, 2000, p. 198). This technique is used to determine whether the groups differ on 

more than one dependent variable and is a proper test to run when there is more than one 

dependent variable (Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, Jr., 1974). An assumption of conducting 

a MANOVA is that the scores of the dependent variables within groups are normally 

distributed (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). There was no evidence in the data collected for 

this study that the scores on the dependent variables did not fall within a normal 

disfribution. In addition, no outliers were noted. The use of a MANOVA is robust 

enough to any non-normality found in the distribution of the data. If non-normality is 

found, it is often due to the skewness of the data and not related to outiiers. MANOVA is 

robust enough to meet this assumption (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). In further support for 

the use of a MANOVA is found in the research of Huck, Cormier, and Bounds, Jr. (1974) 

indicating that conducting a multivariate analysis is preferred to a univariate analysis of 

individual dependent variables. The use of a univariate analysis would cause a higher 

probability of a Type I error occurring. Therefore, a MANOVA was mn to determine 

whether or not there was any significance in any differences between the means. 

The three independent variables of the MANOVA were the specific reporting line 

of president, vice president of academic affairs, vice president of business office, vice 

president of student affairs, etc.; the location of the office such as under the president. 
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under academic affairs, under student affairs, etc; and the size of the staff of the research 

office (1-2, 3-4, 5+ persons). The dependent variables were each of the roles that are 

attributable to the institutional researcher. One of the statistics that is reported in running 

a MANOVA and is used to evaluate the MANOVA results is the Wilks' lambda (Green, 

Salkind, & Akey, 2000). Based upon the assumption of the normality of the distribution 

of the scores, the Wilks' lambda (also known as the U statistic) statistic was used to 

further describe the significance of the differences in the roles as associated with the 

reporting line, location of the office, and size of the staff Wilks' Lambda tests the 

likelihood of the data, assuming equal population means for all groups against the 

likelihood that the population means are identical to the sample means of the various 

groups (Harris, 2001; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). Harris further emphasized that most 

texts have a preference for this method because of the historical precedence, and 

statistical tests based on the U statistic are more powerful than greatest root tests, and the 

robustness against violations of the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of 

covanances. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

This chapter presents the analysis of the data collected through the survey process 

beginning with the demographic descriptions of the respondents such as gender, age, 

ethnicit), degrees received, a description of how they entered the field, and years of 

experience in institutional research. Following the profile of position holders, the data 

gathered to answer each respective research question is presented. 

Demographic Descriptions 

An imtial interest of the study was a description of the individuals who hold the 

institutional research position in public, two-year institutions in the southeast and 

southwest. The average institutional researcher is a White female falling within the ages 

of 47-57. The majority of the institutional researchers hold a master's degree in 

education, business, economics or finance. On the average, researchers have been in their 

current positions for less than five years, in institutional research for less than five years, 

and held each prior position for less than five years. The method of entering the field of 

institutional research was noted in two broad areas. One area focused on the knowledge, 

skill, background, and abilities the researcher brought with them and the other focused on 

the actual methods of entering and obtaining the institutional research responsibilities 

such as there was an opening, asked to apply and restructuring of the organization. The 

remainder of this section presents specific details regarding the demographic findings. 
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Gender 

A frequency distribution was performed on the gender breakdown of the 222 

respondents who provided an answer to the gender question on the survey. In this study 

female institutional researchers outnumber their male counterparts 122 to 100, 55.0% to 

45.0%o respectively. 

Age 

The respondents were given a range of ages (ten-year spans) to place themselves 

within. The ranges also included a choice for those under the age of 25 or over the age of 

58. Table 4.1 presents the frequency distribution of the range of ages of the 222 

respondents. This grouping was chosen to allow for comparisons with previous studies on 

institutional researchers. The most common age range for all researchers was 47-57 years 

of age (45.0%)), followed by 36-46 years of age (25.5%), and 58 and over at 18.2%. This 

finding was consistent whether the respondent was female or male. The female 

respondents outnumbered the male respondents in the 47-57 age range 55 to 45. 

However, there were equal numbers of females and males in the 36-46 and 58 and over 

ranges. 

90 



Table 4.1. The frequency disfribution of the age spans of institutional researchers in 
southern public community colleges. 

Age Spans Frequency (N=222) Percent 

Under 25 years 4 1.8 

25-35 years 21 9.5 

36-46 years 56 25.5 

47-57 years 90 45.0 

58 > ears and over 40 1̂ 2̂ 

Ethnicity 

The ethnicity of institutional researchers was examined and responses were given 

by 221 respondents (Table 4.2). The majority of all researchers were classified as White, 

non-Hispanic (88.7%)), followed by Hispanic (4.1%), Black (3.1%), and surprisingly 

those classified as multiple races (2.2%). When breaking these down further by gender, it 

was determined that the female researchers followed the pattern described above. 

However, the male researchers were predominandy White, non-Hispanic, followed by 

Black, and then Hispanic, only noting a small (4 to 3) margin of difference between the 

number of Black and Hispanic males. Asian and notations of other races were each 

below one percent. There were no American Indians noted; however in the multiple races 

category the combinations of American Indian and White, and the combinations of 

American Indian, Black, and White were identified. 
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Table 4.2. Ethnichy of institutional researchers in southern public community 
colleges. 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent 
White, Non-Hispanic 196 88.7 
Black 7 3.2 
Hispanic 9 4.0 
Asian 2 0.9 
American Indian 0 0.0 
Other 2 0.9 
Multiple Races 5 23 

Degrees Eamed 

A query into the highest degrees eamed by institutional researchers was 

responded to by 218 researchers and a frequency distribution was completed as to the 

highest degree eamed. The majority of the respondents have eamed Master's degrees 

(45%)) of which 26%) were female and 19%) were male researchers. The Ph.D. was the 

second highest degree eamed for a total of 23% with 13% female and 10% male. A close 

third were those eaming their Ed.D. degrees (22.5%) consisting of 12.4% male and 

10.1%) female. This finding indicates that while there are more Ph.D.'s among 

institiitional researchers regardless of their gender, a higher percentage of males cam the 

Ed.D. as compared to the Ph.D. The Bachelor's degree was cited as the highest degree 

eamed for 7.8% of the respondents with 5% females and 2.8% males. The remaining 

researchers, less than 1%, listed other types of degrees including an Associate's degree 

and one in the process of completing theh Ed.D. The highest degree actiially received by 

the person seeking their Ed.D. could not be determined. Therefore, this respondent's 

degree was counted in the other category. 

92 



Identification of the field of study was sought for each of the degrees eamed. The 

degree disciplines for those respondents eaming Master's, Ph.D., Ed.D., and Bachelor's 

degrees were varied. Those respondents who indicated the Master's degree was the 

highest degree and listed a field of study pointed to a degree in education (31.8%) with 

19.3%o female and 12.5%o males; a degree in business, economics, or finance (26.1%) 

with 13.6%) male and 12.5%) female; a degree in public administration or city planning 

(10.2%)) with 6.8%) female and 3.4%) male; a degree in mathematics or statistics (7.9%o) 

with 4.5%) female and 3.4%) male; or a degree in psychology or sociology (5.7%)) with 

3.4%) female and 2.3%) male. The most common Ph.D. degrees were in the fields of 

higher education and leadership (41.9%)) with 25.3%) female and 18.6 male, psychology 

or sociology (11.6%)) with 6.9%) female and 4.7%) male, and research (6.9%) all females. 

The overwhelming majority of the Ed.D. degrees were obtained in higher education or 

leadership (82.6%)) with equal percentages among male and female researchers. Finally, 

Bachelor's degrees were awarded most often in business administration or management 

(35.3%) with 23.5% female and 11.8% male. 

Method of Entering the Field 

An open-ended question was asked to determine the method for entering the field 

of institutional research. As suggested by Patton (2002), developing a coding scheme is 

the first step. Therefore, each response was examined for key words and written in the 

margins of the pages after the entries. These key words or phrases were then formed into 

seven categories or themes. This system was tested for completeness, as suggested by 
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Patton, by checking the consistency of the categories, by checking for reasonable 

inclusiveness of the data, and having a second judge examine the categories to verify they 

made sense and were properly arranged. 

Two broad areas emerged from the themes. One area revolved around the theme 

focusing on the knowledge, skill, background, and abilities the researcher brought with 

them to the office and cited as their method for entering the field. These included 

mathematics, statistics, research, planning, assessment, effectiveness, computer 

programming, analytical skills, and previous research assistantships. The second broad 

area focused on how they obtained the responsibilities and the actual methods of entering. 

These included those who obtained the research responsibility because of their work on 

accreditation, special projects, or grant work; restructuring of the organization, which 

included consolidation, adding research job responsibilities, and the mandated 

establishment of institutional research offices; there was an opening and they applied; 

they were asked or appointed; involved in a promotion or transfer; and they were advised 

or mentored to enter institutional research. Due to the overlapping of some of the 

responses, specific numbers for each area are not noted. 

Comparison of the responses of the male and female respondents indicated more 

similarities than differences in their responses. Both male and female researchers most 

often cited the knowledge, skills, and background as their method of entry, followed by 

there was an opening and they applied for the job, they were asked to apply for the 

position, and the institution was restmctured and the job duties of research were added to 

their responsibilities. The fewest responses for both groups were in the area of 
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advisement or mentorship. However, male and female researchers differed in the order 

of two areas. After restructuring or the adding of job duties, the female researchers 

indicated the> were promoted to the position followed by noted entries due to work on 

special projects, which is just the opposite noted for the male researcher. 

Years in Current Position, IR, and Prior Positions 

The years in the current position in institutional research and the years spent in 

institutional research are additional demographic descriptors for the researcher. The first 

step was to di\ ide the number of years into categories. In a recent study by Lindquist 

(1999) providing an overview of the number of years of AIR members in institutional 

research studied from 1981-1998, the most common categorization was 0-1, 2-5, 6-10, 

11-20, 20+. Therefore, that specific categorization is also used in this study with the 

adjustment of 21+ instead of the overlapping number of 20. The mean number of years 

spent in current position was 4.9, a S.D of 4.9, and with a range of 0 (less than 1 year) -

27 years. Approximately 66%o of the total respondents have been at their current 

positions for five years or less. However, it should be noted that while this time frame is 

where most of the respondents are categorized, a higher percentage of female researchers 

have been at their current poshion for five years or less (71%o) in comparison to the 61% 

of male researchers with five years or less experience. 

The mean number of years spent in institutional research is 7.9 years with a S.D. 

of 6.73 and a range of 0-33 years. Similar to the resuhs of the years in current poshions, 

the most often noted time frame for years in institutional research is 2-5 years (35.5%). 
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The results further indicated that this time frame was most often noted by both male and 

female researchers showing only a small difference between the two, 34.7% and 38.4% 

respecti\cly. Table 4.3 presents distribution of the years in current research position 

and years in institutional research. 

Table 4.3. Distribution of experience by years spent in current research position and 
years in institutional research. 

Frequency of 
years in current Percent of years Frequency of 
position in current years in IR Percent of 

Experience (N=216) position (N=220) years in IR 
0-1 years 
2-5 years 
6-10 years 
11 -20 years 
21+years 

58 
85 
44 
27 
2 

26.7 
39.6 
20.3 
12.4 
1.0 

29 
78 
46 
55 
11 

13.2 
35.5 
21.4 
25.0 
5.3 

Using the same categories of years in the calculations of years in current positions 

and in IR, the following was determined as to each prior position. The majority of the 

213 respondents as to the number of years in the first prior position stayed in that poshion 

for 2-5 years (48.6%o) with a mean of 6.4 years and a S.D. of 5.2. The majority of the 

number of years spent in the second prior poshion was also between 2-5 years (56.1%) 

with a mean of 4.8 years and a S.D. of 3.9. The majority of the third and fourth prior 

positions were also between 2-5 years with 62.9% and 60.2%, respectively, with means 

of 4.4 and 4.3 and S.D.'s of 3.5 and 3.1. Upon closer examination of the data regarding 

any gender differences, it should be noted that in each prior poshion, the 2-5 year time 

frame is indicated most often as the amount of time in each prior poshion regardless of 
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whether the researcher is male or female. Table 4.4 presents the frequency of number of 

years in each prior poshion. 

Table 4.4. Frequency of years in prior positions 
U' Prior number of years 

0-1 
2-5 
6-10 
11-20 
21 + 

2 prior number of years 
0-1 
2-5 
6-10 
11-20 
21 + 

3'" prior number of years 
0-1 
2-5 
6-10 
11-20 
21 + 

4"̂  prior number of years 
0-1 
2-5 
6-10 
11-20 
21 + 

Frequency (N= 
22 
104 
48 
34 
5 

Frequency (N= 
28 
106 
39 
14 
1 

Frequency (N= 
20 
90 
25 
7 
1 

=213) 

=188) 

=143) 

Frequency (N=92) 
15 
56 
18 
3 
0 

Percent 
10.3 
48.6 
22.5 
15.9 
2.3 

Percent 
14.9 
56.1 
20.6 
7.4 
11.1 

Percent 
14.0 
62.9 
17.5 
4.9 
.7 

Percent 
16.1 
60.2 
19.4 
3.3 
0 

The demographic descriptors provided some personal and professional 

background on the institutional researcher in two-year, public, associate's degree granting 

institutions, in the southeast and southwest. However, examination of the statistical data 

provides the following in-depth answers to the research questions asked in this study. 
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Research Ouestions 

Ten survey questions with subparts were developed to explore the career lines, 

experiences, and future plans of those in institutional research positions (research 

questions 1-2). Five subparts of these questions sought information as to the movement 

from job to job, whether internal or external (research question 3). Twenty-six questions 

addressed the roles and the amount of responsibility for the roles (research questions 4-

5). Two questions were developed regarding the full-time or part-time employment 

status of the researcher (research question 6). One question was asked for each of the 

questions regarding the reporting line and location of the office (research questions 7-8). 

Analysis of the data included descriptive techniques of frequency distributions 

and measures of central tendency such as the mean and standard deviation, as well as the 

following statistical techniques for questions nine through eleven. A MANOVA was mn 

for the last three questions to determine the influence the reporting line, location of the 

office, and size of the research staff played on the amount of responsibility for each of the 

roles. Wilks' Lambda was used to further test the significance. 

Research Question 1 

What are the career lines of institutional researchers? 

Both three-sequence and four-sequence career lines were identified for the 

institutional researcher. However, because of the numerous titles of prior positions, 

career line sequences are based on the boundaries of the positions within which they fell 

(e.g., administrative services, academic affairs, student affairs, etc.), and not to specific 
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positions (e.g., research assistant, counselor, assistant dean). The most common entry 

port was from a full-time staff position at two-year institutions. The details of the 

findings are set out below. 

