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threevmajor objectives: L ’ i

-Association meet1ngs : . .

_ Hashington studies, and 2) community college studies.

~faculty u1th rank of instructor and above from 38 departments

- satisfactiony were employed das criteria. .The resu]ts 1nd1cate that

3

, Grant Ho. OEG-0-72-2558 waSmawarded for the period May 1, 1972, to
April 30, 1974. A ro- -cost extension was granted February 25; 1974, to
extend the grant period to December 31, 1974. This research program is

a continuation of-work begun under grant MNo. 0-0340, OEG-0-70, 3347, which
covered the period iay 1, 1970, to.June 30, 1972. The progect has had “
1. An intensive study of oroan1zat1ona1 and group -structural

factors influencing the research and teaching effectiveness of
1nd1v1dua1 facu]ty members and their relations to students

7 Research 1nvest1gat1no the effect of academ1c area and tech-
nology on organizational structure and funct1ons in effect1ve and
ineffective departments. °

3. A cross-institutional study of academic inst1tutions‘involuing
-large and small, private and public co]]eges and universities, as
"~ well as commun1t/ colleges. . :

The proaect has produced ten techn1ca1 reports six of which have sub-
sequently been published in journals. In add1t1on,7a masters thesis is
nearly completed and another technical report is in draft form;.a summary
of the results is.included in-this final report.” Also, three papers ,
based on our findings have been presented at Western Psycholog1ca1 Associha~-
tion meetings, and one paper- was presepted at the American Psycho]oglcal

'The,reSearch falls into two major categories: 1) University of

Un1vers1ty of ‘ash1ngton Study

A number of analyses were conducted on data gathered by quest1onna1res
administered to a.random samp]e of the faculty of the Unjversity of Wash-.
ington; 287 "questionnaires (70%) were returnéd. The sample incl:ded

A]len,and Biglan (TR 72-35) comp]eted an ana]ys1s of the character1s—
tics of research in different academic areas. -A number of distinct patterns
of collaboration, influence, ani use of research tools emerged. The most
interasting finding was based upon the amount of collaboration reported
by scholars. It indicated that the social structure of the department may .
be an 1nnortant determinant of the characteristics of academic research, . 1
and the eXtent to which research as a social product differs across o
academic¢ areas. Results of this study were presented at the desbern Psy-
chological ‘Association meetings in Portland, May, 1972. R

A rclatcd study by Allen (TR 72~ 38) examined the effects of hetero-
nene1ty of resedrch interests on the effectiveness of university depart-
ments. Two aspects of scholarly activity in the university, (a) teaching
effect1vene:§)at beth the updergraduate and graduate levels, and (Db) facu]tyu R,

Sl

~ B4
e

ol T - e




-2 -

J

~ .

heterogeneity of research interests on the effectiveness of university

departments is an important organizatienal variable. It has been shown
to interact with the chairman's leadership style as megsured By his

-potential influence. This is also of consequence in the comunication

between department chairmen and faculty and the associated effects of
faculty satisfaction. Communication concerning scholarly activity

within a department, in "soft" areas (e.g., Sociology, languages, lit-

erature) does not seem to require a common framework as specific as that

. suggested by- commitment to a paradigm. . The Tatter:involves many assump-

tions about research methods and a particular orientation, as is typical
of scholarly activity in "hard" areas (e.g., Physics, Geology, Mathematics).
Heterogeneity in soft aréas reflects differencés in substantive ratner
than methodological specialization. However, in hard areas, a scholar

s more likely to subscyibe to a-particular model for scholarly endeavor
which .provides him with a set of assumptions and specific orientations.
This has been termed paradigmatic' science by Kuhn.. Where colleagues in~
a department differ with respect to the paradigm under which they conduct
their scholarly activities, they would have 1ittle in common and would -
not profit to a great extent from interaction and communication. The
effects of heterogeneity on communication, .therefore, differs according

to academic area in determining faculty satisfaction.

Allen took a further Took.at faculty satisfaction. and academic area,

© which resulted in Technical Report 73-46. This report compared academic -

areas in terms of: (a) How faculty allocate their time to undergraduate
teaching, graduate training, and research; (b) how faculty rate the

relative importance of each of these tasks; and (c) the degree to which * °

faculty depend upon mechanical and.electronic .equipment, computers,’
statistics-and mathematics. He then examined how these characteristics
of university departments contribute to faculty satisfaction.. Tables 1,
2, and 3 present the results. B 4 : o -

3

These.findings have implications for theories of job satisfaction

‘and provide practical suggestions for the administration of university

departments. The data suggest that the optimal allocation 0f department
resources differs according to academic area. In nonlife areas, for.
example, teaching-related issucs should be given higher priority than
research.opportunity or facilities and services. The reverse is true of

1ife areas. In life areas improved space, equipment, and clefical

services would produce a greater increment in faculty satisfaction than

,would allocation of resources to the undergraduate program.

Two other studies were completed, although they have not as yet been
published. In a further analysis of the University of ‘ashington data -
we computed. the discrepancies between hours faculty membeis reported they
spent, and those-they.would Tike to spend, on various activities (under-

-graduate teaching and graduate teaching, research, scholarly activities,

professional activities). These discrepancies scores were correlated with.~

- American Council of Education ratings of departmental performance. The -

correlations indicated below are surprisingly high for this type of

. analysis. and suggest the advisability of more detailed research along this

line.

Lo .
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.. Table 1

-

Analysis of Variance on Time spent,timportanqe, and Depehdence

Time spent undergraduate teaching

applied (11.28)

L life (11.12)

pure'(l4.15)

nonlife (14.30)

Time spent graduate teaching
E . K ] N .

" soft (10.21)

hard (14.53)

Impprtan%F undergraduate teaching

.life . (5.49)

nonlife (5.97)

. Importance graduate teaching

_applied (6,23) !

. _ Importance research

soft (5;54)"

Depend on electronic, mechanical equipment

soft (1.51)
life (2.80)
Qﬁpénd on computerl
Aapplied (3;12)
Depend on statistics
appliéd (3.28)
L life (3.38) 0
Depend on mathematics
soft- (2.34)
5applied (3.26)

" life (2.69)

Note:
* Bﬁk.;OS;;§£_= 1/286

*§ p < ,01;v§£_= 1/286

) pure (5.88)

~hard (6.02)"

“hard (3.66)

nonlife (2.28)
pure (2.35)

pure (2.58)

* nonlife (2.51)

hard (3.53)
qure (2,61)

nonlife (3.19)

cell means are in parentheses

I3

\‘. ) “ 4.

5.

11

o

26

52

15.

