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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Few schools pay any conscious attention to the 
ways in which faculty members develop, sustain their 
efforts, or decline. (Eble, 1972, p. Ill) 

With this assessment, Elble joined what has become a 

virtual chorus of critics who have cited the lack of well 

conceived and effective programs of professional development 

as a major deficiency in the present state of American highei 

education. The past ten years have seen the concern of ef

fective performance by faculty and institutional responsi

bility for supporting that performance raised to conscious

ness in virtually all sectors of higher education. 

Criticisms abound. One source states the complaint 

forthrightly: "No profession appears to prepare its future 

members as poorly or devotes as little effort to continuing 

in-service development as does higher education" (Sagen, 

Weikert, and Wiberg, 1972, p. 331). Another critical voice 

is concerned specifically with the teaching aspect of faculty 

performance: 

Since an essential and perhaps the most important 
function of institutions of higher education is to 
provide instruction to their students, it is ironic 
that college and university instructors receive so 
little preparation for their roles as teachers and 
so little encouragement to develop their teaching 
competencies. (Melnik and Sheehan, 1976, p. 67) 

The concept discussed as a solution to these concerns 

is that of an institution-sponsored program of "faculty de

velopment"—a program of opportunities and activities 
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designed to enhance the chances for optimum faculty perform

ance. So far, the solution has not been entirely satis

factory. To be sure, many institutions have some array of 

practices that they call faculty development, but there is 

little consensus as to what faculty development ought to 

include. 

As yet, there is no unified, authoritative concep

tion of what a good and effective program of faculty develop

ment should look like. There are instead many different 

conceptions, none of which has much evidence to support it. 

In the words of Cohen and Brawer (1977, p. 69), "The recent 

interest in faculty renewal may lead to better programs, but 

there is no consensus as to what faculty development ought 

to include. 

As yet, there is no unified, authoritative concep

tion of what a good and effective program of faculty de

velopment should look like. There are instead many differ

ent conceptions, none of which has much evidence to support 

it. In the words of Cohen and Brawer (1977, p. 69), "The 

recent interest in faculty renewal may lead to better pro

grams, but there is no consensus on how it should be done." 

Among the most oft heard comments on the subject 

are (1) declarations that such a concept is badly needed 

and holds much potential, and (2) expressions of dissatis

faction with the present state of faculty development pro

grams. The conclusion of a council study is typical of what 



other studies of present practices have found: "While there 

are some promising programs currently available in univer

sities and community-junior colleges, programs for pre-servi( 

and in-service education are mostly non-existent, or inap

propriate where they do exist" (National Advisory Council on 

Education Professions Development, 1970, p. 10) . 

Toward a Normative Theory of 
Faculty Development 

The next question is one of "So what can now be done; 

where do we go from here?" How can the task of faculty de

velopment be brought into focus, so that there is a clearer 

picture of what is to be done and how to do it? 

The immediate task, as sized up by a number of pro

fessionals interested in the problem, is one of building the 

sort of cohesive theory that can guide and support the ef

forts of individual institutions. Martin (1975, p. 187) 

states a position echoed frequently in the literature: 

"Faculty development programs in colleges and universities 

must be faulted for three reasons: first, they do not have 

adequate theory; second, they do not employ a comprehensive 

approach; and third, they do not show a deep intention." 

While these conditions prevail, Martin says, faculty develop

ment programs will be capable only of trivial outcomes. 

Eble's complaint is almost identical: "There have been few 

research attempts to conceptualize faculty development. 

This lack may help explain the absence of comprehensive 



faculty development plans" (1972, pp. 112-113). 

The past several years have seen the beginnings of 

efforts to provide the research base from which normative 

theory may be constructed. It will be the intention of the 

researcher, in the present study, to contribute to this ef

fort, by providing useful insights where a research gap now 

exists. 

Any useful "theory of faculty development" might be 

expected to give some indication of (1) what should be the 

aim, and (2) how to achieve the desired outcomes. A few 

research studies have approached these problems, each from 

a somewhat different perspective. One early study looked 

at the problem through the perceptions of presidents of in

stitutions. Others have dealt with the perceptions of aca

demic administrators and faculty in comparison studies, and 

still others have examined the perceptions of student per

sonnel workers and other kinds of employees. 

Purpose of the Study 

The present state of faculty development, as re

vealed in the literature, seems to suggest several direc

tions for productive investigation. 

A major deficiency seems to revolve around the lack 

of a more detailed exploration of the faculty point of view 

concerning faculty development. Where faculty perceptions 

have been consulted in previous studies, the approach gen

erally has been one of arriving at conclusions said to be 



representative of "faculty," as if faculty members repre

sented a homogenous group with a common set of needs for 

professional development. A variation on this approach has 

been that of comparing the "faculty" point of view with 

perceptions of other groups in the educational or institu

tional community. The present study, then, is concerned 

with the faculty point of view, and with looking beyond per

ceptions of the total group to examine differences among 

smaller groups of faculty members, as broken down by various 

classifications. 

Three specific questions are to be probed with re

gard to faculty perceptions with respect to their professiona 

development programs. The first of these has to do with the 

effort to check overall faculty response to the range of 

varied goals and practices being advocated in recent discus

sions of faculty development. Since many suggestions have 

been offered in the effort to conceptualize faculty develop

ment, it seems desirable to submit the suggested goals and 

practices to faculty for their reactions. The first purpose 

of the study, then, is to provide an indication of what, if 

any, goals and practices are valued in common by large pro

portions of faculty members. 

A second specific purpose relates to the general lack 

of recognition among previous studies of the possible impor

tance of individual differences among faculty members. Thoug 

a few writers have pointed to this as a factor to be 
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considered, no systematic exploration of the question has 

been made. On the contrary, research studies have tended 

to take what is perhaps an overly democratic view of faculty 

perceptions about what is needed and what should be done. 

That is, the tendency has been to look for a single set of 

goals and activities and hold them up as representing "fac

ulty." This study explores the possibility that some goals 

and practices, while appearing to be of minor concern in a 

composite report of faculty perceptions, may in fact be more 

important to certain segments of faculty. The assumption is 

that some of these differences may be associated with particu 

lar characteristics of faculty subgroups. The second purpose 

of the study, then, is to investigate the relationships be

tween selected individual characteristics of faculty members 

and the relative value placed on the proposed goals and prac

tices by these faculty members. 

A third specific purpose of the study, examined on 

a secondary level of emphasis, examines the extent to which 

faculty members' relative preferences for faculty develop

ment goals and practices are related to what is actually 

available to these faculty members, as they perceive it. 

Although the primary focus of this study relates to the 

quest for normative theory, hence the major emphasis on 

faculty values, some attention to comparisons of the per

ceived ideal and the perceived actual seems appropriate and 

possible- This comparison is of interest not only for the 



overall faculty group, but for subgroups classified accord

ing to the individual characteristics being examined in the 

study. This phase of the study should yield information dis

closing whether certain subgroups of faculty perceive that 

what is available closely matches what they value, while 

other subgroups perceive a wider disparity in this regard. 

The third purpose of the study, then, is to examine the re

lationship between the relative values of goals and prac

tices, and institutional emphasis of those goals and prac

tices, as perceived by faculty members, and as analyzed for 

subgroups indicated by the independent variables of the study, 

The purposes of the study may be restated in the form 

of three major questions to be addressed: 

1. To what extent, if any, is there agreement 
among faculty members on the importance or de
sirability of various proposed goals and practices 
for faculty development? 

2. To what extent are the selected indepen
dent variables associated with differences in 
faculty perceptions of the importance or desir
ability of the proposed goals and practices of 
faculty development? 

3. To what extent are faculty perceptions of 
the desirability of goals and activities for fac
ulty development consonant with faculty-perceived 
institutional emphasis on or availability of those 
goals and activities? 

Value of the Study 

The study should be of value in two ways. First, 

it contributes to the scholarly effort to build adequate 

theory for the support of effective faculty development 
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programs. It does this by bringing the dimension of faculty 

members' perceptions and of their individual characteristics 

into focus. The theory that ultimately evolves from this 

and other contributions should eventually serve institutions 

by providing sound premises about the potentials of faculty 

development and the way to their realization. 

Secondly, the study should be of more immediate in

terest to the planners and organizers of faculty development 

programs. Since the programs sought are intended for the 

improvement of faculty competencies and performance, it 

seems reasonable to heed the advice of students of adult 

learning, who point out that the motivation to learn is, 

for adults, largely intrinsic, and who thus urge that the 

learner be involved in deciding what and how he or she will 

learn (Knowles, 1973) . It is not an assumption of this study, 

however, that observed preferences should necessarily be 

translated into program decisions, for there are other factors 

to be considered as well. But regardless of whether programs 

reflect faculty preferences on every goal or activity, those 

charged with designing and implementing programs can be aware 

of kinds of reactions to expect from faculty members as a 

whole, and from subgroups of faculty members. 

Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses are to be tested, pur

suant to the stated primary purposes of the study: 



HQ]_ There will be no significant difference in 
goal preferences among faculty on the basis 
of the selected independent variables. 

Ho2 There will be no significant difference in 
activity preferences among faculty on the 
basis of the selected independent variables. 

Ho3 There will be no significant difference in 
preferences on questions of administration and 
format on the basis of the selected indepen
dent variables. 

These additional hypotheses will be tested, pursuant 

to the stated secondary purposes of the study: 

Ho4 There will be no significant relationship 
between preferred goals and reported actual 
goals of institutions, as analyzed with 
reference to the selected independent variables. 

Ho5 There will be no significant relationship be
tween preferred activities and reported actual 
activities of institutions, as analyzed with 
reference to the selected independent variables. 

Delimiting Assumptions 

1. Data are based on the perceptions of faculty 

members. 

2. The study pertains to faculty development at the 

community-junior college level of instruction. 

3. The study involves selected Texas public com

munity-junior colleges of moderate to large size. 

4- The study pertains to in-service, rather than 

pre-service, development efforts. 

5. Faculty development, in the context of this study, 

relates to the professional development of existing faculty 

at a given institution, and does not include the more general 
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effort to "upgrade" faculty quality through recruitment, dis

missal, or other means. 

Limitations of the Study 

1. The population for the study consists of full-

time faculty at eight institutions where cooperation could 

be gained. While the results of the study should be instruc

tive for other institutions and other geographic regions, 

the conclusions cannot be generalized beyond the population 

studied with any degree of certainty. The fact that inclu

sion of institutions in the study represents a voluntary de

cision on the part of an official at each of the institutions 

could also be considered a limitation, since the researcher 

could not fully control the selection of institutions to be 

studied. 

2. Certain limitations are inherent in the mail 

questionnaire method of data collection. The most important 

of these is the possibility of sample bias, owing to the 

likelihood of less than total response by the subjects (Weis-

berg and Bowen, 1977, p. 36). In addition, the researcher 

must accept a limited amount of data from each respondent if 

cooperation is to be expected at all. This consideration 

limits the extent to which the researcher can ask every ques

tion that seems pertinent, and affects the degree of sensi

tivity that can be designed into the questionnaire instru

ment; if a great many questions are included, then the re

sponse format must be kept simple. When a research topic is 



11 

such that needed data are not available economically or not 

available at all by other means, then one must accept the 

limitations that accompany the mail questionnaire method of 

data collection, or else abandon the research topic. (Miller, 

1977) 

Definition of Terms 

Community-Junior College 
Community College 
Junior College 
Two-Year College 

Full-time faculty 

Faculty development 
Faculty renewal 
Professional development 

Goals of Faculty Development 

Activities of Faculty 
Development 

Practices of Faculty 
Development 

Faculty development program 

Preferred goals and 
practices 

Preferences 

In this study, these terms are 
used interchangeably to refer 
to a two-year institution of 
higher education offering aca
demic and vocational subjects. 

Those employed full-time, with 
the major part of their time 
spent in the role of instructor. 

The process by which institu
tions purposely cultivate op
timum performance on the part 
of faculty members. 

Aims or expected general out
comes upon which faculty de
velopment programs may be 
predicated. 

Events and opportunities through 
which faculty development is 
carried out. 

Activities, policies, and pro
cesses utilized in faculty de
velopment. 

The sum of an institution's 
planned goals and practices 
for faculty development. 

These terms are sometimes used 
in the study in order to facili
tate a concise reference to 
faculty perceptions regarding 
the importance or desirability 
of a goal or practice. 
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Plan of the Dissertation 

Chapter One has provided a general introduction, 

giving the purposes of the study, describing the need for 

the study, stating hypotheses, and specifying the scope, 

limitations, and definition of terms to be used in the study. 

Chapter Two offers background information relating 

to the emergence of the faculty development concept, distinc

tive characteristics of the community-junior college, and 

literature and research pertinent to the study. It includes 

a review of literature specifically addressing the topic of 

study, along with other important elements of background 

information. 

Chapter Three describes the methodology of the study. 

It includes descriptions of the construction of the survey 

instrument, selection of the population, sampling procedures, 

collection of data, and statistical treatment procedures 

employed. 

Chapter Four provides a presentation and analysis 

of data generated in the study. Each hypothesis is reviewed 

in light of the data, with decisions stated for each hy

pothesis. 

Chapter Five gives a summary and states conclusions 

drawn from the study. Recommendations stemming from the 

study are included in this chapter. 

An Appendix provides access to materials used in the 

process of data collection, and to statistical tables that 

may be of interest. 



CHAPTER II 

PERSPECTIVES ON FACULTY DEVELOPMENT: A 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 

This chapter is intended to serve two purposes. One 

is to produce a general description of the literature on 

faculty development, in terms of emphases and kinds of writ

ings available. This is the subject of the chapter's first 

major subdivision. This portion of the chapter describes the 

structure of the literature; succeeding parts of the chapter 

make use of its content to provide the reader with a narra

tive background of the research topic. 

The second purpose, then, is to illuminate the vari

ous aspects of the topic and give the reader a rather full 

background, as evidenced in the literature. This is accom

plished through review and discussion of the following sub

jects: (1) Defining Faculty Development, (2) Faculty De

velopment in Higher Education, (3) Issues in Faculty Develop

ment, (4) The Community-Junior College, (5) Faculty in the 

Community-Junior College, and (6) Faculty Development in the 

Community-Junior College. While some of these sections are 

intended only to give the reader useful background, the sec

tions relating directly to faculty development represent the 

result of a systematic search of the literature as necessary 

grounding for the present study. 

13 
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Themes in the Literature on 
Faculty Development 

Given the recent surge of interest in faculty develop

ment, it is not surprising that much of what is available on 

the subject has been produced within the past five years. 

After their work in compiling a bibliography on faculty de

velopment and related topics. Rose, Nyre, and Marantz (1977) 

noted that this body of literature is one that is now small, 

but rapidly growing. 

The literature now available is replete with what 

might be described as hortative writings, tested and untested 

models, and descriptions of existing programs. So far, the 

literature appears to be lacking in research studies that 

might provide evidence upon which productive efforts of a 

more sophisticated nature might be based. Several disserta

tion studies have applied a research approach to various 

aspects of the topic, and a very few substantial surveys 

have been conducted by major professional organizations, such 

as the American Association of Junior Colleges (1969), and 

Educational Testing Service (Centra, 1976). Despite these 

beginnings, the research base is none too broad for the sup

port of well substantiated efforts at conceptualizing purposes 

and programs. 

Four themes may be discerned within existing litera

ture. First, there are studies about "what is" in faculty 

development. A number of surveys and descriptive articles 

simply attempt to describe the purposes and practices being 
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pursued in the name of faculty development. Among these are 

broad and extensive surveys, notably those of Miller and 

Wilson (1963), the AAJC (1969), and the National Advisory 

Council on Education Professions Development (1972) . These 

and several more limited regional studies reveal the exis

tence of a broad range of activities taking place, and of a 

wide variation in conceptions of what should constitute 

faculty development. 

A second area of emphasis consists of descriptive 

writings about specific programs already in operation. These 

are offered as examples of successful programs, and are usu

ally accompanied by some statement of principle suggested 

for general application by planners of faculty development 

programs. Representative of these are Birnbaum's descrip

tion of an institution's calendar adjustments to facilitate 

in-service activities (1975), and a state-issued report on 

Florida's unique system for funding faculty development ef

forts (1976). Other articles describe institutions' experi

ences with campus institutes, centers for teaching improve

ment, and ways of making consultant visits more productive. 

A third group of writings deals with the question of 

detejnnining needs to be addressed in faculty development pro

grams. Some of these are simply narrative analyses, such as 

those of Efcle (1972), Bergquist and Phillips (1975), and Neff 

(1976). A number of other studies approach the question of 

needs through some sort of survey, either of faculty members 

or of academic deans, presidents, or multiple segments of the 
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community college or other institution. The survey results 

are useful, and they seem to make a good start at establish

ing a research base for conceptualizing faculty development 

plans. On the whole, however, these studies seem to invite 

two criticisms: (1) they seem, on the whole, to assume that 

there exists one generally cohesive set of faculty develop

ment needs for all, when in fact this may not be the case, 

and (2) they tend to conclude by converting perceptions of 

the survey group into prescriptions for faculty development, 

with no consideration given to other affected groups, to 

evidence of effectiveness of particular practices, or to 

theoretical insights. 

Finally, there are a number of "how-to" writings 

offering prescriptions for an overall faculty development 

program or for some particular activity. The degree of so

phistication reflected in these studies varies. Some have 

borrowed ideas from other fields and adapted them to faculty 

development; an example of this is a Melnik and Sheehan 

article promoting clinical supervision techniques developed 

for use in the public schools (1976). Many materials in 

this category simply involve the author's sharing his anal

ysis or ideas of what a good faculty development program 

might look like. A few of these appear to be comprehensive 

and thoughtfully done, and are apparently written specifi

cally for the practitioner as a guide. Among these are 

Gaff's Toward Faculty Renewal (1975), and Staff Development 
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in the Community College: A Handbook, by Hammons, Wallace, 

and Watts (1978). Finally, there are designs based on sur

vey data (Weber, 1973; Leiter, 1976). Again, these studies 

seem prone to the fault of "decision-making by computation." 

In conclusion, faculty development, as the subject 

of research and development efforts, is a new field. The 

volume of materials produced in recent years indicates that 

interest is presently at a high level. Two shortcomings are 

suggested by an examination of the current state of the liter

ature: (1) there is a shortage of research data providing 

evidence for conceptual efforts, and (2) there is a need for 

serious efforts to link research and theoretical insights 

that do exist in order to create the most complete conceptual 

designs now possible. 

Defining Faculty Development 

As often may be the case with a new and evolving 

concept, "faculty development" is an idea of considerable 

interest to contemporary educators, but it is lacking in a 

clear and widely acknowledged definition. The uncertain 

and tentative condition of the term is well expressed by 

Rose, Nyre, and Marantz in the opening lines of their biblio

graphic essay: "It would indeed be a contribution to 'the 

field' if we could begin this introduction with a clear defi

nition of faculty development. Unfortunately, we cannot" 

(197-7, p. 1) . 
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The lack of agreement on the precise meaning of 

faculty development is well documented in the literature, 

and frequently this is identified as one of the biggest ob

stacles to productive efforts. Smith notes that the term 

"has been subjected to varying interpretations" (1976, p. 1). 

Armand (1977) confirms this lack of clarity of purpose in 

her research study of forty-seven post-secondary institutions 

Alford, in a survey of deans, department chainnen, and fac

ulty members, found that even among these groups at the same 

institution there is substantial variation in conceptions of 

the term (1976). So while interest in faculty development 

continues to be quite high, there is considerable room for 

misunderstanding as the term is bandied about in dialogue. 

It is, perhaps, as Rose, Nyre, and Marantz have observed: 

"although the bandwagon is now almost full, its basic struc

ture has never been adequately examined and the horses have 

never been rested" (1977, p. 1). 

"Faculty development," as a popular and identifiable 

concept, is of fairly recent origins. It is difficult to 

find any reference to the term in the literature prior to 

1960. This does not mean that there was no such thing be

fore that year, however. The rise of the new term appears 

to be, in part, simply an elaboration of an older one. Pre-

1960 literature on higher education contains many references 

to "in-service education," and activities connected with that 

term seem to form the foundation for today's "faculty 
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development." "In-service education" has largely been drop

ped from the vocabulary of contemporary higher education, 

and it now refers almost exclusively to activities in the 

public schools. 

In adopting the newer term, "faculty development," 

those who embraced the new concept seem to have been seeking 

to describe a somewhat broader purpose. While in-service 

training implies something that is short term and task-

related, faculty development often takes in much more than 

that. In addition to enhancing performance in the day-to

day work of the faculty member, several other aims frequently 

are cited as elements of faculty development. The model of

fered by Bergquist and Phillips (1975) incorporates three 

such thrusts commonly mentioned in the literature. For these 

writers, faculty development includes (1) organizational de

velopment—the effort to facilitate effective communications 

and productive working structures and procedures, (2) instruc

tional development—the kind of aim generally indicated by 

the older "in-service" concept that emphasized teaching 

methods and skills and subject matter knowledge, and (3) per

sonal development, which concerns the attitudes and the growth 

of the faculty member as a person (1975). 

For others, the enlarged concept of faculty develop

ment deals with career-long development of the individual. 

This view, expressed most fully by Eble (1972), sees the 

faculty member as ever-changing throughout his career, and 



20 

advocates that the institution be flexible enough to make 

full use of the person's potentials at any given stage. 

Along these same lines, there are calls for assisting faculty 

members with career planning as part of the faculty develop

ment process. Bergquist and Phillips (1975) suggest that 

institutions assist the faculty member whose interests change, 

so that the person may move on to a new challenge and leave 

room for the institution to revitalize by recruiting a new 

faculty member. Another publication suggests that the insti

tution provide insurance for mid-career retraining, particu

larly in an age where jobs and even teaching fields may be

come obsolete. (Group for Human Development in Higher Edu

cation, 1974). 

One other concept surfacing frequently in the liter

ature is one of faculty development as the individual's ef

fort to constantly reflect on his performance and periodi

cally plan to improve particular aspects of his work. 

George (1977) urges that "individualized faculty statements" 

form the framework for renewal efforts. O'Banion's (1972) 

conception of faculty development also rests on a base of 

individual development plans, with individual needs to be 

met by participation in the traditional sorts of in-service 

activities. When it comes to the question of how the in

dividual plans are to be developed, there is some disagree

ment. While some observers would like to see the plans 

evolve out of the institution's evaluation process, others 
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insist that this would negate their value as devices for 

eliciting a personal commitment to professional improvement. 

For all of the varying interpretations now extant, 

there have been several attempts as defining faculty develop

ment. Phillips says, "Put quite simply, faculty development 

is an attempt to improve the performance and effectiveness 

of the individual faculty member in a variety of teaching 

situations" (1974, p. 14). Gaff elaborates, but his concep

tion of faculty development appears to be quite consonant 

with that of Phillips. Gaff states, "It may be defined as 

enhancing the talents, expanding the interests, improving 

the competence, and otherwise facilitating the professional 

growth of faculty members, particularly in their roles as 

instructors" (1975, p. 14). Cohen and Brawer emphasize the 

personal dimension: "Development pertains to the maturation 

of the individual, his cognitive, affective, and social 

growth as a person and as a practitioner" (1977, p- 66) . 

Finally, a State of Florida document takes this definition: 

"The development of existing staff includes the improvement 

of staff competency for both current requirements and new 

applications through interacting and updating experiences 

in human relations, in occupational skills, in subject mat

ter, in teaching techniques, in foundation disciplines, and 

in resources utilization. Staff is interpreted to include 

all persons employed by the colleges" (Florida State Depart

ment of Education, 1976, p. 5). 
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These are broad definitions, and well they might be. 

For, as the discussion has indicated, the concept is inten

tionally broad in keeping with the far-reaching aim of achiev

ing comprehensiveness in institutional efforts to enhance 

faculty performance. Perhaps it should not be too surpris

ing, then, that the evolution of the concept has led to a 

multiplicity of approaches to the fundamental aim. It seems 

possible to conclude, as Rose, Nyre, and Marantz do, that 

"In light of these variations, it is almost accurate to say 

that faculty development is an umbrella term, covering al

most everything that is done to, by and for faculty" (1977, 

p. 1). 

