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I A study was conducted_to examine the influence of
administrative actions on” levels of faculty commitment o

administratively defiined priorities. Previous research conducted in a

large, urban, multi-campus community college disttict revealed four
district goals: serving new clienteles. strengthening dgevelopmental
education, retaining students, and preparing students for entry-level

' ‘job¥. or - improving j&b~skills. In addition, seven administrative
ar

actions directed to d goal achievement were iﬁentifiedfkplannidg,

new staff, evaluation, and resource .allocation. A 62-item

. staff development programs,-reorigpization, reassigning staff, hiring

" questionnaire, the Attitude Toward District Priority Inventory, was .,

completed by 34% of the faculty members in the district (N=235),

..revealing their attitudes toward the four district goals, their

perceptions of the administrative actions, and ‘their self-reported
‘participation in. organizational activities. Study findings included
thre following: (1) faculty' members who demonstrated”the highest
commi tment todiny of the four goéals were involved in erganizational
activities and ‘attended district staff development activities; (2)

.. for three of the four goals (i.e., commitment to serving new

¢

. achieving these goals in the district. (HB)

clientele? developmental education, and occupational education),
committed faculty members were more likely to be female than male;
and (3) faculty members committed to developmental education, student
retention, and occupational education perceived progress,toward:® .:
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| re51gnat10n mthdrawal (leschman, 1970; I-lage/ 1980)

‘ FACULTY COMMITMENT TO AEMINISTRATIVE PRIORITIES

‘Ihe degree of member cormut:nent to an‘orgamzatlon has a- dlrect .
bearing on achievement of organizational goals (Barnard, 1938; Buchanan, o~

- 1974; Morris &’Steers, 1980; Mowday, Porter & Steers, 1982). ' Since

cammitted members require less- supervision and are lessvlikely to accept ' |
other p051t10ns, turnover rates e associated costs of managing and

. directing are all reduced (Steers & er, 1979). Even mote significantly,

member~commitment results -in a fusion of individual and organizational .
goals causmg the member to act in the 1nterest of the organjzation just as
He would- in his own interests ‘(Buchanan, 1974; Hall, Schneider,:& Nygren, -

1970; Kanter, 1968, March & Simon, 1958; McGregor, 1960, Simon, 1957; Steers

& Porter, 1979). l“bt research on organizatlonal canmitment focuses on

i ‘cammitment to the organization as a whole rather than to spec:.flcally

defined goals or to what are perceived to be the organization's goal
priorities. This distincti tween fo of cammitment to the organization

.is important because it-suggests that wheh cgmmitment to the ‘goals of an.

organlzatlon is the o izational attachment mode, then a change- in these
goals may'result in itment fluctuations or loss of members through

Present understanding of camut:nent to orgam.zatlons and the variables -
contrlbutmg to commitment levels of employees has'evolved fram research -
in business and industrial setting’ (Aranya.& Jacobson, 1975;  Becker, Sobowale
& Cobbey, 1979;: Buchanan, 1974; Hall & Nougaum, 1968; Ritzer & Trice, 1969;
Sheldon, 1971; -and Steers, 1977), volunteer and goverrmental organlzatlons
(Hrebiniak, 1974; Lee, 1971; Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; and Stevens, Beyer &
Trice, 1978), and communal settings (Kanter, 1968).: Little research on
faculty c_:armit:nent either to -educakional.o 1z,at10ns or to ainhnlstratlvely
defined goal priorities has beéen conducted institutions of higher education.

" The significance of focusmg on commitment to specific goals versus broad

organizational oorfinitment in educational settings becomes clear when the ,
evolution of a.large segment of post secondary educational- institutions, o
the community college, is viewedy ' During the past two decades, urban :
cagmunity colleges have extendedjaccess to student populations whose
characteristics differ in signif;cant ways fraom those of _the traditional
college student. The nature of these differences and ‘their -implications

‘for ipstitutional practices have been widgly dlscussed (Cross, 1971;

3

Carnégie Council.on Policy Studies in Higher Educatlon, 1979).° Decisions
mady by administrators to refocus and broaden the mission of the ‘cammunity
college to serve this new student population have .resulted in- organlzatlonal
changes, revisions of organizational goals, and ultJ.mately changes in - 5

‘educational programs. - Such administrative decisions are implemented by :
faculty through teachmg and classroom act1v1ty. Faculty commitment to these -
‘new institutional missions and goal priorities is esséntial because the
. quality of mlplenentatlon depends upon the extent to which faculty perce;ve

these priorities as appropryate and are willing to exert effort toward’ thelr
atta:mment . - -

.
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' Rev1ew of the L1terature,

'4.1980 Shelden, l97l Stevens, Beyer, & Trice, l978)

, 1975; Steers;, 1977) as have contacts with managers and supervisors (Lee, -

[y

findings are mconcluswe, caumtted euployees tend to.