30% -
. QQ,
28% -

L9b¥E
.49#a
.fz*
95

LS

.89 %%
00

W 30%%

.00 %%

WAEE

47 %%

L35 %%

>




- w . -
- i 5 __ . 3 ?
e N \ B
2 . ) ) s1say30diy 2y3. 03 spuodsoxiod ydtys 3dridsiedns e o
’ ] Aq poiledTpuyr ST umqwmuw ?q 03 vmwwmmsuom>: ubOﬂUﬁwwoou aowumﬁouuou 2yl 330y
o o , M o 10° > d SJUDTOTI 00D UOT3BTILI0D com&uop mucmuwuww@ %
- ‘ - . N . V L8 ) )
6T 8¢ > - P A 1 | . drdH
. %€ o ) . o o . 3 . B © TB2TIITD
st Oy o S 33 9z . Jusudgnbg
) . € . . . € v < . - pue adedg
; Lz 10 £3Tun3zoddg
#C : yoaeasay
’ : & v
. 95 € 187 €Y weidoig ’
\ - N. a3BNpERIY
< LE LIS 6T wexdorg .
Lo ; . . #1 s - 9aenpeadaspupn
2 T < 50 " SE T _ suouudTssy
N . ) - - . . } - X . - . wc.ﬂﬁwumm'ﬁ
Y : - . -
& .
- . . pEeh)-2
(6€T=1) (gyT=u) - - (T8T=w) (90T=1)  (TyT=w) %QQHWGV L ! \
@FTTuUOoy 2ITT aang - parTddy paeH. 3308 ,
mou< D TWIPBIY
E mcowuuc:m‘ucoduwmmma JO . sjooe] uma:uwummm 3T UOTIDCJSIIBG puB . : . :
- - R o : : \ X
s - “axoydsouqy jusuzredaq 2yl YITH UOTIVBISTIES coozuom.mGOﬂumHuuuou
A N - . ) .
° i . T -z 9TqeL ; , ) ; B w >

N
O

2
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




¢ . ) , N '
. u o S . sTsayjodAy 9y3 03 Spuodsaiiod &wﬂsa.umwyumum&:w e ﬂ
- q T : _— £q pojedTpur ST 193891l 3q ou,©0mﬂmo:uog>:.ucmWUMwwoou dowumﬂouuou.WSu. ~0uom. w
2 v ) . - . : . .
i _— , o 10" > d S3u9TdTII000 ULIILOIA0D UIDAIDQ IDUDIBIITP i
v-nﬂ - . , . . ) L _ “,,
LE e & m g 43 . d1eH
. : . E - : ’ " TBOTISLD C
0T 6 | | | o T €T 7 quswdmby
. . ! . : . S . pue adeds ,
SR S o o B 7R 11 _  A3puniioddg”
. ‘ o #C o yoxeashy . |
he e . - YA 6¢ . werioxd m
. ; ¢ ot - . 23enpean A
: , & : C
. R : 5 . (~r)
, «[SE Y g7 GE . : , .~ uexBoag m
¢ o - LT A . © 93enpeasaapuf]
(6T . T wT € - gt . 8¢ - 9T sjuouudssy - |
AR ! #T S : *1 - Suryoeay, !
’ . : K
‘ woea |
s (6eT=w)  (8yT=v) L(I8T=W)  (90T=0) L (IvT=w) (9rT=Y) . ’ .
C. . . - . 3 . )
o egrTuoy |, 94TT ¢ .+ @ang | por[ddy k  paeH 330§
Oy OTUIpBRIY - : N
; m:OMMUGdu jusuiaedag jo waumhuwmﬁﬁuwuum& Y3Til UOTIOBISTIBS pue .
, : uoTILAISTUTUPY Juowiavday aYy3 xuﬂz.cOﬁuumumHumm U99M39g SUOTIB[III0D
,h o . ef ITYRL
s - . ) «
v ' ] ) , . ..‘ vumm

PAruntext provided oy enic i

.




¢

“imately 18 months after the reorganization had been in effect. The
present studies, however, were completed with time 1 data only. L

contacts.

v . -6~
CereTatidnibf ACE Rating of Department with Discrepancy

of Faculty Report of Time Spent on Activity - Time They
Mould Like to Spend v : ? o

~Undergraduate Teaching . . . . . . . P 1
Graduate Teaching P s
Research . L e e e A N 1

Scholarly Activity R 1 T o
Professional Activities and Services ." . . . . . . =3

* e Y= : - . N :
p<.05 . o : A
#p < .0 o - N
Finally, we examined the relationship between faculty satisfacﬁjon
and performance. iieasures of departmental performance were number ot

textbodks, monographs, technical reports, book reviews, journal articles,

and departmental standing on ,the American Council .on Education rating.

Thirteen measures of faculty satisfaction were included in a factor . 7
analysis which yielded three factors.  These factor scores were inter- + ¢ 7
correlated with-the performance criteria. A strong and consistently

positive relationship emerged between ACE rating and faculty satisfaction.
However, the causal relation is not clear. This question is partly-

" resolved by noting zero correlations between faculty satisfaction and

publication-output, This .suggests that facuity satisfaction is a PO
reflection and not a cause 07 the departmental veputation. R
- School of iursing. Data.were-collected-for a longitudinal study of
the reorganization of the University's School-of Hursing. These data | _
vere collected as part of a research program being sponsored by a contract
from the Office of iavalsResearch.* Eighty-eight academic faculty members
and administrators in a total 'staff of 96 were vigited in person, and a
questionnaire was completed while the experimenter was present and prior
to the reorganization. A follow-up data collection vas completed approx-

~ One study evaluated. the effect of organizational structuye on the
attitudes ‘and behavior of the organizational 'participants (Rice and .
itchell, 1972). Heasures were generated which reflect an individual's
position in the structure in terms of variables that generally apply in
groups and organizctions. These include status, influence and the direct
and indirect Tinkages between-persons -in a networx .of interactions. The
contribution of the study was twofold: First, the indices of structure

-~ used were new and led to an incCrease in our understanding of the assess-.
. ment of structural variables. Second, the results showed that those who -
haverhigh status and influence and who are central in a network of communi-

catiopgs have high satisfaction and performance. These individuals/tend to
value extrinsic rewards and have a large number of relatively superficial .

e

A study by Mitchell and Pollard (TR 73-43) also. on data from the

'fa¢u1tmegmbgr§‘of,the School of Nursing analyzed antecedents of Jjob

1e . \




- - 7 -‘\ -

~ performance in terms of expectancy theory. This theory sugdests that one
works hard because of two factors: The degree to which working hard is -
seen as Yeading. to organizational outcomes (called expectancy) and“the’ .
value of the outcomes’ (called valence). Measures of these variables were: -
generated for each faculty member, and ratings of performance (by the Dean)
and number of publicaticns were, used as performance criteria. The results.

- supported the theory and suggested various ways -in which this approach

~ could be. used to increase the motivation of academjc employees:

s

Community College Project
. _ \

: A large study of the 26 community colleges in the® State of ¥Washington
was conducted with the cdoperation of the State Board for Community Colleges,
the presidents of each community college, the teaghers® unions, and the
faculty representative from each college. Questionnaires were sent to.
(a) all administratovs, (b) full and part-time faculty of the-colleges
(Samples of the questionnaires are included in Appendix A) and (c) members
of each board of trustees for all the colleges. Of those approached, -
1,404 or 67% of the full-time faculty members responded, 443 or 71% of
all administrators participated, including 18 of -26 college presidents
and 57 or approximately 60% of the trustees responded, representing 19 of

_ the 22 districts. Feedback was provided to each of the 26 colleges and
the state board (see Appendix B). s L -

. Twenty-one qualified judges rated:the effectiveness of each college on
four performance aspects: Vocational, avocational, liberal arts programs,
and administrative efficiency. The panel of judges Consisted of the
executive committee of community college presidents, all members of the
Washington State Bodrd for Community College Education, and a paneT of deans -
of instruction, business managers, and deans of students from the colleges.