The concept is, then, a broad one; however, it need 

not be totally devoid of parameters. For the present study, 

faculty development has already been defined as "the process 

by which institutions purposely cultivate optimum perform

ance on the part of faculty members." This, too, is a broad-

gauged definition that allows for the institution to approach 

the aim in a variety of ways, rather than only through formal 

training programs. An essential point of this definition is 

that the institution's efforts are purposeful—they are 

planned to accomplish their end, rather than being incidental 

outcomes of other activities. 

It may be well at this point to mention terms often 

used interchangeably with faculty development. Already men

tioned was the term, "in-service education" or in-service 
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training. This typically refers to learning activities di

rectly addressing faculty competence in teaching and in the 

subject field. Another term often heard is "staff develop

ment, " which simply expresses an intention to include ad

ministrators and other employees along with faculty in a 

total program of on-the-job improvement. Finally, there is 

"professional development," a term that applies to self-

improvement in any profession. This term may also imply 

efforts focusing on professional competency, rather than 

personal growth. Thus there are subtle distinctions among 

the terms, but all relate to the overall purpose of faculty 

development and may be appropriately used in discussions of 

faculty development. 

Faculty Development in Higher Education 

It is not difficult to see why faculty development 

is a concept of recent origins. For it was only in the early 

decades of this century that higher education settled into 

a stable pattern and could turn its attention from the de

velopment of new institutional structures to the business 

of increasing efficiency and improving the product. 

This is not to say that there was no concern at all 

for faculty renewal before this century; on the contrary-/ 

there is evidence that some of the efforts of such leaders 

as Daniel C. Gilman and William Rainey Harper were calcu

lated to encourage faculty excellence well before the twen

tieth century. Gilman's efforts in establishing a scholarly 
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press with research journals, for example, seems to have 

been motivated by just such an aim (Hall, 1923). However, 

there seems to have been little in the way of a structured, 

systematic effort to facilitate faculty professional growth. 

Pre-conditions for Faculty 
Development Efforts 

Faculty development evolved as the academic profes

sion and the educational system crystallized into a somewhat 

permanent shape. Important here was the era of university 

building, which ushered in a new institutional form. It 

was as Gilman said of his board's decision to establish a 

true university at Johns Hopkins; they had decided to make 

a distinctive addition to the American educational system, 

rather than simply to present one more rival to existing 

colleges (1906). The rise of the university was accompanied 

by the emergence of graduate education and of a strong re

search program. The research university had its birth in 

the U.S. with the founding of Johns Hopkins in 1874, accord

ing to several historical narratives, and it was well estab

lished with the success of the new University of Chicago in 

1892 (Wolfle, 1972). The second Morrill Act of 1890 gave 

further impetus to the strengthening of the university in 

its position of prominence in the American system of higher 

education (Brubacher and Rudy, 1976). 

As the university developed, so too did a new aca

demic profession. With the new emphasis on research. 
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academic life took on new prestige, as the professor could 

achieve distinction for his research efforts in addition to 

carrying out his teaching responsibilities (Haines, 1969) . 

Also contributing to the emergence of a new profession was 

the trend toward departmentalization, hastened by the advent 

of the elective system and graduate study. In this age of 

increasing demands for mass higher education, a new academic 

professional class emerged as a distinctive occupational 

group with perhaps as much allegiance given to the profes

sional group as to the institution. (Rudolph, 1962) 

The early 1900s saw numerous developments that had 

the effect of institutionalizing or stabilizing both the 

academic profession and the structure of higher education. 

(Rudolph, 1962) Through the Association of American Univer

sities, the leading institutions began in 1900 to promote 

the university model as the ideal for American higher edu

cation. 

Also giving a measure of permanence to the new struc

tures were the newly formed discipline-based professional 

societies. Then in 1915, the new profession gained a strong, 

broad-based organization with the formation of the AAUP. 

During these years, the concepts of tenure, academic freedom, 

obligatory research and publication, and credential require

ments for college teaching were taking shape, and through 

various trends and events, these became embedded in the 

permanent structure of American higher education. If pro

fessional development was unlikely before for lack of a 
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stable and well-defined profession, this had ceased to be 

true by 1915. 

In these same early twentieth century decades, the 

community-junior college came into being in a semblance of 

its modern form. Although there had been two-year schools 

before the turn of the century, the first institutions re

sembling what is today known as the community-junior college 

came into existence after 1900 (Kelley and Wilbur, 1970). 

The first modern junior college, according to Cubberly (1934), 

was the one established at Joliet, Illinois in 1902. By 

1920, there were 160 of the new two-year institutions, and 

by 1925, the existence of a "junior college movement" was 

evident (Koos, 192 5). New levels of post-secondary educa

tion had now been added above and below the traditional four 

year college, and the essential framework of the American 

system of higher education was set. 

Not to be overlooked is the importance of new views 

of management in education. With the industrial revolution, 

the rise of big business, the growth of transportation and 

communication, and the massing of people in cities, came the 

phenomena of large organizations. This meant newly valued 

bureaucratic patterns of administration. The development 

of bureaucratic management in public schools during the early 

twentieth century has been described by Callahan (1962), and 

there is evidence that similar changes were taking place in 

higher education. By 1918, Veblen saw sufficient danger in 
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the new emphasis on business-like practices to merit a scath

ing attack. He observed, "Business principles take effect 

in academic affairs most simply, obviously, and avowably in 

the way of a business-like administration of the scholastic 

routine; where they lead immediately to a bureaucratic or

ganization and a system of accountancy" (1918, p. 220). By 

1920, then, there was an approach to administration that em

braced the idea of actively manipulating institutional re

sources in the interest of efficient production. Such an 

approach made more probable the idea of a systematic approach 

to maximizing faculty performance. 

Thus by 1930, several changes had occurred to make 

possible the beginnings of organized faculty development 

efforts. 

1. The academic profession had emerged as a visible 

and important occupational group. 

2. Structural change of institutional forms had 

taken place, the newer patterns had stabilized, and emphasis 

could now be turned to the task of improving effectiveness. 

3. The extension of higher education to the masses 

meant that higher education was a big enterprise, now able 

to devote specialized attention to subsidiary goals, such 

as faculty improvement. 

4. The rise of bureaucratic forms of administration 

brought about more sophisticated, or at least more organized, 

attempts to manage institutional performance. 
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The first efforts to enhance faculty performance in 

an organized way, then, came about in the first half of this 

century. To be sure, elements of the concept of faculty im

provement existed prior to this time; Harvard first granted 

sabbatical leaves in 1880, and by 1900 the practice was 

commonplace among universities (Veysey, 1965) . But these 

early sabbatical leaves were granted more in the interest of 

promoting research than of facilitating faculty renewal. 

As a purposeful activity, faculty development seems 

to have had its beginnings in the 1940s and 1950s. It is 

difficult, in looking at higher education literature written 

before these decades, to locate any reference to in-service 

education, faculty improvement, or any like topic. So while 

a few related activities like sabbatical leaves had been in 

existence, faculty development as a function in itself was 

yet to be identified. 

In the 1950s, institutions of higher education began 

to recognize the possibility of faculty renewal as an insti

tutional priority and the subject of specific institutional 

policies and efforts. One of the early discussions of the 

need for continual renewal of faculty interests and compe

tencies was offered by Justman and Mais in 1956. Still the 

term, "faculty development," was not in widespread use, but 

the concept was emerging. Justman and Mais saw the matter 

as a self-imposed professional responsibility of the indi

vidual faculty member, rather than a function of the 
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institution. in the same year, Diekhoff (1956) discussed 

instructional improvement through faculty renewal as a respon

sibility of the institution. As Diekhoff saw it, older 

faculty members might be expected to resist efforts at eval

uation and improvement of their work, while younger members 

would offer no such resistance. His approach, then, was to 

begin with the newest generation of instructors and work from 

there to build up a system of faculty growth. 

The emergence of an identified concept of faculty 

development is placed by Rose, Nyre, and Marantz at about 

1960 (1977). From this point forward, there appeared more 

and more new institutional manifestations of a desire to ac

complish something in the area of faculty development. Work

shops and institutes took their place alongside the sabbati

cal leave as standard activities. While there was little 

evidence of integrated planning for cohesive programs with 

predictable results, individual activities were steadily 

proliferating. In 1963, Miller and Wilson made an early ex

tensive survey of institutions' faculty development practices, 

and they found "varied constellations of practices" (p. 71). 

They noted the absence of clearly conceptualized programs. 

"Actually," they observed, "few persons involved in this 

study tended to think of faculty development as involving a 

range of interrelated developmental activities" (1963, p. 71). 

Despite this lack of focus or consensus, the volume of ac

tivity in faculty development continued to increase, as far 
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as one can tell from available descriptions. 

The New Prominence of Faculty 
Development 

Around 1970, the faculty development concept took on 

new interest and new meanings. More institutions became 

actively interested in the idea. So notable was the surge 

of interest that by 1973 the phenomenon could be character

ized as a national professional development movement (Rose, 

Nyre, and Marantz, 1977). Use of this language to describe 

the increase in interest has persisted, with 1978 witnessing 

a national conference of an AACJC affiliate council, with 

the theme as "The Staff, Program and Organizational Movement 

in Community-Junior Colleges." 

Why the noticeable swell of interest? Several rea

sons have been advanced. Most often cited is the approach 

of a period of diminished resources in higher education. 

Kenneth Boulding (1975) told of the need for a new genera

tion of administrators skilled in the process of adjusting 

to decline. The suggestion was timely, and many administra

tors apparently identified faculty development as one means 

of coping with impending financial decline. As Gaff explains 

this rationale, diminished resources meant fewer faculty posi

tions. With fewer positions available, faculty mobility has 

decreased. Thus the internal effort to optimize the effective

ness of existing faculty has become the institution's primary 

hope for maintaining excellence in faculty performance (Gaff, 

1975), 
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Adding impetus to the movement was the rising tide 

of demands for accountability; institutions increasingly 

were called upon to demonstrate that they were attempting to 

control the quality of their product (Group for Human Develop

ment in Higher Education, 1974). A general concern for 

"accountability," then, appears to have been another factor 

in bringing about increased interest in faculty development. 

Still other developments of the early seventies have 

been identified as reasons for increased faculty development 

efforts. Cohen and Brawer (1977) cite as one source of im

petus the appearance of new court decisions holding that 

faculty members may not be dismissed for incompetence unless 

the institution can demonstrate that it has made the attempt 

to assist in correcting deficiencies. They also note that, 

particularly in two-year colleges, large numbers of "new 

students"—those of non-typical student backgrounds—called 

forth the development of new programs. As institutions at

tempted to gear up for these new priorities, faculty develop

ment was seen as a way of bringing about the necessary re

orientation of faculty attitudes and skills. 

The early seventies brought not only more interest 

in faculty development, but many new ideas about what faculty 

development should include. Before this time, faculty de

velopment had been concerned primarily with helping the in

structor to advance his expertise in the subject field 

(Smith, 1976). Gaff (1975) stated that "The most active 
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professional development programs of the past have been those 

which helped professors to upgrade and update their knowledge 

of the academic specializations (p. 4). By the time of the 

seventies, critics were finding fault with this emphasis on 

subject content. 

Eble (1972) acknowledged that most faculty develop

ment programs were subject centered, and refuted reasons he 

heard offered for such programs. The existing programs were 

supported on grounds of their contributions to teaching ef

fectiveness, but Eble did not accept this assumption. Says 

Eble: 

The presupposition in most of these practices 
is that development of greater command over a sub
ject matter will contribute to the faculty member's 
general competence, of which teaching is one aspect. 
Even if we grant that somewhat shaky assumption, 
the nature of institutional support tends to slight 
teaching, to divert the faculty member's already 
fragmented attention away from the classroom, stu
dents, and learning. (1972, p. Ill) 

Both Gaff and Eble advocate shifts away from subject centered 

programs and toward other areas of emphasis. Gaff's com

plaint is similar to that of Eble. Gaff says: 

While the need for instructors to know what they 
are talking about cannot be disputed, we have learned 
over the last several years, when research was well 
supported, that a professor's scholarly competence 
does not necessarily translate into teaching effec
tiveness. It is a necessary, but not a sufficient 
condition. (Gaff, 1975, p. 4) 

Miller (1972) identifies another complaint against 

the older subject-centered concept of faculty renewal. The 

traditional programs were embodied in sabbatical leaves. 
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summer research grants, and post-doctoral scholarships. 

These, says Miller, did not contribute much to overall im

provement of faculty performance. Explaining why this was 

so, he points out, "In most cases, faculty development oppor

tunities are eagerly sought, most often by those dynamic and 

exemplary professors who, in a sense, need them least" (1972, 

p. 10). In his view, faculty development had served to help 

the excellent become better while the average or below aver

age staff member remained at the same level or perhaps de

clined. 

New Approaches to Faculty 
Development 

Thus the early 1970s saw not only increased activity, 

but a shift in focus of faculty development programs. "As 

these traditional conceptions have been called into question. 

Gaff explains, "new concepts of professional development for 

faculty have emerged (1975, p. 4). Indeed they have. As 

the need for faculty renewal has been felt increasingly, 

practitioners have become more aware of shortcomings of the 

traditional approach. They have responded with a multiplicity 

of new conceptions. Thus there has been considerable groping 

in the attempt to identify a satisfactory approach, but while 

new alternatives now abound, there still is no consensus on 

the proper focus of faculty development efforts. 

In the forefront of new directions was a shift from 

emphasis on subject field to emphasis on teaching skills. 
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In discussing the common theme of the newer approaches. Gaff 

(197 5) says, "The focus is directly on the improvement of 

instruction, and the aim is to help the faculty develop in 

the several aspects of their instructional roles" (p. 4). 

This includes. Gaff says, efforts to make teachers more 

aware of their own conceptions of teaching and learning, to 

expand their instructional repertoires, to sharpen their 

skills in working with students, and to effectively work 

with new techniques and programs. 

One approach to improvement of instructional skills 

involves working with the individual faculty member to de

termine his own needs and commitments to faculty development. 

George (1977) proposes that this be accomplished through 

individualized faculty statements," in which the faculty 

member confers with a representative of the institution and 

sets goals for development. George says that this method 

can help to bring about congruence between institutional 

and individual goals. Sagen, Weikart, and Wiberg (1972) 

also favor an individualized approach, in which assessment 

of the individual's instructional practices is the starting 

point. Improvement then proceeds by means of mutual critique 

sessions within a faculty collegial group. "Micro-teaching" 

practice sessions are an element of the proposed program. 

Melnik and Sheehan (1976) propose a similar approach, 

in which teaching improvement is the central focus. Their 

plan centers on the use of the clinical supervision model. 
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previously articulated by Goldhammer (1969) and Cogan (1973). 

In this system, the instructor goes through a cycle of self-

analysis, goal setting, and observation with controlled feed

back. "Instructional development," then, is the focus of a 

number of new conceptions of faculty development. 

For some observers, instructional improvement ad

dressed directly and in isolation from other factors is not 

enough. Thus several of the newer models broaden the scope 

of faculty development considerably. Writing in 1972, 

Nevitt Sanford observed that, "Almost nothing has heretofore 

been done, in research or in practice, about the development 

of the college teacher as a person" (1972, p. x). Develop

ment of the faculty member as person, then, became the focus 

for some. Cohen and Brawer (1972) explored the personal de

velopment approach, drawing on the psychology of self-

actualization and personal growth, as represented by psy

chologists like Maslow, Rogers, and Combs. The idea behind 

such an approach is simply that the fully functioning, growth-

oriented person is more likely to be able to relate to stu

dents and colleagues in a positive and spontaneous manner, 

and to maintain a growth-oriented outlook. Personal fulfill

ment, according to this view, supports excellence in perform

ance. 

Still another approach sees faculty development as a 

pre-service function, either partly or entirely. Eble (1972) 

says that as one thrust of a comprehensive effort, graduate 
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schools should be prevailed upon to improve the pre-service 

training of college teachers. He suggests that more thought

ful use of teaching assistantships is one route to this end. 

The Group for Human Development in Higher Education (1970) 

likewise held that universities must begin to accept respon

sibility for the teaching competence of their advanced gradu

ates. They suggest that universities might begin to accept 

this responsibility by evaluating, for the record, the teach

ing performance of graduate students. Nowlis, Clark, and 

Rock (1968) have described at least one apparently success

ful effort to provide pre-service training in teaching skills 

through the teaching assistantship. 

Another of the new conceptions of faculty develop

ment proceeds from a "life cycle" or chronological approach. 

In this approach, faculty development activities are geared 

to particular stages in the faculty member's career. Eble 

(1972) has articulated such a conception. He suggests that 

new faculty members may need extensive orientation to insti

tutional aims, the reward system, and resources for improv

ing teaching skills. There may also be a need to assist the 

faltering beginner. Mid-career faculty, he suggests, may 

profit from sabbatical leaves, exchange programs, and other 

such broadening experiences. Advanced faculty may need re

tirement counseling as well as fresh assignments that make 

use of their wealth of experience. An exploration of some 

of Eble's contentions is included in the present study. 
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Still other models reject the notion that instruc

tional improvement can be addressed effectively solely by 

direct attention to faculty competencies. Richardson (1975) 

and Hammons and Wallace (1976) insist that administrators 

and the total institutional staff must be included if re

sults are to permeate the college. Richardson further con

tends that instructional improvement cannot be addressed in 

isolation from the total institutional context. The support 

systems and services must be part of any comprehensive im

provement; hence faculty development must include "organiza

tional development." Also taking the broad view are models 

offered by Toombs (1975) and Bergquist and Phillips (1975). 

Toombs advocates a three dimensional view, in which the 

thrusts of faculty development are (1) professional or career 

development, (2) curricular development, and (3) institutional 

development. In a similar three pronged approach offered by 

Bergquist and Phillips, the components are (1) organizational 

development, which addresses structures and processes, (2) 

instructional development, dealing with curricular policies, 

and (3) personal development, which has to do with instructor 

attitudes. These models represent the move toward compre

hensiveness in conceptions of faculty development. 

Several models for faculty development have been de

rived directly from empirical studies. Weber (1973) sur

veyed various segments of the academic community and deter

mined that major activities of faculty development should be 
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student evaluation of instruction, workshops, and seminars. 

She determined that programs should be voluntary, varied, 

flexible, ongoing, and cooperatively managed by administra

tion and faculty. Leiter (1976) based his conception of 

faculty development on faculty-perceived deficiencies in in

stitutional performance. He developed a single composite set 

of needs, and concluded that the pressing needs were for de

velopment activities to help faculty in (1) advising and 

counseling students, (2) knowing characteristics of their 

students, and (3) using tests and measurements. Armand 

(1977) developed a list of faculty development needs from a 

survey of academic deans. 

In reviewing the existing empirical studies on fac

ulty development, two observations stand out: (1) They tend 

to assume that there is one homogenous set of needs or pref

erences for faculty when there may be important variations 

according to the individual situation. (2) They tend to 

convert survey results directly into prescriptions for faculty 

development programs, without considering the prospective 

contributions of other important groups or of theoretical 

insights. 

In conclusion, recent years have seen the prolifera

tion of varying conceptions of faculty development. Some 

are derived from thought or from theoretical study, others 

from empirical investigations. Yet the research base for 

substantiated theory is thin, and consensus on the proper 
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use of the faculty development concept seems still well in 

the future. 

Issues in Faculty Development 

A review of faculty development literature reveals 

at least three points of conflict concerning the design and 

implementation of in-service faculty development programs. 

These appear repeatedly in the literature, and should be 

pointed out here in the interest of presenting a full por

trayal of the current status of faculty development efforts. 

One area of difference concerns the proper role of 

instructor evaluation in faculty development. Smith (1976) 

contends that faculty development and faculty evaluation 

logically should take place within the integrated framework 

of a single program. He proposes a system of growth con

tracts, in which the faculty member works out an agreement 

with the department chairperson and academic dean, with the 

resulting contract to be approved by a faculty development 

committee. 

Rose, Nyre, and Marantz (1977) concur in the idea 

of an integrated concept of faculty development and evalua

tion. They state, "Although the evaluation of teaching (or 

instruction) is seldom integrated with faculty development, 

we think it should be. . . .In fact, although many writers 

warn against linking faculty development with evaluation, 

we feel that a systematic program of evaluation . . . can 

provide a foundation for solid program planning" (p. 7). 
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As these authors intimate, there is solid opposition. 

Most opponents adhere to a view expressed by the 

Group for Human Development in Higher Education (1974). In 

opposing evaluation as an element of faculty development, 

they state, "As long as evaluations are made primarily for 

the record rather than for the benefit of the student or 

professor, those who teach and those who learn will maintain 

strong defenses against being found out" (p. 61). 

Closely related to this issue is one concerning the 

proper orientation of faculty development programs. Are 

they to be used mainly for correcting deficiencies, or for 

promoting growth in areas determined primarily by the faculty 

member? Is faculty development done t^ the faculty member 

or with him? Miller (1972) holds that a large part of fac

ulty development is remediation "for the instructors who are 

not demonstrating success in those areas that are their 

primary responsibility" (p. 10). This practice, he says, 

"reflects the positive dimension of evaluation—the effort 

to remedy weaknesses uncovered through evaluative procedures 

(pp. 10-11). 

To others, faculty development already has been 

linked too closely to the deficiency orientation, and its 

image and effectiveness suffer as a result. Says Gerth, 

"The phrase faculty development has some unfortunate conno

tations. To many it hints of anti-professionalism, perhaps 

even anti-intellectualism. Just as few people wish to be 
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colonized, not many faculty want to be developed" (1973, 

p. 83). Zion (1973) contends that "Development programs 

should have as their goal not the remedy of deficiency, but 

the maximum growth and benefit of every member of the insti

tution" (p. 41). 

The third current issue involves the question of 

whether faculty development activities ought to be voluntary 

or mandatory for faculty members. On the side of voluntary 

participation are Hammons and Wallace (1976), who are con

vinced that adult learning will more likely take place if 

motivated by the learner's own felt need to participate. 

"If forced to become involved in a development activity 

which is not perceived to be fulfilling a personal need," 

they state, "they are likely to become recalcitrant" (p. 17) . 

Neff (1976) also favors voluntary participation, cautioning 

that compulsory programs are likely to set up an antagonistic 

relation between the individual and the institution. 

Taking the opposing view. Rose, Nyre and Marantz 

charge that the impotence of many existing programs can be 

attributed in large measure to "their voluntary, often gra

tuitous nature" (1977, p. 4). The fault that they see with 

a voluntary approach is that "Voluntary programs notoriously 

attract those faculty who are most open to improvement—and 

in the majority of cases, that means the already competent 

teacher" (p. 5). Thus those most in need of the programs, 

in these writers' view, are the very ones who do not partici

pate if the program is voluntary. 
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From the diversity of approaches to faculty develop

ment and the issues left unresolved, it is clear that fac

ulty development is a concept in its formative stages. 

Throughout the seventies, the level of dialogue has been 

high; higher education still faces the task of finding the 

most promising conceptions and fitting them into ongoing in

stitutional operations in a thoughtful manner. While there 

is no pressing need for agreement on what faculty develop

ment should be and how it should operate, future years of 

trial and discussion seem likely to bring about greater con

sensus than is now evident. 

The Community-Junior College as a 
Distinctive Institution 

During the first half of the twentieth century, the 

community-junior college emerged as a new and distinctive 

form in the array of varying kinds of higher education in

stitutions. Certain aims, purposes, and characteristics 

came to be associated with the community-junior college, and 

these common and fundamental interests became the rallying 

point for a period of expansion that came to be called the 

"junior college movement." What emerged was the model of a 

two-year institution with characteristic goals, program 

structures, and expectations—ones that could be expected to 

remain fairly consistent across regional boundaries and over 

several decades. 
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The community-junior college came into being in the 

early years of the twentieth century. The two-year institu

tions in existence before the twentieth century did not re

semble the modern community-junior college. Instead, they 

were mostly seminaries for women, trade schools, or prepara

tory schools. (Kelley and Wilbur, 1970) The rise of the 

community-junior college followed closely the era of univer

sity building. The two events made for an era of substantial 

restructuring in American higher education. 