. Review Of orgamzatlonal comnluhent research fmdmgs reveals ‘_ o T, T

several variables related to' this phencmena,  Although. mal?y of these

1971), are- less well educated (Alutto, Hrebmlak, & ‘Alonse R
Sobowale, & Cobbey, 1979; rusky, 1966; Koch & Steers, 1978;:M I
Steers, 1980; RitZer & Trice, 1969; Stevens, Beyer, & Trloe 1978; and ., - 0 L
Morris & Sherman, 1981), married and female (Hrebiniak & 'Alutto, 1972) . 0T v
and have longer} tenure than their fellow employees :(Buchanan; 1974; L
Grusky, 1966, Hall & ugaum, 1968; Hall & Schneider, 1972; ‘Hall, Schneider, . \

& Nygren, 1970; Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972; Lee, 1971; Pfeffer & Lawler, S o

Social 1nteract10n with peers within the orgamzatlon has ::-been
shown to affect positively an émployee's level of commitment (Buchanan, e
1971). Another variable, administrative action or behavior, has been : -
suggested as influencing the development of .gommitment to the orga_nlzation . ot
(Hage, 1980). Administrative behavior toward subordinates, particiilarly" o
the quality of interpersonal interactions, has been shown to.pramote -
positive work experiences, socialization into the work role,- and development
of identification with and commitment to ‘the organlzatlon (Hage, 1980
Katz & Kahn, 1978; Morris & Sherman, 1981). ER

Although no xesearch was found that examined the relationship:
between organizational commitment and administrative action to pramoti ' I
goal achlevement, such as evaluating, plannlrg and hiring new staff,. ﬂuch -
actions also may influence the development of ‘employee ‘commitment. Finally, IR

- variations in commitment to an:organization might also be related to diff-

erences in levels of commitment to spec1f1c goals of the organization.- smce
one of the key influences on a person's commitment and identification " - '
with. the organization is the extent to which one personally values the . -
organization's goals (Hall, 1976; Hall, Schnelder, & Nygren, 1970; Hall &
Schnelder, 1972; March & Simon, 1958) I P

. This study investigated the relatlonshlp between faculty perceptlons
of administrative actions designed to facilitate achievement of goal
pr1or1t1es and faculty levels of commitment to four district goals. of
interest was whether or not correlates with organizational commitmpent
found in prev1ous studies were similarly related to the comnltment to

specific goals in an educational settmg. : _ e

. L
fi . . e
. " : :

Theoret 1cal E‘ramework

w

A llteragure review on the ‘topic of organizational commitments reveals

. little consensus of the meaning of the term (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, l982)

Not only is the concept of commitment variously associated with other

-a " .
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_'-1Hent1f1cat10n (Brolm, 1 79' ‘Hall, Schnelder, & Nygren, 1970) organlzatloqal T
A attachment (Steers & Porter, 1979), organizational* loyalty (Kanter, 1968), and-
o ;-']Ob satlsfactlon (Homans ;- 1961 C:mmm.ngs & Berger, 1961) bBut the variety ofs~

e /approaches to. definmg the conceprt ‘of commitment reflects the mult1pl1c1ty of
' 7 disciplines involved in- <:oum1tment research (Stevens, Beyer, & Trice, 1978; -
. Steers &: Porter, 1979). " The concept ‘of. cammitment loyed in this study
,reflects an 'attitudinal approach .and. includes an identYfication with, CL
Oacceptance of, ‘and strong belief. in the organizationallgoals and values as well
" as mlllngness to exert ‘effort on. behalf of organlzatlonal geals (Mowday, Porter,
& ‘Steers, " 1982) Comnitment to goals is defined 'in the presént. study as S

attitudes spec1f1c priorities as measured .by a commi tment ex developed

fram five, ques:t Ons on the Attitude Toward District Priority Invenpt ory . (ADPI). .~
' The- assmptmn was* ‘the commitment existed. when the 1dent1fy of ‘the person ' %
‘was. linked to the organlzatlon, ‘'or when the goals of both the organlzatlon

and t.he iy 1v1dual were mtegrated and c:ongruent

-

-The theoret1cal framework gu1d1ng the study was based on Steers and
Porter s model of .organization comnlment (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). :
In this model four sets of variables are. ‘hypothesized antecedents of Orgaruzatlonal

commktment. ' the present study focused on three of the four variable sets,»personal

L characterlstlcs, job charactenstlcs, and work experience., This modified model
" (Figure 1) provided a framework .for inyestigating the relatlonshlp between caunltf

ment to each goal and personal charactistics (age, gendet, and education), job
character1st1c (tenure) , and characteristics of the work exper1ence (organ1zat1onal
1nvolvenent and admlnlstratvlve actlons)

o .
!