v

, The performance measures obtained were related to the'd{?crepancies
between the actual versus the desired goals of community colleges as per-:
- ceived by the faculty members of colleges. Stepwise regressions between- s
- performance aspects and.the goal discrepancies showed. remarkable magnitude
suggesting they may be a valid substitute for performance tatings of '
community colleges. Since performance ratings of community cotleges are
not easily obtainable, other researcners may want.to adopt the use of goal,
discrepancies in studies of higher education (see Table 4). All of the
- reportedscoefficients are significant at the 0.005 level. The regression
- «coefficients are all negative, indicating that performance is inversely
'related to the extent to which the actual and the desirable goals are
discrepant from each other. - . ' - . '

Goals and Educational Trends. A technical report by Gillo, Gold-
smith, and Landerholm (74-54) examined goals and educational trends in
community colleges. One-of the most noteworthy results of this study is

__the congruence between faculty, administration -and trustees on both actual

and preferred-goals.—The:statistical indicators for congruence, rank order

correlations between the goal structures of faculty, administrators, and -

boards,fare quite convincing. "Actual goals of faculty and administrators
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iz Stepwise regress1on coeff1c1ents for co]]ege performance on 11bera1
arss programs : . .

Goal - DiscrepangL Vj' 'Mquigle r
- To.attract new-Ph.D. s to ‘college facu]ty : | -.65 ** .
’ : To prov1ge Student counseling T, - =74 ok ‘ "

Stepwise’ regress1on coeff1c1ents fbr coT]ege performance on ayocational

o .pmgmms ey )
© Goal Discrepang R s ’ ' Multiple r
>t . Tc serve as center’ for dissemination of new 1deas =52 Wk .
To ma1nta1n high otudent ach1evement e -.61 *k

'Step41se regresoion for co]]ege perfoymance on vocat10na1 program=

- ~
. .

s Goa] Discnenancy : N ' - Multiple r
. . ; ' . R N
Tor provide pr09rams .or spec1f1c occupat1ona] N
' Ctraining - : , ‘ -2 Kk .
- . To limit. open adm1551ons o . =72 **
) o & S
StepW1se tegress1on for adm1n1strat1on eff1c1éncy
Goal Discrepancy - }i' ‘ o7 Multiple r o . ,
v o ! : Lo , ) -
To attract new Ph.D.s "to co]]ege faculty C =74 o o
To solicit student enro]1 Lo .83 ** " '
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L . - corre Tated 93 facu]t/ and boards, 83, and: aum1n1strators -and boards -
L correlated- .83 (all s1gn1f1cant at ‘the .01 level). Whgypreferred goal
St “structyre of the three groups also is ‘rather close - desp1te traditional
-claims’ of discordance. ‘The -congruence between goals of faculty and
T administrators correlate .87; between administrators and trustees .83;.
S . and between faculty and trustees .81 (all significant at’ the .01 1eve1).
R i *The preferences of a]] three groups are summar1zed in Table 5
S Coa] dxscrepancmes .., “the. d1screpancy bet/een the actua] and T
T ~fvpreferred ratings of all goa]s, are a very- useful measure: of potent1a1 ‘ .
*. 777 .. organizational conflict and may well help to 1dent1fy the idsuesiof .~ » - .
B greatest importance for community college change. Tabie 6 provides™a ™ = - 7
=~ summary of goals which were most- and least discrepant within tne system..
: . It appears.that more emphasis should.be placed on increasing the competence
" -we “of instructors and facilitating interdepartmental communication.:, The = -7
N recognition .of this underemphasis: may be a general character1st1c of -
_ ., .sommunity colleges or a function of the relative newness of the system
f“\ S ~ under study.- Less emphasis, accord1ng\to these data,. should be placed. .
,\\_i. on ‘academic and remedial~education ;programs. Interestingly,. they belong

' ‘to the traditional core of -community co]Teje tasks.  The former may reflect
‘the. rea11zat19n that other-options ekist to_pbta1n Tover division’ course
ST ~vorks; the .relldtively small percentage of stuBents who actudlly "transfer .
Py “to four-year Thstitutions; “the immediately. atta1nab1e occupat1ona1 rewards “a S
. “‘available upor completion of commuriity co]]ege ‘experience; and, the.lack S
S « .. of appreciation shows. by - four-year 1nst1tut1ons for the: support prov1ded
efi~<;":;. by commun1ty colleges, . - o _ a\ -
D F1na11y, somo compar1s1ons between commun1ty co]]eoes and un1vers1-
T L . ties were.made.” Typically,-the’ ro]e of .compunity colleges is defined-as
v % doing all thosethings that un1vers1t1es eitier cannct or- will not do.
o - Qur~data suggests: that the" to1]eges are now defining a unigue program area
% of their own: A‘glear prcference for vocational education in defiance oﬁ
- fpressures for 4hcpeas1ngvlower d1vps1on 11bera1 arts coursework

L

R Severa] add1t1ona1 d1fferences appeared fﬁe most str1k1ng concerns: f
f "L'the att1tude towards students. Hhile universities prefer to deal with:
“cultivating their intellectual abilities, comiunity colleges stress dove]—
;"7 opment of the students! potential, which permits them to put- their abilities,
<7 ... " to almost immediate -use. Further, the two systems see. the instructor's
_ ~  role qu1te di fferently; while university faculty see, their institutions:
. oq v as prime instruments for the. d1ssem1nat1on of new mdeas college facu]ty
It Judge the1r 1nst1tut1ons to be poorly adapted- for this" cause.

Sl At the organ1zat1ona1 Tével, un1vers1t1es va11date their efforts and
. goa]s {Iith those of other un1vers1t1es (a closed system); as evidenced by
: " the per1od1ca1 pear evaluation sponsored by the American Council for.
T H1gher Education.  Universities appear to produce students who will be N L
' maximally successful in other universities or professional organ1zat1ons ' R
" j.e., aB.A. who will Be. successfu] in a graduate school, or a Ph.D..who, = ° . o
will be successful <as a facu]ty member- at.other un1vers1t1es Community SRR
'colleges wh1ch va11date their purpose to.a 1arge extent*1n their commun1ty, '

I
oo <
..n
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. f*.' S o | Wost “shd’ least prererred goals of facu]ty, b
T o '  administrators and trustees
S EACULTY . . ADWINISFRATORS _  TRUSTEES. = .-
I, 1. Dévo]0p~studeht: ’ ],{ Improve teaching** 1}"-0ccupatioha1
L potential - I , training **
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of d1v1s1on seems to have a pattern best su1ted for its . requ1rements

AR (R

b

aim to produce students with.skills that are of immediate use for estab-

- 1ishing their position -in-the commun1ty, e.qg., a we]der or a comouter
;,"programmcr (oaen 5/stem) .

.

~Correlates of Performance in Communlty Co]]eqes : Fied1er'and Gillo 7

1nvest1gated the re1at1onsh1p of ‘teaching styles; the faculty's percep-

o "

tion of.icollege goals, satisfaction, influénce .over policy issues, -and
organizational characteristics, and .thé teaching effectiveness-of community .~
college divisions .(TR 73-53). One of the most interesting implications of

- the study was the.effect of academic aréa on the relationship between

faculty responses- and the: rated effectiveness of community -college divisions.