The beginning of the junior college is commonly traced 

to William Rainey Harper and ideas he developed in founding 

the University of Chicago. Harper's idea was to designate 

the first two years of post-secondary academic work as the 

"junior college" (Rudolph, 1962). Here the student would 

complete general studies and preparatory work. The life 

style and atmosphere would be "collegiate" in the sense of 

the older New England college. The institution would thus 

apply resources not only to academic pursuits, but to other 

concerns of student life as well—social life, residential 

learning environments, and the like. In the more advanced 

"senior college," the work would be more scholarly and 

specialized. Harper proposed the idea as a pattern for 

higher education to adopt in a general way, anticipating 

that many struggling four year colleges could and would 

choose to become strong junior colleges. 
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The development of the junior college did not proceed 

precisely according to Harper's vision, but the idea did take 

root, and soon was off on a life of its own, apart from any 

close ties to the university. For the first few years, it 

seemed things might go as Harper intended; for in its early 

years, the most common concept of the junior college was one 

in which its central function was to provide the first two 

years of instruction for traditional four year programs 

(Rudolph, 1962). 

The junior college first became established in 

Illinois and California, then spread through the Midwest and 

South. Cubberly (1934) identifies four ways in which junior 

colleges came into existence: (1) Many came about as the 

result of an upward extension of the high school. (2) In 

other instances, some colleges simply dropped the last two 

years of what had been a four year program. (3) In a few 

cases, junior colleges were separate but related segments 

of four year colleges. (4) In recent years, many more junior 

colleges have been created de_ novo. From the founding of 

Joliet Junior College in 1902, junior colleges increased to 

52 by 1920 (Brubacher and Rudy, 1976). 

Somewhere between Harper's conception of the junior 

college and the model that is commonplace today, some sort 

of metamorphosis has taken place, for the two conceptions 

are not much alike. A number of interpretations have been 

offered in the attempt to trace the development of junior 
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colleges. One of these was articulated by O'Banion (1974). 

In his view, the junior college went through four stages of 

development. First was a formative period in the pre-World 

War I years. A second stage involved the rise of terminal 

education, a development that occurred roughly between the 

world wars. Then came what O'Banion calls the "search for 

general education," a third developmental period covering 

the years from World War II to Sputnik. Finally came a 

period of "commitment to comprehensiveness," in which the 

junior college broadened its scope of services in the period 

following the dawn of the space age. 

Thus the community-junior college was not conceived 

in its full present form, but rather it has evolved as, one 

by one, various priorities and services became established 

parts of the junior college mission. The junior college had 

started out on the path laid out by Harper, but events changed 

the nature of the institution. By the 1920s, the junior col

lege was prospering as a place where less expensive and more 

convenient post-secondary education was available (Rudolph, 

1962). The twenties also saw the emergence of occupational 

programs as part of the instructional mission of the junior 

college (Kelley and Wilbur, 1970). 

By 192 5, Leonard Koos, an early chronicler of the 

junior college movement, could discern a number of charac

teristic purposes being served by the junior college. These 

schools served to: 
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1. provide two years of work acceptable for transfer 
to the university. 

2. "round out" the general education of those not 
going on. 

3. provide occupational training. 

4. popularize higher education. 

5. provide better opportunities for student leader
ship experiences. 

6. provide better quality instruction. 

7. relieve the university of basic-level teaching 
tasks and thereby permit the real functioning 
of the university. 

8. improve preparation of students for university 
work. 

9. offer courses adapted to local needs. 

10. positively affect the level of cultural inter
ests in local communities (Koos, 192 5). 

The functions identified by Koos are still among 

those commonly advocated by proponents of community-junior 

colleges. By 1930, Snyder had concluded that the junior 

college was destined to serve a distinctive student popula

tion that was unlike that of the university. He held that 

the junior college had as its greatest potential contribu

tion "service to the non-academically minded high school 

graduate" (1930, p. 76). Clearly there was an element of 

truth in this assertion, but some would continue to insist 

that the junior college could and would serve the academi

cally minded as well. Whatever the junior college was doing, 

its appeal was evident; by 1930 there were 569 such insti

tutions (Brubacher and Rudy, 1976). 
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By 1940, the role of vocational programs in the 

junior college was substantial and secure. Seashore (1940) 

could then sum up the mission of the junior college as being 

to provide community-oriented educational services, vocational 

programs, and two years of college-level academic instruction 

to those who would continue, all within the framework of an 

"open door" admissions policy that would provide the widest 

possible public access to higher education. Still develop

ing in the 1940s were two matters that junior colleges con

tinued to wrestle with. These were the issue of whether to 

provide terminal programs and the struggle to find an op

timum program of general education. It was during this 

period also that the junior college came to be thought of as 

properly identifying with local needs. (Seashore, 1940) 

After World War II, a number of important occurrences 

essentially completed the development of the junior college 

as it is known today. In 1948, the President's Commission on 

Higher Education presented its report. One important result 

was a recommendation that the two-year institutions henceforth 

be called "community colleges," thereby giving visible expres

sion to the ideal of identifying with local community inter

ests. In addition, the commission urged a comprehensive 

curriculum for the two-year colleges, and advocated expansion 

of the community-junior college sector of higher education 

(Henderson, 1974). 
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The early 1950s saw the release of another influen

tial study by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement 

of Teaching. This report stimulated an intensified effort 

to improve the "general education" component of community-

junior college curricula (O'Banion, 1972). With Sputnik and 

the space age came increased government interest in and sup

port for all levels of education, and junior college expan

sion was fueled somewhat by the availability of these new 

resources (O'Banion, 1972). 

Finally, the post-war years witnessed a dramatic 

increase in the number of students seeking post-secondary 

education. As in the twenties and early thirties, the junior 

college movement once again expanded and helped to accommo

date the remarkable enrollment increases. 

The many developmental years and phases have produced 

a distinctive and multi-faceted institutional form. Drawing 

on the work of Koos and others, Reynolds (1969) has attempted 

to list those purposes now generally attributed to the com

munity-junior college. He found Koos' list still applicable, 

and noted three important elements of the community-junior 

college mission added since that time: 

1, Open door admissions. 

2, Education for adults. 

3, Education for students with scholastic 
deficiencies. (1969, p. 3) 
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Community-Junior College Faculty 

The foregoing discussion has demonstrated that the 

community college is an institution characterized by diver

sity of aims, programs, and students. Faculty in these in

stitutions are also a diverse group, in terms of their own 

educational preparation, career aspirations, and beliefs 

and attitudes about the community-junior college and the 

students it serves. 

Project Focus, an AACJC study funded by the Kellogg 

Foundation and carried out in the early 1970s, generated 

new information on the characteristics of faculty from a 

nationwide survey. In reporting the results, Bushnell (1973) 

noted a number of conclusions. "The full-time junior college 

teaching staff is predominantly white and male," he reports 

(p. 30). Women accounted for less than 30 percent of full-

time faculty. With regard to ethnic background, Bushnell 

found that "ninety-two percent of faculty are white, with 

the remainder equally distributed among blacks, American 

Indians, Mexican or Spanish-speaking Americans, and Oriental 

Americans" (pp. 30-31). Only one-third of community-junior 

college faculty were found to have grown up in cities larger 

than 100,000 population, with 40 percent coming from rural 

or small town environments. Bushnell notes that, with the 

exception of ethnic background, the faculty approximates the 

same background characteristics of the community college 

student population. 
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Numerous studies indicate that the Masters degree 

constitutes the basic credential for community college fac

ulty. Based on a compilation of twenty studies over a ten 

year period, O'Banion (1972) calculates that approximately 

75 percent of faculty hold the Masters degree. About 7 

percent hold the Bachelor's degree, with approximately 18 

percent holding doctorates. Bushnell's figures are similar; 

he adds that 90 percent of the academic faculty had the 

Masters degree or higher, while only 52 percent of occupa

tional faculty had attained this level (1973). 

With regard to previous professional experience. 

Project Focus found that 38 percent had been employed in 

high schools, with an additional 11 percent coming from 

elementary and junior high schools. Another 27 percent 

came from four year institutions and 11 percent from other 

junior colleges (Bushnell, 1973). Most available studies 

seem to indicate that about one-third of junior college 

faculty members come from public school systems and another 

one-third from business, industry, and other pursuits. The 

next largest sources of faculty are senior institutions and 

the other community colleges, each providing about 15 percent 

of all newly employed community college faculty members. 

Regarding socioeconomic background, there is a lack 

of precise data. Monroe (1972) states that the typical com

munity college teacher comes from a middle class family, 

"predominantly the lower middle class families" (p. 2 50). 



51 

Gleazer's study (1968) found that 71 percent described their 

fathers' occupations as "semi-professional, sales-clerical, 

skilled or unskilled workers" (p. 114). 

O'Banion (1972) notes that few community college 

faculty members have had familiarity with community colleges, 

either as students or in the course of their graduate studies. 

A number of community college advocates have voiced the 

opinion that graduate institutions, through their advanced 

degree programs, could do more to counter the ignorance of 

the community college and its students that is typical of 

incoming faculty. 

Finally, there is variation with regard to career 

aspirations. Large proportions wish either to remain in 

community colleges or move on to senior institutions. Rela

tively few plan to leave education for another occupational 

field. The desire to work in the senior institution seems 

to be strong and persistent among various studies that have 

elicited this information. Medsker and Tillery (1971) found 

that 44.4 percent of junior college faculty responding wanted 

to work in senior institutions. 

While it is possible to describe the "typical" 

junior college faculty member according to various demographic 

characteristics, it is doubtful that many typical faculty mem

bers exist. The variations in background and experience of 

community college faculty are many, and could indicate to 

planners of faculty development programs that wide-ranging 
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alternatives may be needed in the effort to serve so diverse 

a group adequately. The exploration of faculty differences 

and their relation to variations in values placed on specific 

faculty development goals and practices is the task of the 

study that follows. 

Faculty Development in the 
Community-Junior College 

In 1950, Diekhoff declared, "Even if graduate pro

grams for college teachers were established to meet this 

need, the final training must still be on the job" (p. 179). 

In so stating, Diekhoff was making one of the early state

ments of the case for in-service development of community-

junior college faculty members. 

Many years elapsed before much concentrated atten

tion was actively directed to the task. For the fifties 

and sixties were years of burgeoning enrollment in higher 

education, with community-junior colleges multiplying at a 

rapid rate. As the seventies opened and the term, "faculty 

development," was being heard more often, O'Banion framed 

the task and its particular importance for two-year institu

tions as follows: "The decade of the 1960s was the Decade 

of Quantity for the American community-junior college. The 

decade of the 1970s must be the Decade of Quality" (p. v). 

O'Banion's statement points up the quality deficit built up 

during an era of expansion, when more attention was paid to 

new buildings and institutions than now. Vigorous programs 
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of faculty renewal were proposed as a key to raising the 

level of quality. 

Persistent in the literature on faculty development 

for two-year institutions are discussions of the untapped 

potential of university contributions to the task. Univer

sities are widely criticized for failure to provide effec

tive pre-service teacher education programs for community 

colleges. Singer (1968) stated that universities were, on 

the whole, turning out community college teachers who were 

characterized by inadequate preparation in the subject mat

ter field, lack of teaching skills, and ignorance of the 

community-junior college philosophy and mission. O'Banion 

(1972) echoes these criticisms, and blames the narrowness 

of traditional Ph.D. program.s and the failure of universi

ties to alter these to address community college needs. 

Bogart and Elson (1977) list several areas in which the uni

versity can contribute to the in-service phase of faculty 

development for the community college. 

The consensus among interested observers, however, 

seems to be that the community colleges must depend on them

selves to provide adequate programs. Speaking of the impor

tance of institution-provided in-service programs for enter

ing faculty of the 1970s, O'Banion says, "These staff members, 

along with the vast majority of staff members currently em

ployed, will need extensive in-service educational opportuni

ties if they are to realize their potential for the 
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institution in which they work" (1972, p. 85). Another major 

report issued in 1972 acknowledged efforts that some univer

sities were making, but agreed that existing university 

based programs were still inappropriate or unsatisfactory, 

and recommended that top priority thus be given to the de

velopment of strong in-service programs (National Advisory 

Council for Education Professions Development, 1972). 

In the seventies, faculty development was coming to 

be seen not as a frill or a peripheral or separate activity, 

but as a normal, integral part of the functioning of the 

institution. Said O'Banion, "The aim is to develop a program 

that is so integrated into the fabric of the college that 

staff accept as normal the opportunity to plan goals and 

carry out activities that help them improve their teaching, 

administering, and counseling" (1972, p. 104). Expressing a 

like sentiment for the idea of faculty development as a 

normal element of operations, Thornton commented, "Community-

junior colleges organize their adult programs on the premise 

that citizens at large need recurring opportunity throughout 

life to learn new things, both occupational and avocational. 

The same principle applies to their instructors" (1972, p. 

139) , 

This emerging concept of faculty development as a 

normal, integral, and important function of the community 

college has come to be widely accepted in principle. By 

1978, community college staff development officers and others 
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interested in the subject had formed the National Council 

for Staff, Program and Organizational Development, with AACJC 

affiliate status and a first-year membership of over 200. 

Increasingly, institutions have been making some sort of 

faculty renewal effort, yet multiple meanings continue to 

be attributed to the concept of faculty development, and in

stitutions seem to be moving in different directions in pur

suit of faculty development. 

The emergence of the concept of faculty development 

and its increasing popularity did, however, bring about a 

period of scholarly attempts to build a useful conception 

for the guidance of institutional efforts. Thus there have 

been, in recent years, a few important research studies done, 

in hopes of helping to clarify the concept and make possible 

its effective functioning. Those studies will be reviewed 

briefly at this point. 

One of the early major studies directed at the 

community-junior colleges in the recent era of heightened 

interest is one done by the American Association of Junior 

Colleges in 1969. The findings of this study were based on 

perceptions of community-junior college presidents. The 

presidents identified as the greatest need a better faculty 

understanding of the mission and philosophy of the two-year 

college. This perceived need is consistent with the find

ings of other studies that show a greater concern among 

administrators for overall institutional matters than for 
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teaching. The presidents' view in this regard appears, how

ever, to be in conflict with faculty perceptions, as shown 

in other studies. 

Other faculty development needs identified by the 

presidents were for programs concerning general education, 

the curriculum, learning theory, and group dynamics and 

human relations (AAJC, 1969). With regard to adequacy of 

existing programs, 281 of 296 respondents said that in-

service training was only fairly available or unavailable. 

A conclusion was that the study had produced "a bleak pic

ture, with a serious national training gap" (p. 24). 

A 1972 study by Jones focused on existing practices 

in California community colleges. Jones studied the kinds 

of events in which faculty participate, and with what fre

quency. The study was concerned primarily with activities, 

or delivery systems. Jones reported that faculty partici

pate in a wide range of activities, with those involving an 

active rather than passive role appearing to be the more 

successful. 

Similar but separate studies were conducted in 

Illinois and Florida, and were completed in 1974 and 1975 

respectively (Novack and Barnes, 1977). The Illinois study 

drew on the perceptions of administrators, faculty members, 

and division chairpersons, while the Florida study drew from 

administrators, faculty, and student personnel workers. The 

study revealed, in both states, a discrepancy between faculty 
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and administrator responses. Faculty members preferred that 

faculty development concentrate on teaching competence, while 

the administrators placed more importance on "in-service 

activities concerned generally with community colleges and 

particularly with the mission of the local college" (1977, 

p. 13). 

A polarity between faculty and administrator pref

erences was also found on a number of other issues, and was 

most pronounced on the question of how faculty development 

programs should be administered. Not unexpectedly, faculty 

wanted faculty control of the programs, while administrators 

preferred to lodge control of the programs in the existing 

academic structure. In other important findings, adminis

trators favored required participation and integration of 

faculty evaluation with faculty development, while faculty 

tended to view these as undesirable. The two studies were 

in agreement on these findings. 

Alford (1976) surveyed Alabama faculty and staff 

regarding their opinions on faculty development. His subjects 

included six deans, thirty instructors, and twenty-six divi

sion chairpersons. In perhaps the most important conclusion, 

he corroborated other investigators' finding of variance be

tween faculty and administrator groups on their views of the 

proper focus of faculty development programs. 

Kennedy (1976) studied the perceptions of faculty 

and administrators in Alabama. She found wide agreement 
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between both groups that goals and outcomes of faculty de

velopment had not been adequately defined. Of interest also 

is her conclusion that administrators desired more emphasis 

on institutional goals, while faculty wanted in-service pro

grams to focus on teaching competency. This conclusion adds 

to the pattern of research studies revealing this point of 

conflict between faculty and administrators. 

From the studies reviewed here, it is evident that 

comparison of administrator and faculty views has been a 

popular theme of research, and has produced some fairly con

sistent conclusions about variances between the two groups' 

views. The study that follows attempts to explore two dif

ferent aspects of the problem, by looking instead at (1) dif

fering preferences within faculty groups, as associated with 

individual characteristics, and (2) the relation between 

what faculty members say they value and what they say they 

are getting in programs currently available to them. 

Summary 

While some elements of the present concept of faculty 

development have been in existence for quite some time, the 

recognition of faculty renewal as an identifiable function 

in higher education is a fairly recent development. Concepts 

of planned in-service development have come about in the 

twentieth century, and have gained greater attention as the 

decades passed. 
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Beginning in the 1960s, and continuing into the 

1970s, was a period of intensification of interest in faculty 

development. This surge of interest in faculty development 

has been attributed to calls for accountability, to the in

flux of "new students," and to the contraction of financial 

resources available to higher education. 

The pace of professional dialogue on faculty develop

ment has been especially brisk with respect to the community-

junior college. Much of the literature of the sixties and 

seventies has addressed the question of "why college faculty 

members need improving" (Hammons, 1976, p. 6). More recently, 

there have been several research efforts to begin building 

a data base for normative theory. This phase of development 

of the literature continues, with this study conceived as 

making a contribution in this vein. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter provides a description of the design 

of the study and procedures followed. A presentation and 

discussion of the results is offered in the next chapter. 

Type of Research 

This study was in the nature of descriptive ex post 

facto research, as identified by Kerlinger (1973). That is, 

it is research that is concerned with relationships involv

ing study of independent variables that were pre-existing 

attributes of the subjects. The researcher's task, in this 

case, is to observe the dependent variables and examine the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables 

(Kerlinger, p. 379). The study sought to describe the per

ceptions of a population of community-junior college faculty 

members with regard to preferred and actual aims and prac

tices in faculty development programs. There was no attempt 

to manipulate independent variables as in an experimental 

study. Helmstadter maintains that descriptive approaches 

are appropriate "whenever a group of objects differs within 

itself, and one desires to know in what ways and to what 

extent they differ" (1970, p. 67). Helmstadter's statement 

applies to the aims identified for this study. 

The design employed in the study is one described 

by McGrath as the "single cell survey" (1970, pp. 94-95). 

60 



61 

The single cell survey is a class of inquiry in which a 

single group of subjects is studied in a single observation; 

that is, there is no pre or post test or treatment, because 

of the descriptive nature of the study. This design is dis

tinguished from the "single cell investigation" by virtue 

of the fact that the survey represents an attempt to draw 

inferences about a population by examination of a represen

tative sample. 

Independent Variables 

A major aim of the study was to investigate the ex

tent to which individual differences in faculty members are 

associated with differences in faculty development prefer

ences or interests. In order to deal with this question, 

it was necessary to identify individual differences accord

ing to variables thought possibly to be associated with dif

ferences in faculty development preferences. Several such 

variables were identified, based on some assumption or as

sumptions that gave reason to suppose that the variable 

might be important in this regard. The independent variables 

are listed below. 

1. Institution - It was anticipated that there might 

be some variation in response systematically related to the 

institution in which a subject is employed. This study is 

primarily concerned with faculty members, rather than with 

institutions; thus in this case, the aim is simply to iden

tify any areas where faculty responses may vary on the basis 
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of institution. 

2. Teaching Field - The community-junior college 

supports a wide variety of teaching fields, both academic 

and vocational, and involves instruction at remedial levels 

as well as college-transfer levels. It is of interest to 

see how, if at all, this is related to faculty development 

preferences of subjects. 

3. Teaching Experience - This deals with the ques

tion of how professional development values change as the 

person gains experience—whether needs of the neophyte differ 

from those of the experienced faculty member. Theorists in 

psychology and management have postulated that employee 

satisfaction, particularly in middle to upper middle class 

occupations, is dependent on the employee's perception of 

continuous growth and self improvement (Maslow, 1954; 

McGregor, 1960). 

4. Years Employed in the Present Institution -

Length of service in the institution may prove to be asso

ciated with varying faculty development preferences. 

5. Age - The works of Erik Erickson and others 

point to predictable changes in personal situations and 

needs that occur in connection with the aging process. 

Robert Havighurst (1953), has studied developmental tasks, 

and finds particular tasks to be associated with early adult

hood, middle age, and later maturity. These notions suggest 

that subject's age ought to be included among the independent 
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variables to be scrutinized. 

6. Sex - It is postulated that sex may be associated 

with differing views toward some elements of faculty develop

ment programs. 

7. Highest Degree Earned - This factor seems to 

have some possible implications for faculty members' orienta

tion toward their professional development experiences. 

Since the community-junior college faculty typically includes 

members with no degree and others with varying degrees up to 

and including the doctorate, this factor is being examined 

for possible association with differences in response. 

8. Marital Status - Although most faculty members 

in community-junior colleges are married, there is also a 

large number of single faculty. It is of interest to examine 

possible relationships between marital status and response 

to faculty development goals and practices. 

9. Professional Aspirations - This variable is ex

pressed in terms of the subject's desired position ten years 

hence. Studies cited in Chapter II indicated that many 

faculty members in community junior colleges aspire to other 

pursuits. It is of interest to examine the relationship be

tween career objectives, as defined here, as related to 

values regarding faculty development goals and practices. 

It should be emphasized that the study does not 

attempt to establish causality, but association. The study 

attempts to determine what kinds of faculty development 
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interests typically accompany particular subject character

istics, but there is no presumption of causality. 

Population of the Study 

The topic of "faculty development in the two-year 

college," let alone the larger one of "staff development," 

is extremely complex. The diversity of community-junior 

college curricula makes for a wide range of backgrounds among 

faculty members. These faculty members teach in many differ

ent kinds of learning enviornments, and they work with stu

dents of widely varying ages and abilities. Thus the possi

bilities for beneficial professional development pursuits 

may prove to be correspondingly diverse. While it can cer

tainly be argued that faculty members themselves should have 

a large part in determining the nature of faculty development 

experiences, there are also others whose interests and per

spectives might be considered; students, administrators, and 

taxpayers also have a stake in the outcome. Because of this 

complexity, it was decided that the present study should 

take note of what is known and what remains unexplored, and 

then attempt to provide a substantial piece of what even

tually will likely be a much larger picture. The attempt 

here, then, is to explore one segment of the problem, main

taining the perspective that outcomes of the study do not 

constitute a mandate for a particular pattern of faculty 

development goals and practices, but rather provide one im

portant part of the needed information. 
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The present study examines faculty perspectives. A 

review of the literature discloses that this area of investi' 

gation seems to hold promose for the production of new in

formation. The population, then, consisted of full-time 

faculty members in the participating Texas community-junior 

colleges. The parameters of the population may be restated 

as follows. The population was defined as: 

1. Teaching faculty - An effort was made to exclude 

administrators. No one whose responsibilities are primarily 

administrative was included. 

2. Full-time Faculty - Part-time faculty members 

were not included in this study. While the systematic im

provement of part-time faculty seems to be important, it 

was determined that the limited resources available for the 

study could best be used by concentrating them on examina

tion of the perceptions of full-time faculty. A major as

sumption in this decision is that full-time faculty should 

be, on the whole, more likely to have an ongoing commitment 

and professional identification with their instructional 

roles, thus faculty development efforts provided for these 

people seem likely to yield greater immediate and long-term 

benefits. 