Background “of the Study *' o o B . : .

The study was a \secondary analysis’ usmg data from a Natlonal Institute .
of Education Literacy Research' Project (LRP) conducted in an urban multitampus
camunity college district (Ric¢hardson, Martens, Fisk, Okun, & Thomas, 1982).
The purpose of the NIE résearch was to study llteracy in a community college

- district using .a holistic, multimethod, multidisciplinary approach. Analy51s

*aStions directed towawd goal -achievement: anning, staff develogment prog

of field notes from interview, paritidpant observations and-‘document reviews 4
illuninated four’ adm1n1strat1vely defined goal pfiorities. These four . ° ‘ ;
dlStrlCt goals were._ ; '

l.. Serving New C11entele- ~attracting hew students” and responding ‘to
" their needs, '
2. Developmental Educatlon. strengthenmg ba51c skllls for
©* ' underprepared students;,
’3.  Student Retention: dceﬁmg students in school and L
4, - Occupational Ekiucetgmii' "Preparlrg students for entry level jObS or_. .
. .Jmp'rovmg skllls for ”‘", ’ée already employ@

In gddition, tn%lngs from the NIE st establlshe'i seven admL

a
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reorganization, reassigning staff, hiring new staff, evaluating, and"
. - resource allocation. Both "the four. identified goals.and the seven

3 administrative actlons were incorporated into the survey instrument,
the Attltude Toward Dlstrlct Prlorlty Inventory (ADPI). .

-

The Safple ~ . o - .
., . The samplé included 235 full-time faculty members (34 percent)' -
who responded to the survey distributed to all full-time faculty : N

members in the district. An analysis of differénces betwéa respon~ ©
dents anmd non—respondents revealed an over-representdtion of faculty
., members from one of the five campuses and -an under-representation fram
g “another. Women were over-represented. The high staff development
atteéndance rate for responding faculty suggested the sample was biased N
in the dlrectlon of more strongly cqmuttee faculty. ‘- :

. Data Collectlon

Data were oollected fran two sourees: the ADPI and official district
* . records. Demographic data fro age, ‘tgnhure, .education level, gender, were
obtained from camputerized dlstrlct records. Information on participation
in disttict planned staff development activities over the past three years,
available from.district staff. development attendance reoords, provided the data
for the staff developnent attendance varlable. o

K

L The Attltude Toward District Prlorltles Inventor.y ' R '

The survey 1nstrument used in this study, the Attitude Toward

District Priority Inventory (ADPI) was a sixty-two item questionnaire designed

by the LRP researchers to collect data in thrde area: (1) attitudes toward
\\ the four district goals, (2) perceptlons of seven administrative ackions

i emented to facilitate achievement of each goals, and (3) self< rted

information about participatign in organizational activities (see Appendlx A).
il . The questlonnalre was ‘designed to cpllect discrete responses to the same
thirteen statements. for each of the four goals of serving new cligmtele. ilevel
mental education, student retention, and occupational education. TItems on the
ADPI reflecting attitude orientations toward each goa. and administrative
actions directed toward ievement of the goals are listed in Table 1. The
response format for the statements was a five point Likert scale with the.
following response optivns: strongly agree (5), agree (4), undecided (3),
Jdisagree (2), and strongly disagree (1). Nine sceres were developed for each of

. the goals. The seven scores, corresponding to the seven administrative actlons,

were scaled fram 1 for no perception of action to 5 for action perceived.
A single score was obtained for perceived progress toward goal ‘achievement,
* To measqre the relative strength of each individual's commitment to each of
" the four goals, a comnltment index was camputed by summing the responses to
statements 1, 2, 4, 5 and 8 (see Table 1) of the ADPI for a particular goal