Due to the numerous current titles of the responding institutional researchers, an 

examination of the description category of the researcher was first conducted to 

determine the areas within which institutional researchers fall. The majority of the 221 

respondents to this question indicated they fell within the category of (09) Director of 

Institutional Research (61 .l%o); 20.4%) indicated they fell within the "other" category, 

which includes such positions as chief academic officer, a combination of all the category 

choices, primarily admissions with institutional research being incidental, added duties of 

planning, grants and development, primarily registrar, and as leadership for student 

services and research. Those falling under the combination of categories of Director of IR 

and (45) Chief Planning Officer represented 1.1%. Table 4.5 presents the frequency 

distribution of the description of the respondents' position. 

Table 4.5. Distribution of description of institutional researchers in southem public 
community colleges. 

Description Frequency Percent 
61.1 
6.3 
2.3 

20.4 
7.7 

2.3 

(09) Director of IR 
(45) Chief planning officer 
(46) Chief, Research and 
Development 
Other 
Director of IR and chief 
planning officer 
Director of IR and other 

135 
14 
5 

45 
17 

5 
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The results of the survey revealed that there are numerous titles or positions from 

which the responding institutional researchers came. To accommodate a division of the 

titles, the first step was to place the respondents' prior positions into groups according to 

titles. Based upon the titles, the following groups were created. 

1. Administrative services include those whose job titles support numerous offices 

and incorporate the terms of research, grants, evaluation, effectiveness, planning, 

advancement and development. 

2. Academic Affairs includes those in instmction such as vice presidents of 

instmction, deans of academic departments, deans of continuing education or 

adult education, and curriculum planning. 

3. Business and Operations Administration includes those indicating business 

manager, accounting, computer services (both information technology and 

information services), and personnel. 

4. Student Affairs includes director of student services, enrollment management, 

registrar, and counseling. 

5. Faculty incorporates those who indicated they had a contract of faculty including 

department chairs. 

6. Other Higher Education was chosen for those titles that did not fit in the other 

categories such as administrative secretary, dean or director of unknown 

departments, provosts, and presidents. 

7. Outside Higher Education was used for those indicating the position they held 

was outside higher education, such as military and business world. 
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8. K-12 position included those who taught in K-12 systems, or identified 

themselves as principals or superintendents. 

To determine whether a career line exists, the first prior position was examined to 

determine if it met the \0% minimum as used in Twombly's (1988) study of career lines, 

followed by examination of each earlier position for determination of whether or not they 

met the 5% minimum mark. Both three and four position career lines were examined. 

Analysis of the prior positions indicated that four areas met the 10% minimum 

criteria for die first prior position. The most often held position was in the area of 

administrative services (29.6%)), followed by academic affairs (15.2%), other higher 

education positions (14.3%)) and faculty positions (13.5%)) for a total of 72.6%). Table 4.6 

presents the distribution frequency of the first prior position. 

Table 4.6. Frequency of first prior positions of institutional researchers. 
First Prior Position Group Frequency Percent 
Administiative services 66 29.6 
Academic affairs 34 15.2 
Business & operations 19 8.5 
Admin 
Student affairs 19 8.5 
Faculty 30 13.5 
Other higher education 32 14.3 
Outside higher education 16 7.2 
K-12 position 3 1.3 
No first prior position 4 1.8 
Total 223 99.9 
Note: Due to rounding, the percentages do not equal 100. 

To be considered a second-, third-, or fourth-prior position, the minimum criteria 

of 5%) must be met. Six of the second-prior positions met the 5%) criteria for a total of 
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78.5%o, seven of the third-prior poshions met the 5% criteria for 65.1%, and five of the 4"" 

prior positions met the 5% criteria for 38.5%. Tables 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9 provide the 

frequenc> of the second-, third-, and fourth-prior positions, respectively. 

Table 4.7. Frequency of second-prior poshions of insthutional researchers. 
2" Prior Position Group Frequency Percent 
Administrative services 32 14.3 
Academic affairs 27 12.1 
Business & operations 7 3.1 
Admin 
Student affairs 18 8.1 
Faculty 33 14.8 
Other higher education 35 15.7 
Outside higher education 30 13.5 
K-12 position 10 4.5 
No second prior position 31 13.9 
Total 223 100 

Table 4.8. Frequency of third-prior positions of institutional researchers. 
3'" Prior Poshion Group Frequency Percent 
Administrative services 24 10.8 
Academic affairs 14 6.3 
Business & operations 2 .9 
Admin 
Student affairs 15 6.7 
Faculty 25 11.2 
Other higher education 26 11-7 
Outside higher education 27 12.1 
K-12 position 14 6.3 
No third prior position 76 34.1 
Total 223 IQO-̂  
Note: Due to rounding, the percentages do not equal 100. 
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Table 4.9. Frequency of fourth-prior positions of institutional researchers. 
4" Prior Position Group Frequency Percent 
Administrative services 13 5.8 
Academic affairs 9 4.0 
Business & operations 2 .9 
Admin 
Student affairs 3 1.3 
Faculty 20 9.0 
Other higher education 13 5.8 
Outside higher education 29 13.0 
K-12 position 11 4.9 
No fourth prior position 123 55.2 
Total 223 99.9 
Note: Due to rounding, the percentages do not equal 100. 

The results indicated that both three-sequence and four-sequence career lines 

exist. The three-sequence career lines consist of positions in: (1) administrative services 

to administrative services to IR; (2) other higher education to administrative services to 

IR; (3) academic affairs to academic affairs to IR; and (4) faculty to faculty to IR. The 

four-sequence positions were from administrative services to administrative services to 

administrative services to IR. Figure 4.1 provides a visual presentation of the career line 

that met the minimum criteria of 10% and 5% for the three-sequence and four-sequence 

careers. 
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Current Position i s t 

1 prior 
2nd 

prior 
ord 

3 prior 

IR 
n = 223 

Admin. Serv. 
n =66 
29.6''o 

Academic affairs 
n = .14 
15 2% 

Admin Serv 
n=21 
9,4% 

Other HE 
n= 12 
5.4% 

Academic affairs 
n= 13 
5.8% 

Admin Serv 
n = 13 
5,8% 

Other HE 
n=32 
14 3% 

Figure 4.1. Career lines of institutional researchers. 

The entry point of institutional researchers into higher education was also 

examined. The most common entry port of institutional researchers into higher education 

was from a staff position (39.8%), followed by an administrative position at 30.8%. The 

majority of the 221 respondents to the question conceming employment type for the first 

position in higher education served in full-time positions (75.6%)). The location of the 

first higher education position for most of the respondents was at two-year institutions 

(65.2%)). The response of "other" referred to medical school, professional school, state 

coordination board, or an office over all two-year colleges, and both four-year and two-
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year institutions. Table 4.10 provides a frequency distribution of the institutional 

researchers' entry port into higher education as to position type, employment type, and 

location type. 

Table 4.10. Distribution of institutional researchers' position type, employment type, 
and location of entry port into higher education. 

Entry port position 
Facultv 

Administrative 

Staff 

Other 

Entry port employment 
Full-time 

Part-time 

Entry port location 
4-yr college or university 

2-yr college or university 

Other 

Frequency (N=221) 
64 

68 

88 

1 

Frequency (N=221) 
167 

54 

Frequency (N=221) 
70 

144 

7 

Percent 
29.0 

30.8 

39.8 

0.5 

Percent 
75.6 

24.4 

Percent 
31.7 

65.2 

3.2 

Research Ouestion 2 

What are the career goals of institutional researchers? 

The majority of the institutional researchers (56.8%) indicated that they planned 

to remain in institutional research positions, and will not be seeking any job changes or 

futiire administrative positions. However, those seeking jobs most often desired for a new 
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position in a new administrative area at another public two-year institution. They will 

also be seeking additional administrative positions within the next 1-5 years. Specifics 

on job change options and future positions are as follows. 

Job Changes 

To determine the career goals of institutional researchers an examination of the 

considerations for job changes was conducted. Elaboration upon the job changes 

included position type (e.g., similar position, new position at current level, retirement, 

etc.), institution type (e.g., current institution, research and doctoral, comprehensive 

college, etc.), and sector type (e.g., public, private, etc.). Determination was made that 

57%) of the 221 respondents were not currently considering ajob change, 29%) stated they 

are currently considering ajob change, and 14% indicated they might be considering a 

job change. There is virtually no difference in the percentage of male and female 

researchers that are currently seeking ajob change, 29.0% and 29.2% respectively. 

However, a higher percentage of male researchers (16.0%) indicated they might seek a 

job change, in comparison to female respondents (14.1%). Table 4.11 provides a 

frequency distribution of the male and female researchers' considerations for ajob 

change. 
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Table 4.11. A frequency distribution of gender and job change consideration of 
institutional researchers at southem public community colleges. 

Consideration Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
of job change of all IRs of all IRs of Male of Male of Female of 

(N=220) IRs IRs IRs Female 
(N=100) (N=120) IRs 

No 125 56.8 55 55.0 70 58.3 

Yes 64 29.1 29 29.0 35 29.2 

Maybe 31 14.1 16 16.0 15 14.1 

The 95 respondents who replied they would or might consider ajob change 

indicated the most common position type sought was a new position in a new 

administrative area (29.5%)), followed by retirement (27.4%o), and other (18.9%) such as 

employment as a full-time director of effectiveness, in faculty positions, in positions 

outside higher education, teaching at the graduate level, and consulting. The positions 

obtaining the lowest percentage were those classified as new positions at a higher level in 

current area (17.9%)) and a similar position (6.3%). 

The most common type of institution chosen for ajob change was at another 2-

year institution (25.3%), followed by the current institiition (20.5%), and those identified 

in the category of other (14.5%) which included non-profit institutions, a combination of 

several of the institiition types, and at a comprehensive college or university (10.8%). 

Table 4.12 outlines the frequency distribution of the institution type identified in the job 

change option. 
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Table 4.12. Institution type in job change option. 
Institution type Frequency (N=83) Percent 
Current institution 17 20.5 
Another 2-year institution 21 25.3 
Research and doctoral 3 3.6 
Comprehensive 9 10.8 
college/universitv 
Liberal arts college 3 3.6 
Higher education 2 2.4 
agencv/organization 
State education agency 2 2.4 
Outside higher education 5 6.0 
Not applicable 9 10.8 
Other 11 13.3 

The sector types examined consisted of public, private, and government with 

additional options of no preference, not applicable and other. The frequency distribution 

results indicated that the majority of the 81 respondents would choose to continue to 

work in the public sector (55.6%). However, 19.8% indicated they had no preference of 

sector type and 13.6% stated sector type was not applicable. The remaining three sectors, 

which include private, government, and other totaled slightly above the 11% mark at 

4.9%, 3.7%), and 2.5%o, respectively. 

Future Administrative Positions Sought 

The respondents were asked to indicate all administrative positions they would 

seek in the fiitiire. Some respondents chose one answer while many chose several 

positions they would seek. The administrative poshions included Chief Executive 

Officer, Chief Academic Officer, Chief Business Officer, Director of Student Affairs, 

Instmctional Dean, Other, and No Position. Surprisingly, the most common response of 
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die 277 enfries was the response of "would not seek another position" (27.1%), which 

further indicated a higher percentage of females (16.2%) compared to 10.8% males. This 

was followed h> the "other" category, which did not point to any particular position 

(24.9%)), but which again resulted in more females (14.1%) than males (10.8%). 

Following the general category of "other" was the position of Chief Academic 

Officer by 14.8%). This position was chosen more often by males (8.3%) as compared to 

females (6.5%). The institutional researcher chose each of the positions of Chief 

Executiv e Officer (CEO) and Director of Student Affairs for 9.7% of the time. Further 

examination revealed 5.4%) of female researchers would seek the CEO position as 

opposed to 4.3%) of the male researchers, and 5.1% of females would chose the position 

of director of student affairs, as compared to 4.7% of the male respondents. Table 4.13 

presents the frequency distribution of the future administrative positions to be sought. 

Table 4.13. Frequency distribution of future administrative positions to be sought by 
institutional researchers in southem public community colleges. 

Next administrative position Frequency (N=277) Percent 
Chief executive officer 27 9.7 
Chief academic officer 41 14.8 
Chief business officer 12 4.3 
Director, student affairs 27 9.7 
Instmctional dean 26 9.4 
Other 69 24.9 
No position sought 75 27.1 

To determine the positions that comprised "other," the 69 responses were 

examined and divided into groups of similar positions. One-half (34) of the responses 

were categorized as title changes to their current positions in institutional research. 
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effectiveness, and planning, which also brings with it the implication of additional 

responsibility in the research area. The remaining 34 were divided into nine categories. 

These categories consisted of deans of student services and enrollment (6); chief 

administration officers (5); deans of advancement or development (5) information 

technology (4); faculty positions (4); associate vice presidents (3); retirement (3); 

assistant to the president (2); and consultants (2). 

Based upon these results, it may be concluded that many of the researchers will 

not be seeking another administrative poshion. However, the poshions that institutional 

researchers chose most often as a future administrative career are the positions of Chief 

Academic Officer or a higher position within the research, effectiveness and planning 

areas. The 133 respondents who chose to seek future positions will be applying within the 

next 1-5 years (84.2%)), and within 6-10 years (14.3%)). The remaining 1.5%) responses to 

this question were the write-in answer of not applicable. 

Research Ouestion 3 

Are institutional researchers promoted from within an institution or sought 
extemally? 

Intemal movement was found to be the most common among institutional 

researchers with the majority coming not only from within their current institiition or 

current college system, but also movement from within the same state. Secondly, 

respondents to this study came from univershies; followed by business, industry, military 

or government; from another community college; from K-12; from state educational 

offices; and other unidentified offices. 
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To actually determine whether institutional researchers are promoted from within 

an institution or whether they hail from other institutions, responses to questions about 

movement to institutional research and the type of institution were analyzed. Of the 223 

respondents, 65.5% mov ed to institutional research from within the current institution or 

current college system from which they are employed; followed by 9.8% from a 

universitv; 8.9%o from business, industry, military or government; and 7.6% from another 

communitv college. Table 4.14 provides a frequency distribution of the movement to 

institutional research. 

Table 4.14. Distribution of movement to institutional research. 
Movement to institutional Frequency (N=223) Percent 
research 
From current community 146 65.5 
college or system 

From a university 22 9.8 

From business, industry. 20 8.9 
military or government 

From another community 17 7.6 
college 

From K-12 8 3.6 

From state education offices 7 3.1 

Other 3 L3 

Additionally, a comparison of the type of movement within the state and outside 

of the state was completed, ft was found that 86.9% of institiitional researchers came 
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from organizations within the state of their current employer, 13%o came from outside the 

state, and 0.4%o did not indicate where they came from. 