3. Selected Texas Community-Junior Colleges - Only 

Texas institutions were included. Because of the kind of 

information sought, it was necessary that the institution 

grant permission and support the study to the extent of 
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providing a current faculty roster. While conclusions of 

the study are, strictly speaking, not generalizable beyond 

the institutions studied, still it may be useful to those 

in other institutions, particularly those that share some 

similar characteristics with those institutions participat

ing. 

Sample Selection 

The first step in sample selection was the identifi

cation of participating institutions. The presidents of 

large Texas institutions were contacted and asked to partici

pate. Eight institutions granted permission and provided 

the necessary supporting information. The process of selec

tion of institutions and a comparison of those participating 

and those not participating is given in Chapter IV. 

The survey was to observe the responses of a random 

sample of full-time faculty at the eight participating insti

tutions. Prospective subjects totaled 888. The sample was 

stratified to the extent of including numbers in the sample 

in proportion to numbers of faculty at each institution. 

Methodology references generally acknowledge that 

there is no precise formula for determining appropriate 

sample size. They simply urge that the sample be as large 

as is practicable, in order that sampling error may be re

duced to a minimum. At least one source does venture to 

offer a guideline. According to a table by Krejcie and 

Morgan (1970), based on a formula produced by the Research 
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Division of NEA (1960), a population of 900 requires a sample 

size of 269. It was determined that 300 subjects would com

prise the sample for this study, and this sample was drawn 

from the listing of full-time faculty in the eight partici

pating institutions. The NEA formula is predicated on a 

maximum 5 percent sampling error. 

Questionnaire Design 

The survey was intended to answer three general ques

tions: 

1. To what extent, if any, is there agreement 
among faculty members regarding the impor
tance or desirability of various proposed 
goals and practices for faculty development. 

2. To what extent are the selected independent 
variables associated with differences in 
faculty perceptions of the importance or 
desirability of the proposed goals and prac
tices of faculty development? 

3. To what extent are faculty perceptions of the 
desirability of goals and activities for 
faculty development consonant with faculty-
perceived institutional emphasis on or 
availability of those goals and activities? 

Given these aims, it was necessary to devise a special in

strument for the collection of appropriate data. 

The instrument was to be representative of the range 

of major goal and practice concepts being advocated for 

faculty development efforts. A review of the research prob

lem suggested that the instrument should be arranged in 

four parts: (1) a section eliciting several items of demo

graphic data relating to independent variables of the study. 
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(2) a section dealing with goals for faculty development, 

(3) a section listing proposed activities for faculty de

velopment programs, and (4) several selected items pertain

ing to administration and format of such programs. 

Questionnaire Items 

In order to adequately deal with questions posed in 

the design of the study, it was necessary to formulate ques

tionnaire items that would allow subjects to respond to a 

representative range of ideas for faculty development goals 

and practices, as advocated by theoreticians and practitioners 

The first step in assembling such an array of items was a 

thorough review of the literature, in which the researcher 

compiled a list of appropriate items to be included. 

From the list of goals and practices found in the 

literature, a draft questionnaire was drawn up. An effort 

was made to make items clear and concise, and to avoid bias 

or questions likely to arouse hostility. The draft instru

ment, along with a letter explaining the project, was sent 

to ten professional authorities who had authored one or more 

publications on faculty development. These individuals were 

asked to review the lists of items and make suggestions re

garding any additions, deletions, or changes in the manner 

in which an item was stated. Five of the authorities re

sponded with comments and suggestions, and these were used 

in revision of the questionnaire. This procedure provided 

a degree of assurance that the questionnaire did in fact 
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include the major goal and activity concepts extant relative 

to faculty development. A list of the five responding au

thorities and indication of their involvement with the sub

ject is included in the Appendix. 

Design and Format 

A perennial problem with questionnaires is the mat

ter of length. The researcher is often faced with the dilemma 

of wanting to gain as much information as possible without 

making the instrument so long as to jeopardize return rate; 

that is, the questionnaire must not be intimidating or bur

densome to the subjects, if they are to be expected to re

spond in large numbers on a voluntary basis (Weisberg and 

Bowen, 1977, p. 56). With this in mind, first consideration 

was given to the inclusion of all important items relating 

to goals and activities, with the remaining space devoted to 

selected questions about the administration and format of 

programs. 

The questionnaire was to seek faculty perceptions 

of both the preferred and the actual—what the faculty mem

ber sees as important or desirable and what he or she per

ceives as being available to him or her. Since the primary 

purposes of the study related to the search for normative 

theory, perceptions of what is desirable were given top 

priority in design of the instrument. Thus faculty responses 

relating to importance or desirability were elicited by means 

of a five point Likert-type scale allowing for discrimination 
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among several degrees of desirability. Then, in order that 

some idea of the "actual" situation might be obtained with

out making the instrument unwieldy, a single space was pro

vided for the respondent's indication of whether the goal 

or activity exists in programs available to him or her. 

Items on "administration and format" did not, on the whole, 

lend themselves to the Likert-type scale response, and were 

instead stated in a multiple choice response format. 

Relation of the Instrument to 
Hypotheses 

The section of demographic information provides data 

on the independent variables, i.e. individual differences 

among faculty members. 

The section subtitled "Goals of Faculty Development" 

provides data for testing HQ^ and HQ^. 

The section subtitled "Activities of Faculty Develop

ment" provides data for testing HQ2 ̂ îd H^^. 

The section subtitled "Administration and Format" 

provides data for testing HQ3. 

Field Testing 

After several revisions were made in attempt to 

clarify language in questions and instructions, improve lay

out, and incorporate important suggestions, the instrument 

was deemed ready for field testing. 
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Field testing procedures were intended to provide 

an assessment of the ability of the instrument to communicate 

effectively with the respondent and to elicit meaningful data. 

No statistical treatment of the field test was planned. As 

Tuckman (1972, p. 199) points out, "Item analyses are not as 

critical for the refinement of questionnaires as they are 

for the refinement of tests. Questionnaire items are usually 

reviewed for clarity and distribution of responses without 

necessarily running an item analysis." 

The questionnaire was first administered to two 

classes in the Higher Education graduate program at Texas 

Tech University. Several members of these groups had pre

viously served on community-junior college faculties. Mem

bers of these classes were asked to respond to the instru

ment and offer any criticisms relating to ambiguous terms 

and instructions, ease of response, and affective response 

to the questionnaire. These respondents were observed as 

they completed the questionnaire for a check on completion 

time. Based on the data provided by these two classes, the 

questionnaire was again revised. 

Final field testing involved a mailing of the ques

tionnaire to twenty full-time faculty members at a community-

junior college that would not be included in the study. 

Sixty-five percent of these questionnaires were returned. 

A visual check revealed that respondents appeared to be using 

the form correctly. No difficulty in responding was apparent. 
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and no respondent indicated that he or she had problems re

sponding to the questionnaire. Based on field testing, the 

instrument was finalized for use in the survey. 

Data Collection 

Data collection was accomplished by means of a mail 

survey, in which questionnaires were sent to members of the 

sample group. This method, while subject to certain disad

vantages, allows for covering a large area and many subjects 

with limited resources (Jahoda, Deutsch, and Cook, 1951). 

Its use was deemed appropriate to the aim of the study. 

Initially, a cover letter, questionnaire, and return 

envelope were mailed to each subject. In this phase of the 

study, many of the suggestions of Miller (1977) proved help

ful in the effort to obtain a large and productive return. 

Thus, for example, the questionnaire was produced in an at

tractive format, and the initial mailing was followed ap

proximately one week later by a postcard follow-up. Approxi

mately three weeks after the initial mailing, a second follow-

up letter was sent, along with a replacement questionnaire 

and return envelope. The questionnaire and letters may be 

found in the Appendix. 

Following the collection of data, an effort was made 

to identify any systematic differences between respondents 

and non-respondents. A description of the procedures em

ployed and results of the comparison are reported in Chapter 

IV. 
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Statistical Treatment 

The data obtained were ordinal level and nominal 

level data. These kinds of data do not meet the assumptions 

required for use of parametric tests, i.e. normal distribu

tion, homogeneous variance, and interval level data (Cornett 

and Beckner, 1975). Since the data were ordinal and nominal 

level, non-parametric procedures were appropriate (Siegel, 

1956, pp. 30-31). The data were computer analyzed through 

the use of programs contained in the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (Nie, et al., 1975). 

First, frequencies and percentages were computed 

for all items. The resulting information was used in answer

ing the first of the major questions of the study. Then 

tests of significance were employed in order to arrive at 

decisions on the stated hypotheses of the study. Testing 

for the three primary hypotheses, HQ^, H / and HQ-^/ in-

volved testing for significance of differences among respon

ses as related to the independent variables. The appropriate 

non-parametric test, given the hypotheses and type of data 

at hand, was the Chi Square test of significance (Siegel, 

1956, pp. 42-47). This test was applied through use of the 

SPSS subprogram CROSSTABS, which provides a joint frequency 

distribution and Chi square value for each questionnaire 

item analyzed in relation to each independent variable. In 

performing this analysis, it is sometimes necessary to com

bine categories, so that each cell of the Chi Square table 
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has the specified minimum expected frequency needed for valid 

test (Siegel, 1956, p. 178). This procedure was necessary 

in these Chi Square analyses. Criteria applied in coiribining 

categories were those set forth by Cochran (1954), and sub

sequently endorsed by Siegel (1956, p. 178), and Popham and 

Sirotnik (1973) . That is, no more than 20 percent of the 

cells may have an expected frequency of less than 5, and no 

cell should have an expected frequency of less than 1; in 

addition, combinations should only be undertaken when there 

is some rationale by which the combination makes sense. In 

the Chi Square analyses, the "undecided" response category 

was combined with the two unfavorable response categories, 

so that there were three degrees of sensitivity in measure

ment of responses to the goal and activity items. For some 

of the independent variables, categories were combined. 

Combinations were as indicated in Tables 4-12 in Chapter IV. 

Secondary purposes of the study involved testing 

Hypotheses H^^ and H to get at a tentative assessment of 

the extent to which faculty development goals and practices 

perceived by faculty as important or desirable are actually 

available to them in their institutions. Thus the responses 

for "preferred" and "actual" were ranked separately, then 

these two sets of ranked data were compared. Rank order for 

faculty-perceived "actual" goals and activities was deter

mined by frequency of affirmative responses. Ranking of the 

response in terms of faculty-perceived importance or 
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desirability of the goals or activities required calculation 

of mean responses. This limited use of what is normally a 

parametric operation with ordinal level data is supported 

by a number of authorities on statistics and methodology 

(Popham and Sirotnik, 1973). 

Rankings for "actual" and "preferred" goals and ac

tivities were prepared for the overall respondent group and 

for 45 subgroups as identified by the independent variables. 

Thus there were 92 pairs of rankings in all. These 92 pairs 

of ranked sets were subjected to the Spearman Rank Order 

test, determined to have been the appropriate procedure for 

this comparison (Siegel, 1956). The subgroups varied widely 

in numbers of respondents included; it was deteinnined that 

correlations involving subgroups of less than 10 respondents 

would not be used in the rendering of any conclusions. 

In the testing of hypotheses, the .05 level of con

fidence was set as the significance level to be applied in 

rejecting the null hypothesis. In all tables and explana

tions, levels of significance reported are .05, .01, and 

.001; that is, whenever one of these levels is reported, 

computed significance was at this level of confidence or 

greater. 

Data were transferred from the questionnaires onto 

coding forms, punched onto cards, and were treated by means 

of electronic data processing executed at the Texas Tech 

University Computer Services Center. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter provides a presentation and analysis 

of data collected in the survey. Following three prefatory 

sections, the chapter is organized according to the identi

fied major questions and hypotheses of the study. Accord

ingly, the following topics are treated in the major sections 

of this chapter: 

1. The process by which institutions came to be in

cluded in the study. 

2. Representativeness of the respondent group in 

relation to the total sample of faculty members to whom ques

tionnaires were mailed. 

3. Description of the respondent group in terms of 

the nine independent variables examined in the study. 

4. Analysis of frequency of responses regarding 

the importance or desirability of the various goals and 

practices, in order to describe the pattern of faculty pref

erences and the extent of agreement among faculty members on 

these. 

5. Analysis of the relation of the independent vari

ables to response to questionnaire item.s. This section in

cludes the decisions on hypotheses H / H , and H . 

6. An examination of the relationships between 

faculty-perceived importance or desirability of items and 

76 
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faculty perception of the actual evidence or availability 

of the various goals and practices of faculty development. 

This section includes the decisions on hypotheses H and 
04 

^05-

Selection of Participating Institutions 

The purposes of the study called for collection of 

data regarding the perceptions of faculty members in com

munity-junior colleges. It was considered necessary to have 

the permission of participating institutions, and to have 

the institutions' support to the extent of providing an up-

to-date faculty roster of full-time faculty. Given these 

considerations, it was a pre-established limitation of the 

study that the faculty members contacted would have to rep

resent "selected institutions," rather than a whole identi

fiable class of institutions; some individual or group at 

each institution would decide whether that institution was 

to participate. 

Given considerations regarding aims of the study, 

sampling procedure, and resources available for the study, 

it was anticipated that faculty members from five to seven 

institutions could be surveyed. Excluding the one largest 

community-junior college in Texas, almost twice the size of 

any other, the larger institutions in the state were con

tacted in order of size of enrollment. Had the largest in

stitution been included, it would have been possible to 
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survey perhaps only half as many colleges as could otherwise 

be surveyed. in all, 22 institutions were approached about 

participation in the study, with eight eventually agreeing 

to participate and providing rosters of full-time faculty. 

All institutions contacted had total enrollments of over 

3,500 students, and the largest had an enrollment of approxi

mately 13,300 total students. 

The study does not attempt to generalize findings 

beyond the participating institutions. Because the study 

involves institutions participating on a voluntary basis, 

the eight institutions cannot, strictly speaking, be re

garded as a representative sample of a larger population of 

institutions. It may, however, be of interest to the reader 

to have the following information relating to comparison of 

those institutions participating and those not participating. 

This information may, in some measure, indicate the extent 

to which institutions participating voluntarily are distinc

tive or representative among those contacted. 

The 13 institutions not participating were not in

cluded for the following reasons: 

1. Two agreed to participate, but specified unac

ceptable restrictions on data collection procedures. 

2. Five institutions did not reply to the letter 

of inquiry. 

3. Two replied declining to participate, but offer

ing no reason for this decision. 
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4. Four replied commending the purpose of the study, 

but declining to participate because of recent requests for 

faculty to participate in other studies or to respond to 

other questionnaires, such that there was a reluctance on 

the part of officials to further burden faculty with such 

activities. 

Information available in the Directory of Community, 

Junior and Technical Colleges (AACJC, 1977) and in the offi

cial mileage guide of the State of Texas was utilized in 

making the following comparisons of participating and non-

participating institutions. 

With regard to the average number of total students, 

participating institutions had an average of 6203 total stu

dents, with a range of 3110 to 12,320. Non-participating 

institutions averaged 6878 total students, with a range of 

3696 to 13,343. 

Regarding number of years in existence, participating 

institutions averaged 17.0 years, non-participants 22.4 

years. Regarding distance of the institution's city from 

Lubbock, participating institutions averaged 332 miles dis

tance from Lubbock, non-participants 379 miles. 

The inforTTiation relating to each of these variables 

was assembled, and the data were cast into 2 x 2 contingency 

tables and subjected to the Fisher-Yates test of significance. 

This was done in order to test for independence of participant 

or non-participatn status as related to the variables. The 
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Chi square test could not be used, because minimum cell ex

pected frequency criteria could not be met. The Fisher-

Yates test (Siegel, p. 99, pp. 256-270) provides a decision 

on significance directly from cell frequencies by means of 

a table; thus no numerical value is produced. According to 

the results from application of this test, there is no sig

nificant difference between participant and non-participant 

institutions on the basis of any of these three variables. 

Of the eight participating institutions, the oldest 

was 49 years old, the youngest 5 years, with two institutions 

sharing the latter designation. According to their catalogs, 

all institutions offer both academic and vocational subjects 

and appear to embrace the concept of the "comprehensive com

munity college," (Gleazer, 1968, p. 28) in terms of offer

ing such features as community services, continuing educa

tion, developmental studies, and open door admissions. The 

institutions surveyed were located in cities of 80,000 or 

more in population. Home cities of the institutions ranged 

to a high of 1.23 million in population. Four of the eight 

institutions were located in cities of greater than 300,000 

population, the other four in cities of less than 300,000. 

Identity of the institutions is not given in this report, 

in order to preserve confidentiality of the participating 

institutions. 
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Comparison of Respondents and 
Non-Respondents 

Questionnaires were returned by 211, or 70.3 percent, 

of all faculty members to whom they were sent. Seven ques

tionnaires were sparsely or improperly completed, so that 

204, or 68 percent, provided usable data. 

The literature on survey research methodology sug

gests that some attempt be made to ascertain the extent to 

which non-response may be concentrated in groups that differ 

in important ways from the respondent group. This effort 

permits the researcher to make some statement, if necessary, 

about the direction and magnitude of expected non-

respondent bias. 

Weisberg and Bowen comment, "Nonresponse can be a 

problem, though usually those who refuse to respond do not 

differ much from those who respond, (other than being less 

cooperative). The higher the refusal rate, the more impor

tant it is to ascertain whether the refusals are concentrated 

among a certain group in the population" (1977, p. 36). 

Hillway says, "As a rule of thumb, returns ought to average 

between 65 and 90 percent. . . . In certain studies, it may 

be important to determine, if possible, how respondents and 

non-respondents differ from one another" (1969, p. 35). 

Given the rate of return experienced in this study, 

it was decided that some attempt at determining differences 

between respondents and non-respondents was in order. Two 

procedures were employed for this purpose. 
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The first procedure involved statistical comparison 

of the respondent and non-respondent groups on the basis of 

three variables for which data was available for almost all 

of the subjects. These variables were Institution, Teach

ing Field, and Sex. Chi square tables were prepared, com

paring respondents and non-respondents according to these 

variables. For this purpose, the respondent group included 

the 204 valid cases used for analysis and did not include 

the 7 defective responses. Results of these Chi square 

analyses are presented in Tables 1-3 on pages 83-85. No 

significant difference between the groups was apparent on 

the basis of these comparisons. 

The second procedure involved contacting the person 

at each participating institution who had responded to the 

original request for permission and assistance. This per

son was, in each case, someone designated by the president 

of the institution. This person was provided with a cover 

letter explaining the status of the study and the need for 

infoirmation about differences between the respondents and 

non-respondents. An accompanying one-page questionnaire 

asked the person responding to compare two groups of faculty 

members from the institution on the basis of eight criteria. 

Equal sized groups of respondents and non-respondents were 

listed only as "Group A" and "Group B" The person respond

ing was given no information divulging responses of those 

who had responded, and no indication was given regarding 

which group had or had not responded. 
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TABLE 1 

INSTITUTION COMPARED WITH VALID RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY 

Institution Respondents Non-Respondents 
Row 
Totals 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

0 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Column 
Totals 

31 
73.8 
15.2 
10.3 

26 
68.4 
12.7 
8.7 

25 
50.0 
12.3 
8.3 

15 
62.5 
7.4 
5.0 

27 
77.1 
13.2 
9.0 

13 
61.9 
6.4 
4.3 

28 
77.8 
13.7 
9.3 

39 
72.2 
19.1 
13.0 

204 
68.0 

11 
26.2 
11.5 
3.7 

12 
31.6 
12.5 
4.0 

25 
50.0 
26.0 
8.3 

9 
37.2 
9.4 
3.0 

8 
22.9 
8.3 
2.7 

8 
38.1 
8.3 
2.7 

8 
22.2 
8.3 
2.7 

15 
27.8 
15.7 
5.0 

96 
32.0 

42 
14.0 

38 
12.7 

50 
16.7 

24 
8.0 

35 
11.7 

21 
7.0 

36 
12.0 

54 
18.0 

300 

100 
Chi square = 11.84 with 7 degrees of freedom. Non-signifi^ 
cant at the .05 level of significance. 
For each cell in the above table, four numbers are listed 
in a vertical sequence. Reading down, the four numbers m 
each cell signify (1) simple frequency, (2) row percent, 
(3) column percent, (4) cell percent of grand total. 
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TEACHING FIELD COMPARED 

Teaching Field 

1. Communication 
Arts (English 
Speech, Jour
nalism, Foreign 
Languages, 
Fine Arts) 

2. Math, Natural 
Sciences, 
Business 
Management 

3. Social Sciences 

4. Health Careers 

5. Vocational-
Technical, 

Other 

Column 
Totals 

Re 

TABLE 2 

WITH VALID 

spondents 

45 
67.6 
22.9 
15.5 

46 
73.0 
22.9 
15.5 

24 
53.3 
11.9 
8.1 

29 
65.9 
14.4 
9.8 

56 
73.7 
27.9 
18.8 

200 
67.7 

RESPONSES TO THE 

Non-Respondents 

22 
32.4 
23.2 
7.4 

17 
27.0 
17.9 
5.7 

21 
46.7 
22.1 
7.1 

15 
34.1 
15.8 
5.1 

20 
26.3 
21.1 
6.7 

95 
32.3 

SURVEY 

Row 
Totals 

67 
22.9 

63 
21.2 

45 
15.2 

44 
14.8 

76 
25.6 

295 

Chi square = 4.74 with 4 degrees of freedom. Non-signifi
cant at the .05 level of significance. 

For each cell in the above table, four numbers are listed 
in a vertical sequence. Reading dô vn, the four numbers m 
each cell signify (1) simple frequency, (2) row percent, 
(3) column percent, (4) cell percent of grand total. 
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Sex 

TABLE 3 

SEX COMPARED WITH VALID RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY 

2. Male 

Respondents 

male 

le 

Column 
Totals 

97 
73.5 
47.5 
32.3 

107 
63.7 
52.5 
36.7 

204 
68.0 

Non-Respondents 
Row 
Totals 

35 
26.5 
36.5 
11.7 

61 
36.3 
63.5 
20.3 

96 
32.0 

132 
44.0 

168 
56.0 

300 
100.0 

Corrected Chi Square = 2.63 with 1 degree of freedom. 
Non-significant at the .05 level of significance. 

For each cell in the above table, four numbers are listed 
in a vertical sequence. Reading down, the four numbers in 
each cell signify (1) simple frequency, (2) row percent, 
(3) column percent, (4) cell percent of grand total. 

Seven responses to this inquiry were received and 

failed to disclose any notable differences between the 

groups. Four questionnaires showed responses of "no per

ceptible difference" on all eight items. The three addi

tional questionnaires were not in agreement on the direction 

of differences on any item. The questionnaire used in this 

procedure is included in the Appendix. 

These procedures comparing respondents and non-

respondents failed to disclose marked differences that 

would indicate likely bias. This finding does not consti

tute a conclusive statement that results of the overall 
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study are unbiased; the results of the procedures do, how

ever, allow one to place greater confidence in overall out

comes than might be possible with no effort at all to com

pare respondents and non-respondents. 

Characteristics of the Respondents 

Nine independent variables were identified for anal

ysis in relation to responses to questionnaire items. 

Tables 4-12 on pages 87-91 display the frequency of response 

breakdown for the respondent group on the basis of these 

variables. Since the tables are provided for the reader's 

inspection, only a few noteworthy observations about these 

distributions are offered here. 

Teaching Experience 

Fewer than 6 percent of the respondents reported 

teaching experience of one year or less. Over 67 percent 

had been teaching 5 or more years. 

Years Employed in Present Institution 

Over 16 percent of all respondents had been employed 

in their present institutions one year or less. Fifty-three 

percent had been in their present institutions for 4 years 

or less, with the remaining responses reporting 5 or more 

years in the present institution. 

