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Attitudes Toward Nontraditional Academic Pfograms
4
INTRODUCTION _

The future of nontraditional academic progyégg'aepends,‘in

] .

part, on the réceptiveness of the various college consti;uencieé'

) ) . s
. 7~ toward montraditional learming.  Evem more important is the e

attitude of decision-makers toward nontraditio&ﬁiAstuaieé.

A review of the literature indicates that educational
- ' ¢ .

. . ,
researchers have made little effort to Yetermine attitudes toward

innovation in higher educ%Fibn or té,analyze the relationship

.

of attitudes toward and support for nontraditional programs. /f
. ' . . ’

Warren Bryan Martin (1973) survéye&'top academie administraters °
i

[ '

at colleges and universities in'California concluding that
!
crucial leadership was available from top administrators for

effecting change in institu&%oqs of higher education. Similar

research has not been pablished for institutions dutside

-

California nor for consfltuenéiq%‘other than administrators.
el .
The purpose of this paperjis to report and analyze the
LI ‘
.results of a research project on attitudes toward nonrtraditional

academic programs which involved three magor inst%&ﬂtions of
higher education. The research included all constituencies of
each institution: administration, students, faculty,.and

professional staff. It was hypothesized that tenured faculty as

"a group would prove to be the least supportive’ of noentraditional

‘o . / J
academic programs. . ’

1 >
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METHOD

During the spring semester of 1976 azsuryey'was sent to a

r?ndom sampling of studenté, faculty, administrators, and

professional staff at three institutions: The Univergity of
1 ’ [

; Southern Methodist Upiversity; and

ST Ty ; o e . . -
Staten Island Community College.- The survey contained a number
of questions designed to determine the respondents' attitudes

toward nontraditional programs and the kind of support the £ace

4

respondent was likely to give such programs. Nontraditional

<

academic programs were deflined as those programs granting académic

>

credit outside the usual channels. of departmental structures.

-

The total sample of 307 subjects included 168 students,

107 faculty, and 32 administration/professional staff. -Broken
down by in§titu£ion, the sample included 168 from the University
.of Massachusetts at Amherst, 60 from Southern'Methodist University;

and 79 from Staten,Island Community College.' Table 1 provideg

a more complete breakdown of the subjects. The sample represented

. ’

. -
approximately one percent of the populations of each campus with
a thirty perceﬁt rate of return. Analigigfof Variance and

Duntan's Multipie Range Test ;ere used in-‘analysis’'of the data.

. . .

Insert Table f About Here
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- --— TABLE 1: RESPONDENT BREAKDOWN -————

O
5 v
)

.

INSTITUTION. FACULTY STUDENT ~ ., Profdssional staff/

* . Y .
_Instfuctor Assistant Associate Full Undergraduate .Graduate Administration
* ' = . ' C -

AL 13.(42) 33 (10.7) 24 (7.8) 37 (12.1) 153 (49.8) 15 [419) 32,(10.5) .

7 imass 4 (2.4) 15 (8.9) 17 (10.1) 24 (17.3) 72 (42.9) 9 [(5.4) 22 (13.0)

4 (6.7) 10 (16.7) 7 (11.7) 8 (13.3) .16 (26.6): 6 (10.0) 9'(15.0)

5 (6.3) . 8 (1001) - comm-- 65 (82.3) —de—-—- 1 QLW.T ]
x ¢ - = s - .- s ]
 Thé figures’in paﬁentheseé indicate the percentage’' of the fespondents ¢

.

from that imstitution. . :
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f'r,esponden;é were aské& to iuﬁicaté their sacis}actimnacﬁ

— o

nontraditional academic prOgrams on their campus. The response

- scale was‘from—éne~to~five-one bein;*“very satrsfied" and five

being "veryidissatisfied." A significant difference to the .001

level wa§~found in satisfaction levels by group. Those expressing

the greatest satisfaction were students and nontenured fatulty

¢ —

- while associate and full professoﬁs 1ndicated the greatestfamount‘

¢ - - * .
' . e

" of dissatisfaction. Table 2 represents in more. detail the Yafious

levels of satisfaction with‘nonttaditional acaderic programs,

e e e ot et e e e g e e e aitm S e s o aem e el

o G ) v o :
h;ﬁg - Insert Table 2 About Here . / ..