//‘ . . .J . . !'_
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and dividing by five. The result y1elded four separate scores for each -
. respordent ranging from a low of one or absence of commitment to a h1gh
of five or the maximim level of catmlt:nent. 4 i .
The second part of the ADPI consisted of ten 1tem‘s de51gnea to measure .
oart1c1pat10n in organizational activities. THe ~respondents were requested
to check if they had participated. in any of ten items which included partlcl— .
pation in district or college ‘standing cammittees. or task forces, or :
- participation in district or college sponsored seminars, workshops, confer—
ences, or training sessions. A score for- part1c1pat10n in organizational:
activities was calculated by addmg the yes responses for a positive range
of zero to ten.- , o .
Validity of the ADPI was etamined in several ways. The data analysis
procedures. adopted by the LRP researchers assured appropriaté identi-
fication of -both the goals and the administrative actions thus pramoting.
content validity for the instrument. ‘This was further confirmed by
reviewing the instrument with district and oollege administrators who
confirmed ‘the relevance of both the goals and actions. Finally, responses
from the fifty-two items reflecting attitudes toward priorities and -
\perceptions of admini$trative ackions were grouped into thirteen varlable
clusters across the four prlo;'ltles and subjected to a varimax rotated
factor analysis. Six of "the actions loaded at .6 or higher on the first
factor (Table 2). The statement about lack of funds loaded below .5 on
both factors. Although designed to reflect actions administrators take to# |
allocate resources, the wording of this question was- iguous, and the
responses to, the question could not be assumed fBd to actions
taken by administrators. For this reason, this n was not included in
the final analysis. R ‘

.

‘ Pive of the statements conc€rning attitudes toward ‘goals loaded
over .5 on factor two. The statement. concerning progress toward s

loaded minimally on this factor but with a high loading on factor one.
These findings suggested that % statement about progress: toward attain—
ment of a goal was more strongly related to perceptlon of administrative

" actions rather than to a particular attitude toward'that goal. As a
result, this statement was omitted from the second factor, and the re—
maining five statements, termed commitment to organizational goals formed
the basis for ‘the conmltment index.

addition to the factor analysis just described, ‘the reliability
and v ity for the comm1t‘:ment index were examined in several other
ways. First, the statements in the ADPI des1gned to assess attitudes
toward goals were similar to statements in other instruments developed_,tp
. measure organizational commitment (Mowday et al., 1982). Second, the
internal consistency reliability estimate for the five statements was .94.
Finally, item analyses (correlations between each -item of the commit-
ment index and the total score less the item) revealed positive corye-.
lations ranging from .59 to .77 suggesting that the five items were -
homogeneous with respect to the underlying attitude-constructs they

measured. A more complete discussion of development of the instrument as S

. 8 i ’ 4 1S
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.+ Table 1 ‘Items on. the ADPI which reflect attitude orientations toward .
’ goal priorities and administrative actlons directed toward
- achlevement of goal prmntles. :

—

- HITI’IUDES ’KNARD GOAL PRIORITIES .
t\

~* No.on ¢ L _ S e
. Questionnaire y o Statement ’
) : - : . ' — >
1 \ A top priority for this district should be . . . '
4 I have tried to convince others of the importance of. . .
1 ‘ ~ '
5 . I have actively supported efforts to pramote. . .
2 o I have changed some of my practlces to support emphasm on. . .
. 8 : I feel more positive about th1§- prlorlty than I did three
) -)ﬁears ago. . .. - _ .
9 , Progress hag béen made in achieving. . . o
‘ ~ ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION - -
- , A _
No. on _ - - Administrative
Questionnaire - ’ Statement Action
3 Recruitment of new staff has been used to * .Hiring new
. aid. . . . A _ _ staff .
6 - The results of evaluating outcames of - Us€ of ’
. current practices have been used to . “Evaluation
i strengthen. . e :

, 17 o Reorgamzatlon (Creatmg new structures or ' Reorganization
changmg existing ones) has been used to :
improve. . . _ |

10 Eormal planning procedures have been used Planning
- o to advance.* . . ’ .
11 Staff development has been used to - Staff
encourage. . . ' L ' _development
12 / 'Lack of funds has hindered efforts to .- Resource .
.——-~.) _achieve. . . _ allecation
13 staff has been reasslgned to support ¢ . Reassignment
- : emphas1s on. .« . - - of staff

(')
&
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. . Table 2 Varimax rotated factor matrix for 13 variables camputed -
. across the four priorities’ ,
cy ? , - Vo ’
4 . - . yl * .- .
Computed_Statements - " Factor 1° . ~ Factor 2
" for < (Administrative « (Attitude toward
. \/ - Action)- - ' goals)
' Reassign staff . .814 C . .286
s ' )
- Staff development - - 799 - - o .309
7 . ) . .

Planning ) .736 . . .405
Progress toward goals .722 ’ '- .438
. Reorganization - - 922 ' .349

Evaluation .675 .353
Hiring new staff . .595 a ;329

Lack of funds - - T am | .470.
Wiliingness to support " ' - .352 .796
' Convinece others ’ .325 .794
Chénge practices 374 632

“Appropriateness of goals : .235 A . 599 .