Age 

Over 27 percent of the respondents were age 30 or 

younger. Only 2.5 percent, or 5 individuals, were 61 years 
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TABLE 4 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES: INSTITUTION 

Institution N % of Total 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
er given 

Totals 

31 
26 
25 
15 
27 
13 
28 
39 
0 

204 

15.2 
12.7 
12.3 
7.4 
13.2 
6.4 
13.7 
19.1 
0.0 

100.0 

TABLE 5 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES: TEACHING FIELD 

Teaching Field' N % of Total 

1. Fine Arts 10 
2. Natural Sciences 17 
3. Social Sciences 23 
4. Communication Arts 29 
5. Math, Business Management 30 
6. Health Careers 29 
7. Vocational-Technical 44 
8. Foreign Languages 6 
9. P. E., Developmental 

Studies 12 
No answer given 4 

Totals 204 

4.9 
8.3 
11.3 
14.2 
14.7 
14.2 
21.6 
2.9 

5.9 
2.0 

100.0 

For Chi square analysis, categories 1, 4, and 8 were com
bined; categories 2 and 5 were combined; and categories 7 
and 9 were combined. 
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION i 

Years of Experience* 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

1 year or less 

2-4 years 

5-11 years 

12 or more years 

No answer given 

Totals 

TABLE 6 

OF RESPONSES: 

N 

12 

54 

82 

55 

1 

204 

TEACHING EXPERIENCE 

% of Total 

5.9 

26.5 

40.2 

27.0 

.5 

100.0 

'For Chi square analysis, categories 1 and 2 were combined 

TABLE 7 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES: YEARS 
EMPLOYED IN PRESENT INSTITUTION 

Years Employed N % of Total 

1. 1 year or less 

2. 2-4 years 

3. 5-11 years 

4. 12 or more years 

No answer given 

Totals 

33 

75 

68 

26 

2 

204 

16.2 

36.8 

33.1 

12.7 

1.0 

100.0 
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Age 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

TABLE 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION 

in Years* 

30 or under 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

61 or over 

No answer given 

Totals 

8 

OF RESPONSES: 

N % 

55 

82 

31 

27 

5 

4 

204 

AGE 

of Total 

27.5 

41.0 

15.5 

13.5 

2.5 

2.0 

100.0 

For Chi square analysis, categories 4 and 5 were combined 

TABLE 9 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES 
HIGHEST DEGREE EARNED 

D e g r e e N % o f T o t a l 

1 . S t a t e c e r t i f i c a t e 

2. Associate degree 

3. Bachelor's degree 

4. Master's degree 

5. Doctor's degree 

No answer given 

Totals 

11 

16 

24 

132 

20 

1 

204 

5.4 

7.8 

11.8 

64.7 

9.8 

.5 

100.0 

*For Chi square analysis, categories 1, 2, and 3 were com
bined. 
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TABLE 10 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES: SEX 

Sex N % of Total 

1. Female 97 47.5 

2. Male 107 52.5 

No answer given 0 0.0 

Totals 204 100.0 

TABLE 11 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES 
MARITAL STATUS 

Marital Status N % of Total 

1. Single 48 23.5 

2. Married 155 76.0 

No answer given 1 .5 

Totals 204 100.0 
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES: 
DESIRED TEN YEARS HENCE 

POSITION 

Position N % of Total 

1. Same position or a similar 
one 

2. Chairperson of department 
or division 

3. Other administrative posi
tion in a community-
junior college 

4. Employed in senior insti
tution 

5. Employed outside education 
6. Other 

No answer given 

Totals 

79 

36 

19 

30 
13 
25 
2 

204 

37.8 

17.6 

9.3 

14.7 
6.4 
12.3 
1.0 

100.0 

For Chi square analysis, categories 2 and 3 were combined, 
and categories 5 and 6 were combined. 
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of age or older. The majority of respondents were between 

ages 31 and 50. 

Highest Degree Earned 

The Master's degree was the most commonly reported 

"highest degree earned," by a large margin. Sixty-four per

cent reported holding the Master's degree, almost 10 percent 

had the doctorate, and almost 12 percent held Bachelor's 

degrees. About 13 percent had less than a Bachelor's degree. 

Sex 

Slightly more men than women responded. However, 

women are slightly better represented in the respondent 

group, in relation to the proportions of men and women in 

the overall sample-wide distribution of the sex variable. 

Marital Status 

Over three-fourths of all respondents were married. 

Position Desired Ten Years Hence 

Nearly 65 percent of the respondents planned to be 

involved in the community-junior college ten years hence, 

with the majority of those remaining in teaching positions 

and about 27 percent of all respondents desiring to move 

into administrative positions. About 80 percent of the re

spondents planned to be involved professionally in higher 

education, with nearly 15 percent of the respondents aspir

ing to positions in senior institutions. 



93 

Relationships Among Independent 
Variables 

Table 13 on pages 94-95 summarizes findings of sig

nificance from Chi square tests analyzing each independent 

variable in relation to each of the other independent vari

ables. This procedure produced a number of significant 

values of Chi square. Notable among the results are the 

highly significant Chi square values (p = .0001) indicating 

a relationship among Age, Teaching Experience, and Years 

Employed in Present Institution; and those indicating a re

lationship between Teaching Field and Sex. The latter rela

tionship is characterized by a preponderance of women in 

the Health Careers teaching field, and of men in Math, Busi

ness, and Natural Sciences. Also significant at the .0001 

level was the Chi square value for Institution with Years 

Employed in Present Institution; this appears to be attrib

utable to the fact that two of the institutions had only 

been in existence for 5 years, while others had been oper

ating considerably longer. 

Importance or Desirability of Goals and 
Practices: Aggregate Responses of 

the Overall Respondent Group 

The first major question addressed by the study is, 

"To what extent, if any, is there agreement among faculty 

members on the importance or desirability of various proposed 

goals and practices of faculty development?" 
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TABLE 13 

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

INSTITUTION with 
Teaching Experience (p = .05) 
Years Employed (p = .0001) 
Position Desired (p = .05) 

TEACHING FIELD with 
Highest Degree Earned (p = .0001) 
Sex (p = .0001) 
Marital Status (p = .05) 
Position Desired Ten Years Hence (p = .05) 

TEACHING EXPERIENCE with 
Institution (p = .05) 
Years Employed (p = .0001) 
Age (p = .0001) 
Highest Degree Earned (p = 
Marital Status (p = .001) 

.001) 

YEARS EMPLOYED with 
Institution (p = .0001) 
Teaching Experience (p = 
Age (p = .0001) 
Highest Degree Earned (p 
Sex (p = .05) 
Marital Status (p = .05) 

.0001) 

= .01) 

AGE with 
Teaching Experience (.0001) 
Years Employed (p = .0001) 
Sex (p = .05) 
Marital Status (p = .001) 

HIGHEST DEGREE EARNED with 
Teaching Field (p = .0001) 
Teaching Experience (p = .001) 
Years Employed (p = .01) 

SEX with 
Teaching Field (.0001) 
Years Employed (p = .05) 
Age (p = .05) 
position Desired (p = .05) 
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Table 13 (Continued) 

MARITAL STATUS with 
Teaching Field (p = .05) 
Teaching Experience (p = .001) 
Years Employed (p = .05) 
Age (p = .001) 

POSITION DESIRED TEN YEARS HENCE with 
Institution (p = .05) 
Teaching Field (p = .05) 
Sex (p = .05) 

This pattern of relationships and significance levels was 
determined by Chi square analysis of each independent vari
able with each other independent variable. 

In the construction of the questionnaire instrument, 

an effort was made to include the major goal and activity 

concepts presently identified with faculty development. 

Selected items on administration and format also were in

cluded. Faculty ratings of these items provide the basis 

for some observations about the level of faculty-perceived 

importance or desirability attributed to the various goals 

and practices. Tables 19-21, on pages 170-174, provide the 

overall frequency distribution of responses for all items. 

Table 14 on page 96 displays rank order scores for goals 

and activities. These rank scores were determined by calcu

lation of mean responses to each item. Means were derived 

by assigning values of 1 to 5 to the response alternatives, 

with "1" indicating the highest degree of importance or de

sirability. A value of "3" was assigned to responses of 

"undecided." 
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TABLE 14 

OVERALL RANK SCORES: FACULTY-PERCEIVED 
IMPORTANCE OR DESIRABILITY OF ITEMS 

Item Rank Mean 

Goals of Faculty Development 

1. Improvement of teaching skills. 
2. Adapt teaching to changing 

conditions. 
3. Understanding institution's policies, 

procedures. 
4. Effective use of instructional 

resources 
5. Instructor knowledge in the subject 

field. 
6. Motivate faculty to strive for ex

cellence teaching. 
7. Faculty understanding of the insti

tution's mission. 
8. Harmonious relationships among 

departments. 
9. Strong faculty teams within 

departments. 
10. Improvement of human relations skills. 
11. Faculty knowledge of student 

characteristics. 
12. Familiarize faculty with the 

community-junior college. 
13. Helping faculty cope with personal 

needs 
14- Inform faculty of administrative 

decisions 

Activities of Faculty Development 

15. Individual development plans. 
16. Consultant visits to campus. 
17. Developmental leave. 
18. Staff retreats. 
19. Observation and critique of teaching 

by colleagues. 
20. Workshops for faculty. 
21. Travel to attend professional 

meetings. 
22. Graduate courses for credit. 
23! Videotaping and review of teach- ^ ooc 

ing with colleagues. -LO ^.byb 

1 

7 

12 

6 

2 

3 

11 

10 

9 
8 

4 

13 

14 

4 

10 
12 
3 
19 

20 
7 

1 
4 

1.251 

1.819 

2.192 

1.779 

1.275 

1.414 

2.181 

1.971 

1.940 
1.837 

1.723 

2.461 

2.896 

1.723 

2.271 
2.335 
1.629 
2.910 

2.920 
1.768 

1.525 
1.668 
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Table 14 (Continued) 

Item Rank Mean 

24. Financial support of advanced 
graduate study. 

25. Formal evaluation of teaching. 
26. Reduced loads for beginning 

instructors. 
27. Groups formed to share personal 

experiences. 
28. Student evaluation of instruction. 
29. Professional collection in the 

library. 
30. Orientation for new faculty. 
31. Released time for instructional 

development. 
32. Career planning workshops for 

faculty. 
33. Life-planning workshops for faculty. 
34. Campus office for instructional 

development. 11 2.281 

8 
15 

16 

17 
9 

6 
5 

2 

14 
13 

1.807 
2.614 

2.811 

2.875 
1.950 

1.771 
1.691 

1.549 

2.559 
2.518 

Goals of Faculty Development 

Three goal items stand out among the 14 items rated 

by faculty. These are: 

(1) Improvement of teaching skills. 

(5) Enhancing the instructor's knowledge in 
the subject field. 

(6) Motivating faculty members to strive for 
excellence in their perfoinnance as 
teachers. 

Each of these items was identified by at least 67 percent of 

the respondents as "very important." No other item received 

as much as 50 percent response in the "very important" cate

gory. This 17 point interval between the top three items 

and any other item, plus the positions of these items in the 
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ranking determined by mean scores, appears to indicate that 

these three goals may be considered as a top cluster in 

teinns of faculty-perceived importance. 

The least preferred of the goals were: 

(12) Familiarizing faculty with the distinctive 
role of the community-junior college. 

(13) Helping faculty members cope with personal 
needs. 

Item (13) was the least favored of all goal items, with 49 

percent favorable responses, 43 percent unfavorable, and the 

remainder undecided. Item (12) received 67 percent favor

able, 24 percent unfavorable, and the remainder undecided. 

Two other items received as much as 15 percent re

sponse in the "unimportant' or "veiy unimportant" categories. 

These were: 

(3) Providing an understanding of the institu
tion's policies, procedures, and decision
making processes. 

(7) Helping faculty to understand their own 
institution's mission and goals. 

In light of previous research (Alford, 1976; Kennedy, 

1976; Novack and Barnes, 1977) noting a tendency for admin

istrators to value more highly than faculty goals relating 

to overall concerns of the institution, it is interesting 

to note that three of the four least favored goals appear 

to fall into this category. 

In summary, response to most of the goals was gen

erally quite favorable, with three goal items standing out 

above the others in terms of faculty-perceived importance. 
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Activities of Faculty Development 

Six activity items received ratings of "desirable" 

or "very desirable" from at least 90 percent of the respon

dents: 

(17) Developmental leave for advanced graduate 
study or for working on new instructional 
materials. 

(21) Travel to attend professional meetings. 

(22) Graduate courses for credit, offered on 
your own campus or on a nearby univer
sity campus. 

(29) A professional collection in the library. 

(30) Orientation programs for faculty new to 
the school. 

(31) Released time for instructional develop
ment, such as designing a new course or 
program. 

With the possible exception of orientation for new 

faculty these activities seem to imply activities that can 

be done independently, rather than in programs structured 

to serve groups of participants simultaneously or uniformly. 

A total of nine activity items were regarded as 

"desirable" or "very desirable" by 75 percent or more of the 

respondents. In addition to the above listed items, these 

included items (20), (24), and (28). 

Three items received ratings of "unimportant" or 

"very unimportant" from over 40 percent of the respondents: 

(18) Staff retreats for entire faculty or 
groups of faculty. 

(19) Observation and critique of teaching by 
faculty colleagues. 
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(23) Videotaping and review of practice 
teaching sessions with faculty 
colleagues. 

A total of ten items received unfavorable ratings from as 

many as 20 percent of the respondents. Of these ten, items 

(15), (19), (23), and (25) involve evaluation or observation 

by colleagues or supervisors. Items (18) and (27) involve 

efforts to encourage faculty interaction. Two other items, 

(32) and (33), relate to attempts to serve personal needs 

of faculty. 

Administration and Format of Faculty 
Development Programs 

Six issues were addressed in this area, with multiple 

alternatives offered to respondents; respondents were free 

to choose one or more responses for each issue. For most 

issues, one response was given far more frequently than the 

other alternatives. Overall, the responses reflected ma

jority sentiment for: 

1. Programs involving some travel. 

2. A mix between required and voluntary attendance. 

3. Personal satisfaction and personal growth and 
payment of travel and workshop expenses as 
rewards for participation. 

4. Events of 1 to 3 days duration. 

5. Scheduling of faculty development activities 
at scattered times throughout the school year. 

About 57 percent of the respondents characterized present 

programs available to them as being "in need of much im

provement. " 
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Relationships Between Individual Character
istics and Perceived Importance or 

Desirability of Items 

The second major question addressed by the study 

was, "To what extent are selected independent variables 

associated with differences in faculty perceptions of the 

importance or desirability of proposed goals and practices 

of faculty development?" 

Individual Characteristics Related 
to Goal Items 

Hypothesis HQ-. states that "There will be no signifi

cant difference in goal preferences among faculty on the 

basis of the selected independent variables." In order to 

test this hypothesis, each independent variable was analyzed 

in relation to each goal item by means of a joint frequency 

distribution with Chi square test of significance. Tables 

of Chi square for the variables appear in the Appendix, 

Tables 22-30, pages 175-192. A summary analysis of signifi

cant Chi square values for goals is provided in Table 15 on 

page 102. 

The Chi square calculations produced no significant 

Chi square values on any of the goal items for four of the 

variables: Teaching Experience, Age, Marital Status, and 

Position Desired Ten Years Hence. Chi square analyses for 

the variable. Institution, produced a significant value for 

one item, but the value was not considered valid, due to 

failure of the crosstab table to meet minimum cell expected 
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS: FACULTY-PERCEIVED 
IMPORTANCE OF GOAL ITEMS 

102 

Independent Variable Related Items 

Institution 

Teaching Field 

Teaching Experience 

Years Employed in 
Present Institution 

Age 

Highest Degree Earned 

Sex 

None 

(8) Creating harmonious working 
relationships among depart
ments and divisions. 

(10) Improvement of human relations 
skills. 

None 

(3) Providing an understanding of 
the institution's mission 
and goals. 

(7) Helping faculty to understand 
their own institution's 
mission and goals. 

(12) Familiarizing faculty with the 
distinctive role of the 
community-junior college. 

None 

(4) Facilitating the instructor's 
effective use of available 
instructional resources and 
services. 

(7) Helping faculty to understand 
their own institution's 
mission and goals. 

(12) Familiarizing faculty with the 
distinctive role of the 
community-junior college. 

(10) Improvement of human relations 
skills. 

Marital Status 

Position Desired Ten 
Years Hence 

None 

None 

"AS determined by significance at the .05 level of confi
dence in Chi square analysis. 
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frequency requirements. For these five independent variables, 

the null hypothesis is accepted. Results for other variables 

are reported below. 

Teaching Field 

Analysis of the variable. Teaching Field, produced 

two significant and valid Chi square values: 

(8) Creating harmonious working relationships 
among departments and divisions. 

(10) Improvement of human relations skills. 

The Vocational-Technical group and the Health Careers group 

tended to value these goals somewhat more than did the other 

teaching fields, with Social Sciences and Communication Arts 

placing relatively low value on these items. 

Years Employed in Present 
Institution 

Analysis of the variable. Years Employed in Present 

Institution, produced three significant and valid Chi square 

values: 

(3) Providing an understanding of the institu
tion's policies, procedures, and decision
making processes. 

(7) Helping faculty to understand their own 
institution's mission and goals. 

(12) Familiarizing faculty with the distinctive 
role of the community-junior college. 

Those more recently employed tended to attribute greater im

portance to these goals. 
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Highest Degree Earned 

Analysis of the variable. Highest Degree Earned, 

produced three significant and valid Chi square values: 

(4) Facilitating the instructor's effective 
use of available instructional resources 
and services. 

(7) Helping faculty to understand their own 
institution's mission and goals. 

(12) Familiarizing faculty with the distinctive 
role of the community-junior college. 

For item (4), Master's degree respondents attributed mark

edly less importance to this goal than did the other groups. 

For items (7) and (12), those with higher degrees tended to 

attribute less importance to these goals. 

Sex 

Analysis of the variable. Sex, produced one signifi

cant and valid Chi square value: 

(10) Improvement of human relations skills. 

Female respondents attributed greater importance to this 

goal than did male respondents. 

Summary of Decision on HQ^^ 

HQ-I is rejected at the .01 level of confidence for 

the following variables on the following items: Teaching 

Field, for items (8) and (10); Years Employed in Present 

Institution, for item (7); Highest Degree Earned, for item 

(7); and Sex, for item (10). 

Hoi is rejected at the .05 level of confidence for 

the followina varTa"hl^a on the following items: Years 
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Employed in Present Institution, for items (3) and (12); and 

Highest Degree Earned, for items (4) and (12). 

For all other combinations of independent variables 

and goal items, the null hypothesis was accepted. 

Individual Characteristics Related 
to Activity Items 

Ho2 states that "There will be no significant differ

ence in activity preferences among faculty on the basis of 

the selected independent variables." Significant Chi square 

values produced in analyses performed to test this hypothe

sis are summarized in Table 16 on page 106 and 107. 

Results of the Chi square tests indicate that Teach

ing Field was the independent variable most frequently asso

ciated with variation in responses to the activity items, 

with eight items showing significant differences at the .05 

or greater level of confidence. Teaching Experience, Sex, 

and Years Employed in Present Institution also were asso

ciated with differences in faculty preferences to a moderate 

degree, with significant differences on six, six, and four 

items respectively. Results for each independent variable 

are discussed below. 

Institution 

Analysis of the variable. Institution, produced one 

significant and valid Chi square value: 

(15) Individual development plans, reviewed 
annually with dean or chairperson. 



106 

TABLE 16 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS: FACULTY-PERCEIVED 
DESIRABILITY OF ACTIVITY ITEMS 

Independent Variable Related Items 

Institution (15 

Teaching Field 

Teaching Experience 

(15 

(19 

(20 

(25 

(26 

(27 

(28 

(32 

(15 

(16 

(20 

(26 

(28 

Individual development plans, 
reviewed annually with dean 
or chairperson. 

Individual development plans, 
reviewed annually with dean 
or chairperson. 

Observation and critique of 
teaching by faculty 
colleagues. 

Workshops on topics of in
terest to faculty in their 
professional roles. 

Formal evaluation of teaching 
by chairperson or dean. 

Reduced teaching loads for 
beginning instructors. 

Groups formed for sharing 
personal experiences and 
problems related to the 
roles of faculty members. 

Student evaluation of instruc
tion. 

Career planning workshops to 
assist faculty members in 
planning for future profes
sional endeavors. 

Individual development plans, 
reviewed annually with dean 
or chairperson. 

Consultant visits to campus 
to speak to faculty gather
ings or work with small 
groups of faculty. 

Workshops of interest to 
faculty in their profes
sional roles. 

Reduced teaching loads for 
beginning instructors. 

Student evaluation of teach
ing. 

^ : \ 
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Table 16 (Continued) 

Independent Variable Related Items 

(32) Career planning workshops to 
assist faculty members in 
planning for future pro
fessional endeavors. 

Age (28) Student evaluation of instruc
tion. 

Highest Degree Earned 

Sex 

Marital Status 

Position Desired Ten 
Years Hence 

(20) Workshops of interest to 
faculty in their profes
sional roles. 

(25) Formal evaluation of teaching 
by chairperson or dean. 

(16) Consultant visits to campus to 
speak to faculty gatherings 
or work with small groups of 
faculty. 

(20) Workshops of interest to 
faculty in their profes
sional roles. 

(22) Graduate courses for credit, 
offered on your own campus 
or on a nearby university 
campus. 

(25) Formal evaluation of teaching 
by chairperson or dean. 

(27) Groups formed for sharing per
sonal experiences and prob
lems related to the roles 
of faculty members. 

(34) Campus office for instructional 
development, offering profes
sional expertise to aid 
faculty. 

(28) Student evaluation of teaching. 

(17) Developmental leave for ad
vanced graduate study or 
for working on new instruc
tional materials. 

(29) A professional collection in 
:he library. tj 

'AS determined by significance at the .05 level of confi
dence in Chi square analysis. 
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For the most part, Chi square tables for the variable. In

stitution, were intractable to analysis. The independent 

variable did not lend itself to any sort of collapsing of 

cells that would yield intelligible results. Thus the com

bination of the large number of categories and the concen

tration of positive responses for some of the questionnaire 

items meant that few valid Chi square values were obtainable 

Little could be concluded about the relationship between 

Institution and response to the activity items. 

Teaching Field 

Analysis of the variable. Teaching Field, produced 

eight significant and valid Chi square values: 

(15) Individual development plans, reviewed 
annually with dean or chairperson. 

(19) Observation and critique of teaching by 
faculty colleagues. 

(20) Workshops on topics of interest to faculty 
in their professional roles. 

(25) Formal evaluation of teaching by chair
person or dean. 

(26) Reduced teaching loads for beginning in
structors . 

(27) Groups formed for sharing personal experi
ences and problems related to the roles of 
faculty members. 

(28) Student evaluation of instruction. 

(32) Career planning workshops to assist faculty 
members in planning for future professional 
endeavors. 

For all items except items (27) and (32), respondents from 
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the Health Careers group tended to place higher values on 

the activities than did the other teaching fields. For 

items (19) and (26), this pattern was particularly pronounced, 

with 7 5 percent or more Health Careers respondents rating 

the items as "desirable" or "very desirable," while a ma

jority in each of the other teaching fields either was un

decided or unfavorable toward the items. For items (15), 

(20), and (25), the Vocational-Technical group also tended 

to attribute higher value to these activities than did the 

other three groups. For item (32), the primary source of 

difference among the teaching fields came from the Communi

cation Arts group, where 68 percent were either undecided 

or found the activity undesirable. 

Teaching Experience 

Analysis of the variable. Teaching Experience, pro

duced six significant and valid Chi square values: 

(15) Individual development plans, reviewed 
annually with dean or chairperson. 

(16) Consultant visits to campus to speak to 
faculty gatherings or work with small 
groups of faculty. 

(20) Workshops on topics of interest to faculty 
in their professional roles. 

(26) Reduced teaching loads for beginning in
structors. 

(28) Student evaluation of instruction. 

(32) Career planning workshops to assist faculty 
members in planning for future professional 
endeavors. 
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without exception, the least favorable responses to these 

items came from those respondents with the most teaching 

experience—those with twelve or more years of experience. 

For all except item (16), the group of those with least 

teaching experience, four years or less, provided the most 

favorable responses to the items. For item (26), about two-

thirds of the least experienced faculty members marked the 

item "desirable" or "very desirable," while less than 40 

percent of the other groups did so. 

Years Employed in Present Institution 

Analysis of the variable. Years Employed in Present 

Institution, produced four significant and valid Chi square 

values: 

(15) Individual development plans, reviewed 
annually with dean or chairperson. 