 There does not appear to be a single prescription for good performance

that will be equally successful across all divisions. Rather, each type

o ‘Table. 7 wn1ch g1ves some corre]at1ons between teach1ng sty]es and

‘teach1ng effectiveness illustrates this point. The use of audio-visual

aids is associated with-poorer divisional performance. The more scholarly
approaches are associated with higher performance ratings in social science .
divisions where a higher proport1on of course -content comes from books

and Journa1 assignments. Joutnal’ read1ng assignments ldve no-notable

effect on teachjng in other-divisions. Moreover, different teaching

methods affect subJect areas in d1fferent ways -For example, while the.

~use of equipment by the mathemat1cs and sc1ence d1v131ons appears: to, be -

- detrimental to effect1ve performance, this is npt the case in tne human1—
- ties, soc1a1 sc1ences, iand the vocat1ona1 d1v1s1ons

) Results, of an ana]ys1s of . the organ1zat1ona1 character1st1cs “and

. performance can be seer in Table 8. - Of the-25 correlations, three were
Csignificant. Size of facu]ty vias negat1ve]y corrélated w1th performance
in vocational-technical divisions. This seems reasonable, since close

coordination is requiréd in teaching these areas and can be accomplished.
best in small teams. -Experience of the faculty and the powér of the

. chairman's position were negatively correlated with performance of business

_ »d1v1s1ons - None of the.othar variables; including salary, number of

~hours- spent in classrooms, ‘experiance of faculty, or the cha1rman s

power were highly related w1th performance

S1tuat1ona1 Cnaracter1st1cs re1evant to 1eadersh1p | Grener is com=
pleting a iasters thesis which. describes- the swtuat1ona] character1st1cs
relevant to-leadership concerns in community college divisions and.in

"un1vers1ty departmegnts.” Two major theories of situational characteristics-
‘are.conceptually and empirically related. These are Fiedler's situational

favorab111ty and Tannenbaum's Control Graph theory. It was found that the .
total amount of control in both the college and upiversity administrative .
groupings strongly-and -positively: affects the Group Atmosphere (1eader-
member relations).within those groups. - Further, it was found that the.

'“degree of task structure of. academic and vocational teaching and research.

areas has an 1mportant impact on. both the total amount of control and
member relations. The same sort of effect was found for: the degree of

‘~homogene1ty nf research 1nterests in un1vers1ty departments Apparent]y,

e . .. . . . B . -
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" Table &

" - Correlations between Community College Division Performance ;.

- ;"Vand'Orgapizafibn*éharaéferiétics.;'
. G e T S . T , )
) ~ Social: Math & SE
Vatiables o ~ Science Humanit;es" Science - Business” Voca;}ongl‘ ) Median.’
= ; o i:N = 11 . g = 131 ‘__N‘= 13,_VN'= 10”~0 ‘N.= 8 7 Correlat;q
Size of faculty ol s ' "3:i§ C 30 -l s
Expérieﬁcéfofifécuity‘i” 08 ._[!- .04 ;1‘ -26\ —63% .‘.314.’;“- o -4
'Saigry bfifaculty; - .08 'f33;‘.;: f.33 o Ol': k,_ | 02 } | o 02'~;f%
i .Con;ac;:boérs ‘ - .. jllvt‘ ‘ —4lﬁ‘ f. “?32 - f f Sé# o . 1;02 L>l‘ i
R éhaiéman-p;;itioﬁ poweﬁvv. Q6' »l 17 . ‘%20 '  }J ~68*1,‘ 16 : lf fv 06 :
Median Correlation o6 ok a0  "'\\"01  o we |

*.= p < .05-two-tailed = -+ o R T

{ =mI‘) < ,lo ﬂtwo—ta..ile'd‘ e
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-

- encourages- better relations and lcads to a greater willingness to inter-

o Dret1ng the” re]at1onsh1ps among situational variables was de@pnstrated

3; sett]ngs are pos1t1ve1y invoived, are. genera11y supported

! Psycho]og1ca1 \ssoc1at1on meet1ngs in-New 0r1eans to d1scuss 1»5 use.

‘,-'1"5-

the degree "to. uh1cn facu]ty and chairman can mutua]]y understand and L
appreciate each othier's work,- as mediated by structure and homogeneity-,

act in administrative: .decision making.. Position power was found'to be . - °
re]at]ve1y un1mportant in h]gher educat1ona1 1eadersh1p >1Luat ons. ’ )

Further the utility o: comp11ance tneory in pred1ct1no and 1nuer-;.f_ :gglffi

The compliance predictions; assuming that faculty in-such educational

el o

Another paper by uroner exam1nes 1moortant f]tuat1ona1 var1ab1es
contr1but1ng .to faculty. satisfaction-with their jobs-in ‘the community. “
co]]ege divisions. _ An analysis of variance shows significant main effetis

“ of all three-factors- -used, and two -interésting interactions among them, \\\ig\;;‘;”i

..._/

‘The' factors are “faculty contro1 _over administrative decisions, chairman's

- control over. tne\Same dec1=1ons, and~facu1tv ‘goal. d15creoanc1ec (the
degree to which faculty feels that their goals_for the co]]ege are R
receiving tnhe appropriate emphasis). -All three factors had a positive ... &~
“effect on sat1sfact1on An interaction between facu]ty contro] and A

. chairman control is 1nterpreted as shov1ng that Jt is.not so important
whether the: facu]ty or the chairman makes. the dec1s1ons as long as somedme—__. :
.is actively-dealing with administrative funct]ons An.interaction between '>\**\\\;
facuTty coritrol.and faculty goal discrepancies. indicates that.a dncrease R
in either factor.attenuates the positive effects that the other.factor- -
has on satisfaction. This finding is, interpreted in terms of instrume nta11ty
thebries ef-job satisfaction and demonstrates that organ1zat1ona1 goal "~
accomplishment should be considered an “important ‘outgome in the determ1na- ’
tion of facu]ty satisfaction with their” jobs

»

D Research %ethods In order to effect1ve1y ana]yze the vas amounts
of data collected for the University of Washington and Commun1ty College o
stud]es, a new research method was developed by.Gillo and-Shelley- (TR 73-43).
.The technique, known as MAID-M, performs predictive modeling for a multi- T
variate criterion fromra bas1ca11y unTTm1ted set of predictor variables. L e
. Based on additive multivariate measures af association, .it identifies the - - |
. smallest combination of predictor variables which accounts for a maximal - S
‘proportion of the variation space .of a given set of criterion variables.

~$IAIDSM allows <the user to. interact with tie program for the purpose of .
exp]or1ng d1fferent alternatives to- so]ut1ons recommended by the Drogram
Estimates of stab111ty as well as estimates of va]1d1ty for spec1f1c
emp1r1ccl solutions are- prov1ded opt1ona]1y

A users gu1de (TR 74- 58) has .been- comp]eted and. a paper deta111ng
“this technique has been. pub11shed in the Journal of the American Statis- "
tical Association. In addition, a seminar was conductedat’ the Amer1can
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APPENDIX A

ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH GROUP
. University of Washington ;
. .-Seattle, Washington 98195

CONFIDENTIAL

" 'FOR RESEARCH PURPOSES ONLY

“ .

Thia questionnaite is designed to generate information about the
structure and functioning of your community college. The Organizational
Research Gtoup will tepott its findinga. in statistical- form only, to the
faculty and administration on your campus. Your patticipation is
voluntary and confidential,

. In answering questions about your division, please refer to the
divisisn in which you carry out your primary teaching responsibilities.
ot If _your, college has no divisional sttuctute, please refer in ihese L

' questions to yout depattment.