-
M -

There existed alsg a significant positive correiationﬁ(pt.001)

. T L A S
between the level of satisfaction and the kinds of changes

respondents suggesteq eught to occur in current nontraditional
. . - - - \ . . -
academic programs. Associate,ang full professors tended to

suggest abolishingﬁnpntraditional programs, integrating them s

into the departmental structure, or creating greater structune

-5'

+ and accountability in. nontraditional programs The groups indicating

L

the highesw levels of satisfaction tended- to.- suggest nurtuning

the nontraditional programs in some way, i e‘, increasing their ¢

: dperational 4$udsets aadlor facilitating 3reater cmpuﬁ participation )

im éuch,programs Hany of the respdndents were not pm\‘\ticipants in
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) . ) . 4 .' 4 —t‘ < . N v $ " 1 . ;
i mnsn'mnoi "~ .FACULTY - - STUDENIS™ - - }f";
' ”“”T“SU““O" Assistant Agsociate Fyll U,ndergraduate Graduate Staff: Admini.stratiom T
v ’i‘
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r:L
* - * o » .
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nontraditional studids (54.4%). A person's participation in

nontraditional programs had a significant positive correlation )
/ , :
- with higher levels of satisfactlon (p«. 001{

. -,

r'S
-
Both advis1ng of students and perceptions of the/wayedecision_ oy e

. T .' °
i ‘Lﬁhy*makers treat nontradit1onal programs relative to, tradltional

.~

prograns were related significantly to sat1sfaction levels. Wheni

Al - /

asked if they would advise students to participatewin a nontraditional ’

program;‘respondents indicating the greatest level‘of dissatisfaction
. L '

4

with nontraditional programs were less likely than thase satigfied

o [with nontraditional studies to advise a student to participate in

—such programs. The differensp between the reSponse of—those

) i

L", . ;,tended to view treatmentypy decision-makers as. being g == ’

satisfied -and those dissatisfied was statistically signi%?éant

-, LN — .
to the .001 level. . . . r e

On most campuses faculty have' the major responsibility %or
'y N
decisions relating to nontrad1tional educatiOn. Respondents*' .

R ‘were asked if decision-makers treated nontraditional and tradftional

programs equallyi__Ihere was‘&‘§f§ﬁificant difference by satisﬁfctlon

~ " level (p€.001) concerni 'percegtigps of the way decision-makers

—%

~ 1

nd nontraditional academic programs. Persons—
. T, )

treated traditiona

indicating th€ highest levels of satisfaction tended to Believe‘\.

. . o , o L
.. traditional 2d nontraditional academic progr were treated T

T LN i

" ' eguallg: gﬁmost dissatisﬁied W1th nontraditional programs

. . ) .

'f‘ ""favdritiem.given to nontraditional progxams; Sinoe faeulty

P committees rendering ademic decisions aré- generally conpgped -




I }evel‘of dissatisfaction wit ontraditional ggograﬁs,uthese data

do not perceive themselves as , 4 —
. e

~ f
—— i S e "
garding nontraditional academic 7rograms

indicate that tenured facu

@

influencial in decisions

o Students and |Nontraditional ‘Studies

;" . - - Respondents were asked ~Do you believe nontraditional

s . o o : ’ ) ' . .. .

pngéams: (1) meet the negds of a large number of students;
‘ ! ' . R .

(2) meef,the needs of somé students; (3) are unnecessary since - « ' —

-

student needs can be met_by existing departments; 6r ké) should - o

. . ) . ) /—’ - '/. Lo )

- not be evaluated on the basis of student need? Responses by T
. I’,_ R l ‘

‘ . - C level of satisfaction were significantly different (p<.001).

e¥ level of satisfaction with nontraditional programs meant

/the respondent was motre likely«to.see a greater number. of stgden;s .