Further analysis of movement within the state and outside of the state was 

conducted. The majority of those who moved from within the same state moved from 

their current community college or system (65.8%); followed by four-year colleges or 

universities (5.9%); followed by those from other community colleges (5.4%)); and those 

from business, industry, military or government (3.6%). All other categories fell below 

3%) respectively. The majority of those researchers who came from outside the state 

came from other areas such as business, industry, military or government. However, one 

person coming from business and industry did not indicate whether or not they were from 

within the state or outside of the state, so they are not included in the calculations below. 

Table 4.15 provides a frequency distribution of the in-state and out-of-state movement 

trends of researchers. 
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Table 4.15. Frequency distribution of in-state and out-of-state movement to 
institutional research. 

Movement to IR 
From current 
community college 
or system 

From a imiversity 

From another 
community college 

From business. 
industry, military or 
government 

From K-12 

From state 
education offices 

Other 

Within State 
(N=193) 
Frequency 
146 

13 

12 

8 

6 

5 

3 

% 
65.8 

5.9 

5.4 

3.6 

2.7 

2.2 

1.3 

Outside of State 
(N=29) 
Frequency 
0 

9 

5 

11 

2 

2 

0 

% 
0.0 

4.1 

2.2 

4.9 

0.9 

0.9 

0.0 

Total (N=222) 
Frequency 
146 

22 

17 

19 

8 

7 

3 

% 
65.8 

10.0 

7.6 

8.5 

3.6 

3.1 

1.3 

To determine whether intemal movement exists within a state, analysis was 

conducted comparing movement from each prior position. Of the 87 respondents who 

indicated they had four prior positions, 67.8% moved to the third-prior poshion within 

the same state. Out of the 138 respondents indicating a third-prior position, 11.5% also 

moved from this poshion to the second-prior position within the same state. Further 

support of intemal movement within a state was evidenced by movement from the 

second-prior poshion to the first-prior position for an 82.9% rate. 
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Research Ouestions 4 and 5 

What are the roles of institutional researchers? What is the amount of 
responsibility of the institutional researcher on the identified roles (e.g., no 
responsibility, shared minor responsibility, shared major responsibility, minor 
responsibilit}', and major responsibility)? 

The roles and the amount of responsibility for such varied among respondents. 

Over half of the roles were deemed as centralized roles within the research office, either 

on an occasional or regular basis. The remaining roles were deemed as decentralized 

roles, or shared roles with other offices on an occasional or regular basis or as having no 

responsibility. The analysis below provides the details as to the centralized and 

decentralized roles. 

To answer research questions 4 and 5, a frequency distribution was conducted on 

each of the 26 roles as to the amount of responsibility. The amount of responsibility was 

divided into 5 categories (1) no responsibility; (2) shared minor responsibility (on 

occasion with another office); (3) shared major responsibility (on a regular basis with 

another office); (4) minor responsibility (on occasion only by IR); and (5) major 

responsibility (on a regular basis only by IR). The findings were then combined into the 

three categories of (1) no responsibility, (2) shared or decentralized responsibility, and (3) 

centralized responsibility by the researcher only. If the majority of the responses for a 

particular role were found to be shared, they were placed in the shared category. 

Likewise, if the responses were found to be completed by IR only, they were placed in 

the centralized category. 

Each of the roles had respondents that indicated they had no responsibility for a 

specific role ranging from 0 to 114 respondents. However, the only role that the most 
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respondents claimed to have no responsibility for was for the role of preparing and 

distributing financial information. The results of the frequency disfribution indicated that 

5l.l%o of the respondents claimed to have no responsibility in this area. This finding 

accounts for 3.8% of the 26 roles. Descriptive statistics were also run and determination 

was made that the mean score for this role was 1.85 with a standard deviation (S.D.) of 

1.09. 

Descriptive statistics and frequency distributions were run on each of the 

remaining roles. The roles that were found to be considered shared or decentralized 

roles, both minor (on an occasional basis) and major (on a regular basis), comprised a 

total of 30.8%o or 8 of the identified roles. The role with the highest percent of 

decentralized or shared responsibility was preparing or assisting with grant proposals for 

64.7%o. This was followed by reports for other accrediting agencies at 57.2% and 

assessment of educational outcomes at 52.9%. Each of the 8 identified roles are 

presented in a distribution in Table 4.16 as to the amount of responsibility (major or 

minor and total) and further indicating the mean and standard deviation scores. 
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Table 4.16. Distribution of shared or decentralized roles. 
Major Minor Total Shared 

Roles Freq. %> Freq. % Freq. % Mean S.D. 
Assessment of ed outcomes 84 37.7 34 15.2 118 52.9 3.60 1.18 
(N=223) 

Reports for other accrediting 67 30.2 60 27.0 127 57.2 2.78 1.28 
agencies (N=222) 

Preparing or assisting with grant 55 24.9 88 39.8 143 64.7 2.63 1.18 
proposals (N=221) 

Coordinating student evaluation 54 24.2 37 16.6 91 40.8 3.02 1.56 
of courses (N=223) 

Conducting follow-up studies of 53 24.0 40 18.1 93 42.1 3.25 1.47 
grad. Employers (N=221) 

Conducting community needs 46 20.6 68 30.5 114 51.1 3.08 1.33 
assessment studies (N=223) 

Conducting studies on facility 45 20.4 56 25.3 101 45.7 2.56 1.39 
utilization (N=221) 

Preparing economic impact 
studies (N=222) . 

32 14.4 66 29.7 98 44.1 2.76 1.37 

The highest percent (65.4%) or 17 of the roles fell under the category of 

centralized responsibility. This category was headed by preparing reports at request of 

CEO, VP or dean (87.0%); preparing reports per faculty or administrative committee 

(79.6%); publish factbook (77.2%); completing questionnaires for outside agencies 

(67.7%); and designing means to measure institutional effectiveness and conducting 

student retention/attrition studies (66.2%). Table 4.17 presents the distribution, means, 

and standard deviations of the amount of responsibility for each of the roles completed 

only by the institutional researcher or research office. 

116 



Table 4.17. Distribution of centralized roles. 
Major Minor Total 

Roles Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Mean S.D. 
Preparing reports at request of 178 79.8 16 7.2 194 87.0 4.65 .75 
CEO, VP or dean (N=223) 

Publish factbook (N-222) 154 69.1 18 8.1 172 77.2 4.28 1.22 

Preparing reports per faculty or 147 66.5 29 13.1 176 79.6 4.36 1.05 
admin. Committee ('N=221) 

Designing means to measure inst. 125 56.3 22 9.9 147 66.2 4.13 1.09 
Effectiveness (N=222) 

Preparing and distributing 123 55.2 19 8.5 142 63.7 4.00 1.26 
enrollment information (N=223) 

Preparing reports for state agencies 122 54.7 19 8.5 141 63.2 4.07 1.14 
(N=223) 

Completing questionnaires for 116 52.0 35 15.7 151 67.7 4.03 1.19 
outside agencies (N=223) 

Conducting student 113 50.9 34 15.3 147 66.2 4.02 1.16 
retention/attrition studies (N=222) 

Developing student-opinion survey 113 50.7 22 9.9 135 60.6 3.95 1.21 

instruments (N=223) 

Support for program review 112 50.2 19 8.5 131 58.7 3.95 1.17 

(N=223) 

Preparing reports for federal 110 49.3 16 7.2 126 56.5 3.90 1.20 

agencies (N=223) 

Reports for southem association or 101 45.5 19 8.6 120 54.1 3.87 1.15 

north central (N=222) 

Preparing campus plamiing 96 43.2 17 7.7 113 50.9 3.64 1.36 

documents (N=222) 
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Table 4.17. Continued 

Major Minor Total 
Roles Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Mean S.D. 
Preparing reports for inst. 90 40.4 29 13.1 119 53.6 3.73 1.23 
Governing boards (N=222) 

Conducting alumni satisfaction 63 28.3 27 12.1 90 40.4 2.95 1.60 
studies (N=223) 

Studies of peer institutions (N-222) 37 16.7 55 24.8 92 41.5 2.88 1.46 

Research Ouestion 6 

Are institutional researchers employed in full-time positions as the researcher or 
is the role of researcher an additional job duty assigned to them? 

The overwhelming majority of the researchers are employed on a full-time basis. 

The methods used to determine this finding are set out below. 

To answer question 6, data was gathered on the percent of time each respondent 

spent on research. The data revealed that 65 spent 51-75% of their time on institutional 

research and 56 spent 76-100%) of their time on research. Combining these two would 

indicate that 121 or 54.2% spend more than half of theh time performing research duties. 

However, 99 or 44.4%) spent less than half of theh time. The remaining 3 respondents 

gave an answer of no response due to the minimal amount of time on the job, 25%o-50% 

depending on the time of year, and 20% directly and 100% indirecdy. 

Even though the results of the survey reveal that the majority of the respondents 

indicated they spent more than half of their time performing research duties, the majority 

of the responding research offices (89.7%) had researchers who are employed on a ftill-

time basis regardless of the amount of time spent on research. However, 10.3% did not 
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indicate any full-time person in the research office, 6.3% of which only indicated part-

time employees, and approximately 4% did not indicate any employees in research. 

A frequency distribution of the titles of the institutional researcher was also 

completed and revealed that only 22% of researchers have research only in their tides; 

32.3%) do not mention research at all; and 45.7%) reveal a combination of research and 

other areas such as effectiveness, planning, registrar, computer services, assessment, 

admissions and records, human resources, enrollment services, development, grants, data 

management, technology, budget, and educational services. In viewing the thle statistics, 

combining the research function with additional duties has the greater percentage. 

Research Ouestion 7 

To whom do institutional researchers report? 

Institutional researchers most often report to the president of the institution. 

Comparisons were also made as to the size of the enrollment of the institution and the 

reporting line. Analysis of the data revealed that those in institutions with enrollments of 

fewer than 5000 most often reported to the president, while those in institutions with 

enrollments of over 5000 most often reported to someone other than the president. 

To make this determination, the first step was to complete a frequency 

distribution on the overall reporting line of the institutional researcher. The responding 

researchers reporting to the president of the college came to just below 45%. The 

classification of "other" was in second place for who the institiitional researcher reported 

to capturing 30.9%). This classification includes vice president of instruction (13%), vice 
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president of advancement and executive dean or vice president of the college (11.5%) and 

dean of planning (10.1 %). The third place reporting line falls to the vice president of 

academic affairs at 18.4%. All others listed fall below the 10% mark and are widely 

dispersed. Table 4.18 presents a frequency distribution of the findings of the reporting 

lines. 

Table 4.18. Distribution of reporting lines of institutional researchers in southem 
public two-year institutions. 

Reporting line Frequency Percent 
President fOO 44.8 

vice president of academic 41 18.4 
affair 

\ ice president of finance 2 .9 

Vice president of student 11 4.9 
affair 

Other 69 30.9 

Dividing the size of the institution into groups, as previously used by Volkwein 

(1990) in a study of institutional researchers in the northeast, further delineates the 

reporting lines specifically pertaining to the size of the institution. These groupings 

include enrollments of <2500, 2500-4999, 5000-9999, and 10000 +. The results of the 

frequency distribution revealed that 77 (34.5%o) of the institutions studied had fall 2001 

enrollments of <2500; 74 (33.2%) had enrollments between 2500-4999; 44 (19.7%) had 

120 



enrollments between 5000-9999; and 28 (12.6%) had enrollments of 10,000 plus 

students. 

Further analysis was conducted on enrollment size and the reporting line and it 

was determined that the majority (50.6%) of institutions with enrollments under 2500 had 

researchers who most often reported to the president. Researchers in 55.4% of 

institutions with enrollments between 2500-4999 also most often reported to the 

president. However, in institutions with enrollments between 5000-9999, 43.2% of 

researchers reported to those falling under the category of "other." Finally, 64.3% of 

researchers in institutions of enrollments of 10,000 or more reported to "other". Table 

4.19 provides a frequency distribution of the reporting lines classified by the size of the 

institution. A graphic presentation is found in Figure 4.2. 

Table 4.19. Frequency distribution of reporting lines by enrollment size. 
Vice 
president Vice Vice 
of president president 
academic of of student 

Enrollment President affairs finance affairs Other Total 
Range Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % (N=223) 
<2500 39 50.6 20 26^0 1 O 5 6^ 12 15.6 77 

2500-4999 41 55.4 11 14.9 0 2 2.7 20 27.0 74 

5000-9999 15 34.1 5 11.4 1 2.3 4 9.1 19 43.2 44 

10000+ 5 17.9 5 17.9 0 0 18 64.3 28 
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Count 

<2500 2500-4999 5000-9999 

Fall 01 Enrollment Ranges 

10000 

Reporting Line 

^'President 

^^Vice President of 
Academic Affairs 

'—'vice President of 
Finance 

[^Vice President of 
Student Affairs 

•other 

Figure 4.2. Reporting lines of institutions by size. 

Research Question 8 

Where is institutional research located in the organizational chart? 

Not unlike the reporting line, it was found that the research office was most often 

a stand alone office under the president regardless of who they reported to. Analysis of 

the specific data is noted below. 

A frequency distribution was performed on the location of the institutional 

research office within the organizational chart. The overwhelming majority of the 223 

respondents reported that they were located as a stand alone office that reported to the 

president (45.7%o); followed by 21.5% being located under academic affahs; while 18.4% 

stated they were located in other places. Other places included provosts, technology, 

combinations of academic and student affairs, administrative services, extemal affairs, 
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planning, and effectiveness. The remaining respondents' offices which were located 

under business office, student affairs, or development and advancement each fell below 

10%o. Table 4.20 presents the overall distribution of the location of institutional research 

offices. 

Table 4.20. Frequency distribution of location of institutional research offices within 
the organization. 

Location 
Directly to president 

Under academic affairs 

Under business office 

Under student affairs 

Under 
development/advancement 

Other 

Frequency (N=223) 
102 

48 

3 

10 

19 

41 

Percent 
45.7 

21.5 

1.3 

4.5 

8.5 

18.4 

Dividing this distribution as to enrollment size was the next step in analysis. 

Using the same enrollment size classifications as above, the results indicated that in 

institutions of <2500 enrollments (51.9%)); in institutions within the range of 2500-4999 

(56.8%)); and in institutions within the range of 5000-9999 enrollments (34.1%) were 

located directly under the president even though the analysis on the reporting line 

indicated they those in the last category most often reported to someone other than the 

president. Table 4.21 presents the frequency distribution of the size of the institution and 

the location of the institutional research office. Figure 4.3 graphically depicts the same. 
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Table 4.21. Frequency distribution of size of institution and location of institutional 
research office. 