(16) Consultant visits to campus to speak to 
faculty gatherings or work with small 
groups of faculty. 

(28) Student evaluation of instruction. 

(32) Career planning workshops to assist faculty 
members in planning for future professional 
endeavors. 

Differences in these items closely followed the pattern 

found for the variable. Teaching Experience. That is, the 

greater the number of years employed in the institution, 

the less favorable were group responses to the item. 
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A2e 

Analysis of the variable. Age, produced one signifi

cant and valid Chi square value: 

(28) Student evaluation of instruction. 

As age increased, respondents tended to be less favorable 

toward this item, and this relationship was consistent 

through all four age categories. The proportion of those 

undecided or unfavorable toward the item ranged from 3.7 

percent for the 30 or under age group to 40.6 percent for 

the 50 or over age group. 

Highest Degree Earned 

Analysis of the variable. Highest Degree Earned, pro

duced two significant and valid Chi square values: 

(20) Workshops on topics of interest to faculty 
in their professional roles. 

(25) Formal evaluation of teaching by chair
person or dean. 

For these two items, as degree level increased, favorable 

response to the activities generally decreased. 

Sex 

Analysis of the variable. Sex, produced six signifi

cant and valid Chi square values: 

(16) Consultant visits to campus to speak to 
faculty gatherings or work with small 
groups of faculty. 

(20) Workshops on topics of interest to faculty 
in their professional roles. 
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(22) Graduate courses for credit, offered on 
your own campus or on a nearby university 
campus. 

(25) Formal evaluation of teaching by chair
person or dean. 

(27) Groups formed for sharing personal experi
ences and problems related to the roles of 
faculty members. 

(34) Campus office for instructional development, 
offering professional expertise to aid 
faculty. 

For all items, women tended to regard the activities more 

favorably than did men. The difference was most pronounced 

with respect to items (20) and (22) . 

Marital Status 

Analysis of the variable. Marital Status, produced 

one significant and valid Chi square value: 

(28) Student evaluation of instruction. 

Single respondents were more amenable to this practice than 

were married respondents. 

Position Desired Ten Years Hence 

Analysis of the variable. Position Desired Ten Years 

Hence, produced two significant and valid Chi square values: 

(17) Developmental leave for advanced graduate 
study or for working on new instructional 
materials. 

(29) A professional collection in the library. 

The largest proportions of favorable responses to item (17) 

came from those who aspire to work in senior institutions 

or to leave the field of education in the next 10 years. 
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Some 83.3 percent of those aspiring to senior institutions 

regarded this activity as "very desirable"; of those planning 

to stay in the community-junior college, 52.7 percent of 

those who want to be administrators and 38.5 percent of those 

planning to remain as instructors valued developmental leave 

to the same degree. For item (29), those planning to remain 

in community colleges or move to senior institutions valued 

the idea more highly than did the other two groups. 

Summary of Decision on HQ2 

Hpj2 is rejected at the .01 level of confidence for 

the following variables on the following items: Teaching 

Field, for items (20), (25), (26), (27), and (32); Teach

ing Experience, for items (20), (26), (28), and (32); Years 

Employed in Present Institution, for items (15) and (28) ; 

Age, for item (28); Highest Degree Earned, for items (20) 

and (25); Sex, for items (20) and (22); Marital Status, for 

item (28); and Position Desired Ten Years Hence, for item 

(17). 

HQ2 is rejected at the .05 level of confidence for 

the following variables on the following items: Institution, 

for item (15); Teaching Field, for items (15), (19), and 

(28); Teaching Experience, for items (15) and (16) ; Years 

Employed in Present Institution, for items (16) and (32) ; 

Age, for item (21); Sex, for items (16), (25), (27), and 

(34); and Position Desired Ten Years Hence, for item (29). 
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For all other combinations of independent variables 

and activity items, the null hypothesis was accepted. 

Individual Characteristics Related 
to Administration Items 

HQ3 states that "There will be no significant dif

ference in preferences on items relating to aciministration 

and format of programs on the basis of the selected inde

pendent variables." 

Six issues were addressed by the questionnaire items 

on administration and format. These were: 

1. Extent of travel desired 

2. Extent to which attendance is to be required 

3. Rewards for participation in faculty develop
ment experiences 

4. Duration of individual faculty development 
activities 

5. Scheduling of activities 

6. Adequacy of programs presently available. 

Questionnaire items offered respondents three to five al

ternatives relating to each of the above issues. These items 

were stated in the form of multiple choice response ques

tions, in order to avoid redundancy and to conserve space. 

Respondents had the option of checking more than one favored 

response; thus each response alternative was treated as a 

separate item in statistical analysis. The legend by which 

individual items are identified in the text and tables is 

given in the Appendix. Results for Chi square analysis of 
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each independent variable are discussed below. A summary 

analysis appears in Table 17 on page 116. 

Institution 

Analysis of the variable. Institution, produced 

three significant and valid Chi square values: 

(37b) credit toward promotion 

(40b) adequate 

(40c) in need of much improvement 

Favorable responses to "credit toward promotion" as a reward 

for participation ranged from 7.7 percent for one institu

tion to a high of 58.1 percent at another. The responses 

to items (40b) and (40c) indicate differences in the level 

of perceived adequacy of programs among respondent groups 

of the participating institutions. 

Teaching Field 

Analysis of the variable. Teaching Field, produced 

two significant and valid Chi square values: 

(36a) always voluntary 

(36c) some activities required for all, others 
voluntary 

Higher proportions of Social Sciences and Fine Arts respon

dents found an "always voluntary" policy appealing than was 

the case with other teaching fields. On item (36c), the 

pattern was generally reversed, with Health Careers and 

Vocational-Technical respondents more favorably disposed 

toward this policy. 
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TABLE 17 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS: FACULTY-PERCEIVED DESIRABILITY 
OF ADMINISTRATION AND FORMAT ITEMS 

Independent Variable Related Items 

Institution 

Teaching Field 

Teaching Experience 

Years Employed in the 
Present Institution 

Age 

Highest Degree Earned 

Sex 

Marital Status 

Position Desired Ten 
Years Hence 

(37b 
(40b 
(40c 

(36a 
(36c 

(37c 

(39b 

(35b 
(39b 

(40b 
(40c 

None 

(36a 
(36b 

(36a 
(36c 

None 

(35a 
(35b 

credit toward promotion. 
adequate. 
in need of much improvement. 

always voluntary. 
some activities required for 
all, others voluntary. 

graduate credit awarded by a 
cooperating university, 
at scattered times throughout 
the regular school year. 

some travel. 
at scattered times throughout 
the regular school year. 
adequate. 
in need of much improvement. 

always voluntary, 
required, as determined in 
consultation with dean or 
chairperson. 

always voluntary. 
some activities required for 
all, others voluntary. 

little or no travel 
some travel 

'AS determined by significance at the .05 level of confi
dence in Chi square analysis. 
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Teaching Experience 

Analysis of the variable. Teaching Experience, pro

duced two significant and valid Chi square values: 

(37c) graduate credit awarded by a cooperating 
university 

(39b) at scattered times throughout the school 
year 

Those most experienced in teaching found graduate credit 

less appealing as a reward for participation than did the 

other groups, on the whole. For item (39b), those least 

experienced in teaching found this manner of scheduling less 

appealing than did the other groups. Reference to item (39c) 

indicates that about one-fourth of those in the least experi

enced group find summer scheduling of faculty development 

activities appealing, while no more than 16 percent of each 

of the other groups gives this indication. 

Years Employed in Present Institution 

Analysis of the variable. Years Employed in Present 

Institution, produced four significant and valid Chi square 

values: 

(35b) some travel 

(39b) at scattered times throughout the school 
year 

(40b) adequate 

(40c) in need of much improvement 

Responses to item (3 5b) indicate greater appeal for those 

with shorter tenure, less appeal for those with longer 
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tenure. Reference to the other two choices concerning travel 

indicate that those employed longer prefer to travel less 

than the others, on the whole. Item (39b) indicates that 

those with shorter tenure in their institutions do not find 

this alternative so appealing as do the other groups; ref

erence to item (39c) indicates, as with the variable Teach

ing Field, that those most recently employed are more favor

able to summer activities than are the other grcups. Items 

(40b) and (40c) indicate that those employed longer in their 

institutions were generally more satisfied with the adequacy 

of programs presently available to them. 

Age 

Analysis of the variable. Age, produced no signifi

cant Chi square values. 

Highest Degree Earned 

Analysis of the variable. Highest Degree Earned, 

produced two significant and valid Chi square values: 

(36a) always voluntary 

(36b) required, as determined in consultation 
with dean or chairperson 

These two items, examined together with item (36c), indicate 

that respondents with higher degrees more strongly favored 

a policy of voluntary attendance than did those with lesser 

degrees. 
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Sex 

Analysis of the variable. Sex, produced two signifi

cant and valid Chi square values: 

(26a) always voluntary 

(36c) some activities required for all, others 
voluntary 

These two items, examined together with item (36b), indicate 

that male respondents more strongly favored a policy of 

voluntary attendance than did female respondents. 

Marital Status 

Analysis of the variable. Marital Status, produced 

no significant Chi square values. 

Position Desired Ten Years Hence 

Analysis of the variable. Position Desired Ten Years 

Hence, produced two significant and valid Chi square values: 

(35a) little or no travel 

(35b) some travel 

These two items, examined together with item (35c), indicate 

that those who aspire to senior college positions or to pur

suits outside education find travel for faculty development 

more appealing than do those who desire to remain in the 

community-junior college. 

Summary of Decision on HQ3 

Ho3 is rejected at the .01 level of confidence for 

the following variables on the following items: Institution, 
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for items (37b), (40b), and (40c); Teaching Field, for items 

(36a) and (36c); Sex, for item (36c); and Position Desired 

Ten Years Hence, for items (35a) and (35b). 

Ho3 is rejected at the .05 level of confidence for 

the following variables on the following items: Teaching 

Experience, on items (37c) and (39b); Years Employed in 

Present Institution, for items (35b), (39b), (40b), and 

(40c); Highest Degree Earned, for items (36a) and (36b); and 

Sex, for item (36a). 

For all other combinations of independent variables 

and administration and format items, the null hypothesis 

was accepted. 

Faculty Preferences Compared with Perceived 
Actual Goals of Institutions and 

Activities Available 

The third major question addressed by the study was, 

"To what extent are faculty perceptions of the desirability 

of goals and activities for faculty development consonant 

with faculty-perceived institutional emphasis on those goals 

and activities?" 

This question was of interest both in terms of the 

overall respondent group, and in terms of the various sub-

populations defined in relation to the independent variables 

of the study; that is, age groups, teaching fields, and the 

like. For each of these subgroups, a pair of rankings was 

calculated for goal items and another pair for activity 

items. One ranking in each pair dealt with faculty-perceived 
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importance or desirability of the items. The other concerned 

faculty-perceived actual existence or availability of the 

item. The 92 pairs of ranked sets were treated to determine 

Spearman rank order coefficients (Rho) with a two-tailed 

test of significance. From these calculations Ĥ ,. and H,̂ ^ 
04 05 

were tested. Because of the adverse effects of small num

bers in some of the subgroups, it was determined that no 

decision on the hypothesis would be offered if fewer than 

ten respondents were included in a subgroup. 

From these procedures, it was possible to offer some 

conclusions relating to the question of concordance between 

what was desired and what was available in the way of goals 

and activities of faculty development. Tables 31 and 32 on 

pages 193-196 provide Rho values and indication of signifi

cance for all Spearman correlations. Table 18 on pages 122 

and 123 displays the pairs of rankings for the overall re

spondent group. 

Preferred Goals Compared with Faculty-
Perceived Actual Goals 

HQ4 states that "There will be no significant rela

tionship between preferred goals and faculty-perceived 

actual goals of institutions, as analyzed with reference to 

the selected independent variables." 

In all but one case among the overall respondent 

group and 45 subgroups. Spearman correlation coefficients 

failed to reach the critical value for significance at the 
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TABLE 18 

COMPARISON OF OVERALL RANK SCORES: IMPORTANCE OR 
DESIRABILITY OF GOALS AND ACTIVITIES VERSUS 

PERCEIVED ACTUAL AVAILABILITY 

Item Desirable-^ Actual^ 

Goals of Faculty Development 

1. Improvement of teaching skills. 
2. Adapt teaching to changing condi

tions . 
3. Understanding institution's 

policies, procedures. 
4. Effective use of instructional 

resources 
5. Instructor knowledge in the sub

ject field. 
6. Motivate faculty to strive for 

excellence in teaching. 
7. Faculty understanding of institu

tion's mission. 
8. Harmonious relationships among 

departments. 
9. Strong faculty teams within de

partments . 
10. Improvement of human relations 

skil ls . 
11. Faculty knowledge of student char

acteristics. 
12. Familiarizing faculty with the 

community-junior college. 
13. Helping faculty cope with per

sonal needs. 
14. Inform faculty of administrative 

decisions. 

Activities of Faculty Development 

15. Individual development plans 
16. Consultant visits to campus. 
17. Developmental leave. 
18. Staff retreats. 
19. Observation and critique of teach

ing by colleagues. 
20. Workshops for faculty. 
21. Travel to attend professional 

meetings 
22. Graduate courses for credit. 
23. Videotaping and review of teach

ing with colleagues. 

1 

7 

12 

6 

2 

3 

11 

10 

9 

8 

4 

13 

14 

4 

10 
12 
3 
19 

20 
7 

1 
4 

1 

3 

5 

2 

8 

9 

3 

11 

13 

11 

10 

6 

14 

6 

10 
7 
5 
16 

11 
9 

2 
4 

18 14 
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Table 18 (Continued) 

Item Desirablei Actual^ 

24. Financial support of advanced 
graduate study. 

25. Formal evaluation of teaching. 
26. Reduced loads for beginning 

instructors. 
27. Groups formed to share personal 

experiences on the job. 
28. Student evaluation of instruction. 
29. Professional collection in the 

library. 
30. Orientation for new faculty. 
31. Released time for instructional 

development. 
32. Career planning workshops for 

faculty. 
33. Life-planning workshops for 

financial/retirement plans. 
34. Campus office for instructional 

development. 

8 
15 

16 

17 
9 

6 
5 

2 

14 

13 

11 

14 
7 

20 

17 
1 

6 
3 

12 

19 

18 

12 

1 
Rank for desirability or importance as perceived by 

faculty. 
2 
Rank for perceived actual availability. 

.05 level of confidence. In the case of the Foreign Lan

guages subgroup, where the critical value was reached, only 

six respondents were involved. Because of the small numbers 

in this subgroup and in the 61 or over age subgroup, no de

cisions on the hypothesis are being offered for these two 

subgroups. 

For all other subgroups and for the overall respon

dent group, Ho4 is accepted. 
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Discussion of Rankings and Spearman 
Coefficients for Goals of 
Faculty Development 

While failing to reach the critical level for sig

nificance in all but the one case, 42 of the 45 computed 

Spearman Rho values indicated some degree of positive corre

lation between preferred goals and actual institutional 

goals, as seen by faculty members. 

Slight negative correlations were indicated for Fine 

Arts, Institution 7, and the subgroup of teaching experience 

one year or less. 

Spearman Rho values for subgroups by Teaching Experi

ence and Years Employed in Present Institution provide a 

pattern that is interesting, although none of these Rhos 

reached the critical level for significance. For both these 

variables, the lowest and highest categories indicate the 

lowest correlation between preferences and perceived actual 

goals, with the middle categories indicating higher corre

lation. 

Examination of the rankings themselves, for each of 

the subgroups, affords some observations about the importance 

faculty members attribute to a given item in comparison to 

the importance they see that goal receiving in the institu

tion. The reader may wish to refer to Table 18. 

Five goal items were observed to be consistent sources 

of discrepancy. These were items: 
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(3) Providing an understanding of the institu
tion's policies, procedures, and decision
making processes. 

(5) Enhancing the instructor's knowledge in the 
subject field. 

(6) Motivating faculty members to strive for 
excellence in their performance as teachers. 

(7) Helping faculty to understand their own in
stitution's mission and goals. 

(12) Familiarizing faculty with the distinctive 
role of the community-junior college. 

For item (3), all except the 61 or over age group place a 

lower relative importance on the item than they see the 

institution placing on it. The same is true of item (7) , 

where all subgroups agree. For item (12) , only the Foreign 

Languages subgroup does not attribute less importance to the 

goal than the institution is seen as giving it. 

For items (5) and (6), all subgroups indicate that 

faculty members generally place greater relative importance 

on these goals than do the institutions. 

High levels of agreement between faculty and insti

tution, as measured by faculty perceptions, are indicated 

for items: 

(1) Improvement of teaching skills. 

(13) Helping faculty members cope with personal 
needs. 

For item (1), almost every subgroup ranked the item first 

or second, both in terms of importance to themselves and in 

terms of emphasis by the institution. For item (13), most 

subgroups ranked the item fourteenth and last in both 
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categories, and in no instance was the item ranked higher 

than tenth in either category. 

Preferred Activities Compared with 
Faculty-Perceived Actual 
Activities 

HQC states that "There will be no significant rela

tionship between preferred activities and faculty-perceived 

actual activities for faculty development, as analyzed with 

reference to the selected independent variables." 

In all but seven cases among the overall respondent 

group and 45 subgroups. Spearman correlation coefficients 

were equal to or greater than the critical value for signifi

cance at the .05 level of confidence. Those subgroups for 

which Rho was not significant were: 

Institution 3 
Institution 7 
Teaching Field, Fine Arts 
Age Group, 61 or over 
Highest Degree Earned, Doctor's Degree 
Position Desired Ten Years Hence, Employment 

Outside Education 
Position Desired Ten Years Hence, Other 

With the exception of the above subgroups and the 

Foreign Languages subgroup (where n = 6), H^^ is rejected 

for the overall respondent group and for all other subgroups 

Discussion of Rankings and Spearman Corre
lation Coefficients for Activities 
of Faculty Development 

Much variation is apparent in the coefficients for 

subgroups broken down by teaching field. While the 

vocational-Technical and Math-Business subgroups show Rho 
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values of over .7, values for Fine Arts, Natural Sciences, 

and Social Sciences are in the .4 to .5 range. 

The breakdown of Rho values by age presents an in

teresting pattern, with Rho values descending as age in

creases, from a high of .673 for age 30 or under to a low 

of .300 for age 61 or over. 

The Position Desired variable provides another note

worthy comparison. Highest of any of the 46 computed Rho 

values is the .777 for those desiring to remain in present 

or similar positions. The two next highest Rho values within 

the Position Desired breakdown are those for the other two 

categories where respondents plan to remain in the community-

junior college in other capacities. Lowest rho values for 

this variable are those computed for the two groups aspir

ing to non-educational pursuits. 

Examination of the rankings for all subgroups on 

both the desirability of activities and actual availability 

of activities reveals the following consistent sources of 

discrepancy: 

(16) Consultant visits to campus to speak to 
faculty gatherings or work with small 
groups of faculty. 

(19) Observation and critique of teaching by 
faculty colleagues. 

(24) Financial support for advanced graduate 
study. 

(2 5) Forroal evaluation of teaching by chair
person or dean. 

(28) Student evaluation of instruction. 
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(31) Released time for instructional develop
ment, such as designing a new course or 
program. 

For items (24), (25), and (31), all groups were in 

agreement on the direction of discrepancy between desirability 

and availability. No more than one group failed to show 

the same discrepancy as the others on items (16) , (19) , and 

(28). For items (16), (19), (25), and (28), the activity 

was seen as somewhat more "available" than "desirable." 

For items (24) and (31), the opposite was true; the items 

were relatively more desirable, but less available. 

r\ 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Faculty development has been the subject of increas

ing attention in recent years. Much of the recent interest 

is attributed to the movement for accountability in higher 

education, which demands that institutions provide demon

strable evidence of their efforts to fulfill their public 

charge. The press of diminished financial resources is an

other source of stimulation for recent efforts to improve 

faculty development programs. The decline of resources is 

seen as restricting mobility of faculty members by tighten

ing the job market in higher education. Thus the institu

tion is faced with low turnover of faculty, and the effort 

to improve faculty capabilities must therefore turn increas

ingly to "renewal from within." A third reason given for a 

surge of interest in faculty development in community-junior 

colleges is that these institutions were so occupied with 

the demands of expansion in the 1960s that they were not 

able to give adequate attention to the matter of quality; 

now that expansion has leveled off, this argument goes, it 

is time to turn to such quality-centered tasks as faculty 

development. 

For all of the attention that faculty development 

has received in recent years, the concept itself retains a 

vague and somewhat elusive quality. As yet, scholars have 

129 
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not been able to agree on the precise meaning of the term, 

or on just what the concept should or should not encompass. 

While some aims and practices have traditionally been pur

sued under the banner of faculty development, the recent 

flurry of interest has brought new and different suggestions 

regarding aims and practices that might well be included. 

This study represents an attempt to contribute to 

the clarification of the concept of faculty development, 

and to explore some of the implications of individual dif

ferences among faculty members for faculty development pro

grams . 

A review of the literature on faculty development 

revealed that some aspects of the topic had received more 

attention from researchers than others. In particular, it 

appeared that little attention had been given to explora

tion of the faculty point of view, or to the proposition 

that faculty members may not all want or need identical 

faculty development experiences. Faculty point of view, 

then, was the selected focus of the study. 

Three specific purposes were identified for the 

study. These were: 

1. Providing an indication of what, if any, goals 
and practices suggested as elements of faculty 
development programs are valued in common by 
large proportions of faculty members. 

2. Investigation of the relationships between 
selected individual characteristics of faculty 
members and the relative value placed on the 
proposed goals and practices of faculty de
velopment. 
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3. On a secondary level of emphasis, examination 
of the relationship between the relative values 
of goals and practices and institutional em
phasis of those goals and practices, as per
ceived by the faculty members, and as analyzed 
for subpopulations indicated by the independent 
variables of the study. 

Five hypotheses were formulated to provide the struc

ture for addressing the second and third of the purposes of 

the study. 

A survey instrument was devised to facilitate the 

collection of data from community-junior college faculty 

members. The instrument was critiqued by five authorities 

on the subject of faculty development in the community-

junior college, and revised in accordance with suggestions 

received in this procedure. It was then field tested and 

refined again. 

Data was collected by means of a mail survey of a 

random sample of faculty members at eight Texas public 

community-junior colleges. An initial mailing and two 

follow-up mailings helped to ensure that rate of response 

was maximized. Procedures to compare respondents and non-

respondents were carried out in order to probe the extent 

and direction of expected non-respondent bias. No specific 

source of bias could be identified. 

Questionnaires were returned by 211, or 70.3 percent, 

of those to whom they were sent, with 204 or 68.0 percent 

usable for analysis. Returns were analyzed through the 

use of several statistical procedures, and a report of 
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results of this analysis appeared in Chapter IV of this 

dissertation. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions were drawn from findings 

in the study of the perceptions of full-time faculty members 

at the Texas public community-junior colleges included in 

the study. 

1. A variety of proposed goals for faculty develop

ment are considered important by full-time faculty in the 

selected institutions. Three that appear to stand out in 

this regard are: 

Improvement of teaching skills. 

Enhancing the instructor's knowledge in the 
subject field. 

Motivating faculty members to strive for 
excellence in their performance as teachers. 

2. Goals relating to the institutional mission, 

role, policies, and procedures, tend to be valued less by 

full-time faculty than other goals that are oriented more 

toward individual perfoinnance. 

3. A variety of proposed activities for faculty 

development are considered desirable by full-time faculty 

in the selected institutions. Group activities and activi

ties involving evaluation or observation of job performance 

tend to be valued less than activities that can be pursued 

independently or individually. 
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4. To a moderate degree, faculty perceptions regard

ing the importance of various goals for faculty development 

appear to be related to the length of service in the insti

tution and the educational level of the faculty member. 

When there is a significant difference in the values placed 

on goals of faculty development on the basis of length of 

service in the institution, greater favorable response is, 

in most cases, likely to come from those most recently em

ployed. When there is a significant difference on the basis 

of educational level, greater favorable response is, in 

most cases, likely to come from those holding lesser degrees. 