~ L3

served by nontraditional programs. A ldwer;level of satiefaction L o

usually meant a response ref*ecting the feeling -that nontraditional ' -

ool oot ot T P Agte I " T e e L Tl ..,,‘WAM.,,“Z.T.J::«.:I" TN P gagd ...’ R Ny Sk aiaton

e - - programs,were not,peeeeiery to meet studeht needs. IhosT wha r.,,:zfﬁ»:w,w;TT

suggested student needs were being mes by academic departments

L - ———re e o

were also likely to be diseetisfied with nontraditional~1earning, . — — i

When asked 1f nonttaditional progrems had e‘poeitive effect - i ~3' -

- B oy B T T R

.on student leatning experiences, those most: satiefiedwyith

-

- nontraditional programs were. mmst.likely lo tespoea,“yee“ ﬁhile

. those most dissetisfied weee-nnst likely to respeﬁd'ﬁuf‘ﬂ’

PRI T S
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4

e . ... ... . Pprograms. viewed their awn involvement as. a positive expetience. e e

As those dissa‘sisfied with nontraditional studies GOuld not view 4

(.ehé‘programs having a positive effect on student learning, they

. _.also did not believe-students considered their own.invoivement \\\

[

in fontraditional programs to be positive..
A majority of the respondents perceived significant‘differences
¥ « - - H . B 4

- ' between the characteristics of students in traditional and students
‘ . - .
- in n:ntraditional programs, Again, therezexistedga statistically

significant difference in response by satisfaction»level (p<.001).

| o
Those most satisfied with nontraditional programs were more likely*

3 ST e —— ;

to perceive a difference in the’two grdups of\\tudenfs and were

LY

SN
» ; more likely to describe students,iﬁ/nontraditional4Programs i

. a more positive way than respo:Zents dissatisfied Lith now

programs. If the respondent 8 signifieant differences n

) student characteristics, the students in nontraditional cad!mi

’highly motivated, more creatiVe, and more open-minded

P}
-

in traditionalfdepartmental prdgrams. //

N

)

R : ' ©  ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

In fhis survey the level of satisfaction or ge :al sttitude

o e, ..,_1 ’ R A
.-  toward nontraditional academic programs’was rela 4 to other PR

T : ! £

TNN&'A?]f:“¢ perceptions of nontraditional\ rograus Leveisfof sgfisﬁactidh
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- QAhpuses suréeyed.*"%hg level of faculty satisfaction with nontraditional - — - ~—
) programs decreased as rank and tenure increased. The potential ‘ - -
] N .
s leadership for effecting change in institutions oﬁ higher education, .
| o ‘ . .
. , < . , . i
. on the basie of this survey, rests more with nontenured faculty, .
‘. ‘ -y ™ ’ $ 4 N\

students and admlﬂistration/staff than with teﬁured faculty or ) ;

. (. . ) .
// graduate students. Conversely, the research hypothesis was . ; : ' s

i / / ) , . . . - N
" . ) . . ‘ ) ) .

YA N supported: tenured‘fae?lty proved to be the least supportive of :
. ‘ nontraditional academio programs. ) ] " , v ¢ s
| - ' . ~_ Respondéents tended to project their. own feelings ‘of . satisfaction 4 :
. | -{ } ‘L or dissatistactiop withrnontraditiona!'programs onto others. Iﬁ . v ']\
. .7 % - dissatisfied with nontraditionalflearningyfrespondeﬂts: (l) were . ] . ]

L . l;kely to suggest that students were unhappx with the T experience in ‘ T

= ' nontraditional programs, 2)- probabdy ﬂelieved decision-makers S y
/ B - N .