Directly Under Under Under 
under acad bus stud Under Under 

Enrollment Pres affairs office affairs Dev/adv Other Sum 
Range Freq. %> Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %> 223 
<2500 40 51.9 20 26.0 2 2.6 4 5.2 7 9.1 4 5.2 77 

2500-4999 42 56.8 12 16.2 0 1 1.4 4.1 16 21.6 74 

5000-9999 15 34.1 8 18.2 1 2.3 5 11.4 3 6.8 12 27.3 44 

10000+ 5 17.9 8 28.6 0 0 6 21.4 9 32.1 28 

Count 

<2500 2500-4999 5000-9999 10000 + 

Fall 01 Enrollment Ranges 

Location of Office 

^BPresident 

B^Academic 
Affairs 

I—iBusiness 
Office 

• s t u d e n t 
Affairs 

Development 
Advancement 

Figure 4.3. Location of institutional research offices within the organizational chart by 
size of enrollment. 
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Research Ouestions 9, 10, and 11 

Does the reporting line influence the role(s) of the institutional researcher? 

Does the location within the organizational structure influence the role(s) of the 
institutional researcher? 

Does the size of the staff within the office influence the role(s) of the institutional 
researcher? 

The first step in answering these questions was to run descriptive statistics as to 

the mean and standard deviations of the reporting lines, the location of the office, and the 

size of the staff of the research office as compared to the amount of responsibility for the 

roles. Following this process, a MANOVA was conducted and h was determined that 

while there were some differences found in the means, none of the three independent 

variables (reporting line, location of the office, and size of the staff) significantly 

influenced the dependent variables or the role(s) of the researcher. The results of the tests 

are as follows. 

The descriptive statistics of the mean and standard deviation of the amount of 

responsibiUty for each of the 26 roles as to the reporting line was the first step in the 

analysis of any differences. The means indicated that those who reported to the president 

performed the majority of the roles (42.3%o) as a major responsibility shared with another 

office. The majority (42.3%)) of those who reported to the vice president of academic 

affahs performed the majority of the roles as a minor responsibility by the institutional 

research office only. The researchers reporting to the vice president of finance indicated 

the amount of responsibility for the majority (30.8%) of the roles fell mainly within the 

category of a shared minor responsibility with other offices. Those who reported to the 
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vice president of student affairs most often performed roles as a shared major 

responsibility (34.6%)). The majority of those reporting to others indicated that they 

performed their roles as a shared major responsibility (57.7%o). Table 4.22 contains the 

means and standard deviations of the amount of responsibilhy for the roles according to 

the reporting lines. 
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Table 4.22. Means and standard deviations of the amount of responsibility for the 
roles according to reporting lines. 

Role Reporting Line Mean S.D. N 
Developing student opinion 
survey instruments 

Conducting student 
retention/attrition studies 

Conducting follow-up studies 
on tiansfers to 4-year 

Conducting follow-up studies 
of graduate employers 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

3.94 
3.87 

5.00 
3.11 

3.97 
3.91 

3.95 
4.32 

4.50 
4.22 

3.94 
4.03 

3.22 
3.72 

3.00 
3.67 

3.21 
3.33 

3.32 
3.32 

2.50 
2.78 

3.13 
3.23 

1.21 
1.26 

.00 
1.36 

1.19 
1.22 

1.17 
1.02 

.71 

.97 

1.28 
1.17 

1.46 
1.45 

1.41 
1.32 

1.53 
1.48 

1.44 

1.56 

.71 
1.48 

1.50 
1.47 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 

40 

2 
9 

67 
212 
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Table 4.22. Continued. 
Role 
Conducting alumni satisfaction 
studies 

Conducting studies on facility 
utilization 

Conducting community needs 
assessment studies 

Coordinating student evaluation 
of courses 

Reporting Line 
President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
2.86 
2.95 

3.00 
2.55 

2.92 
2.89 

2.67 
2.75 

2.00 
2.44 

2.40 
2.58 

3.07 
3.20 

3.50 
3.11 

3.04 
3.09 

2.75 

3.47 

2.50 
2.55 

3.15 
3.00 

S.D. 
1.60 
1.71 

2.83 
1.51 

1.52 
1.59 

1.41 
1.39 

1.41 
1.33 

1.42 
1.40 

1.34 

1.40 

2.12 
1.53 

1.27 
1.33 

1.51 

1.47 

.71 
1.59 

1.63 
1.56 

N 
94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 

40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 

40 

2 
9 

67 
212 
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Table 4.22. Continued. 
Role 
Preparing reports per faculty or 
adminisfrative committee 

Preparing reports at request of 
CEO. VP or dean 

Completing questionnaires for 
outside agencies 

Preparing reports for state 
agencies 

Reporting Line 
President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
4.03 
4.67 

5.00 
5.00 

4.43 
4.33 

4.62 
4.92 

5.00 
5.00 

4.51 
4.66 

3.97 

4.37 

5.00 
4.44 

3.81 
4.02 

4.13 

4.30 

3.00 
4.44 

3.81 
4.06 

S.D. 
1.21 
.89 

.00 

.00 

.87 
1.06 

.75 

.35 

.00 

.00 

.84 

.72 

1.25 

.98 

.00 
1.13 

1.25 
1.20 

1.14 

1.04 

1.41 
.88 

1.20 
1.14 

N 
94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 

40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 

40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 

40 

2 
9 

67 
212 
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Table 4.22. Continued. 
Role 
Preparing reports for federal 
agencies 

Preparing reports for 
institutional goveming boards 

Southem association and north 
central 

Reports for other accrediting 
agencies 

Reporting Line 
President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
3.95 
4.10 

3.50 
4.22 

3.73 
3.91 

3.77 
3.92 

2.00 
4.22 

3.57 
3.73 

4.04 
4.02 

2.00 
3.22 

3.71 
3.88 

2.77 
2.77 

1.00 
3.00 

2.81 
2.77 

S.D. 
1.18 
1.13 

.71 
1.20 

1.29 
1.20 

1.24 
1.16 

.00 
1.20 

1.23 
1.23 

1.16 
1.05 

.00 
1.30 

1.12 
1.16 

1.42 

1.25 

.00 

.87 

1.16 
1.29 

N 
94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 

40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 

40 

2 
9 

67 
212 
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Table 4.22. Continued. 
Role 
Publish factbook 

Preparing and distributing 
enrollment information 

Support for program review 

Preparing and dist. Financial 
information 

Reporting Line 
President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
4.27 
4.40 

3.50 
4.22 

4.25 
4.28 

3.92 
4.12 

4.00 
4.00 

4.01 
3.99 

3.95 
4.17 

4.50 
4.00 

3.82 
3.96 

1.78 
1.97 

2.00 
1.89 

1.89 
1.85 

S.D. 
1.16 
1.15 

2.12 
1.39 

1.35 
1.23 

1.26 
1.24 

1.41 
1.58 

1.31 
1.28 

1.13 
1.15 

.71 
1.41 

1.24 
1.18 

1.01 
1.19 

1.41 
.78 

1.16 
1.08 

N 
94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 

40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 

40 

2 
9 

67 
212 
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Table 4.22. Continued. 

Role 
Studies of peer insthutions 

Preparing or assisting with 
grant proposals 

Preparing campus planning 
docs 

Preparing economic impact 
studies 

Reporting Line 
President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
2.89 
2.82 

3.00 
2.67 

2.92 
2.88 

2.71 
2.62 

2.00 
2.89 

2.49 
2.63 

4.09 
3.45 

1.50 
3.89 

3.28 
3.68 

2.84 
2.80 

2.50 
2.67 

2.67 
2.77 

S.D. 
1.41 
1.37 

2.83 
1.41 

1.55 
1.45 

1.16 
1.31 

.00 
1.17 

1.15 
1.18 

1.13 
1.39 

.71 
1.54 

1.46 
1.37 

1.38 
1.30 

.71 
1.22 

1.41 
1.35 

N 
i 'I 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 
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Table 4.22. Continued. 
Role 
Designing means to measure 
inst. Effectiveness 

Assessment of educational 
outcomes 

Reporting Line 
President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

President 
Vice president of academic 
affairs 
Vice president of finance 
Vice president of student 
affairs 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
4.29 
4.27 

5.00 
3.67 

3.97 
4.16 

3.56 
3.97 

5.00 
3.44 

3.45 
3.61 

S.D. 
1.05 
1.01 

.00 
1.41 

1.13 
1.09 

1.15 
1.05 

.00 
1.42 

1.25 
1.18 

N 
94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 

94 
40 

2 
9 

67 
212 
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The second step in the analysis was to calculate the descriptive statistics of the 

mean and standard deviation of the location of the office and the amount of responsibility 

for the roles. The highest means were found for those located under the president 

involved in the roles of reporting to the southern association or north central association, 

and preparing campus planning documents as minor responsibilities (on occasion) of 

research office only. 

Examination of the highest means of those offices located under academic affairs 

revealed only two roles. Both the roles of conducting follow-up studies on transfers to 

four-} ear institutions, and conducting student evaluation of courses were shared major 

(on a regular basis with another office) responsibilities. 

The business office also reported the highest means in two areas. These include 

roles for preparing reports per faculty or administrative committee which were a major 

responsibility (regular basis) only by the research office; and assessment of educational 

outcomes as minor responsibility (on occasion) of the research office only. 

The majority of the highest means were found in the offices located under student 

affairs. The highest means for those located under student affairs appears in roles of 

conducting student retention/attrition studies, and completing questionnaires for outside 

agencies as minor responsibilities of research office only. Additionally, h was 

determined that preparing reports for state agencies, reports to federal agencies, reports to 

insthutional governing boards, publishing of the factbook, and preparing and disfributing 

enrollment information were each classified as minor responsibihties of research office 

only. Conducting community needs assessment studies and preparing or assisting with 
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grant proposals were noted as shared major responsibilities. Preparing reports per faculty 

or administrative committee, as was for location in business office, and reports at request 

of CEO, VP or dean fell under the classification of major responsibilities of research 

office only. 

Those offices located under development/advancement had the highest means in 

the roles such as developing student-opinion survey instruments; support for program 

review; and designing means to measure institutional effectiveness as minor 

responsibilities of research only. Conducting follow-up studies of graduate employers; 

conducting alumni satisfaction studies; and studies of peer institutions were shared major 

responsibilities. Preparing and disfributing financial information and preparing economic 

impact studies were classified as shared minor responsibilities. 

The highest means under the category of "Other" were only found in the roles of 

conducting studies on facility utilization, which was noted a shared minor responsibility. 

The complete results are contained in Table 4.23. 
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Table 4.23. Means and standard deviations of roles according to organizational 
location. 

Role 
Developing student opinion 
surv ey instruments 

Conducting student 
retention/attrition studies 

Conducting follow-up studies 
on transfers to 4-year 

Conducting follow-up studies 
of graduate employers 

Location of Office 
President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
4.02 
3.74 
4.00 
3.25 
4.26 

3.80 
3.91 

4.04 
4.15 
3.67 
4.50 
3.95 

3.85 
4.03 

3.28 
3.72 
2.33 
3.25 
3.00 

3.22 
3.33 

3.28 
3.34 
2.00 
2.37 
3.47 

3.12 
3.23 

S.D. 
1.19 
1.22 
1.73 
1.49 
1.04 

1.26 
1.22 

1.14 
1.16 
1.53 
.75 
1.08 

1.35 
1.17 

1.48 
1.47 
1.53 
1.58 
1.45 

1.46 
1.48 

1.44 

1.58 
1.00 
1.41 
1.22 

1.54 
1.47 

N 
95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 

47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 
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Table 4.23. Continued. 
Role 
Conducting alumni satisfaction 
studies 

Conducting studies on facility 
utilization 

Conducting community needs 
assessment studies 

Coordinating student evaluation 
of courses 

Location of Office 
President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
2.84 
3.00 
2.33 
2.12 
3.26 

2.87 
2.89 

2.61 
2.64 
2.33 
2.37 
2.26 

2.67 
2.58 

3.02 

3.00 
3.00 
3.37 
3.37 

3.20 
3.09 

2.85 

3.45 
2.00 
2.37 
2.95 

3.07 
3.00 

S.D. 
1.61 
1.63 
2.31 
1.36 
1.45 

1.57 
1.59 

1.45 
1.36 
1.15 
1.50 
1.24 

1.47 
1.40 

1.34 

1.43 
1.73 
1.60 
1.01 

1.32 
1.33 

1.54 

1.44 
1.00 
1.77 
1.58 

1.64 
1.56 

N 
95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 

47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 

47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 
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Table 4.23. Continued. 
Role Location of Office Mean S.D. N 
Preparing reports per faculty or 
administrativ e committee 

Preparing reports at request of 
CEO, VP or dean 

Completing questionnaires for 
outside agencies 

Preparing reports for state 
agencies 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 
President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

4.10 
4.64 
5.00 
5.00 
4.21 

4.37 
4.33 

4.63 
4.85 
4.67 
5.00 
4.37 

4.57 
4.66 

3.96 
4.23 
4.00 
4.75 
3.89 

3.85 
4.02 
4.18 
4.21 
3.67 
4.37 
3.74 

3.72 
4.06 

1.18 
.89 
.00 
.00 
1.08 

.92 
1.06 

.73 

.51 

.58 

.00 

.89 

.84 

.72 

1.28 
1.10 
1.73 
.71 
1.37 

1.07 
1.20 
1.13 
1.04 
1.53 
.92 
1.19 

1.24 
1.14 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 
95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 
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Table 4.23. Continued. 
Role 
Preparing reports for federal 
agencies 

Preparing reports for 
institutional goveming boards 

Southem association and north 
central 

Reports for other accrediting 
agencies 

Location of Office 
President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
4.00 
3.94 
4.00 
4.50 
3.68 

3.67 
3.91 

3.81 
3.83 
2.00 
4.00 
3.42 

3.67 
3.73 

4.05 
3.89 
2.33 
3.50 
3.84 

3.67 
3.88 

2.87 
2.74 
1.33 
2.75 
2.58 

2.77 
2.77 

S.D. 
1.17 
1.20 
1.00 
.92 
1.16 

1.35 
1.20 

1.24 
1.15 
.00 
1.51 
1.30 

1.19 
1.23 

1.20 
1.09 
.58 
1.07 
1.07 

1.14 
1.16 

1.45 

1.21 
.58 
.46 
1.07 

1.19 
1.29 

N 
95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 

47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 
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Table 4.23. Continued. 
Role 
Publish factbook 