~ LI . . ;. \

WHEN YOU HAVE COHPLETED THE QUESTIONNAIRE, PLEASE USE THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPB
T0 RETURN IT 'TO THE ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCF GROUP THANK ‘You, ’
q‘ . . : . -

. [Elz\v

A v 70 Providod by eric [N
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RN A v Text Providad by ERIC

RIC -

>

a.

.In which divislon do you carry out your primary teaching
responsibiliti's weg Humanities, Business, etc.)? .
. -b.- 1In which discipline(s- do you teach (e %., Psycholopy, Data
: “Processing, etc.)? If wore than one, please list in order,.

-starting with the oue in hhich.you spend‘the most teachinq time.

;
-
c. How many years have you been emploved at your, present :
* community college- \inciurs parL-time) years
d.’ Do you have a tenured appointmenb’ Yes No .
PLEASE PLACE A CHECKMARK (/) N "THE.APPROPRIATE SPACE ON THE FOLLOWING SCALES:
2. How satisfiled are vou with each of the Eollowing items’ - e
a.. Your - present posicion‘ very dis—‘: . el _very
. satisfied -1 2 9" 4 5. 6 7» satisfied
b. Your salhry and financial benefits Qery dis~ : very |
LY . satisfiled v..-datisfied
c. Hiring practices in-your Division LY. very dis- : : very
- ‘ ©, satisfied. "satisfiled
d. Hiring pgactices‘on youf'bdmﬁﬁs very dis- 1 very
- . . . satisfied satisfied
e. Your degree of participation in campus ‘very dis- . L .t overy-
administrative décision making satisfled - 1 2 3. 4 5 .6 7 satisfied
f. Your'pregress towards your own veryadis— : ' : : very
professional goals' o . o satisfled 1 2 3" 4 5 6 +7 satisfied
g Student—faculty relations in your - vefy dis- :_ - : -7 : verx
school . sa;iﬁfied~ 1 2 3 45 6 .7 satisfiled
P . - - B R
;. h. Space, equipment, and other facilities Jvery dis~- : ~ivery .
provided by your Lollege satisfied 7 satisfied
1. "Decisions made by the * very dis- : St :very
Board of Trustees -satisfled 1 23 4 5 6 7 satisfied
3. “In the typical course you teach,,apprqximately whlt proportion of the . information presented
to students comes from the following )
"a. -assigned readings in books 4 ) W :
© b -assigned readinps in journals ' ) A
‘¢.. Guest lecturers = - 7 .
d. Own iectures ' x4 )
L e. Audip—yisualrmédia - .
£, Equipment (machines; tools,elabatatefy,'etc{)u’ %
g. ‘Other (speciEy) ) “ . Ao . -
TOTAL I © 100 % . . ~
* . R e .
’ ’ . D R w e .
'~ - 3 Ry * 'l
- . . :
P . o et .

L
F




4y Please indicate how, ‘much control or influence your division chairman has” over—the following
_ types of decisions. .

' ‘ a. De ‘slons regarding hiring’ R very : B : : : : : ia great » .
' - ’ - little: 1 2 3 & 5 6 7 deal B L
, . b. _ Decisions regarding the courdes you will very ____ a great
. teach . - : - little 1 2. 3 *4 5 .6 7» deal
b ” M . ] ) . . N
c. Declsions reqardiny distribution of space very : HRY H 3 "
| . and- facilities: S © lMttle & 2 3 45 6
' Y “d. Decisions regarding salary for academic.. L very : : HINR] : R '
- personnel o little 1 2. 3 & 5 .6
. : S . . " . '
st ' e. Deg¢tsions regarding future conditions of em- . very S I , :
[

ployment (retirement, medical aid, vacation) ' little ‘1 2° 3 4 5 6.

o e

5. Please indicate how Jnucl\ control you feel you have over :hese, decisions.’

\ a. Decisions regarding hiring . ) ' very sl S :_tagreat .. :
- - o S T little 1 2 -3 "4 5 6 -7 '-deal .

S

.

. . E S St (I s .
b. Decisions regarding the courses you will ‘ very : : oot : i a great
teach . : ‘ . little 1 2 .3 T4 5 6 7 deal.
c.’ Decisioné regarding distribution of space véry . i+ i n i) % a great St
- and facilities, * o ' . letle 1 23 & 5 6. 7 deal - = v
d. Decisions regarding salary for.academic g very i i i i : a great
personnel . : cldetle 1 2 3 4 5 6" 7 deal
e. Decisions-regarding future conditions of em-  *very : : : K : HN T ia great
. ploymem: (retirement, medical aid, vacation) little 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 deal
. 0. ‘_a.( In general, how, much influence do very little : .': : H : '+ -t agreat deal
© . - ybu feel you Kave over what occurs Anfluence °~ 1 "2 3 & 5 6 7 ' of-influence
o PO “on your campus" . s o . : .
’ b. ,How sa:isfied, ‘are ‘you with this very' dis- : : : s . ; very C
degree of infldence? . . . satisfled 1 2,3 4 53 6 ..7 . satisfied
o ‘ . et o . .
. . . . L
7." a.- In general, hown.muctn pres:iée or very little : g : : : : : i a great deal
M " status do-.you feel you are accorded prestige 2. .of prestige
by ;:hose on your campus. who know you? - . . C ,
. K :
b. How satisfied are you with this . o overy dis- t _-i- e S R : very’
- . . level of prestige?

Asat_isfied'.lfz 374 5 6 7 satisfied

.8, How s:ressful is your job as a comur\i:y R nol: at all @ : HE : : : : ex:remely -
college faculty member" . L ‘stressful r 2 374 5 6 7 - stressful =

9. How- clearly does your college define how much time you should spend ,on various activities ..
.related to your profession (e g., classroom prepara:ion, s:uden: consultation, etc. )"

g Coa o ‘ not nt~"’: : R o : :perfec:ly B : . ' 2o
e . all clear 1 2 3 4 77 clear : ) . T




’ ™~
In’ the following table, you will be asked to\list your coworkers and to specify

.10, Please Note:
This infoﬁmation will be usefiul in describing

- . the natire of your contacts with these: persons.
o the actual interaction patterns in your college (e.g., the 'direction and extent of contacts

between faculty in different divisions, between-faculty and administrators, etc.).. Whe: your