K treated traditional and nontraditior;al programs ugequallyh, and (3) tended o,
s B ' ., , .
to believe thdt potential employe,rs viewe{i nontraditional academic *

e e :"‘;‘:""'s . omd L ! -, IO S - :u—”_;;: L B e It L n sy s e

- - - pro/gtams with skepticism.~— Generally, these respondents tended to be. .. L8
| t&nured faculty. : Nontenureﬁﬁfglety,Lstudents and professional staff/ *; S M

er ]:eVel of. satisfaction. P

v -

S, PREN

ST I administration reporqed’a significantly ht’h

‘i‘ed iaculty. Nontenured

Rt x¢- et gy e u-eﬂa 7 e pogreer w@mqwm»- Al

snggest that qtudeuts wete satist‘ied
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st e e - Yy indeed, acadendic policy detAsions rest—iargel‘with facnlty R I
e comnittees-co-ittees which usually-use tenure as one criteria: S T
. ’ . for membershi th!iwt&reof ‘raditional academic programs . -

- . -Jv‘Q\“ . Ve Y T, -

may be ‘a diffifult one. LelMefship potential for deve

[y

ing

an impact on decisions affecting nontraditional acadg—fi\ progranms.

In this way sociate and full professors nay be a significant \

‘ . stumbling bl k to academic change in higher educatI T

. o Analyzipg the data by institution, a slight variation appears- . ) T
. i . R . e
R in responses from Southern Methodist University conpared to the N

L4

B "~ responses of. the other two institutions Southern Methodist

L

Universit_y data reflect an angry and frust a}ﬁd-few who are supportive h

. .

" of nontraditional apbroaches to '1earning b t. are dissatisfied ) s

, with t%eir institytion s level of comai tment - to nontraditional -

— / . “, p?graming _ I'he data fr 2 University of Hassachuse 77777 tts at - &jw-\‘y’;-
Anherst indicate a significan%ly 1arge cadre of faculty (uostly o
I . o _ tenured facnlty) dissatisfied with what t,hey *perceive as a nge ':: A.
1 - *' T A .of nontraditional progra-s which a;e~not held accountable, l‘ ﬁ\ )
wr N

-inadequately structured and evaluated dift’erently than .o_ .

' trad.ttiou&deyettlenul eouateryarts Ststen Ill.l{lf

. e e e

col.legc. not@ to‘be ohe of the most irbva td.n of hsric&‘o T

- E PV P _c,ct';a.....i




o 7 7~ 'mostly students. - For those- supportive of nontraditional learning; - LT o]
the 'inp]:ications of this -ode_st' survey are. clear: potential

. . : co T ) , ) .
leadership for effecting change in institutioms of@igbet education . P

) - . |
! rests within the ranks of students, nontenured faculty, and - ] g \*-"‘

1

' professional staff/administration. ' - -
. : ) Suggestions for further research include: (1) increasing LT

- . the nnﬁaer of respondents and inst1tutions involved; and (2) to

\
"‘"‘“psohe the relationship of attitudes toward and actual support give? -

. e

j nontraditionai acadenic prograns Although the nulbers of

/\r . respoudents \& inatitutions involved in this survey were relatively

small, the institutions were quite different, all constituencies

were included in the survey; and only relationships signi‘ficant to . - e

.

1]

the 001 vere reporte}\ IThe literature of social psychology vould

. provide a bssis for exanining the relationship of attitudes and

i . supportive behavior toward nontraditional acadenic prograns _,' -

IR ST LA P S - - LA ot m—l oz - et F e -

. _ These data suppott ﬁarren Bryan Hartin's (1973) earl.iet b

R findings,;i\at leadership for educatipnal’ innovation is available from

’ ad-inistrators, but the data alsmexpand these earlier findinga

o
. o - . - S L S S -

. . 7'1'enured faculty?re least likely tobe supportiveof innovutive L o

1
e = e e m el setage Tl IS
7 - .z - - s

e TH ' acaduic progrns. For persous intereswd i’u noutrnditioml e
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-‘fgr- of ].eamin; m,»u findings uyae hel.pfulia
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