5. To a moderate degree, faculty perceptions regard

ing the importance of various activities for faculty develop

ment appear to be related to the faculty member's teaching 

field, teaching experience, length of service in the insti

tution, and sex. When there is a significant difference 

in the values placed on activities on the basis of teaching 

field, greater favorable response is, in most cases, likely 

to come from those in the health careers fields, and to a 

lesser degree, from those in the vocational-techincal fields. 

When there is a significant difference on the basis of teach

ing experience, greater favorable response is, in most cases, 

likely to come from those with less teaching experience. 

When there is a significant difference on the basis of 

length of service in the institution, greater favorable re

sponse is, in most cases, likely to come from those more 
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recently employed. When there is a significant difference 

on the basis of sex, greater favorable response is, in most 

cases, likely to come from women. 

6. The majority of full-time faculty members in 

the selected institutions see their institutions' programs 

of faculty development as being "in need of much improve

ment. " 

7. Faculty perceptions of what is important or de

sirable and faculty perceptions of what is actually avail

able to them are less closely related with respect to goals 

than with respect to activities. There appears to be a 

strong relationship between what is valued and what is avail

able for faculty in general, with respect to the range of 

possible activities for faculty development. 

8. Discrepancies between "what is valued" and "what 

is available," as perceived by full-time faculty in the se

lected institutions, appear to center on certain kinds of 

goals and activities. Among these discrepancies, it is 

interesting to note that goals or activities involving over

all institutional concerns, observation or evaluation of 

performance, and personal needs of faculty members, are 

most often seen as being more available than "desirable" 

or "important." This finding appears to complement the 

conclusion of other studies that have found these kinds of 

goals and activities to be more appealing to administrators 

than to faculty members. 
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Recommendations 

Recommendations for Institutions 

1. It is recommended that institutions maintain an 

awareness of faculty values regarding the various possible 

goals and practices of faculty development. If the selected 

objectives of the institution's faculty development program 

can be met as effectively and efficiently through practices 

highly preferred by faculty, then these practices should be 

strongly considered. If the institution's objectives must 

necessarily involve practices not highly valued by faculty, 

then the implementers of the faculty development program 

should be aware of this and plan accordingly. 

2. It is recommended that institutions give con

sideration to the findings regarding the relation of individ

ual characteristics to faculty development preferences. 

Cognizance of this information may be helpful in designing 

faculty development experiences for particular groups of 

faculty. 

3. Given the variation in faculty development prac

tices on the basis of individual characteristics, it is 

recommended that institutions consider a process of design

ing faculty development experiences whereby such planning 

involves input from those who are to receive the experiences, 

to the extent possible. 

4. It is recommended that institutions give consid

eration to differentiating between what are integral and 
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necessary management practices and what are truly professional 

development experiences related to the faculty member's on

going professional performance. If participation in activi

ties aimed at "professional growth" is to be voluntary and 

based on the intrinsic need of the faculty member to learn, 

then it may be best not to have the professional development 

program, as an identifiable group of interrelated activities, 

be comingled with other activities and practices which are 

simply management functions virtually universal to any or

ganization, e.g. evaluation of performance, orientation to 

policies and procedures. 

5. The results of the study indicate that faculty 

members who are new to teaching or to the institution are, 

in general, more amenable to faculty development experiences 

than are those who are more experienced or have been with 

their institutions longer. This, along with theoretical 

works indicating the importance of the "teachable moment" 

or readiness to learn when knowledge is immediately useful 

(Havighurst, 1953), would seem to indicate that there is 

opportunity for aiding the development of the faculty mem

ber in the early stages of his or her career or employment. 

Thus programs especially for the beginning instructor or 

new faculty member may prove to be an excellent investment 

of faculty development efforts. 

6. It should be remembered that this study pertains 

only to faculty preferences and perceptions. While these 

may be among the most important considerations in the design 
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of faculty development programs, it may also be prudent to 

consider other viewpoints—such as those of students, tax

payers, and acMinistrators, each of which represents a 

particular perspective on the task. In addition, the de

signers of faculty development programs should probably con

sider prospective activities in terms of demonstrated effec

tiveness, and they will likely have to consider them in 

terms of cost effectiveness as well. Finally, the profes

sional specialist in faculty development may find theoreti

cal insights helpful—such as theories of adult learning 

and motivation. Thus the results of this study may not be 

appropriate for "decision-making by computation, " in which 

the results of a survey are translated directly into policy. 

Rather the findings of this study may prove to be most help

ful when viewed in light of their contribution to the larger 

picture. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

1. It is recommended that studies be undertaken to 

examine the effectiveness of various faculty development 

activities. Such studies should seek to determine which, 

if any, activities appear in fact to be associated with or 

to cause improvement in performance. For example, released 

time for instructional development is deemed highly desir

able by faculty. Can it be demonstrated that released time 

programs lead to increased student learning, or to greater 

commitment on the part of the faculty member? 
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2. It is recommended that studies be undertaken to 

determine the relation of the process of formulating and 

governing faculty development programs to the success of 

such programs. 

3. It is recommended that studies be undertaken to 

determine the effectiveness of various kinds of rewards in 

encouraging effective faculty participation in faculty de

velopment activities. 

4. It is recommended that studies be undertaken to 

explore the differences in attitudes toward faculty de

velopment experiences among those of various teaching fields. 

Such studies might seek to determine whether the differences 

in preferences indicated in this study relate to personalities 

tending to choose particular teaching fields, to rules or 

norms governing the various teaching fields, or to whatever 

other factors might seem to explain the differences. 

5. It is recommended that studies be undertaken to 

determine what policies, organizational structures, and 

other elements of institutional infrastructure seem to be 

conducive to effective faculty development programs. 

6. It is recommended that studies be undertaken to 

determine the relation between faculty satisfaction with 

the faculty development program and effectiveness of the 

program, where effectiveness is defined in terms of other 

kinds of outcomes, e.g. increased student learning. 
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AUTHORITATIVE CRITIQUE OF QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUMENT 

The questionnaire instrument was sent to ten pro
fessional authorities, each of whom had made faculty de
velopment an area of special professional interest, as 
evidenced by publications or full-time work in faculty de
velopment in institutions. These authorities were asked 
to review the questionnaire and offer suggestions for its 
revision. The comments received were to be used in an ef
fort to ensure that (1) major goal and activity concepts 
had been included, and (2) language was being used appro
priately. 

Five of the persons contacted responded with com
ments which were used in revision of the instrument. 
These persons and indications of their professional involve
ment with the subject, are listed below. 

1. Florence Brawer, Associate Director of the ERIC 
Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges, UCLA; Los Angeles, Cali
fornia. 

Confronting Identity. Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall, 1972. (co-author) 

The Two-Year College Instructor Today. New 
York: Praeger Publishers, 1977. (co-author) 

2. James O. Hammons, Professor of Higher Education, 
University of Arkansas; Fayetteville, Arkansas. 

"Faculty Development in the Community College." 
A paper delivered to the National Conference on Faculty 
Development in Two-Year Postsecondary Institutions. 
St. Louis, January, 1976. 

"Proceedings: The Conference on Questions and 
Issues in Planning Community College Staff Development 
Programs, July 1-3, 1974." 

"Planning for Staff Development." Community 
College Frontiers 3 (Spring, 1974): 38-43. (co-author) 

"Sixteen Ways to Kill a College Faculty Develop
ment Program." Educational Technology 16 (1976): 16-20. 
(co-author) 

Staff Development in the Community College; A 
Handbook. Topical Paper Number 66. ERIC Clearinghouse 
for Junior Colleges. Los Angeles, 1978. (senior author) 

Featured speaker. National Conference of the 
Council for Staff, Program and Organizational Develop
ment; Dallas, June, 1978. 
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3. Clare Rose, Director, Evaluation and Training 
Institute; Los Angeles, California. 

Comprehensive Annotated Bibliographies: Faculty 
Development and Evaluation; Organizational Development 
and Change; Instructional Development and Evaluation. 
1977. (senior author) 

"Faculty Development and Institutional Renewal." 
Biosciences Communications 2 (1976): 169-181. (co
author) 

Member, editorial board of Faculty Development 
and Evaluation in Higher Education. 

4. Albert B. Smith, Professor of Higher Education, 
University of Florida; Gainesville, Florida. 

"Faculty Development and Evaluation in Higher 
Education: ERIC Higher Education Research Report 
NO. 8." 1976. 

"Evaluating Staff Development: Some Research 
and Tentative Answers." A paper presented at the 
National Conference of the Council for Staff, Program 
and Organizational Development, Dallas; June, 1978. 

Editor, Faculty Development and Evaluation in 
Higher Education. 

5. Terry Wallace, Associate Professor of English, 
Harrisburg Area Community College; Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. 
Chairperson, Faculty Committee on Staff Development. 

"Community College Staff Development: An Anno
tated Bibliography." Center for the Study of Higher 
Education, The Pennsylvania State University. April, 
1975. 

"The Literature of Staff Development: Emphases 
and Shortcomings." Unpublished conference paper, 1974. 

"Planning for Staff Development." Community 
college Frontiers 3 (Spring, 1974): 38-43. (co-author) 

"Sixteen Ways to Kill a College Faculty Develop
ment program." Educational Technology 16 (1976): 16-20. 
(co-author) , -̂  ^ n 

Staff Development in the Community College: A 
Handbook: Topical Paper Number bb. ERIC Clearinghouse 
for Junior Colleges. Los Angeles, 1978. (co-author) 
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Your institution is one of eight Texas public community-
junior colleges participating in a study of faculty develop
ment. The aim of the project is to provide the basis for 
better programs of in-service development activities by 
learning more about what goals and practices are valued by 
faculty. 

Since this kind of information can only come from teaching 
faculty, it is being collected by means of the enclosed 
questionnaire. I am hoping that you can find a few minutes 
to lend your perspective. It should take no more than twenty 
minutes to respond to the questionnaire and return it by 
means of the enclosed return envelope. In order that the 
study accurately reflect the felt needs of community-junior 
college faculty, it is important that all teaching fields 
and backgrounds be represented. 

All responses will be anonymous. The questionnaire is not 
to be identified with the person responding at any time An 
identifying number on the return envelope simply makes pos
sible a follow-up letter to ensure a large return. 

If you so request, I would be happy to send you a summary of 
the results when they become available early this summer. 
In the meantime, thanks very much for your interest and par
ticipation. If the project results in institutions receiv
ing new information that will aid in improving faculty de
velopment programs, then its purposes will have been fulfilled 

Respectfully, 

David L. Caffey 
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FACULTY DEVELOPMENT SURVEY OF 

TEXAS COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES 

Box 4215 Tech Station . Lubbock, Texas 79409 

It has been about two weeks since a survey of views 
on faculty development practices first went out to 
a representative group of Texas community-junior 
college faculty members. 

If you have already responded to the questionnaire 
and returned it, your sharing of your perspectives is 
most appreciated. If you still have the question
naire, I hope you may find a few minutes to complete 
and mail it, so that the results may be as complete 
as possible. Again, thanks for your participation. 

Sincerely, 

David Caffey 
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Many faculty members have responded to the survey of 
views on professional development programs for faculty, 
If you have done so, your time and effort in doing so 
is very much appreciated. 

Before the results are totaled up, I wanted to take 
this final opportunity to invite as many faculty mem
bers as possible to contribute their responses. The 
questionnaire has been directed to a representative 
cross section of community-junior college faculty, so 
each response makes an important contribution to the 
total study. 

Please be assured that your response is anonymous—the 
study is concerned only with the aggregate of all re
sponses. A number on the return envelope simply al
lows for tracking of the questionnaires, as required 
by accepted survey procedures. 

If you can find a few minutes to read through the 
questionnaire and check your responses, your efforts 
certainly will be appreciated—particularly in this 
busy end-of-semester period. If you would like a 
copy of the results of the completed study, I will be 
happy to send it along when it becomes available early 
this summer. 

It is my hope that this effort to portray the needs 
of faculty development programs as faculty members see 
them may ultimately contribute to the improvement of 
these important professional development experiences. 

Sincerely, 

David L. Caffey 
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FACULTY DEVELOPMENT SURVEY OF 

TEXAS COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGES 

This survey deals with faculty views concerning 
(1) goals for faculty development, (2) activities utilized 
in faculty development programs, and (3) administration 
and format of such programs. 

The first section of the questionnaire asks for 
several items of demographic data. This information makes 
possible some analysis of the relation between faculty de
velopment preferences and the individual characteristics of 
faculty members. 

General Information 

Teaching Field 

Teaching Experience 
(including experience 
in secondary schools) 

1 year or less 
2-4 years 
5-11 years 
12 or more years 

Years employed in 
Present Institution 

1 year or less 
2-4 years 
5-11 years 
12 or more years 

Age 30 or under 
31-40 
41-50 
51-60 
61 or over 

Highest Degree Earned State certificate 
Associate degree 
Bachelor's degree 
Master's degree 
Doctor's degree 

Sex 

Marital Status 

Female 
Male 

Single 
Married 

Present Teaching Load 6 or fewer semester hours 
9 semester hours 
12 or more semester hours 
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Desired Position Ten 
Years From Now 
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Present position or a 
similar one 

Chairperson of department 
or division 

Other administrative posi
tion in a community-
junior college 

Employment in a senior 
institution 

Employment outside education 
Other 

Goals of Faculty Development 

Below is a list of prospective goals for faculty 
development programs. For each item, please place a check 
( ) in the appropriate space to indicate how you would rate 
the item's importance to your own professional development. 
Then, for each item you consider to be definitely a goal 
of the faculty development program in your institution, 
also place a check in the space provided for that purpose. 

Very important 
Important 
Unimportant 
Very unimportant 
Undecided 

IMPORTANCE 
FOR YOU 

IS A GOAL 
IN YOUR 
INSTITUTION 

1 
2 
3 
4 
U 

u 

1. Improvement of teaching skills. 

2. Helping faculty adapt their teach
ing to changing social and eco
nomic conditions in the community 
and world. 

3. Providing an understanding of 
the institution's policies, pro
cedures, and decision-making 
processes. 

4. Facilitating the instructor's 
effective use of available in
structional resources and serv
ices . 

5. Enhancing the instructor's knowl
edge in the subject field. 

6. Motivating faculty members to 
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strive for excellence in their 
performance as teachers. 

7. Helping faculty to understand 
their own institution's mission 
and goals. 

8. Creating harmonious working re
lationships among department 
and divisions. 

9. Building strong faculty teams 
within departments or divisions. 

10. Improvement of human relations 
skills. 

11. Increasing faculty knowledge of 
the characteristics of their 
students, and helping them use 
that knowledge to provide better 
instruction. 

12. Familiarizing faculty with the 
distinctive role of the community-
junior college. 

13. Helping faculty members cope with 
personal needs. 

14. Keeping faculty informed about 
aciministrative decisions affect
ing them and their work. 
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Activities of Faculty Development 

Below is a list of prospective activities for faculty 
development programs. For each item, please place a check 
in the appropriate space to indicate how you would rate the 
item's desirability from your own point of view. Then, for 
each item you consider to be available to you in the faculty 
development program at your institution, also place a check 
in the space provided for that purpose. 

DESIRABILITY 
FOR YOU 

AVAILABLE TO 
YOU IN YOUR 
INSTITUTION 

1 Very desirable 
2 Desirable 
3 Undesirable 
4 Very undesirable 
U Undecided 

4 U 

15. Individual development plans, 
reviewed annually with dean or 
chairperson. 

16. Consultant visits to campus to 
speak to faculty gatherings or 
work with small groups of 
faculty. 

17. Developmental leave for advanced 
graduate study or for working 
on new instructional materials. 

18. Staff retreats for entire faculty 
or groups of faculty. 

19. Observation and critique of 
teaching by faculty colleagues. 

20. Workshops on topics of interest 
to faculty in their professional 
roles. 

21. Travel to attend professional 
meetings. 

22. Graduate courses for credit, 
offered on your own campus or 
on a nearby university campus. 

23. Videotaping and review of prac
tice teaching sessions with 
faculty colleagues. 
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24. Financial support for advanced 
graduate study. 

25. Formal evaluation of teaching 
by chairperson or dean. 

26. Reduced teaching loads for be
ginning instructors. 

27. Groups formed for sharing per
sonal experiences and problems 
related to the roles of faculty 
members. 

28. Student evaluation of instruc
tion. 

29. A professional collection in 
the library. 

30. Orientation programs for faculty 
new to the school. 

31. Released time for instmctional 
development, such as designing 
a new course or program. 

32. Career planning workshops to 
assist faculty members in plan
ning for future professional 
endeavors. 

33. Life-planning workshops to pro
vide information about financial 
planning and retirement planning. 

34. Campus office for instructional 
development, offering professional 
expertise to aid faculty. 
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Administration and Format 

For each item below, please check the responses that 
are most appealing to you. You may check more than one space 
for each item. 

35. I would prefer events involving: 
little or no travel 
some travel 
much travel 

36. Participation in faculty development activities should 
be: 

always voluntary 
required, as determined in consultation with 
dean or chairperson 

some activities required for all, others voluntary 

37. Most attractive to me as a reward for participation is 
payment of travel and workshop expenses 
ĉredit toward promotion 
^graduate credit awarded by a cooperating university 
a pay incentive for participation 
a personal feeling of accomplishment and 
professional growth 

38. The length of activity most appealing to me is: 
one-half day or less 
one to three days 
ûp to two weeks 
an extended period away from classroom duties 

39. I would prefer that faculty development activities be 
scheduled: 
in a designated period prior to the beginning 
of each term 

at scattered times throughout the regular 
school year 

in the summer 

40. Faculty development programs presently available 
to me are: 
excellent 
adequate 
in need of much improvement 
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LEGEND: DESIGNATION OF ADMINISTRATION AND FORMAT ITEMS 

35a. little or no travel 
35b. some travel 
35c. much travel 
36a. always voluntary 
36b. required, as determined in consultation with 

dean or chairperson 
36c. some activities required for all, others voluntary 
37a. payment of travel and workshop expenses 
37b. credit toward promotion 
37c. graduate credit awarded by a cooperating university 
37d. a pay incentive for participation 
37e. a personal feeling of accomplishment and 

professional growth 
38a. one-half day or less 
38b. one to three days 
38c. up to two weeks 
38d. an extended period away from classroom duties 
39a. in a designated period prior to the beginning 

of each term 
39b. at scattered times throughout the regular 

school year 
39c. in the summer 
40a. excellent 
40b. adequate 
40c. in need of much improvement 
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Please simply give your offhand impression as to any 
apparent differences in the two groups. Again, the names 
are not to be connected with this infoinnation in any way— 
the point is simply one of being able to say whether the 
group that responded to the questionnaire is representative 
of community-junior college faculty members on the whole, 
or to point out any apparent differences. This will allow 
results of the survey to be understood in their proper 
perspective. 

1. In comparison to Group B, Group A is 
older 
younger 
_no perceptible difference 

2. In comparison to Group B, Group A is: 
more experienced in teaching 
less experienced in teaching 
n̂o perceptible difference 

3. In comparison to Group B, Group A members: 
have been with the institution a longer time 
have been with the institution a shorter time 
no perceptible difference 

In comparison to Group B, Group A members are: 
more likely to move to positions of higher 

responsibility 
less likely to move to positions of higher 

responsibility 
n̂o perceptible difference 

5. In comparison to Group B, Group A members are 
busier with school work and other tasks 
less busy with school work and other tasks 
no perceptible difference 

6. In comparison to Group B, Group A members are: 
more likely to participate in faculty development 

activities 
less likely to participate in faculty development 

activities 
n̂o perceptible difference 

In comparison to Group B, Group A members: 
have attained higher educational levels, on the whole 
have not attained as high educational levels, on 

the whole 
n̂o perceptible difference 

î 



168 

8. In comparison to Group B, Group A members are: 
more likely to be satisfied with present faculty 

development opportunities 
less likely to be satisfied with present faculty 

development opportunities 
n̂o perceptible difference 

Are any other differences readily apparent as you look at 

the two groups? 

ev 
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APPENDIX H 

TABLES 19-32 
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TABLE 19 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES: FACULTY PERCEIVED 
IMPORTANCE DESIRABILITY OF GOALS AND 
ACTIVITIES OF FACULTY DEVELOPMENT 

* 

Item 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 

N 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 

N 
% 

Very Im
portant 

159 
78.3 

84 
41.2 

57 
28.1 

81 
39.7 

162 
79.4 

137 
67.5 

45 
22.1 

68 
33.3 

74 
36.8 

88 
43.3 

89 
44.1 

35 
17.2 

28 
13.9 

94 
46.5 

Impor
tant 

40 
19.7 

93 
45.6 

101 
49.8 

104 
51.0 

35 
17.2 

57 
28.1 

117 
57.4 

103 
50.5 

95 
47.3 

87 
42.9 

94 
46.5 

102 
50.0 

71 
35.1 

87 
43.1 

Unimpor
tant 

3 
1.5 

16 
7.8 

31 
15.3 

15 
7.4 

5 
2.5 

5 
2.5 

28 
13.7 

21 
10.3 

22 
10.9 

13 
6.4 

12 
5.9 

36 
17.6 

68 
33.7 

13 
6.4 

Very Unim
portant 

0 
.0 

2 
1.0 

10 
4.9 

1 
.5 

1 
.5 

2 
1 

6 
2.9 

4 
2.0 

4 
2.0 

7 
3.4 

1 
.5 

13 
6.4 

19 
9.4 

2 
1.0 

Unde
cided 

1 
.5 

9 
4.4 

4 
2.0 

3 
1.5 

1 
.5 

2 
1 

8 
3.9 

8 
3.9 

6 
3.0 

8 
3.9 

6 
3.0 

18 
8.8 

16 
7.9 

6 
3.0 

n 

203 

204 

203 

204 

204 

203 

204 

204 

201 

203 

202 

204 

202 

202 
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Tab le 19 (Continued) 

* 
Item 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 

N 
% 

N 

N 

N 
% 

Very Im
portant 

57 
28.1 

45 
22.5 

106 
52.5 

30 
14.9 

23 
11.4 

88 
43.3 

120 
58-8 

107 
53.0 

21 
10.4 

95 
47.0 

35 
17.3 

34 
16.9 

20 
10.0 

74 
36.6 

84 
41.8 

Impor
tant 

91 
44.8 

99 
49.5 

78 
38.6 

71 
35.3 

78 
38.8 

92 
45.3 

73 
35.8 

76 
37.6 

81 
40.1 

75 
37.1 

86 
42.6 

60 
29.9 

81 
40.5 

94 
46.5 

97 
48.3 

Unimpor
tant 

31 
15.3 

34 
17.0 

13 
6.4 

61 
30.3 

60 
29.9 

14 
6.9 

8 
3.9 

13 
6.4 

64 
31.7 

20 
9.9 

44 
21.8 

60 
29.9 

58 
29.0 

16 
7.9 

12 
6.0 

Very Unim
portant 

13 
6-4 

11 
5.5 

0 
.0 

26 
12.7 

24 
11.9 

2 
1.0 

2 
1.0 

4 
2.0 

19 
9.4 

2 
1.0 

17 
8.4 

15 
7.5 

19 
9.5 

7 
3.5 

3 
1.5 

Unde
cided 

11 
5.4 

11 
5.5 

5 
2.5 

13 
6.5 

16 
8.0 

7 
3.4 

1 
.5 

2 
1.0 

17 
8-4 

10 
5.0 

20 
9.9 

32 
15.9 

22 
11.0 

11 
5.4 

5 
2.5 

n 

203 

200 

202 

201 

201 

203 

204 

202 

202 

202 

202 

201 

200 

202 

201 
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Table 19 (Continued) 

* 

Item 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

N 
% 

Very Im
portant 

91 
44.6 

111 
54.4 

M
 C

O
 

00
 

00
 

• 00
 

37 
18.6 

50 
25.1 

Impor
tant 

99 
48.5 

82 
40.2 

82 
40.6 

87 
43.7 

92 
46.2 

Unimpor
tant 

8 
3.9 

8 
3.9 

49 
24-3 

45 
22.6 

25 
12.6 

Very Unim
portant 

3 
1.5 

0 
.0 

10 
5.0 

10 
5.0 

12 
6.0 

Unde
cided 

3 
1.5 

3 
1.5 

23 
11.4 

20 
10.1 

20 
10.1 

n 

204 

204 

202 

199 

199 

'see Appendix E for verbal interpretation of these item 
numbers. 
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TABLE 20 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES: FACULTY-PERCEIVED 
ACTUAL GOALS AND ACTIVITIES OF FACULTY DEVELOPMENT 

n = 204 

* , -

* 

Item 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

^ J3 i-^w T? -f^fs-v^ tria' 

N 

131 
75 
92 
111 
74 
72 
96 
58 
53 
58 
67 
81 
29 
81 
79 
94 
101 
38 
59 
82 
131 
114 
41 
41 
94 
12 
22 
135 
96 
117 
55 
17 
17 
55 

T-"ha1 internre 

% 

66.2 
36.8 
45.1 
54.4 
36.3 
35.3 
47.1 
28.4 
26.0 
28.4 
32.8 
39.7 
14.2 
39.7 
38.7 
46,1 
49.5 
18.6 
28.9 
40.2 
64-2 
55.9 
20.1 
20.1 
46.1 
5.9 
10-8 
66.2 
47.1 
57.4 
27.0 
8.3 
8.3 
27.0 

tation of item numbers. 

sr\ 
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TABLE 21 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES: MULTIPLE 
CHOICE RESPONSE ITEMS 

Item* N % 

35a 64 
35b 136 
35c 22 
36a 86 
36b 23 
36c 103 
37a 108 
37b 62 
37c 61 
37d 71 
37e 131 
38a 60 
38b 135 
38c 23 
38d 21 
39a 61 
39b 141 
39c 33 
40a 11 
40b 73 
40c 117 

n = 204 

31.4 
66.7 
10.8 
42.2 
11.3 
50.5 
52.9 
30.4 
2919 
34.8 
64.2 
29.4 
66.2 
11.3 
10.3 
29.9 
69.1 
16.2 
5.4 
35-8 
57.4 

Within each niimerical item, letter responses may add to more 
than 100%, because respondents could designate more than one 
letter response per item. 