Preparing and distributing 
enrollment information 

Support for program review 

Preparing and dist. Financial 
information 

Location of Office 
President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
4.35 
4.25 
3.00 
4.50 
4.26 

4.20 
4.28 

3.95 
4.08 
3.33 
4.50 
4.00 

3.95 
3.99 

3.97 
4.15 
3.67 
4.00 
4.31 

3.55 
3.96 

1.74 
1.87 
1.67 
1.62 
2.21 

2.00 
1.85 

S.D. 
1.13 
1.33 
1.73 
.75 
1.33 

1.36 
1.23 

1.27 
1.26 
1.53 
1.41 
1.41 

1.26 
1.28 

1.15 
1.16 
1.53 
1.41 
.88 

1.26 
1.18 

.98 

1.13 
1.15 
.74 
1.36 

1.15 
1.08 

N 
95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 

47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 

47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 
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Table 4.23. Continued. 
Role 
Studies of peer institutions 

Preparing or assisting with 
grant proposals 

Preparing campus planning 
docs 

Preparing economic impact 
studies 

Location of Office 
President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 
President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
2.90 
2.81 
2.33 
2.87 
3.31 

2.75 
2.88 

2.66 
2.59 
2.00 
3.00 
2.89 

2.42 
2.63 

4.05 
3.51 
1.67 
3.37 
3.74 

3.20 
3.68 
2.85 
2.68 
2.33 
2.50 
2.89 

2.70 
2.77 

S.D. 
1.44 
1.39 
2.31 
1.55 
1.49 

1.48 
1.45 

1.16 
1.21 
.00 
1.19 
1.32 

1.15 
1.18 

1.13 

1.40 
.58 
1.85 
1.24 

1.56 
1.37 
1.41 
1.29 
.58 
1.41 
1.37 

1.38 
1.35 

N 
95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 

47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 
95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 
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Table 4.23. Continued. 
Role 
Designing meems to measure 
inst. Effectiveness 

Assessment of educational 
outcomes 

Location of Office 
President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

President 
Under academic affairs 
Under business office 
under student affairs 
under 
development/advancement 
Other 
Total 

Mean 
4.27 
4.25 
4.00 
3.37 
4.37 

3.87 
4.16 

3.63 
3.87 
4.00 
3.00 
3.53 

3.40 
3.61 

S.D. 
1.06 
1.01 
1.73 
1.50 
1.01 

1.11 
1.09 

1.18 
1.05 
1.73 
1.41 
1.07 

1.30 
1.18 

N 
95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

95 
47 
3 
8 
19 

40 
212 

The next step was to create a frequency distribution on the number of staff 

members as to fiiU-time and part-time professionals, ftill-time and part-time clerical, fiill-

time and part-time graduate assistants, and ftill-time or part-time work study. The 

reported number of employees ranged from 1-15. Since the range is rather large, 1 divided 

the groups of employees into those with one, two, three, four, and five plus employees in 

a research office. This method is in keeping with previous studies on researchers 

reporting the number of employees (Lindquist, 1999). 

Professional classification of the ftill-time employees in research offices tops the 

classifications. The majority (53.4%) of the responding research offices stating they had 

one fiiU-time employee indicated this employee was classified as a ftill-time professional, 

followed by 40.3% having the classification of clerical. Those offices with two ftill-time 
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employees showed 86.3% professionals and 11.8% as clerical. All others were less than 

3%). Offices with three full-time employees indicated the largest portion to be 

professional (78.9%) and then clerical (15.8%). Research offices employing four ftill-

time emplov ees showed 66.7% to be professional, while clerical and other make up the 

remaining 33.4%o. Ninetv percent of the offices that reported to employ five or more full-

time emplov ees were under the professional classification. Table 4.24 outlines the 

frequency of full-time employees by classification and number of employees in 

institutional research offices in the southeast and southwest. 

Table 4.24. Frequency of full-time employees in institutional research offices. 
Number Freq. Of Freq. of Freq. of 
of Freq. of FT FT FT Grad. FT Work Freq. of 
employees Professional Clerical Assistants Study FT Other Total 
One US 89 0 13 
Two 44 6 0 1 
Three 15 3 0 1 
Four 4 1 0 0 
Five+ 9 0 0 1 
Total 190 99 0 16 

The data revealed that part-time employees in the research office are classified as 

clerical or work study. The majority (40.4%)) of those offices having one part-time 

employee were classified as clerical, followed by 34.0%) as work study. Offices having 

two part-time employees were most often classified as work study (53.4%o) and then as 

professionals (30.8%)). Equal percentages of 33.3%) classified as professional, clerical, 

and work study were found in offices with three-part-time employees. Likewise, equal 

percentages of 50% classified as clerical and work study in research offices with four 
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1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 

221 
51 
19 
6 
10 
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part-time employees. There were no offices that employed five or more part-time 

employees. Table 4.25 provides the frequency of the classifications of part-time 

employees and the number employed in responding research offices. 

Table 4.25. 

Number 
of 
employees 

Frequenc)' 

Frequency 
ofPT 

Professional 

of part-time employees in 
Frequency 

Frequency of PT 
of PT Graduate 

Clerical Assistants 

institutional research offices. 
Frequency 

of PT Frequency 
Work ofPT 
Study Other Total 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five + 
Total 

23 
4 
1 
0 
0 
28 

38 
2 
0 
1 
0 

41 

1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
2 

32 
7 
1 
1 
0 

41 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

94 
13 
3 
2 
0 

112 

The next step was to examine the total staff numbers in research regardless of 

their classification. The total number of employees found in the institutions responding 

to the employee questions was identified as 1-2 person offices for 57.8%, 3-4 person 

offices at 30.9%o, and five or more person offices at 11.3%). 

The means and standard deviations of the amount of responsibility for each of the 

26 roles as to the size of the office was used to analyze any differences between those 

office with 1-2 employees, 3-4 employees, and 5 or more employees. The amount of 

responsibility for each of the roles varied according to the size of the staff within the 

research office. 

The means indicated that those with 1-2 persons in the research office varied in 

the amount of responsibility for each of the roles. Only the role of preparation and 

distribution of financial information fell within the no responsibility classification. Seven 
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(26.9%) of the roles were identified as having a shared minor (on occasion with another 

office) responsibility. The majority (11 or 42.3%) fell under the classification of shared 

major (on a regular basis with another office) responsibility. An additional 26.9% of the 

remaining roles were deemed as the minor responsibility (on occasion) of the research 

office only. These include conducting student retention/attihion studies, preparing 

reports per faculty or administrative committee, preparing reports at the request of CEO, 

VP or dean, completing questionnaires, preparing reports for state agencies, publishing 

factbook, and designing means to measure institutional effectiveness. Even though some 

individuals indicated they performed roles as a major responsibility on a regular basis, the 

majority fell within the minor responsibility classification. 

The results of the descriptive statistics also showed that those institutional 

research offices with 3-4 persons also varied in the amount of responsibilities for each 

role. Like the 1-2 person office, only the role of preparing and distributing financial 

information fell within the no responsibility category. Only 3 roles (11.5%)) fell within 

the shared minor (on occasion with another office) responsibility, which included 

conducting studies on facility utilization, preparing reports for other accrediting agencies, 

and preparing or assisting with grant proposals. Sixteen (61.5%) of the roles were 

performed as a shared major responsibility (on a regular basis with another office). The 

remaining six roles, including preparing reports per faculty or administrative committee; 

preparing reports at request of CEO, VP or dean; completing questionnaires for outside 

agencies; preparing reports for state agencies; publishing factbook; and designing means 
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to measure institutional effectiveness fell within the classification of a minor 

responsibility of the research office only. 

Those responding offices that have five or more employees showed variances on 

the amount of responsibility. All of these offices indicated they had some responsibility 

for all the roles. Like the other two categories, conducting studies on facility utilization 

and preparing or assisting with grant proposals, was classified as having a shared minor 

(on occasion with another office) responsibility. Those with five or more employees were 

the only offices that showed a shared minor responsibility for preparing and distributing 

financial information. The majority of the roles (12 or 46.1%)) fell within the shared 

major (on a regular basis with another office) responsibility. Finally, 11 or 42.3% of the 

roles fell within the classification of minor responsibility for the research office only. 

Table 4.26 contains the means and standard deviations of the amount of responsibility for 

the roles according to the number of staff in research offices. 
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Table 4.26. Means and standard deviations for the amount of responsibility for the 
roles according to number of staff in research offices. 

Role 
Developing student opinion 
survey instruments 

Conducting student 
retention/attrition studies 

Conducting follow-up studies 
on transfers to 4-year 

Conducting follow-up studies 
of graduate employers 

Conducting alumni 
satisfaction studies 

Conducting studies on 
facility utilization 

Conducting community 
needs assessment studies 

Number of Staff 
I -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

I -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

Mean 
3.79 
3.92 
4.56 
3.92 

4.03 
3.89 
4.39 
4.03 

3.16 
3.49 
3.91 
3.34 

3.16 
3.24 
3.48 
3.22 

2.69 
3.08 
3.26 
2.87 

2.47 
2.92 
2.39 
2.60 

3.04 
3.08 
3.56 
3.11 

S.D. 
1.26 
1.23 
.79 
1.23 

1.16 
1.27 
.94 
1.18 

1.48 
1.50 
1.31 
1.49 

1.54 
1.32 
1.62 
1.48 

1.56 
1.59 
1.54 
1.58 

1.34 
1.48 
1.50 
1.41 

1.36 
1.23 
1.31 
1.32 

N 
118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 
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Table 4.26. Continued 
Role 
Coordinating student 
evaluation of courses 

Preparing reports per faculty 
or administrati\ e committee 

Preparing reports at request 
ofCEO, VPordean 

Completing questionnaires 
for outside agencies 

Preparing reports for state 
agencies 

Preparing reports for federal 
agencies 

O 

Preparing reports for 
institutional goveming 
boards 

Number of Staff 
1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1-2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 
1-2 persons 

3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

Mean 
2.90 
3.03 
3.30 
2.98 

4.35 
4.21 
4.56 
4.33 

4.74 
4.54 
4.61 
4.67 

4.03 
4.06 
3.96 
4.03 

4.04 
4.11 
4.17 
4.08 

3.85 
3.92 
4.26 
3.92 
3.83 
3.60 

3.56 
3.73 

S.D. 
1.50 
1.60 
1.63 
1.54 

1.00 
1.19 
.89 
1.06 

.66 

.78 

.78 

.71 

1.24 

1.19 
1.15 
1.21 

1.11 

1.26 
.98 
1.14 

1.19 
1.22 

1.21 
1.20 
1.19 
1.37 
1.04 
1.23 

N 
118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 

63 
23 
204 

118 

63 
23 
204 

118 
63 

23 
204 
118 
63 
23 
204 
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Table 4.26. Continued 
Role 
Southern association and 
north central 

Reports for other accrediting 
agencies 

Publish factbook 

Preparing and distributing 
enrollment information 

Support for program review 

Preparing and dist. Financial 
information 

Studies of peer institutions 

Number of Staff 
1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1-2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

Mean 
3.80 
3.95 
4.04 
3.87 

2.72 
2.73 
3.00 
2.75 

4.30 
4.27 
4.22 
4.28 

3.98 
3.94 
4.43 
4.02 

3.90 
3.98 
4.22 
3.96 

1.85 
1.81 
2.22 
1.88 

2.75 
3.06 
3.17 
2.90 

S.D. 
1.15 
1.17 
1.15 
1.15 

1.31 
1.18 
1.28 
1.26 

1.20 
1.22 
1.41 
1.22 

1.31 
1.23 
1.08 
1.27 

1.21 
1.10 
1.04 
1.16 

1.10 
.95 
1.35 
1.09 

1.47 
1.40 
1.40 
1.45 

N 
118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
24 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
24 
204 
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Table 4.26. Continued 
Role 
Preparing or assisting whh 
grant proposals 

Preparing campus planning 
docs 

Preparing economic impact 
studies 

Designing means to measure 
inst. Effectiveness 

Assessment of educational 
outcomes 

Number of Staff 
1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1 -2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

1-2 persons 
3-4 persons 
5+ persons 
Total 

Mean 
2.50 
2.87 
2.69 
2.63 

3.57 
3.94 
3.43 
3.67 

2.55 
3.05 
3.17 
2.77 

4.04 
4.35 
4.30 
4.17 

3.57 
3.67 
3.87 
3.63 

S.D. 
1.08 
1.37 
1.10 
1.18 

1.43 
1.22 
1.31 
1.36 

1.30 
1.36 
1.30 
1.34 

1.18 
.97 
.93 
1.10 

1.23 
1.09 
1.10 
1.17 

N 
118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
24 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

118 
63 
23 
204 

Upon completion of the descriptive statistics, a multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) was conducted to determine any influence the reporting line (president, vice 

president of academic affairs, vice president of finance, vice president of student affairs, 

other), the location of the office (under the president, under academic affairs, under 

student affahs, etc.), and the size of the staff of the research office (1-2, 3-4, 5+ persons) 

has on the 26 dependent variables identified as the roles of the researcher. 

The findings of the MANOVA indicate that no significance was found in any of 

the differences of the means of the reporting lines, location, or size of the office. Based 
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upon the assumption of the normality of the distribution of the scores, the Wilks' lambda 

(also known as the U statistic) statistic was used to further describe the significance of the 

differences in the roles as associated with the reporting line, location of the office, and 

size of the staff testing the likelihood that the data is normally distributed. The Wilks' 

Lambda statistic revealed the following results: 

1. A MANOVA was calculated examining the reporting line (noted as REPORT 

in Table 4.27) and the influence it plays on the amount of responsibility the 

researcher has for each of the defined roles. No significant effect was found 

in the Wilks" Lambda test ( F (78, 443) = 1.02, p= .44, p>.05). Therefore, the 

reporting line does not significantly influence the amount of responsibility for 

the defined roles. 

2. The location (noted as LOCATION in Table 4.17) of the office of the 

researcher was examined as to the influence it plays on the amount of 

responsibility the researcher has for each of the defined roles. No significant 

effect was found in the Wilks' Lambda test (F (130, 734) = .99, p>.05), 

indicating that the location of the office does not significantly influence the 

amount of responsibility for the roles of the researcher. 

3. The size of the office (noted as EMPLOYGR in Table 4.27) of the institutional 

researcher was examined as to the influence it plays on the amount of 

responsibility for each of the defined roles. No significant effect was found in 

the Wilks' Lambda test ( F (52, 296) = 1.20, p= .17, p>.05). Therefore, the 
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size of the office does not significantiy influence the amount of responsibility 

for the roles of the researcher. 