. questionnaire is returned to the Organizational Research Group, each name you list below will '

e~ z’”receive a code number, thus assuring complete anonymity of your’ responses. M
- . SN . -3
LI ) Please list on ‘he lines bélow thie ‘names of those persons in your college who you “Fe®l are your -
¢ impoctant _coworkers. By important coworkers, we mean those cc lleagues with whom vou need to
work In order to conduct your activities as a faculty member. \Be’ sure to include administrators
. ' d8 well as faculty members: from your own and ‘other diyisions.
Also, please circle the nimber in each column on’ the right side £ the table that best describes.
. your coworker and your relationship with him. ST : :
o . Collaboration means the extent to which you engage in, fsce to-face interaction with
.. . each of your coworkers in vour activities as a faculty membety N
. ] Social Interdction means the extent to which you get t@gether § formally with each
A . .of _your coworkers for -conversation, coffee,’ parties, ete., -bothl inside and outside
) of "the work, setting. et e . \
. nfLuence means your estimate of how, much fhfluence each of your named cowotkers
¢ has over what goes on in your college, - .
Erestige means your estimate of how much p:estige or status each of your coworkers
"1s accorded by those who know him in your college.
4 E . . - . o .
{ - == ; —
. . - Soclal -. . - -
" : | Collaboration Interaction, - - Influence Prestige
- ! ) . ! " . . "
‘v ] v 8 9 2 v -
4 - -~ [} [} ~ Q.
[ » o~ o Rl e o] =
. pY] - . el o0 | L o0 W! L N m'ré
Coworkers (please print pame) e} wd I - - b R L]
5 T12 34567 1234567 (1234567 2234567
' 1234567 123456711234 56 711234567
. N . & B L - . - -
* - , 1234567 |1 2345 5 7112346567 1234567
' 1234567 |1234567.11234567 1234 5 6.7
T d123d567 (1234567 1234567 1234567
. 1234567, |1234567./1234567 1236567
- ' 12364567 |1 234567 112345617 1234567
‘L 1234567 1234567 1734567 1234567
- ) ! 1234567 |1234567 (1234 367141234567
. ’ s 1234567 1234567 1234567 (1234567,
] 11." On your campus, how important is it to haye’the.”right" connections in order to seekyour ideas
translated into action’ . : v s -
N ~ very EEETE : Ta i__;: i very . Y
unimportait “1 2 3 4 5 § 7 important ¢ -
E ~ . . - . “ ‘.va
Q o 24 ﬁ’,__ .




12, We ‘are inl:erested ih how facultv members - in your college currently distribute their time among.’
various activities related to their profession.” Please indicate in the blanks below the .
number of hours that vou spend on each activity per weék on the average during this quarter.

Hours ger week

a Claﬂsroom teaching (lecture, lab supervision, etc.) ’ - _hrs’
- ‘ N
’ b. Preparation for classroom’ teachinz (lecture preparation grdding papers . ,
and .exams, assembling materials, etc.) -~ . e . hrs
- FStudent consultation (effice hours for students, student counseling, etc.) ) hrs.
. d, Community service (consulting, lecturing, professional societies, etc D] hrs

e. Administrative activities (committees, pape? work, consu1tation with

. division chairmen and other administrators,’ etc.) ‘, . ,h:rs' )
. ‘ f .Research (planning, executi.ng or ‘reporting .research, etc.) ) Lo S " hrs e
g.' Other (please specj,fy) ] ) .',,. o R o " hrs
13. To what. extent do you feel that vour chairman agrees with your educational philosophy, .
: o approach to teaching, étc.? - ) P ' ) .
. little,, agreement :___:_ it :*' L perfect agreement

- . RS

14, In general how_much influence does your division chairman have over ho¥% you conduct your
professional activities" .
very«‘little S U S L SRR great deal
e T2 3 as 6..7
L. T .o : L
15. Below is a list of -goals for community colleges. Please indilcate the relative importance
. ayour college currently places,on’each goal by checking a space on the "CURRENTLY- IS" scale ’
- . to the right of each goal. Also, please indicate the relative priorities you feel each
; ‘goal should receive at your college l\:y checking a space ofi the "SHOULD BE" scale

Lo 1.« To maintain an open R XCURRENTLY' unimportant S important
. admissions policy. * L IS: . . 7
. N ' oL ' : . NI
* : "f~ I ’ ' _SHOULD ~ - unimportant . i :_ 3 i important;
A BE: = - w12 34 567 i
. 2. ,To encourage and help = - - %UVRRENTLY unimportant :_- -:_ i i i i .3 % important
- individual instructors ' D 1 " 1T 2 3 4 5 6. 7
[ to betome more . . o ) ' ’ o .
: " effective teachers SHOULD * unimportant :__ : ° 3 " i : i ¢ ,important
. : . . BE: . .
< 3. To -provide courses that - CURRENTLY,  _ unimportant - ____:"impox'tant
. " prepare the student for IS' - ' T .
. transfer to a good h oo .
. four-year college. . SHOUIB unimportant . important’
N : . . BE: - o
. ‘ 4. To provide programs for . C_URRENTLY- * unimportant :___:_ i i : @ important
' speciic occupational e IS v o 1 2 3 4.5 6 7 [
¢ R training : . oL ’ :
o . L. . w /SHOULD unimportant : i 2 i i %t d important
v < o . S T . ‘ ;BE: o o, T 2‘-.3 b 3 7 )
. : ) . : : o L. . : . - . v

&

~
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CI

To, assist adults in'  .° CURRENTLY unimpoitant

, SRR S R N : important
K completing their . -a IS: | 1Y Y2 T3 E TS Te T, e
. tigh sechog’ B . i T . BN . o ] . “ .
. ‘ © education . , © ™sHouL unimportant :__: ":__: i 't - : : {mportant
. : Y4 ' BE: .o 1.2 3 "4 5 6 1 . )
T .. o) . g . . L ' . : - v
. o) . 6. To provide the community ~ CURRENILY - unimpgrtant : :- : : * i__:- : imporcant )
with facilities and IS: P e i : . A
services for culeural =~ 7 . . . - .
and public interest. . * . SHOULD unimportant : Mmportant |
programs. Lo } BE: ° I
* . . T - ¥ ' : '
. v 7.0 To involve students in CURRENTLY unimportant :  *: N : H H :_3: important |
St administrative = . Is: T 1 z°.3 4 5 6 71, -
ji U - policy making ’ ) - o - : . P Py .
L A * ‘SHQULD * unimportant . : important
] BE: ' ° ¢ . 1 2 3 4 S5&6 7 - el
. R ¢ 2] ) N ’ : : v o : N
‘8. To maintain a low “'%» CURRENTLY  unimportant : importatt, e
) N ‘student-faculty ratio ‘- IS: . S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .
*SHOULD ﬁimportan‘t., D B 1mportant ST
} . - BE: 7 .1 2 3 4 5 6 7 . -
L : & . ) S ! . ' | ) _ ,
’ 9., To attract Ph.D.'s to , CURRENTLY ~ unimportant’: _: _: & : - % 2: :.d.perraae
the college faculty . . & o ~.1 2 3 4 5 67 7 a
: o i . e - L . T
) SHOULD - unimport.ant": :‘~1mpor:a,n:f a
. e whBE: : . #1 2 -2 4 5 6 7. -
. “ 10.  To, ser‘vé as a center’’ - CURBI;IN’FE‘Y unimporeant : ;i i+ s x i important
Y for the dissemination R F ' 1027 3. 4 5 647
.- Q. of new 'ideas . v ) . o , ‘
RO T S : o SHOULD _ - unimporeane :__ : _: _:. : _: _: . igportamt .
) e “ : . BE:, o 1L 2 345 6 7 - :
LT Lo : Lo T - .
- s 1#’ 'Eo""’ri!a.iﬂ:ain -high ‘ CURRENTLY unimpor:ant ) : HE : P v {mportant . .°. i
' < . standards for student - 1s: ; I . . P
..« 1 achievement:in community. N S e : . e ‘
. . college work - * *SHOULD " *  ‘univipor LI : : important . ]
. . BE: o T 2" 3.4 5-46 .7 ° T R
. X . T e » ' R
’ T . . . P LT ERN, N . F 3 - . £
12,  To provide programs and _, CURRENTLY . uﬁimppr:ant : HE H : H i ¢ important !
v opportunities that enable ‘IS:-- ’ ; 1 2.3 4 -5 «6 -7 .
- employees. to. achieve . b : oo i L
‘their professional goals  SHOULD . ,unimpor;agt :‘i'mporgant -
. Wt .. . BE: | .
- i . BE: . .
‘., . e . L - e , 0
. 16. Please describe the atmosphere on your ‘campus by checking the, following itéms: '
v N N ' - . ' N : ' Al N . . : . - " “
5.  «Pleasant : S HIEY HIRE :i__: Unpleasant : * ’
. . . - . N ,
. - ' Friendly : Unfriendly .
o » oo . N
. e . .
- <% - Bad Good * . -
s 1 ) i : - M
) RN PR - . \
R /%Y Worthless Valuable et
P .- . . .
- . 0~ . . . °. . ® ’ :
i . At K Distant :__: : ": " : _:. 1 i : Close . o N . o
v b12 374 50 6 7 8 . . .
N , R . . . N ! e
’ v .. - . 2 2 a
CERIC T R
’ N ' ted t