More positive ¢ ' .483 .528

: by )
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) as well as a copy of the camplete iristrunent is avaiiéble in Stengel (1983). .
, . . 5 ‘ g ] R >
Data Analysis Procedukes '

A multiple regression procedure was used as an assessment technique

to determine the extent to which different variables contributed to commit-
ment expressed by faculty toward the four goals, to evaluate the independent

- ‘contribution of single variables or sets of variables, and to find relations -

! and patterns in sets of complex multiple variables. The object of the '

analysis was*to select a "best" set of predictors in order to explain
variations in the commitment by using variables tht were sxgnlflcant
both statlstlcally and practically. : .

The multlple regressmn model, developed for each of the goals,
reflected the study's conceptual model and permltted the use of zero-
order, partial, and multlple correlations in assessmg the utlllty of
the conce) ual model.

: The overall regression model utlllzed the 6 step hierarchical proced ure
which permitted the assessment o e contribution to total variance of
individual or sets of variables in a predetermlned order. while a simul-
taneous entry procedure was used for variables in four of the six steps, the
stepwise procedure was used within the model. for two variable clusters
(organizational involvement and perception of administrative actions) .
obecause neither theory nor previous research findings suggested which .ot

' administrative action preceded other actions. Also, examination of zero-
order corrrelatlons among the administrative action variables for each goal
(see Appendix B-E) revealed the existence of multicollinearity. This v
problem was dealt with by limiting the variables 1ncorporated into the adm
inistrative action variable step of the final regression through the use of

, a parameter of p <-.05 for the F-ratio on varibles enteréd at that time.
Finally, the administrative action varlables entered for each regression
equation were only those six actions' directd toward the achievement of that

. oart],cular goal. For example, planning for student retention ‘as only
relevant to and entered for commitment to student' retention.

The squared multlple correlation (R2) for the model as-a whole
_and for ecah of the variable clusters in the model wa< ascertained. The
"F-Ratio was used to determine the overall efficiency, of the regression
equation. The level of significance was set at p < .05.

Results and Discussion , | o

Simple correlations of study variables are presented in Table 3 (see
* Appendix B-E for complete correlation matrices for all fourteen study . '
variables for each of the four goals). Tables 4 - 7 display thé results of
the regression analysis for each of the four admlnlstrative goals.

The overall tests of these models were statlstlcally significant

i ) . )
. ’ KRN _
. - N -
N . N , .
. : i . .
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. gr camitment to all four goals. For the goal of serving new cllentele,
e predlctor variables or variable :clusters enterirg the“equation ac-
counted for- 25% of the variance in commitment scores. , For each of the

10

other three goals, .the a:p],amed variance in cammitment scores was. 29% for

cammitment to.developmental éducation, 23% for cAmmitment to student
retentlon, and 25% for comnltment to occmpatlonal educatlon.

£

S - Cﬁg}t:ment‘ and Personal Characterlstlcs

Although ‘there is ev1dence in. the literature’ suggestmg personal
characteristics® are more strongly related to organizational commitment

" . than other variables, this was not the case for this study's irwvestigation

~.of faculty commitment to organizational godls (Table 3). None of the

.-personal characterlstlcs demonstrated d significant relatiénship with

. commitment’ to student retention. Only ‘gerider maintained. a 51gn1f1cant
relationship with commitment to the‘other’ three goals when the effects of
‘campus membership, age, and education were statlstlcally controlled. Thi
finding was consistent with several studies reportéd in the 11terature
(Grusky, 1966 Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972).

. The absence of a significant relatlonshlp between age and cammitment
to any of the four goals deviates fram findings in most studies which
have generally found increased commitment to the organization,among older

]

employees. However, among scientists and engineers (Steers, 1977) and

managers (Ritzer & Trice, 1969; Stevens, Beyer, & Trice, 1978), age was
not significantly related to cammitment. It may be that faculty at

~— ¥ommunity colleges haue attitudes more similar to scientists,~engineers,
ard managers than to those individuals camprising the groups within which
significant relationships were found. Also, age may interact with .other.
variables affecting the influence age has both commitment to the organi-
zation and on commtment to specific organlzatlonal goals (waday et al.,
1982)

Although an irnverse relationship has generally been found between
canmitment and level of education, this was the case fop only two of -
the four goals examined in this study-—developmental, éducation and
occupational educatlon (Table 4). However, these relationships were .
not significant when' effects for campus lpcation, age, and gerxier‘“qere