4. A MANOVA was simultaneously run on the reporting line and the location of 

the office (noted as REPORT*LOCATION in Table 4.27) and the influence 

they have on the amount of responsibility of the roles. The Wilks' Lambda 

test revealed no significant effect (f (156, 876) = 1.01, p=.45, p>.05). This 

indicates that the combination of the reporting line and the location of the 

office do not significantly influence the amount of responsibility for the roles. 

5. A MANOVA was simultaneously run on the reporting line and the size of the 

office (noted as REPORT*EMPLOYGR in Table 4.17) and the influence they 

have on the amotmt of responsibility the researcher has on each of the roles. 

The Wilks' Lambda test indicated no significant effect (F (78, 443) = .79, p= 

.89,p>.05). The finding shows that the combination of the reporting line and 

the size of the staff do not significantly influence the amount of responsibility 

the researcher has for the roles assigned. 

6. A MANOVA was simultaneously run on the location of the office and the size 

of the staff of the research office (noted as LOCATION*EMPLOYGR in 

Table 4.27) for determination of the influence they have on the amount of 

responsibility the researcher has for the roles. The Wilks' Lambda results 

were not found to be significant (F (130, 734) = .89, p=.78, p>.05). This 

indicates that the location of the office and the size of the staff combined do 
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not significantly influence the amount of responsibility for the amount of 

responsibility the researcher has for each of the defined roles. 

7. Finally, the reporting line, the location of the office, and the size of the staff 

(noted as REPORT*LOCATION*EMPLOYGR in Table 4.27) were 

simultaneously measured for determination of the influence they have on the 

amount of responsibility the researcher has for each of the roles. The Wilks' 

Lambda statistic revealed no significant effect (F (52, 296) = 1.06, p = .37, 

p>.05). This means that the reporting line, the location of the office, and the 

size of the staff combined do not significantly influence the amount of 

responsibility the researcher has for each of the defined roles. 

Table 4.27 below presents the muhivariate test resuhs. The table provides the 

statistical analysis of all the tests that are calculated when performing a 

MANOVA. The Wilks' Lambda is the most robust of the statistical tests (Harris, 

2001; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). 
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Table 4.27. Multivariate tests results. 

Effect 
Intercept 
Pillai's Trace 
Wilks' Lambda 
Hotelling's Trace 
Roy's Largest Root 

REPORT 
Pillai's Trace 
Wilks" Lambda 
Hotelling's Trace 
Roy s Largest Root 

LOCATION 
Pillai's Trace 
Wilks" Lambda 
Hotelling's Trace 
Roy's Largest Root 

EMPLOYGR 
Pillai's Trace 
Wilks' Lambda 
Hotelling's Trace 
Roy's Largest Root 

REPORT * 
LOCATION 
Pillai's Trace 
Wilks' Lambda 
Hotelling's Trace 
Roy's Largest Root 

REPORT * 
EMPLOYGR 
Pillai's Trace 
Wilks' Lambda 
Hotelling's Trace 

Value 

.932 

.068 
13.779 
13.779 

.451 

.611 

.541 

.235 

.724 

.452 

.877 

.314 

.346 

.681 

.428 

.294 

.879 

.378 
1.083 
.363 

.364 

.676 

.421 

F 

78.434' 
78.434' 
78.434" 
78.434" 

1.022 
1.020 
1.018 
1.355" 

.990 

.989 

.988 
1.835" 

1.198 
1.204' 
1.211 
1.684" 

1.010 
1.013 
1.016 
2.133" 

.797 

.794 

.791 

Hypothesis 
df 

26.000 
26.000 
26.000 
26.000 

78.000 
78.000 
78.000 
26.000 

130.000 
130.000 
130.000 
26.000 

52.000 
52.000 
52.000 
26.000 

156.000 
156.000 
156.000 
26.000 

78.000 
78.000 
78.000 

Error df 

148.000 
148.000 
148.000 
148.000 

450.000 
443.419 
440.000 
150.000 

760.000 
734.183 
732.000 
152.000 

298.000 
296.000 
294.000 
149.000 

918.000 
876.307 
878.000 
153.000 

450.000 
443.419 
440.000 

Sig. 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.435 

.439 

.444 

.132 

.518 

.521 

.524 

.013 

.180 

.173 

.166 

.028 

.455 

.446 

.437 

.002 

.890 

.894 

.898 
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Table 4.27. Continued. 

Effect 
Ro> "s Largest Root 

LOCATION * 
EMPLOYGR 
Pillai's Trace 
Wilks' Lambda 
Hotelling's Trace 
Roy's Largest Root 

REPORT * 
LOCATION * 
EMPLOYGR 
Pillai's Trace 
Wilks' Lambda 
Hotelling's Trace 
Roy s Largest Root 

Value 
.205 

.662 

.485 

.797 

.305 

.311 

.710 

.378 

.261 

F 
1.181" 

.892 

.895 

.897 
1.785" 

1.057 
1.062' 
1.068 
1.496" 

Hypothesis 
df 
26.000 

130.000 
130.000 
130.000 
26.000 

52.000 
52.000 
52.000 
26.000 

Error df 
150.000 

760.000 
734.183 
732.000 
152.000 

298.000 
296.000 
294.000 
149.000 

Sig. 
.263 

.790 

.784 

.778 

.017 

.378 

.369 

.360 

.071 
' Exact statistic 
" The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 
"̂  Design: 
Intercept+REPORT+LOCATION+EMPLOYGR+REPORT*LOCATION+REPORT*E 
MPLOYGR+LOCAT10N*EMPLOYGR+REPORT*LOCATION*EMPLOYGR 

Since the reporting line, the location of the research office within the organization, and 

the size of the staff of the research office were not found to significantiy influence the 

amount of responsibility for the roles of the researcher, no ftirther statistical analysis was 

conducted. 

Chapter Summary 

The data in this study was provided by 223 institutional researchers, or those 

serving in the capacity as researcher, from public two-year colleges in the southeast and 
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l ie southwest. The two broad areas addressed in this chapter were the demographi 

descriptions and the answers to the eleven research questions. 

The demographic section set out the background information on the researchers 

including, gender, age, ethnicity, degree, and method of entering field. Additionally, 

analysis was conducted and presented as to the number of years in current position, 

number of years in institutional research, and number of years in each prior position held. 

The research questions section addressed the areas of career lines and career 

goals; career moxement; roles of the researcher; employment status; reporting lines; 

location of the office; size of the research staff; and the influence the reporting line, 

location of the office, and size of the staff had on the amount of responsibility for the 

roles assigned. 

In examining the career lines and career goals of the researcher, the findings 

indicated that while researchers hold many positions, there are a few emerging career 

lines that exist. However, these emerging lines are in the form of boundaries such as 

administrative services and academic affairs instead of specific positions. Those 

researchers with future career goals will most often be seeking new positions in a new 

administrative area in two-year institutions within the next one to five years. Intemal 

movement was found to be the most common among institutional researchers with the 

majority coming not only from within their current institution, but also from a two-year 

institution to a two-year institution. The most common entry port into higher education 

was from a full-time staff position at two-year institutions. 
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Upon examination of the amount of responsibility for the various roles of the 

institutional researcher, it was determined that over 65%) of the roles were the 

responsibility of the institutional researcher only with another 31% deemed as shared or 

decentralized functions w ith other offices on college and university campuses. 

Some differences in the means were noted. However, despite these differences, to 

whom a researcher reports, the location of the research office within the organization, and 

the size of the staff of the research office do not significantly influence the amount of 

responsibilit) the researcher has for various roles. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS, INFERENCES, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

This study focused on the career lines, the roles, and the organizational influences 

of institutional researchers in two-year institutions in the southeast and southwest. It 

attempted to define career lines and goals of the researchers and to further describe the 

characteristics of the institutional researcher. Addhionally, it sought to determine the 

amount of responsibility the researcher had for various roles (centralization or 

decentralization), and sought to establish whether or not reporting lines, organizational 

location, and size of the research office had any significant influence upon the 

responsibility for the roles of the researcher. This final chapter discusses the conclusions, 

inferences as a result of the findings, and provides recommendations for future study or 

research. 

Research Conclusions and Discussion 

Previous studies have indicated that the majority of the institutional researchers 

have been male (Clybum, 1991; Maroofi-Bozorgi, 1980; Ray, 1993). Contrary to the 

findings of the previous studies, the results of this study indicate that the dominant gender 

of institutional researchers may be changing. This study found that the females 

outnumber the males in the institutional research profession in the two-year institutions in 

the southeast and the southwest. This finding supports the contention noted by Lindquist 

(1999) that the number of women in research has been increasing. In other community 
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college administrative studies it has also been noted that men outnumber their female 

counterparts in positions such as chief academic officers (McKenney, 2000; McKenney 

& Cejda, 2000). In studies by Amey and VanDerLinden (2002) and Moore, Twombly, 

and Martorana (1985) there were more males than females in the administrative offices of 

presidents, senior student affairs officers, chief academic officers, chief financial officers, 

and directors of continuing education. 

The findings of this study indicate an interest in the movement into upper 

administrative positions by both male and female researchers, especially within the next 

one to fi\ e years. As indicated, 24.9%) of the surveyed researchers stated they would like 

to move "up" into an administrative position classified as "other" such as development or 

advancement officers, associate vice presidents, deans of enrollment, or higher positions 

in research, effectiveness and planning. Over half (56%) of these 69 respondents were 

females indicating they would seek these positions. Additionally, 14.8%) of the 

responding researchers indicated they would seek the position of chief academic officer. 

A higher percentage of males (8.3%) indicated they would seek this position as opposed 

to 6.5% of females, ft was also found that 5.4% of female researchers would seek the 

CEO poshion in the ftiture as opposed to the 4.3% of male researchers. Based on these 

findings, it may be concluded that while there appears to be more female researchers and 

more females indicating the consideration of ftiture upper level administrative poshions, 

the findings do not appear to support a sudden influx of females in upper level positions, 

but possibly a gradual increase to be seen in the next one to five years. 
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For some institutional researchers, their current positions would be considered 

stopping points; for others they would be considered stepping stones. For approximately 

16%) of the female researchers and \\% of the male researchers in this study, no future 

administratix e position will be sought, suggesting that the position of institutional 

research could be considered a stopping point for these researchers. However, the 

remaining 73%o of the responding researchers in this study will consider from one to five 

possible administrati\ e positions within the next five years. Each of the respondents who 

are considering future administrative positions are looking at positions whh a higher 

ranking within the institution, indicating that for those individuals the position of 

institutional researcher would be a stepping stone for future positions. This supports the 

need for further research into whether or not the position of institutional research is 

perceived as a stopping point or a stepping stone. 

Analysis of the data in this study corroborated the findings in studies by Clybum 

(1991) and Ray (1993) as to the number of years a researcher is at their current 

institution, and the number of years they are in the field of institutional research. It has 

remained fairiy consistent since the 1990's, in that on the average the years in current 

position and in institutional research are less than five years. This finding further supports 

the research conducted by Amey and VanDerLinden (2002) on the career paths of 

community college leaders wherein most of the respondents did not spend more than five 

years in any prior position. 

The demographic of the highest degrees eamed has varied throughout the years. 

The highest degree held by the majority of the institutional researchers in this study is the 
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master-s degree. While this agrees with the findings of Ray (1993), it contradicts the 

findings by Clybum (1991) and Lindquist (1999), which identified the highest degrees as 

doctoral degrees. However, education remains at the top of the list as the field most often 

cited in which the highest degrees were eamed. 

In the area of career lines, this study on institutional researchers proved to have 

some similar results as previous studies. The establishment of career lines does not 

alwa) s mean moving up in the organization. Just as indicated by Moore, Salimbene, 

Marlier, and Bragg (1983) in their study on the careers of presidents and deans, this study 

supports the contention that the researcher does not necessarily move in a step-wise 

progression to upper administrative levels, but rather more in the manner of changing 

jobs more often as noted by Twombly (1988, 1990) in her studies of administrative 

careers. The suggestion of the lack of stmctured career lines as noted in studies by 

Twombly (1988) and Cejda, McKenney, and Buriey (2001) was also supported in this 

study of researchers. 

Previous studies on the career lines of administrators (McKenney, 2000; Cejda, 

McKenney, & Burley, 2001) categorized the prior positions by title and specifically held 

positions. Due to the numerous titles involved in this study, it was necessary to collapse 

the titles into workable categories. The best option was to divide the prior positions into 

boundaries such as administrative services, academic affairs, business and operations, 

student affairs, faculty, other higher education, outside higher education, and K-12 

positions, rather than by specifically held positions. 
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Using the methods of Twombly (1988), as described in Chapters III and IV, four 

three-sequence career lines were identified for the institutional researcher and one four-

sequence career line was identified. The three-sequence career lines represents 25.5% of 

the population and the four-sequence career line represents less than 6% of the 

population, leaving approximately 69% of the researchers without a specified career 

sequence. This finding would indicate that even though there is the existence of some 

career lines, the majorhy of the researchers in the southeast and southwest do not follow a 

specified career sequence further implying that there is not a normative or specific career 

line for the institutional researcher. Future research should be conducted on the career 

lines of institutional researchers to determine if there is the existence of a more definitive 

career line. 

The findings of this study indicate a lateral and upward movement between 

positions. Specifically, four of the career lines indicated a lateral movement between 

each of the poshions. For example, the persons in administrative services remained in 

administrative services through each position, whether that included three or four 

positions, even through the attainment of the institutional research position. The 

institutional research position would be considered a lateral movement for several of the 

career lines defined in Figure 4.1. Those with an academic affairs background showed 

lateral movement to another academic affairs position followed by a perceived upward 

movement into institutional research. Likewise, those respondents who were faculty 

members, moved laterally to another faculty position prior to the upward movement into 

research. In the instance of the position boundary termed "other higher education," it was 
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generally noted that an upward movement into administrative services was followed by a 

lateral movement into the institutional research position. 

The lateral and upward movement of those institutional researchers in this study 

supports the findings of previous studies on presidents, chief academic officers, chief 

business officers, and chief student affairs officers (Twombly, 1988) and in the studies on 

the chief academic officers only (Cejda, McKenney, & Buriey, 2001; McKenney, 2000) 

wherein lateral movement between poshions was also noted. While a lateral movement 

between poshions in this study occurred most often, no downward movement of 

poshions, as noted in the studies above, was identified in this study. 