,.“ « 'y = : . G ; _
. L .
, s
. s - A . e .
s s ' . . ‘ :
) & Cold . : s oi___: Warm .
. 1-2 3-4 5 6 7 w8
: Quarrelsome—: > it iia:;qwuioub .
1 .2 3 4 5 6. 7 -8 ’
. .. . P MES Ll
). . . A o . . . .
. Self-assured : : : o3 : : Hesitant
3 > 6 . A. . . » -~
_ Efficient :: ; : Inefficlent ~
} o o v 8 .7 6 :5 4 3 2 1 L i
" I3 . . .d < . )
1 . Gloomy :_ PR S N UL M L Cheerful *
R . a oo 1 2 3,.4°5 6 7 8 af
- 17. Please describe on the scales below the person you consider to be vour least preferred
R totk C- coworker. _This may be someone you know now or someone you knew in the past. First think of
. all the people with whom you haye ever wq{ked, dnd then describe the one person with whom -
: you had the most diffitulty in getting g job done., . ' e RS
- _ ’ o . ‘
I Pleasant -:_o : : . :___: Unpleasant .
. ’ 4 » . 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 %
. ¥ - : Co
@ o Y X N 7
; ., Friend.“,;"’? : i : Unfriendly
R i - - T
k4 “ ' “ . PR “ “.L‘\“!\-\ .
- 3 e joec;ing : : Ac;:egr.ting .
. e !
% Rl e N . -
. ) . : Helpful @ : Frustrating
O Y . o )
L . . : . S
: “ Unenthusiastic : : Enthusiastic
[ P . ° =
. : Tense : : Relaxed .
s ’ .
-l‘ .
,e L : Close )
Cold ;% & & .3 : 3 % Wam 0"
c— . T 2 3 4 56 1 8 - ° '
. Cooperative : : Uncooperative
cor *\ g8 7 -6 5 4 3 .2 1 2 ‘
. . Supportive - - : : Hostilte " .
. # . A S
- N . o g7 6 S5 4 3 2 .1 : s
R 1Y M 2 ) . . N B
° L sBoring :___ i, ¢ : T : Interesting )
o ow e . : 1 2 3 4 _5°6 1 8
. g RPN . . . N . o
o " Quarrelsome . : : t T : : Harmonious
. ) : 1 2 3 4 5,6 7 -8 :
. v .. : ' ' N =
. ® ‘Self-assured : ;. Hesitant *
. .
N . cay’ . Efficient & B HE : : : : Inefficient
’ . - o .8 7 8 5 &3 1
: Gleomy :__ @ : : .-t Cheerful ¢ :
* . R § 3" 4 *5 67 8 :
. - '~'-_" PR " : i e
. . . \
y o ' . 2
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“Interin Reportbno: 1

- | . B . R

T0: Colleoe Sidents, ﬁembers of FACC and State Board
’ a L T [
_FnOm: Frad Tiedler and Martin Gillo- Organiéﬁtional Research T
e . . Ay A - N .. .o ! o
e T InaSmUCh as it will taae consideraolt time bef ore all data'

from the Com“unity Colleﬁe Study w1ll be p.ocessed and analyzed

I

‘we thouaht we would provide some of the results now "and the~remainder

in subsequent interim reportS. We anticipate:that it-may be Spring before

we w1ll havepcomplet d all data analyses;‘ S S .

_ The first“set of data,which_we afe reporting deals with-the descriptive
& ‘ . B i '
churacteristics of the average faculty member and -his typical teaching

S R i d . R

. stylts, as well as the average time he spends on the different aspects
of his job. For each of the variables to be described in tHis and in = s o

-futyre reports wefwill provide ive statistics. ‘These statistics and their_
proper interpretations are as follows: : E I " ) T
" - e R
1. The Ovtrall Mtan is. the average for respondents from all 27
community colieges.‘ For exzmple, the average number of years
nf experience of a tommunltyﬁcollcne faculty member in this

State is 9.2 years.v

. t -

. . % 2. The Overall 8D Is Lhe extent to whicH ind1v1dual Laculty
- .o ‘members deviate from the 'State™ mean. The established.m
' | . measure for the dev1ations from the nean is the 5t nd"“d ‘ R
dev1at*on ( 8D ). Tor the variable years of expeiience , the
SD is 5.2 years. This means that: 67% of all participants lie
. within the area of one SD above and one’SD below the mean. -
P : An this case, 674%of all facﬁlty members have between 4 and o .

-llq.é years of experience.
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to which' less

'proportion of faculty members may have responded far'above the average;, Do

-

G

3. The -1s the mean of. your own college,“i.ef,'

the avera "'ifeculty mémber on. your campus. For exauplc{
.'1f the averag ge faculty member on your campu$ has 1l.1 years
"of experjence, he would have two years more than the average

faculty member in the State. T . . S

your colleﬁe and- 1nu1cates
or your college dir

The Collcoe SD is tae SD for
how much.the faculty members
.- ffom your colleve average.

1

The percentile score dcscrlbes wncre tHe average *aculty member

of .your campus stanus with regard to all facu ty members

of the State. TFor 'years.of experlence‘ if your college

mean was 11.1 years'and the.'State’” mean was 9.2, ‘it means

that" the average faculty member on ‘your college raan in the

04th percentile. That is, 64%Z of all faculty members have
~less eAperlence -and 36% have ‘more experiénce than the typl cal

facul ty merber ‘on your canpus. T v .

e

v

The be01nn1n0 of the table of results shows the proportlon of

-

faculty -

moers on’ y0ur camous who rcsponded .To,assure anonymity of respondents,

“Mean, SD' and percentile . for your college,are~notflisted for anyrquestioﬁ'
L & . . e . .

than 8 faculty merbers of your college responded
o _—

A flnal remar“'to'assist in interpreting the results.

.devi atlon for a varlable is larger than the mean; this 1nd1cates that a srLal1

.