stdtistically.controlled. The study sample consisted of highly educated
individuals; all but 3% were college graduates; close to 90%.had eatned
graduate degrees. Although further education ‘generally improves oppor-
tunities for alternative employment (Becker, 1960; Buchanan, 1974; Hall,
1976) thus reducing cammitment to an organization, this was not the case
among camnunlty oollege: faculty in this study.  Current fiscal con-
straints in academia andpthe subsequent’ limited opportunltles for faculty
moblllty may have cdntributed to this result. _
o (
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\\ Table 4 Multiple r!égression,c_)f Commi tment to Serviné ‘ . -
g New Clientele on study variables N = 235. .
o Mo Predictor variable . ' P-value
: of. . categories and Cum. 2" ~ :
‘Step  Entry .  clusters <~ R@ change multiple = partial
tvd? 1 Simul-  Campus membership .03/ - —1.997 A
. taneous ' - : , (4,230) . R
2 Simul-~  Personal charac- .067 .034 2.336 *  2.800 * \
taneous  teristics - ' (7,227)  (3,226) :
3.  Singular Job characteristic .069 .001 2.047 *  .089
. (8,226) o
4 Stepwise #1 Participation 174 .106 5.251%%% 28,862 *¥*
' in organization- v (9,225 - (1,225)
al activities .
< #2 Attendance at ~  .200 .027° 5.607%*%  7.458 **
, \ District Staff (10,224) . (1,224)
development h ) :
v activities .
Stepwise #1 Staff develop-  .237 .037. © 6.208%** 10.756 **
ment ~ . ' 11,223) _
#2 Planning © 245 ".008 . 5.989%** 2216 |
" ; : (12,222) o
6 Singular Progress toward -.255 .006 5.371%*%  1.700 ¥
goal achievement (13,221) :
*p < .05 ’
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L A%*p <001 : » '
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Table 5 Multiple regression of Cbnmutment to developnental
' education on study var1ables;i§ 235,

[

-

| Mode - . Predictor variable '  P-value
" of . categories and Cum r2 -
Step ‘Entry clusters " R2 change multiple partial
I Simul- - Campus mémbership.  .013 = 929 =
) taneous : ' (4,230)
. . .k ] oL - ‘
2 Simul-  Personal charag~ .06l .048 - 096 *  3.888 *
] taneous -  teristics ; A . ' - (78227) (3,2@6)'
3. Singular- Job characteristic™ -.075 f: .014 T 72,291 * . 3.489
' - . < (8,226)
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#2 Attendance at 172 . .016 - 4.637*%*  4.367 *
District Staff p (10,224)
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. activities' ;
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&Q?ent \‘ . 11,223) g ’
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: (12,222) _
6 Singular Prqgress\tOWard' .288 .036 6.881**4 11.315%**
goal achievement (13,221) :
(
*p < .05
**p < ,01
*x*p < ,001
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| /C;nitment' and Tenure |

. . Also absentw;as the p051t1ve relatlonshlp between tenure and camu.t:nent

N reported in the la.terature. Alt:hough a significant zero-order relationship
was found for oné goal, it was not in the expected direction (Table 3). 1In
addition, this relationship did not remain significant when effects of
campus membership and personal characteristics were statlstlcally con—
trolled. Although this is inconsistent with. findings reported in several

. other studies, knowledge of’ this particular study sample from the literacy
" -~ project's final report provides insight into this discrepancy (Richardson et
al., 1982). A special effort was made by the district to hire faculty who

expressed comitment to and were prepared to implement administratively
defined priorities. Fram 1977 on, faculty members were selected because
they were willing to work with developmental students. This very focused
type of recruitment meant that if new hires could be takne at their word,
they were strongly committed to developmental education programs. The
51gn1f1cant zero-order relatlﬁhlp between tenure and commitment to de-
~velopmental education appears substantiate these findings. However, new -
faculty may also be younger faculty confounding the relationship betwéen
tenure and camnlt:nent to this goal’. In addition, these néw hires may not
have been in suff1c1ent mmbers for the significant 1nverée relationship to
- have been sustamed N .

: Findings from a study by Stevens » Beyer, Trice ‘(1978) may shed light on
another factor influencing this finding. In th®ir study, two types of

tenure were examined: years in current position and years in the organi-

. zation. They found a negative relationship between ccmﬁitment and position -

tenure and concluded that-although positive benefits accrue with longevity -

- in the organization, negative perceptions of career stagnation may con—
currently develop and ultimately cancel the tenure-in-organization bene-

fits. The absence of professional development opportunities for faculty in
communlty colleges has been noted as a probleng for more than two. decades.

’ Camutment and Organlzatlona Involvement

) The variable that cOntributed the most to the explained variance for each
goal' was self-reported parltlcpatlon in organizatlonal activities.. It
alone accounted for 11% of the varlance for CSN and 8% of the variance for

- each of the other goals.

o Attendance at dlstrlct staff development activities also contributed 51gn1—
/ ficantly to the explained variation for commitment to all of the goals, and

: when cambined with self-reported part1c1pat10n in organizational activity,
increased the percentage of explained variance fram organizational involve-
ment, to 14% for CSN, 10% for CDE, 13% for CSR, and 10% for COE.