In order to perform a thorough examination of the career lines of institutional 

researchers, it was also necessary to take a look at the entry positions of the researcher, as 

conducted on other administrative positions in prior studies (Boggs, 1988; Cejda, 

McKenney, & Burley, 2001; Cohen &. March, 1974; McKenney, 2000; Moore, 1983; 

Twombly, 1987, 1988; Wessel & Keim, 1994). This study determined that 39.8% of the 

institiitional researchers entered higher education as a staff member, 30.8% entered as 

administiation, and 29.0% entered as faculty. The finding that the entry ports of faculty 

positions represented the lowest percentage is in direct confrast to the findings of 

previous stiidies on upper-level administrators, including presidents, chief academic 

officers, and chief business officers, which resulted in evidence that the position of 

faculty was the beginning position identified most often (Boggs, 1988; Cejda, McKenney 

& Burley, 2001; Cohen & March, 1974; Moore, 1983; Twombly, 1987, 1988; Wessel & 
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Keim, 1994), with the exception of the chief student affairs officer who entered more 

often from an administrative position (Twombly, 1988). 

Approximately l5%o of the institutional researchers indicated they would be 

seeking the chief academic officer position in the future and approximately 10% will be 

seeking the chief executive officer position within the next five years. Therefore, it was 

necessary to make some additional comparisons as to the entry ports of the researchers 

and the entry port positions of chief academic officers and chief executive officers. This 

comparison provided insight into some possible hindrances to movement from 

institutional research to these top administrative positions. Chief academic officers and 

chief executive officers indicated the most common entry port to be that of faculty, which 

contrasts the findings of this study indicating the most common entry port for the 

researcher was that of an administrative position. 

Furthermore, the career lines identified in this study do not support the most 

common career paths or lines that have been cited for the poshions of chief academic 

officer and chief executive officer. The most common career line for chief academic 

officers identified by Twombly (1988) as faculty to department head to chief academic 

officer was subsequentiy confirmed by Cejda, McKenney, and Buriey (2001). Moreover, 

the ideal career path for chief executive officers was found to be faculty to department 

head to dean to president (Moore, 1983). While no ideal career line was noted for the 

researcher, the most common career line for the institutional researcher was 

adminisfrative services to administrative services to institutional research. While one of 

the career lines of institutional researchers was identified as faculty to faculty to 
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institutional research, only a small portion of the respondents had an entry port of faculty. 

Due to the low amount of faculty experience for the institutional researcher, and based 

upon the most common career lines for the positions of chief academic officer and chief 

executive officer, it may be concluded that the institutional researcher desiring to seek the 

position of chief academic officer or chief executive officer within the next five years 

may have a difficult time meeting that goal, unless other administrative positions are 

attained prior to the seeking of one of these two positions. 

Be> ond the prior experiences listed in the career lines section of this study, there 

does not appear to be much staff, faculty, or administrative experience. The responses of 

the researchers indicated that overall there was a lack of faculty experience either in a 

two-year institution or a four-year institution as a part-time or full-time employee. 

Seventy-five percent of the respondents indicated that they had no additional part-time 

faculty experience, 94.5%o indicated they had no additional full-time faculty experience in 

two-year institutions. Likewise, 84%) of the respondents did not indicate any additional 

part-time faculty experience and 95.5%) did not indicate any ftill-time faculty experiences 

at four-year institiitions. Additional adminisfrative experiences were very seldom noted. 

Only 1% of the respondents had any additional part-time administrative experience and 

7% had additional fiill-time administiative experience in two-year institutions and less 

than 3% of the respondents had part-time or ftill-time adminisfrative experiences in four-

year institutions. These results indicate that seldom does the institutional researcher hold 

extensive experience in faculty positions either at two-year or four-year institutions, 

which may hinder movement into upper-level adminisfrative positions. 
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This study provides evidence of an intemal labor market and movement for the 

institutional researcher's position. The findings of this study reveal an internal 

movement within the current community college or system in which the researcher is 

emplo>'ed, indicating strong support for an intemal labor market. Yet another indication 

of an intemal labor market within institutional research is the finding regarding the 

consideration for changing jobs in the future. This study determined that 55.8%) of those 

researchers who indicated they would consider changing jobs stated that the change they 

would most often seek is one of movement within their current institution or to another 

two-year institution. Analysis of the data on movement to the position of institutional 

research indicated that over 60%o moved to research from a position within the institution. 

This finding further supports the application of the intemal labor market theory as 

examined and applied in studies on career paths and career lines of higher education 

administrators (Ame\, VanDeLinden, & BrovvTi, 2002; Cejda, McKenney, & Buriey, 

2001; Clark, Twombly, & Moore, 1990; McKenney, 2000; Twombly, 1986b), and the 

findings of Amey, VanDerLinden, and Brown (2002), and Twombly (1986a) that 

movement within the institution as well as movement between community colleges 

exemplifies the theory of an intemal labor market. 

However, the institutional research position within the community college could 

also be defined as operating as a relatively closed labor market. Upon closer examination 

of movement of the institutional researcher, the two primary entiy ports of staff and 

administration comprise 70% of the researchers, over 65% indicated their entry was at the 

community college level, and 62.6%o indicated they moved up from within the 
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organization. This suggests that community colleges most often look inside the 

institution to fill vacant institutional research positions. For institutions seeking 

researchers, it may be important to note that not all researchers will be coming to the 

office with a particular background such as faculty, but that they are more than likely 

working in a staff or administrative position in the college and the administration might 

want to consider these persons for movement over to institutional research. These 

findings also provide evidence that persons within an institution may have the "inside 

track" in obtaining this particular position as compared to a person from outside of the 

institution. The conclusion may also be drawn that for those persons interested in 

promotion to the position of an institutional researcher within a community college, the 

consideration of an entry job within the administrative or staff area may be a wiser choice 

for future movement into the research position than the choice of entering the community 

college in a faculty position. 

Promotion from within also supports the contention that community colleges are 

bureaucratic by nature. Bimbaum (1988) indicated that in bureaucracies promotions are 

based on technical competence and performance. Through the use of promotion within 

an institution, which is supported by this research, the competencies and performance 

levels are rarely in question. The assumption is that the higher up a person is within the 

organizational structure of the institution, the greater the competence and expertise. By 

relying upon the competence, expertise, and rationality of a person, the incompetent 

employees are limited in their movement within the institution. This aspect of 

Bimbaum's research on the bureaucratic institution supports those researchers who desire 
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to seek other administrative positions in the future based upon the competencies and 

expertise gained in the research office. 

The findings of this study and previous studies addressed indicate a movement 

toward more centralization of the roles of the research office which are housed in the 

research office rather than divided out over several offices. Over time, the centralization 

and decentralization of the roles of the researcher have remained fairly constant. In other 

words, 65.4%) of the roles identified in this study, regardless of the specificity of the 

roles, are conducted by the institutional research office only or are centralized within the 

research office. This finding is similar to the findings of Harrington, Knight, and Christie 

(1994) and Volkwein (1990) in that many of the roles of the researcher in those studies 

were also found to be centralized. This would imply that the research offices are 

becoming more and more of a stand alone office rather than as a function or 

responsibility of several offices or individuals. It is possible that this change to a more 

centralization of the roles of the researcher may be a result of community college leaders 

prior lack of awareness of the importance of institutional research to the growth and 

development of a stronger awareness of the research function, and that these functions are 

growing in an ad hoc manner supporting the need for a full-time researcher. 

Despite the appearance of similarities in the centralization and decentralization of 

roles, there are some noted differences between the actual roles in this study in 

comparison to those in the studies referenced above. For example, only nine of the 

seventeen cenfralized roles in this study were also deemed as cenfralized roles in the 

previous stiidies by Volkwein (1990) and Harrington, Knight, and Christie (1994), and an 
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additional four of the decentralized roles indicated in this study were found to be 

centralized in the previous studies. This leads to the conclusion that while the majority of 

the roles assigned to the researcher remain as centralized functions of the office, which 

specific roles are consistently centralized roles will continue to vary between institutions. 

It may be concluded that institutional researchers are spending more of their time 

on institutional research functions. In this study, the institutional researchers spend more 

than half of their time on institutional research. This finding is just the opposite of the 

finding by Illinois Community College Board (1980) wherein the majority of the 

researchers devoted less than 25%o of their time on institutional research. Part of this 

increase may be due to the fact that more institutional researchers are employed on a full-

time basis as noted in this study. 

To whom the institutional researcher reports overall have had little variability 

through the years. In previous studies (Clybum, 1991; Harrington, Knight, & Christie, 

1994; Illinois Community College Board, 1980; Ray, 1993) the president was found to be 

the most common person to whom the researcher reported. This current study supported 

this finding. 

Nevertheless, direct comparisons of the findings of this study to other studies on 

the facet of reporting line based on enrollment revealed some differences. It was found in 

this stiidy that for institutions with enrollments less than 5,000 the researcher most often 

reported to the president, researchers in institutions with enrollments of more than 5,000 

most often reported to someone other than the president. This is in confrast to 

Volkwein's (1990) findings that those institutions in the northeast with enrollments 
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between 2500 and 4999 reported to someone below a vice president's position, and those 

institutions with enrollments between 5000 and 9999 once again most often reported to 

the president. Harrington, Knight and Christie (1994) found that only those institutions 

with enrollments over 10,000 reported to someone other than the president. Therefore, a 

conclusion may be made that even though the president remains the person to whom the 

researcher reports most often, there are no absolutes in who the researcher reports to 

regardless of the size of the institution. 

When examining the organizational structure and location of the institutional 

research office for this study, it should be noted that the majority of the offices were 

found to be located directly under the president and reported directly to the president, 

suggesting that the institutional research position in most institutions could be found in 

the strategic apex as defined by Mintzberg (1989) as the president's staff and executive 

committees; and further defined specifically to higher education by Haynes (1997) and 

Taylor (1990) as those who make sure the mission is supported and the institution meets 

the needs of the constituents. This finding also supported the results of Volkwein (1990) 

that the majority of the offices in the Northeastem Association of Institutional Research 

were located under what he termed as executive or managerial subsystem headed by the 

president. 

The findings of this study provide evidence that the majority of the surveyed 

offices of institutional research may be described or fall under the category of a craft 

stmcture (1 person with combined duties) or a small adhocracy (2-3 persons engaged in 

some applied research) as outlined by Volkwein (1990). That is not to say that there are 
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not some offices surveyed that perhaps fit within one of the other two stages of 

professional bureaucracy (4 professionals doing sophisticated projects) or an elaborate 

profession (analytical research is decentralized like at a research institution). That 

information was not in the scope of this study. 

The majority of the offices of research surveyed in this study fall within 

Lindquist's (1999) category of a small office as having two or fewer employees. The 

findings of this study indicate that the majority of the offices have 1-2 persons in them, 

which supports the notion that the majority of research offices would be small or 

medium. Research has indicated that staff size is related to the enrollment of the 

institution; the larger the enrollment of an institution, the larger the institutional research 

staff (Delaney, 1997; Volkwein, 1990). The results of this study support this previous 

finding. 

This study provided information as to the influences upon the roles of the 

institutional researcher. Even though no significant differences were found in the amount 

of responsibility for the roles of the researcher as related to the reporting line, the location 

of the office within the organization, and the size of the research staff caution is urged to 

be used in making any generalization that these factors have no influence on the 

responsibility of the roles. This study was not exhaustive or inclusive of other mitigating 

factors such as the leadership styles of the person the researcher reports to. 
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Inferences 

The inference or opinion below has been formed as a result of the research in this 

study. 

Throughout the history of the institutional research office, the focus of the office 

has changed from merely state and federal reporting (Olsen, 2000) to also include 

govemance issues such as program evaluations, to include accountability issues and 

efficiency, to include additional evaluation and assessments, to include use of 

comparative data from other institutions, and to include the processes of improvement, 

redesign, and reform of the institution (Peterson, 1985, 1999). This growing demand 

upon institutions for accountability by regional accrediting bodies, state coordinating 

boards, local goveming bodies, and the communities within which an institution is 

located may be driving the functional roles of the institutional researcher. The increase in 

the hiring of more full-time researchers who spend more of their time on research 

activities may also be attributable to the many reports and accountability standards that 

institutions are now being held. Since all identified roles in this study are performed with 

varying degrees of responsibility, the inference could be made that the roles may be more 

highly driven by the required documentation by the state and federal agencies and 

accredhing bodies for evidencing service to students, the processes used, evaluation 

methods, assessment, and improvement to the institiitions than whether the functions are 

centralized within one particular office. 
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Future Research and Study 

Listed below are the following recommendations for further research pertaining to 

the career lines of institutional researchers and insights and definition into the research 

position. 

1. Replicate this stud> to include institutional researchers in community colleges in the 

other 34 states. Conducting this study in other states would provide a comprehensive 

look at the research poshion and the persons who occupy them. It would provide 

further analysis of the career lines that may or may not exist in community colleges 

with respect to the institutional researcher and further define the roles the researcher 

plays. 

2. Replicate this study to include those institutional researchers in four-year institutions 

in the United States. By expanding this study to four-year institutions, the evidence, 

or lack thereof, of career lines will provide information and offer an understanding of 

the institutional researcher and the broad area of administrative careers. 

3. Continue research in this area by conducting comparison studies on the career lines of 

institiational researchers at two-year institutions as compared to those at four-year 

institutions. Expansion of this research would broaden the knowledge base and 

provide insight into the similarities and differences in the career lines of the 

researcher in different types of institutions. 

4. Conduct a longitudinal analysis of the researchers in this study 5-10 years later to see 

what career lines have evolved, what administrative positions have been attained, and 

what, if any, changes have been made to the roles of the institutional researcher. 
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5. Utilize data collection to investigate the formal training of institutional researchers and 

for determination of the predictors of success of those who hold institutional research 

positions. This would provide specific information on the necessary training and 

skills needed for the institutional researcher to succeed. Further implications could 

include formal training to be addressed by higher education administration programs. 

6. Utilize data collection to investigate the degree to which other administrators use 

data/reports provided by institutional researchers. This type of study would open the 

door to a thorough examination of the reports and provide a means of collaboration 

for the use of the research data. 

7. Utilize data collection to determine how institutional researchers support planning, 

and institutional improvement. A study of this nature would help further define the 

role of the researcher and offer a prescription for the institutional researcher as to the 

areas of institutional planning and methods for improvements in the institutional 

processes. 

Summary 

The institutional research position is a necessary position in order to meet the 

reporting, assessment and evaluation requirements of community colleges. While there 

are many titles used for this position, someone has been identified as performing the 

research functions. The gathering of demographic descriptions has set a basis for 

understanding who the researcher is and how much experience they may have in the 

field. 
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The career lines study of the researchers expands the knowledge base of the 

previous studies on the career lines of other administrative positions. Although 

differences exist in some of the findings, evidence corroborated the existence of five 

possible career lines. Previous studies provided support for the methods for conducting a 

career line stud> on the researcher. 