*See Appendix F for verbal interpretation of these item 
numbers. 

Kv 
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TABLE 22 

CHI SQUARE FOR THE VARIABLE INSTITUTION: FACULTY-PERCEIVED 
IMPORTANCE OR DESIRABILITY OF ITEMS 

Item" Chi Sguare df N 

^2 9̂  
10? 
ii2 
125 
1̂ 2 
14"̂  
15 
172 
18^ 
192 
20^ 
21^ 
222 
23^ 
24; 
252 
26; 

28^ 
29^ 
30^ 
31"̂  
32 
33 
34 
3 5a 
3 5b, 
3 5c^ 
36a, 
36b' 
36c 
37a 
37b 
37c 

11.47 
18.37 
21.27 
13.15 
28.58 
10.43 
15.67 
10.44 
10.94 
15.47 
20.88 
14.60 
20.45 
11.97 
23-80 
17.95 
18.53 
19.79 
26.28 
12.86 
15.09 
16.84 
21.28 
18.71 
15.01 
10.49 
11.08 
20.40 
16.90 
10.59 
11.68 
14.61 
14.67 
7.68 
4.74 
6.17 
16.20 
10.25 
4.22 
8.20 
9.81 
20.83 
9.41 

14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 

203 
204 
203 
204 
204 
203 
204 
204 
201 
203 
202 
204 
202 
202 
203 
200 
202 
201 
201 
203 
204 
202 
202 
202 
202 
201 
200 
202 
201 
204 
204 
202 
199 
199 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
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Table 22 (Continued) 

Item^ Chi Square df p N 

37d 8.20 7 NS 204 
37e 9.10 7 NS 204 
38a 9.74 7 NS 204 
38b, 7.86 7 NS 204 
38c 4-17 7 NS 204 
38d2 7.01 7 NS 204 
39a 9.14 7 NS 204 
39b 10-04 7 NS 204 
39c2 5.23 7 NS 204 
40a2 8.92 7 NS 204 
40b 26.59 7 .01 204 
40c 23.95 7 .01 204 

-̂ For verbal interpretation of these item niimbers, see 
Appendix E. 

2Expected frequency is less than 5 for more than 20 percent 
of the cells; thus the Chi square value cannot be accepted 
as accurate. 

^ 
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TABLE 23 

CHI SQUARE FOR THE VARIABLE TEACHING FIELD 
FACULTY-PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE OR 

DESIRABILITY OF ITEMS 

Item-*-

l2 
2 
3^ 
AI 
sl 
62 
7 
8 
9 

10^ 
ll2 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
172 
18 
19 
20 9 
21« 2 
22 

9 
23^ 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
292 
30^ 
31^ 
32 
33 
34 
35a 
3 5b2 
3 5c 
36a 
36b 
36c 
37a 
3 7b 

Chi Square 

6.53 
15.11 
14.60 
16.43 
9.78 

15.32 
13.29 
21.14 
3.85 
20.04 
9.98 

10.63 
12.98 
5.08 

16.53 
13.12 
14.33 
8-08 

16.53 
22.62 
15.01 
13.18 
17.65 
12.77 
22.77 
20.12 
25.75 
19.15 
10.36 
12.66 
13.03 
24.91 
3.07 

12.61 
4.79 
5.38 
5.80 

17.44 
3.73 

15.34 
8.99 
3.22 

df 

8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

P 

NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
.01 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
.01 
.01 
.01 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 

N 

199 
200 
199 
200 
200 
199 
200 
200 
197 
199 
198 
200 
198 
198 
199 
196 
198 
197 
197 
199 
200 
199 
198 
198 
198 
197 
196 
198 
198 
200 
200 
198 
195 
195 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
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Table 23 (Continued) 

Item-̂  

37c 
37d 
37e 
38a 
38b,_ 
38c; 
38d^ 
39a 
39b 
39c 
40a^ 
40b 
40c 

Chi Square 

4.06 
1.80 
2.65 
4.42 
9.08 
.77 

3.91 
2.41 
1.41 
7.80 
13.84 
3.34 
1.32 

df 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

P 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 

N 

200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 

Ipor verbal interpretation of these item numbers, see 
Appendix E. 

^Expected frequency is less than 5 for more than 20 percent 
of the cells; thus the Chi square value cannot be accepted 
as accurate. 

\ 
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TABLE 24 

CHI SQUARE FOR THE VARIABLE TEACHING EXPERIENCE; 
FACULTY-PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE OR 

DESIRABILITY OF ITEMS 

l 2 
2 
3 

il 
6^ 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2l2 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
^^2 31"̂  
32 
33 
34 
35a 
35b 
35c 
36a 
36b 
36c 
37a 
37b 

Chi Square 

6. 
2. 
8. 
9. 
3. 
1. 
6. 
1. 
4-
9. 
7. 
8. 
3. 
3. 

11. 
12. 
3. 
2. 
6. 

14, 
8, 
2, 
5, 
3 
3 

16 
6 

24 
5 
1 
4 
15 
2 
7 

1 
2 

1 
1 

15 
20 
14 
14 
60 
59 
15 
68 
26 
21 
,56 
,38 
.75 
.77 
.39 
.09 
.47 
.12 
.58 
.81 
.15 
.05 
.04 
.75 
.46 
.21 
.89 
.31 
.54 
.63 
.33 
.29 
.80 
.25 
.85 
.52 
.26 
.94 
.63 
.14 
.10 
.72 

Iteml Chi Square df p N 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
.001 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

202 
203 
202 
203 
203 
202 
203 
203 
200 
202 
201 
203 
201 
201 
202 
199 
201 
200 
200 
202 
203 
201 
201 
201 
201 
200 
199 
201 
200 
203 
203 
201 
198 
198 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 



180 

Table 24 (Continued) 

Iteml Qĵ i Square df p N 

37c 8.05 2 .05 
37d 5.07 2 NS 
37e 1.10 2 NS 
38a .52 2 NS 
38b 2.45 2 NS 
38c .11 2 NS 
38d 4.58 2 NS 
39a .90 2 NS 
39b 7.63 2 .05 
39c 5.64 2 NS 
40a2 4.93 2 NS 
40b .03 2 NS 
40c .66 2 NS 

203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 

^For verbal interpretation of these item numbers, see 
Appendix E. 

2Expected frequency is less than 5 for more than 20 percent 
of the cells; thus the Chi square value cannot be accepted 
as accurate. 

^ 
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TABLE 25 

CHI SQUARE FOR THE VARIABLE YEARS EMPLOYED IN PRESENT 
INSTITUTION FACULTY PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE OR 

DESIRABILITY OF ITEMS 

Item"^ Chi Square df p N 

l2 
2 
3 

6^ 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21^ 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

^^2 31"̂  
32 
33 
34 
35a 
35b. 
35c^ 
36a 
36b^ 
36c 
37a 
37b 

Chi Square 

7. 
6. 

14. 
5. 
2. 

10. 
20. 
8. 
6. 
9. 
4-

15. 
8, 
6, 

19, 
12. 
4, 
4. 
4. 

11. 
6. 
1, 
4, 
5. 
5. 
9 
2 

26 
12 
5 
3 

15 
7 

10 
5 
8 
4 
2 
4 
5 
1 
1 

57 
66 
13 
24 
80 
21 
49 
78 
06 
84 
02 
61 
26 
,33 
,82 
.59 
.14 
.28 
.58 
.03 
.46 
.94 
.06 
.95 
.16 
.92 
.74 
.01 
.50 
.83 
.28 
.38 
.57 
.35 
.18 
.47 
.42 
.28 
.02 
.92 
.55 
.44 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
.01 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.001 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

201 
202 
201 
202 
202 
201 
202 
202 
199 
201 
200 
202 
200 
200 
201 
198 
200 
199 
199 
201 
202 
200 
200 
200 
200 
199 
198 
200 
199 
202 
202 
200 
197 
197 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
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Item-̂  

37c 
37d 
37e 
38a 
38b 
38c 
38d 
39a 
39b 
39c 
40a 
40b 
40c 

Table 2 5 

Chi Square 

7.25 
7.22 
1.36 
.67 

6.55 
2-85 
6.50 
3.72 
8.35 
4-54 
7.30 
7.92 
9.15 

(Continued) 

df 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

P 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
.05 
.05 

N 

202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 

iFor verbal interpretation of these item numbers, see 
Appendix E. 

2Expected frequency is less than 5 for more than 20 percent 
of the cells; thus the Chi square value cannot be accepted 
as accurate. 

r\ 
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TABLE 26 

CHI SQUARE FOR THE VARIABLE AGE: FACULTY-PERCEIVED 
IMPORTANCE OR DESIRABILITY OF ITEMS 

Item-'- Chi Square df p ^ 

1^ 4.48 
2 4.03 
3 3.14 
4. 6.31 
52 3.94 
62 4.83 
7 2.62 
8 3.83 
9 4.41 

10 3.01 
11 5.37 
12 9.81 
13 3.12 
14 2.84 
15 8.78 
16 7.62 
17 9.82 
18 3.07 
19 5.45 
20^ 4.93 
2l2 13.53 
22 2.96 
23 6.31 
24 8.82 
25 7.05 
26 7.81 
27 6.25 
28 24.06 
29 4-83 
302 5.25 
3l2 10.62 
32 9-41 
33 2.93 
34 6.69 
35a2 2.53 
35to ^ 2 6 
35c2 1.42 
36a^ 2.82 
36b2 4.48 
36c 4-73 
37a 6.95 

37c 4-18 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

199 
200 
199 
200 
200 
199 
200 
200 
197 
199 
198 
200 
198 
198 
196 
196 
198 
197 
197 
199 
200 
199 
198 
198 
198 
197 
196 
198 
198 
200 
200 
198 
195 
195 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
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Table 26 (Continued) 

Item-̂  

37d 
37e 
38a 
38b-
38c^ 
38d2 
39a 
39b 
39c 
40a2 
40b 
40c 

iFor verbal 
Appendix E, 

Ch; L Square 

4.49 
3.10 
2.60 
4.15 
.26 

7.38 
2.36 
.73 

3.36 
3.34 
4.82 
4.18 

interpretation o 
» 

df 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

f these item 

P 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

numbers, see 

N 

200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 

•Expected frequency is less than 5 for more than 20 percent 
of the cells; thus the Chi square value cannot be ac
cepted as accurate. 

r\ 
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TABLE 27 

CHI SQUARE FOR THE VARIABLE HIGHEST DEGREE EARNED 
FACULTY PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE OR 

DESIRABILITY OF ITEMS 

l2 6.85 
2 1.80 
3 2.33 
4 10.65 
52 6.16 
62 4.58 
7 18.52 
8 6.22 
9 1.83 
10 7.98 
ll2 3.29 
12 9.68 
13 2.92 
14 1.39 
15 7.98 
16 1.50 
172 11.85 
18 4.31 
19 2.47 
20 14.90 
2l2 2.18 
22 7.19 
23 5.79 
24 1-80 
25 20.89 
26 2.24 
27 3.16 
28 5.80 
29 

3 5a 
35b 
3 5c 

,67 
302 1.85 
3l2 2.76 
32 5.36 
33 2.69 
34 5.18 

.03 

.14 

.07 
36a 6.47 
36b "7.21 

3.34 

Item-'- Chi Square df p N 

36c 
37a 

.42 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
.001 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.001 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
.05 
NS 
NS 

202 
203 
202 
203 
203 
202 
203 
203 
200 
202 
201 
203 
201 
201 
202 
199 
201 
200 
200 
202 
203 
201 
201 
201 
201 
200 
199 
201 
200 
203 
203 
201 
198 
198 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
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I tern-'-

37b 
37c 
37d 
37e 
38a 
38b 
38c 
38d 
39a 
39b 
39c 
40a 
40b 
40c 

Table 27 

Chi Square 

1.53 
3.43 
5.86 
.69 

1.02 
3.07 
.89 
.82 

4.29 
4.03 
.05 

3.26 
1.15 
.11 

(Continued) 

df 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

P 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

n 

203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 

^For verbal interpretation of these item numbers, see 
Appendix E. 

2Expected frequency is less than 5 for more than 20 percent 
of the cells; thus the Chi square value cannot be ac
cepted as accurate. 

r\ 
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TABLE 28 

CHI SQUARE FOR THE VARIABLE SEX: FACULTY-PERCEIVED 
IMPORTANCE OR DESIRABILITY OF ITEMS 

l2 1.51 
2 .90 
3 .32 
4^ 2.34 
5; 10.39 
62 1.47 
7 2.17 
8 3.51 
9 1.39 

10 11.93 
11 4.44 
12 .27 
13 2.89 
14 .95 
15 4.15 
16 7.03 
17 1.73 
18 2.40 
19 1.22 
20 10.46 
21 3.03 
22 9.82 
23 3.77 
24 3.27 
25 8.66 
26 

28 

3 5a 
35b 
35c 

36b 
36c 
37a 
37b 

2.30 
27 6.14 

4.43 
29 1.46 
30 3.82 
31 1.20 
32 2.02 
33 2.20 
34 6.66 

.39 

.06 

.19 
36a 5.63 

.41 
10.44 
2.09 
.01 

Item-^ Chi Square df p N 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 

203 
204 
203 
204 
204 
203 
204 
204 
201 
203 
202 
204 
202 
202 
203 
200 
202 
201 
201 
203 
204 
202 
202 
202 
202 
201 
200 
202 
201 
204 
204 
202 
199 
199 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
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Table 28 (Continued) 

Item Chi Square df p N 

37c 2.83 
37d .01 
37e .13 
38a .01 
38b .47 
38c 2.50 
38d 4.28 
39a 1.89 
39b .20 
39c 3.91 
40a .62 
40b .01 
40c .79 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 
204 

For verbal interpretation of these item numbers, see 
Appendix E. 

2Expected frequency is less than 5 for more than 20 percent 
of the cells; thus the Chi Square value cannot be accepted 
as accurate. 

\ 
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TABLE 29 

CHI SQUARE FOR THE VARIABLE MARITAL STATUS: 
FACULTY-PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE OR 

DESIRABILITY OF ITEMS 

I t e m l QYii s q u a r e df p N 

1 1.57 
2 1.28 
3 1.14 
4 1.00 
5 1.66 
6 1.09 
7 .05 
8 .15 
9 .31 
10 2.18 
11 .13 
12 .43 
13 2.53 
14 .47 
15 .32 
16 2.85 
17 3.32 
18 .76 
19 2.87 
20 .50 
21 1.47 
22 .07 
23 1.66 
24 2.00 
25 3.12 
26 2.96 
27 2.24 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35a 
35b 

36a 
36b 
36c 
37a 
37b 

11 .76 
2 . 7 1 

. 81 
1.02 
2 .77 

.48 

.12 
1.47 

.31 
35c 1.49 

.01 

.82 

.04 
1.93 
3 .01 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

202 
203 
202 
203 
203 
202 
203 
203 
200 
202 
201 
203 
201 
201 
202 
199 
201 
200 
200 
202 
203 
201 
201 
201 
201 
200 
199 
201 
200 
203 
203 
201 
198 
198 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
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Item^ 

37c 
37d 
37e 
38a 
38b 
38c 
38d 
39a 
39b 
39c 
40a 
40b 
40c 

Table 29 

Chi Square 

.01 

.11 

.04 

.79 

.08 

.03 

.02 

.06 

.02 

.23 

.65 
3.57 
1.11 

(Continued) 

df 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

P 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

N 

203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 
203 

••-For verbal interpretation of these item numbers, see 
Appendix E. 

2 
Expected frequency is less than 5 for more than 20 percent 
of the cells; thus the Chi square value cannot be accepted 
as accurate. 

\ 
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TABLE 30 

CHI SQUARE FOR POSITION DESIRED: FACULTY-PERCEIVED 
IMPORTANCE OR DESIRABILITY OF ITEMS 

28 

36b 
36c 
37a 
37b 
37c 

Item-'- Chi Square df p N 

l2 3.95 
2 11.91 
3 5.63 
4_ 2.63 
52 7.25 
62 8.68 
7 8.48 
8 7.66 
9 8.99 
10 10.02 
11 4.11 
12 9.76 
13 8.65 
14 6.40 
15 11.70 
16 9.79 
17 22.13 
18 10.61 
19 2.56 
20 6.94 
2l2 7.50 
22 13.16 
23 3.63 
24 9.70 
25 2.77 
26 6.01 
27 1-52 

7.35 
29 15.27 
302 4.50 
3l2 10.14 
32 8.02 
33 8.50 
34 6 .64 
35a 17 .83 
35 t 13 .35 
35c2 2 .02 
3 6 a , 6 . 9 1 

2 4 . 1 1 4 . 2 1 
3 .25 
1.19 

.45 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.001 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.05 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.001 
.01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

201 
202 
201 
202 
202 
201 
202 
202 
199 
201 
200 
202 
200 
200 
201 
198 
200 
199 
199 
201 
202 
200 
200 
200 
200 
199 
198 
200 
199 
202 
202 
200 
197 
197 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
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Table 30 (Continued) 

Item-"- Chi Square df p N 

37d 3.20 
37e 1.52 
38a 5.04 
38b 3.70 
38c .27 
38d 2.34 
39a 2.95 
39b 2.40 
39c 2.95 
40a 2.98 
40b 1.55 
40c 2.54 

•'-For verbal interpretation of these item numbers, see 
Appendix E. 

2Expected frequency is less than 5 for more than 20% of the 
cells; thus the Chi square value cannot be accepted as 
accurate. 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
202 

\ 
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TABLE 3 1 

SPEARMAN RHO VALUES BY SUBPOPULATION: FACULTY-PERCEIVED 
IMPORTANCE OF GOALS FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COMPARED 

WITH FACULTY-PERCEIVED INSTITUTIONAL GOALS 
FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT 

G r o u p Rho n 

O v e r a l l 318 NS 204 

By Institution 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

By Teaching Field 
Fine Arts 
Natural Sciences 
Social Sciences 
Communication Arts 
Math, Professional Business 
Health Careers 
Vocational-Technical 
Foreign Languages 
Other (P.E., Developmental 

Studies) 

358 
185 
325 
523 
360 
238 
124 
162 

187 
303 
160 
170 
255 
235 
355 
741 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
.01 

31 
26 
25 
15 
27 
13 
28 
39 

10 
17 
23 
29 
30 
29 
44 
6 

031 NS 12 

By Teaching Experience 
1 year or less 
2-4 years 
5-11 years 
12 or more years 

By Years Employed in Present 
Institution 
1 year or less 
2-4 years 
5-11 years 
12 or more years 

By Age 
30 or 
31-40 
41-50 

under 

004 
3 58 
438 
215 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

12 
54 
82 
55 

131 
252 
368 
113 

319 
371 
269 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

NS 
NS 
NS 

33 
75 
68 
26 

55 
82 
31 
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Table 31 (Continued) 

Group 

51-60 
61 or over 

By Highest Degree Earned 
State Certificate 
Associate Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree 
Doctor's Degree 

By Sex 
Male 
Female 

By Marital 
Single 
Married 

Status 

By Position Desired Ten Years Hence 
Present or Similar Position 
Chairperson of Department or 
Division 

Other Administrative Position 
in a Community-Junior 
College 

Employed in Senior Institution 
Employed outside education 
Other 

Rho n 

113 
370 

397 
232 
314 
226 
250 

305 
178 

179 
207 

383 

210 

201 
142 
233 
* 

NS 
NS 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

NS 
NS 

NS 
NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 
NS 
NS 
* 

27 
5 

11 
16 
24 
132 
20 

107 
97 

48 
155 

79 

36 

19 
30 
13 
25 

•Coefficient could not be computed. 

N of goal statements for each pair of ranked sets = 14 
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TABLE 32 

SPEARMAN RHO VALUES BY SUBPOPULATION: FACULTY-PERCEIVED 
DESIRABILITY OF ACTIVITIES FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT 

COMPARED WITH FACULTY-PERCEIVED AVAILABILITY 
OF THOSE ACTIVITIES 

Group Rho p n 

Overall .639 .01 204 

By Institution 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

By Teaching Field 
Fine Arts 
Natural Sciences 
Social Sciences 
Communication Arts 
Math, Professional Business 
Health Careers 
Vocational-Technical 
Foreign Languages 
Other (P.E., Development Studies) 

By Teaching Experience 
1 year or less 
2-4 years 
5-11 years 
12 or more years 

By Years Employed in Present 
Institution 
1 year or less 
2-4 years 
5-11 years 
12 or more years 

By Age 
30 or under 
31-40 
41-50 

623 
631 
406 
576 
595 
708 
307 
554 

413 
470 
483 
634 
,731 
.594 
.734 
.530 
.555 

.406 

.533 

.626 

.618 

.589 

.583 

.718 

.482 

.673 

.651 

.603 

.01 

.01 
NS 
.01 
.01 
.001 
NS 
.05 

NS 
.05 
.05 
.01 
.001 
.01 
.001 
.05 
.05 

NS 
.0 
.01 
.01 

.01 

.01 

.001 

.05 

.001 
-01 
.01 

31 
26 
25 
15 
27 
13 
28 
39 

10 
17 
23 
29 
30 
29 
44 
6 
12 

12 
54 
82 
55 

33 
75 
68 
26 

55 
82 
31 

^ 
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Table 32 (Continued) 

Group Rho p n 

51-60 
61 or over 

By Highest Degree Earned 
State Certificate 
Associate Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree 
Doctor's Degree 

By Sex 
Female 
Male 

By Marital Status 
Single 
Married 

By Position Desired Ten Years Hence 
Present or similar position 
Chairperson of department or 

division 
Other administrative position m 

a community-junior college 
Employed in a senior institution 
Employed outside education 
Other 

560 
300 

.582 

.649 

.668 

.688 

.414 

.591 

.703 

.626 

.661 

.777 

.748 

.538 

.446 

.241 

.359 

.01 
NS 

.01 

.01 

.001 

.001 
NS 

.01 

.001 

.01 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.05 

.05 
NS 
NS 

27 
5 

11 
16 
24 
132 
20 

97 
107 

48 
155 

79 

36 

19 
30 
13 
25 

N o 
f activity statements for each pair of ranked sets = 20 