: Several processes may have contrlbuted to these phenanena. Research
" findings, have established a positive relationship between commitment to the

organization and interaction with co-workers (Buchanan, 1974: lee, 1971;
Sheldon, 1971; Steers, 1977). The social interaction provides settings' -
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. in wl'hch visible and irrevocable actions may be performed &ccording o
lancik (1977), these actions bind 1nd1v1duals to subsequent behavior.
ﬁ.itlons performed within social settmgs have been shown to prcwote cammit~ [
nt to the organization (Kanter, 1968; Steers & Porter, 1979).. InvolvementQ""
\ in the organization through participation in oonm1ttees, task forces, and.
staff development activities may provide a mileau in whlch ‘participants
publicly and irreversibly demonstrate their support for organizational
goals Thus, when md1v1duals participate, they are canm1tt1,€g ‘themselves:.

,The 11terature al@ suggest’s a strong positive relatlonshlp between job
involvement' and cammitment (Duben, Chapoux, & Porter, 1975). One expla-
nation for this association is that a.person who is involved in his work has

+ been successfully socialized for this role through involvement in ,organi- -
zational activities (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965). The length of tenure for the
fdculty in the present study was less than for faculty in the same di#frict
who did not .respond to the survey (Stenge€l, 1983) suggesting that involve-
ment in organizational activities may have heen an aspect of the sociali-
zation process and ultimately contributed to the level of commitment.

Findings frdm the L1teracy Research Report (RJ.chardson et al., 1982) also
. lend support for this explanatiory as faculty who participated in Nactivities
designed to promote achlevenentogf particular goal were those who were -
conmitted to thaklgoal. Researchers cbserved that faculty participating in.
staff development activities designed to promote developmental education.
Rather, these involved faculty developed the' prqgram, taught 'in it and
participated in advising efforts to promote it. identifying with '
program, a faculty member's individual and pergo al goals link. . ...
organizational goals innreasing integration and congruency between tnem and
subsequen:.ly increasing . .mumitment (Hall et al., 1970 Sheldon, 1971).
-~ Y
Commitment to each of the organ, zatlonal 'goals in this study, may have
"resulted from the process of gdal 1n‘tegratlon or the 'socialization process,
or faculty already cammitted.to ‘the goals. mayhave been involved in staff ‘
devel ment activities to promote them. A conpletely:satlsfactory ex—
aggtl,on is not possible without further research.  However, the strength
e relatlonshlp of the two varlables with canmlt:nent to each of the four

. - goals, ranging from R2 = ,09 to R2 = ;13 indicated that involvement in -

- the firganization was as important in explaining cammitment to organizational
goals for faculty in this study as it had been in efplamlng comm.t:nent to .
_organlzatgloh!; in general.

However, when effects f&\@rceptlon of administrative actlons ‘were con-
trolled, the proportiuon of explained variance attributed to organizational -
involvement dropped considerably from 13% to 7% for CSN, 10% to 3% for CDE,

- 13% to 7% for CSR, and 10% to 6% for COE. - These findings, 1ndlcat1ng
interaction among th'ese varlables, are discussed more fully in the next
sectlon. ' :

Commitment and 15erception of Administrative Actions

All admlnlstratlve actions had noderate to strong pos1t1ve zero—order
correlations with corresponding goals (Table 3). Thus a tentative con-

-
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clusion was that the role of &n administrator in developing commitment was
broader than previously defined and should be expanded to include actions
and behaviors other than these of an 1nﬁerpersonal nature. An explanation’
may be found in the behav1oral perspective of organizational commitment

(Steers % Porter, 1979; Staw,’/1977). Perceiving administrators acting in
ways to promote goal achievement:may be as_ important in promoting ‘commitment

" in subordinates ‘as the actions i.nd1v1duals take themselves. - Observing

others, especially those in a’leadershlp position, behavmg in. ways that are

comm9itting may promote one s ‘own commitment.

Analysis to determine which action was most nnportant in the cammitment
process for .each goal was hampered by the multicollinearity among. the six
administrative action variables of between .44 to .71. Also, only selected
actions reached significant partlal corrgélations for each goal: staff
development and plannmg for CSN,. planni for CDE and COE,-and evaluation
for €SR. - - " ‘

There were several explanatlons for these findings. Faculty members per-
ceiving administrators using a varlety of actions to pursue achievement of
one ordanizational goal may have percelved the use of other administrative
actions. For instance, involvement in the planning process to achieve the
goal of occupatlonal education may have increased awareness of structurc.
changes in the organization implemented to achicve this goal. These fin-
dings al<n suggested that while administrative actions to ac!neve a partl—
sul 1. guaa contribute significantly to faculty commi ;mént: to that goal, same
actions were more important than others. One explanation may involve the.