The career line study also provided additional information on the institutional 

researcher, including job movement and career goals. This study showed an increase in 

female administrators, specifically in the field of institutional research. The lateral 

movements indicate more job changes than promotions. The applicability of the intemal 

labor market has been noted and the movement of the institutional researcher appears to 

be within the institution or to another two-year institution. The results also indicate that 

institutional researchers have career goals of seeking other administrative positions. 

This investigation provided insight into the amount of responsibility for each of 

the roles assigned to the institutional researcher. It appears that there exists a movement 

toward stand alone institutional research offices which are performing more and more 

centralized functions. To accommodate this centralization, more offices have full-time 

institutional researchers. With respect to each of the roles, this study determined that to 

whom the researcher reported, the location of the office, and the size of the staff did not 

significantiy influence the amotmt of responsibility for those roles. 

The results of this study also supported several needs for future research. These 

include an expansion of this study to include institutional researchers at all community 

college not studied; expansion of this study to include institutional researchers at four-
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year institutions; for comparison studies to be conducted as to the career lines of 

researchers at two-year and four-year institutions; and for a longitudinal analysis to be 

conducted on the researchers in this study five to ten years down the road. It further 

\\'arrants the need for some investigation into specific areas of concern about the formal 

training of the researchers, the use of the data provided by researchers, and how research 

supports planning and institutional improvement. 
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHER SURVEY 

CAREER LINES 

Q-1. Exact position title (e.g., Director of Institutional Research): 

Q-2. Identify the closest description of your position (as identified in the Higher 
Education Directory): 

(09) Director of Institutional Research- Conducts institutional research 
and studies on the institution including design of studies, data collection, 
analysis and reporting. 

_ (45) Chief Planning Officer-Directs the long-range planning and the 
allocation of the institution's resources. 

_ (46) Chief Research and Development (not fundraising)-lnitiates and 
directs research in using the facilities and personnel in new areas of 
academic and scientific exploration. 

Other (please describe) 

Q-3. Percent of time dedicated to institutional research: 

25%) or less 
26-50% 
51-75% 
76-100% 
no response 

Q-4. Year appointed to position: 

Q-5. How many years have you been in institutional research? 
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Q-6. Did you move to this position from: 
Within the institution 
Within the same state system 
Within the same state 
Outside of the state 
Other (please describe) 

Q-7. Did you move to this position from a: 

Four-year college or university 
Two-year college or university 
K-12school 
Other (please describe) 

Q-8. Position held immediately prior to assuming current position: 

Thle: 
Contract type: Administrative Faculty Other 

(If this position was from outside higher education, please specify 

) 

For how many years did you hold this position? 

Did you move to this position from: 
Within the institution 
Within the same state system 
Within the same state 
Outside of the state 
Other (please describe) 

Did you move to this position from a: 

Four-year college or university 
Two-year college or university 
K-12 school 
Other (please describe) 
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Q-9. Position held immediately prior to position described in item 8 above • 
(If position in item 8 is your first position, skip to question 12) 

Title: 

Contract type: Administrative Faculty Other 
(If this position was from outside higher education, please specify 

) 

For how many \ ears did you hold this position? 

Did > ou move to this position from: 

Within the institution 
Within the same state system 
Within the same state 
Outside of the state 
Other (please describe) 

Did you move to this position from a: 

Four-year college or univershy 
Two-year college or university 
K-12 school 
Other (please describe) 

Q-10. Position held immediately prior to position described in item 9 above: 
(If position in item 9 is your first position, skip to question 12) 

Tide: 
Contract type: Administrative Faculty Other 

(If this position was from outside higher education, please specify 

) 

For how many years did you hold this position? 

Did you move to this position from: 

Within the institution 
Within the same state system 
Within the same state 
Outside of the state 
Other (please describe) 
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Did you move to this position from a: 

Four-year college or university 
Two-year college or university 
K-12 school 
Other (please describe) 

Q-11. Position held immediately prior to position described in item 10 above: 
(If position in item 10 is your first position, skip to question 12) 

Thle: 
Contract type: Administrative Faculty Other 

(If this position was from outside higher education, please specify 

) 

For how many years did you hold this position? 

Did you move to this position from: 

Within the institution 
Within the same state system 
Within the same state 
Outside of the state 
Other (please describe) 

Did you move to this position from a: 

Four-year college or university 
Two-year college or university 
K-12 school 
Other (please describe) 

189 



Q-12. Not including the positions listed in the previous questions; please indicate any 
addhional higher education experience. 

Years of part-time faculty experience in two-year institutions 
Years of full-time faculty experience in two-year institutions 
Years of part-time faculty experience in four-year institutions 
Years of full-time faculty experience in four-year institutions 
Years of part-time administrative experience in two-year institutions 
Years of full-time administrative experience in two-year institutions 
Years of part-time administrative experience in four-year institutions 
Years of full-time administrative experience in four-year institutions 
Other higher education experience (please specify) 

Q-13. What term best describes the first position you held in higher education? 

faculty administration staff 

Employment for this position: 

Full-time Part-time 

Location: 

Four-year college or university 
Two-year college or university 
Other (please specify) 
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Q-14. Are you currentiy considering or actively seeking ajob change, including the 
consideration of retirement? (Check appropriate blank) 

No (skip to question 15) 
Yes 
Maybe 

(If you marked yes or maybe, please answer the following question) 

The following are some possible job change options. Please select the one 
position type, institution type, and sector type you most prefer (circle one in each 
column). 

Position Type 
1-similar poshion 
2-new position at a 
higher level in current area 
3-new position in a new 
administrative area 
4-retirement 
5-other (please specify) 

Institution Type 
1-current institution 
2-another 2-yr insthution 
3-research and doctoral 
4-comprehensive college/ 
university 
5-liberal arts college 
6-higher education agency/organization 
7-state education agency 
8-federal education agency 
9-for-profit education organization 
10-outside higher education 
11-not applicable 
12-other (please specify) 

Sector Type 
1-public 
2-private 
3-government 
4-no preference 
5-not applicable 

Q-15. Please indicate the next administrative position(s) you would consider seeking 
(check all that apply): 

(01) Chief Executive Officer (President/Chancellor) 
(05) Chief Academic Officer 
(10) Chief Business Officer 
(35) Director, Student Affairs 
Instmctional Dean 
Other (please describe) 
Would not seek another administrative position 
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Q-16. If you indicated you would consider another administrative position in the future, 
what is the time frame within which you would apply? 

1-5 years 
6-10 years 
11-15 years 
other (please specify) 

ROLE IDENTIFICATION 

This section refers to the current activities of your office of institutional research. Please 
circle the number that best identifies your responsibility for each of the activities below. 

The choices include the following: 
1 - no responsibility 
2- shared minor responsibility (on occasion and with another office) 
3- shared major responsibility (on a regular basis with another office) 
4- minor responsibility (on occasion only by institutional research office) 

5- major responsibility (on a regular basis only by institutional research office). 

Q-17. Developing student-opinion survey instruments 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-18. Conducting student retention/attrition studies 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-19. Conducting follow-up studies of students who transfer to four-year institutions 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-20. Conducting follow-up studies of graduates' employers 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-21. Conducting alumni satisfaction studies 
1 2 3 4 5 
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The choices include the following: 
6- no responsibility 
7- shared minor responsibility (on occasion and with another office) 
8- shared major responsibilit) (on a regular basis with another office) 
9- minor responsibility (on occasion only by institutional research office) 

10- major responsibility (on a regular basis only by institutional research office). 

Q-22. Conducting studies on facility utilization 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-23. Conducting community needs assessment studies 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-24. Coordinating student evaluation of courses and/or instructors 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-25. Preparing reports at the request of faculty or administrative committees 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-26. Preparing reports at the request of a chief executive officer, vice president, or 
dean 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-27. Completing questionnaires for outside agencies 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-28. Preparing reports for state agencies 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-29. Preparing reports for federal agencies 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-30. Preparing reports for institutional goveming boards 

1 2 3 4 5 
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The choices include the following: 
1 -no responsibility 
2-shared minor responsibility (on occasion and with another office) 
3-shared major responsibility (on a regular basis with another office) 
4-minor responsibility (on occasion only by institutional research office) 
5-major responsibility (on a regular basis only by institutional research office). 

Q-31. Preparing reports for the Southem Association of Colleges and Schools or the 
North Central Association of Colleges and Schools 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-32. Preparing reports for other accrediting agencies 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-33. Publishing the institutional factbook 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-34. Preparing and distributing enrollment information to faculty and administrators 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-3 5. Providing support for program review efforts 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-36. Preparing and distributing financial information to faculty and administiators 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-3 7. Preparing studies of peer institutions 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-3 8. Preparing or assisting with grant proposals 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-39.Preparing campus planning document 

1 2 3 4 5 
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The choices include the following: 
1-no responsibility 
2-shared minor responsibility (on occasion and with another office) 
3-shared major responsibility (on a regular basis with another office) 
4-minor responsibility (on occasion only by institutional research office) 
5-major responsibility (on a regular basis only by institutional research office). 

Q-40. Preparing economic impact studies 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-41. Designing means to measure institutional effectiveness 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q-42. Assessment of educational outcomes 

1 2 3 4 5 

Q.43. List any other reports, studies, and activities you do that are not listed above. 

ORGANIZATIONAL LOCATION and STRUCTURE 

Q-44. As institutional researcher, to whom do you report? 
President 
Vice President of Academic Affairs 
Vice President of Finance 
Vice President of Student Affairs 
Other (please describe) 
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Q-45. Where is your institutional research office located on the organizational chart? 

Report directly to the President 
Under academic affairs 
under business office 
under student affairs 
under development/advancement 
Other (please specify) 

Q-46. List the number of staff in the institutional research office (including yourself): 

Full-time Part-time 

Professional 
Clerical 
Graduate Assistants 
Work Study 

Q-47. Gender: 

0-48. Age: under 25 
25-35 
36-46 
47-57 
58 and over 

PERSONAL /PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND 

Male Female 

Q-49. What is your race or ethnic identity? 
White, non-Hispanic 
Black 
Hispanic 
American Indian 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Other (please explain) 
Muhiple races/ethnicity (please explain) 
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Q-50. Please check all degrees earned and indicate major field of study: 

Degrees Earned Field of Study 

Bachelor's 
Master's 
Ed.D. 
Ph.D. 
Professional Degree 
(name of degree) 
Other 

Q-51. Briefly describe how you entered the field of institutional research. 

Please provide any additional comments regarding items you feel that should have been 
asked but that were not asked. 

Thank you for taking the time to respond to this questionnaire. 

Please retum the completed questionnaire in the enclosed stamped envelope. If you 
would like a copy of the results of this study, please provide an email address on a 
separate piece of paper or written in the space below. 
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V y TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 

College of Education 

Box 41071 
Lubbock, T \ 79409-1071 
(806) 742-2377 
FAX (806) 742-2179 

October 29, 2003 

Dear Colleague: 

I am a fellow institutional researcher and a doctoral student at Texas Tech University. I am 
asking you to take a few moments to respond to the attached survey instrument studying the 
career lines, organizational location of the office, and amount of responsibility for the roles 
assigned to institutional researchers at community colleges. This study is being conducted under 
the supervision of Brent D. Cejda, Ph.D., associate professor in the Higher Education Program at 
Texas Tech University, and in partial fulfillment of the requirements for my dissertation. 

Your response to this survey instrument will be used to answer questions such as: 

What are the career lines of institutional researchers? 
What is the amount of responsibility the researcher has for various tasks? 
Who does the institutional researcher report to? 
Where is the institutional research office located in the organization? 
Do the reporting line, organizational structure and location, and size of the office 
influence the roles assigned? 

Be assured that I will keep your responses in the strictest of confidence, report only aggregate 
data, and in no way identify you as the respondent. The coding found in the upper right hand 
comer is used for the tracking of data for collection purposes only. 

The survey will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. Please take a few minutes out of 
your busy schedule to complete the survey instrument and retum it to me by November 14, 2003, 
using the stamped, self-addressed envelope. If you have any questions about the survey, feel free 
to contact me at 432-335-6815, or email me at ccasparis(a).odessa.edu. 

Your prompt attention to this matter is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Cyi^thia A. Caspai'is 
Director of Institutional Research and Effectiveness-Odessa College 
Doctoral Student 
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TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 

College of Education 

Box 41071 
Lubbock, 1X79409-1071 
(806)742-2377 
FA.X (806) 742-2179 

November 28, 2003 

Dear Colleague: 

Approximately four weeks ago 1 sent you a questionnaire about the career lines, organizational 
location of the office, and amount of responsibility for the roles assigned to institutional 
researchers at community colleges. As of today, 1 have not yet received your completed survey. 
Approximately fifty percent of the surveys have been retumed to me. However, 1 would like to 
gather as much information as possible. If you have completed the survey and it has simply 
passed in the mail, thank you. 

If you have not yet responded, your response to this survey instrument is important in the overall 
study of community colleges and institutional researchers. I recognize that as an institutional 
researcher >ou are busy at this time with many reports and surveys that require your attention. 
Therefore, the time you spend responding to this survey is greatly appreciated. For your 
convenience, I am enclosing another copy of the instrument. 

Please take a few minutes to complete the survey instrument and retum it to me no later than 
December 15, 2003, using the stamped, self-addressed envelope. Remember that your responses 
are confidential and no individual names or institutions will be identified or released. If you 
have any questions about the survey, feel free to contact me at 432-335-6815, or email me at 
ccasparis(a)odessa.edu. 

Your prompt attention to this matter is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia A. Casparis 
Director of Institutional Research and Effectiveness-Odessa College 
Doctoral Student 
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TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 

Office of Research Services 

Box 41035, 20} Holden HaU 
Lublwck, TX 794O9-10J5 
(806) 712-3884 
FAX (806) 742-3892 

October 28, 2003 

Dr. Brent Cejda 
Ms. Cynthia Casparis 
Ed Psychology & Leadership 
MS 1071 

RE: Project 03279 Career Lines, Roles, and Organizational Influences of Institutional 
Researchers in Two-Year Institutions of the Southeast and 
Southwest 

Dear Dr. Cejda: 

The Texas Tech tJniversity Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects has approved your 
proposal referenced above. The approval is effective from October 22, 2003 through October 
21, 2004. You will be reminded of the pending expiration approximately 6 weeks prior to 
October 21, 2004 so that you may request an extension if you wish. 

The following sentence needs to be included in all consent forms this protocol uses: This 
consent form is not valid after 10/21/2004. 

The best of luck on your project. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Richard P. McGlynn; Chair 
Human Subjects Use Committee 

An £E0/Affirmative Action Institution 
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