Tnls p01nt ig’ or interest malnly to the statistician® but we ralsed it here

in orderit%_avoid confusionﬂconcerning the cor rectness of the reported data.:
N ﬁ o N - . ) . . . . o

Q.

g
LY

Nlererthe standard

-




1 NS "
. l X ; ; .
s « . »,.ﬁr )
@, .
R T . COLLEGE c S )
\.of*,Respdnsg~ C e o S - Co .
Lo - R T e ,
A .- - overall Overall College, College . .. -
R S _ .Yean ~_SD° - lean .. SD_ S
\ Employment Status B (P o 1.8 ) ' N i
R I : — L
Average teekly Contact Hours|17.6 - © 9,0 B - .
. o o S ‘ . i
Degrce Level® = S - S A 1.2 , .
Years experience .- ] 9.2 5.2 - | ST ‘
R i o ST R N , ) .. . : . o . L:
1. In the tvpical course
, you teach, aprox..whac : - : ,
proportion of the inio. {25.2 , 19.2 . :
Y “presented to students . |- : - e I
' comes from assigned: B R P : e
.. readings.in’ books?: N )
2| "hat proportion comes s “
\' from assigned readings. 4.1 12.0.¢
in journals? it L '
“\\\3;\'What”promqrtion.~from' ' ' - N
: Ao . port o 1 3.0 - 12.8
v \guesu decturers? ST : ~
4. \'Wihat proportion from ” L , h
lyour own lectures? 36.5 .. | 32.9
5. . What proportion from,K ° - . Ly .
L pro Srom 9.6 |-* 11.0 |
audio-visual mediaz - .
G. | That proportion from , . , ]
o eeu;pment (machines, |15.2 | 28.5 R , g
tools, lab., etc.) ' Y PR N ’ y
‘“ . . . .. . : - .' ] . ) B . .
. |hat oportion ‘from : ' '
7 N [ pr ‘_O.\. OL A . 9.1 . 19-4

B
-

other? - . . ‘ o S

‘8. |To what extent do you - . L -
' |rély on objeckive tests | 4 -
for \evaluating students Tt

|in ghe-course you most.
"loften teach? . . J4o

I

extent do 2 o . ‘ R .
extent a Y ‘ L4 2.1 ) '
e o~ .

éxtent do you- . _ : -
‘$classroom'dis;- 5.0 | 1.8
or partici- : : ‘ -

© 1. do. wha 'extent do you | o - s e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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_Ovérali
SD

Overall

*igan . . 3D

Ny e
Py,

do vou
orﬂawu¢h

To v
rcly .on

(ﬁrac ical. tests or - ¥
_succe
of “wo

B>

[

ssful demonstration
ri-skdlls; etc.)? -~

- To what extent do you
‘rxely on oral exams?

‘Please indicate Row.
many hours you spenc on
your various activi: ies
related .to your pro .es-
‘sion (class prep., .
student consultation,)?
ilow many hours.do you
spéend on Ureparatlon for
class(lecture prep., :
grading papers & exams,
‘asseﬂbllng materlal etc.)?

How many hours o’ you
spenl on student consul~ "
tat*on (of*lce houLs, etc )N

BN

17.  low many hours ‘do you . . a S - R T ;
© spend on community serv1ce H4’3 5 4 é . : N g L
(consultlng, lecturing, | N B ) ' : :
S Vpror 5001etxes etc.)? : o ’
. N . . . ¢
18, how many. hours do you - - B ‘ R
' spend on administrative et - ‘ wo - e
activities {(committees, | s 3,9 | 4.5 oo o , B
paperwork, ‘consultations L ; ‘ . R
'w1tn div. Chairman; etc.)? | - - . 4 ) o e
19. How rany hours do you. = - | :
o spend on research (plannimgr— 4.0 3.3 j - ' .
e4ecuylngror reporting)? |- L o ‘ S
) —_ | ‘ 1 , -
20.. How many ‘hours do ‘vou - 1 ogige s.0 o . . ,
© . spend on other activities? * st Ce : ' T
" *Degree level explanation . =~ <
.0 = none - 4 = Masters degree - ‘
« 1 = Assoc.. Arts - .5.= Masters plus
2 = B.A./B.S. 6 = Ph.D. v
3 = 5th year (Leachlng creultlal) * *
\)‘ .« ' ‘) B ~ A
3 i-

ERIC
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hal: of queSquns.common'co both forms.

.occ05101a1 blanks, in the columns‘for cqllege mean , bD,

College Presidents, members of ‘FACC, and St a;e Boar d.~v

-

to gll»questlons concerning ;hu goals of Lommuﬂi;y dolleges as»p rgeived

by the faculty members. The :Lbulcs are l;sted in the same way as in the

tarim report, -i.e. w1Ln S ate mean, standard deviation (SD),'and

.

college mean, SD and perc91tile. S e

T We have also anclosed coples of the original queStlonﬂaires for =~
easy and clear fe;erence to all questions asked Note that “the two forms

of the quest*onﬂaire d;fxer rrom each o;heL in thaE ‘they con;aln 01ly one

"

*

“his is- ~he reason for the.
and purcuntile.

T el F
B - A R
-nn AR s A—\n--.m

pocirioba i3 -axpectad to be comple;;d,a; the

TR ‘ |
- . T‘
33 Jolnson Hall % Teleplione: (206) 543-2314 L

3

32 S -

LS v » - . 3 . N . .

FROM: Fred v;E‘ledler and Martin Gillo -
- i ° ’
' RE: . “Intlrim Hgport No. 2 N
. . d w v - A \
.We have eﬁclosed~the sec01d dnterim report. ~It lists the rdsponses

.

&
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
»51'1.-\'1“I'I,l'3, \\.'.j\S}'HNG'I'ON 938195 . .

\rr* .O" ANDUY ,

f . B

u o . N )
. R T . L
"?0: . College Presidents, Members of FACC; and State Boaxd o .
’.', . EI . CE ' . , . o : . )
FROM: TFred Fiedler'and Lartln Gillo. - - . v ,
RE: “Interim Report Mo. 3 T e R B :
i L EN . . . . .. AN "

Enclosed is the summary of data lrom'the third- and final sedt*on ‘of the

“

faculty member questlonnalre. The format is- essentlally slmllar to the one used

- In the prev1ous two 1nter1m reports. For every questlon we have avaln 1nd1cated

the State—w1de mean, standard dev1atlon - as well as the college mean, standard

dcv1atlon, and percentlle.

Iin addltlon We have 1ncluded two other documents on the results of tne

study. * The xlrstiof these, shdws the State—w1de results of - raculty percentlons

-

of,goals‘as they are ght now and goals as they should be. <Each college mlpht

wish to draw v*mllar graphs for its own faculty member responses s1nce these

igr pr s:read ly. indicate potentlal trouble spots that is, aspectc of college

1fc'wn1ch raculty members, percelve as unsatlsfactory, or pollcy matters on

F“

which there- is d1sagreement.1 - L S

r“ne tblrd part compares the goal d1screpanc1e° as percelved by faculty,

acnlnlstrators and members of the Board of Trustees. in the State. - Coal

reoancels are the’ differences bctween the actual and the deslred 1mportance

or goals. As the graphs indicate, the agreement between faculty, adm1n1strators

and Board of- Trustee members varles from goal to goal
Tuture reports will orov1de 1nrornatlon on various ratlngs obtalned from
ollege aomlnlstrators and members of %oards of Trustees. ' We expect to have

these analyses completed w1th1n the comlng months."

**

.33 Iolm.son Hall / Teleplzone (206) 543—4314
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