" visibility of actions. For instance, the opportunity for faculty to per-
ceive administrators hiring new staff or reassigning staff may be 1l8mited by .-

the procedses through which such actions are taken. Both planning ‘and staff
development, because they pramote involvement of organization members, are

" more llkely to be visible to faculty member3 whereas hiring new staff or

reassigning staff can occur with llmlted faculty mvolvement.

v

" Another explanatlon can be found in the report of the L;teracy Research

Project which ‘indicated that the mode for achieving each prlorlty was
different. Certain administrative actions were emphasized in relation to
one goal while others were emphasized for another. For instance, planning

'was emphasized for both develommental education-and occupational education

through the use of broadly based task forces representing both faculty

“membetrs and administrators fram across the district.

N

A crucial element in a faculty member's perc’eption of administrative actions

may be the extent of involvement in organizatjonal activities exposing him
directly or indirectly to actions administrators take to achieve goals. The
importance of organizatiohal involvement in this process was evidenced by
the decrease in the relationship between perception of administrative
actions and commitment to each goal when effects of organizational involve-
ment were controlled. Although remaining significant, the proportion of
explained variance attributed to perception of administrative actions

ki
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A cg__uc1al element in. a faculty member's perception of admlmstratlve
_actions may beithe extent, of involvement- in organizational aétivities !
" exposing  him. dlre.ctly or indirectly to actions administrators take to} _
achieve goals. The importance of organizational involvement in this ocess
was evidenced by the decrease in the relatlonshlp between perceptlon ‘of '

'admlnlstratlve actions and commitment to .each goal when effects. of organi—

zational' involvement were controlled. Although remaining signi¥icant, ‘the
proportion of explained variance attributed to-perception of administrative
actions dropped from 12% to 4% for CSR; 15% to 8% for CDE; 11% to 5% for
-CSR, and 10% to 5% for COE. These flndmgs suggest another phenamena in the
cammitment pr s as important as organizational involvement. A faculty

" member's perception of staff development, plannibng and evaluation, jrre—

gardless of his involvement in them, contributes significantly to "'s I sel
.of corrmltment. Just the existence of staff develnpnent activities, even to
a faculty member not participating in them, is algmfp‘.’cantly associated with
commltment to organizatiional goals. _

However, a drop in explamed ariance attrlbuted to ‘organizational
involvement when effects for administrative actions were controlled indi-
cated that the interaction among these variables was an important camponent

in explaining commitment. Because of the cross seetional nature Qf the

study, it was impossible to determine the extent to which one set of vari-*
ables affected the other. Nevertheless, the two sets of variables, indivi-
dually and- acting together, were significantly related ko commi tment to "each
of the goal priorities. ) N

Conmltment and Percelved Prgress prard Goal Attainment

One of the most 1nterest1ng findings of this study was the elatlonshlp
between ‘canmitment to each ‘goal and the percelved progress towar%zgoal
ashievement. Entered last into the regression equation, thus statistically
controlling for effects of all other variables, it accounted for almost 4%
of the explamed variance in CDE, 2% of the explained. variance 1n CSR, and
1.5% of the explained variation in COE. - Although the amount of variance
acoounted for was low,.these findings seem important from two perspectives.
(1) The zero-order correlations for perceived progress. with these three '
goals were the hlghest of any of the study variables indicating that im~-
proving perceptions of progress toward achieving a goal may have a powerful
influence on developing ‘cammitment. (2) Removing the effects which might
contribute to observed progress (involvement in organizations and per-
ception of administrative actions) does not diminish its significance.

Conclusions and Implications

Faculty members who demonstrated the hlghest canmltment torany of the

four goals were involved in organizational activities and atte dlstrlct
staff development activities. For three of the four goals, CSN, and
COE, committed faculty members were more llkely to be female. - addltlon,

faculty members commited to developmental education, student retentiohi, and
occupatlonal educatlon perceived progress. bemg made toward achley)erg‘ these

-
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these goals. Committed faculty perceived administrators using particular
'actlons to achieve specific goals; ‘staff development for implementing the
goal of serving new students; planning for achieving goals related to
.developnental education and occupatlonal edUCatlon‘ and evaluatlon for ~/
increasing student retentlon. s

The importance of admmlstrat;Ve ‘behavior in the process of comnltment
to the organization has only: receritly received attentlor;\ {Morris & Sherman,
1981). The present study suggests that administrative actions directed
toward achJ.evmg spec1f1c goals are statistically important var:,ables.
Inclusion of ‘them in a theoretical model ¢f commitment to o tions
would aid in explaining variances. - .

Factors whicr. promote faculty perception of adménistrative actions
merit further investigation. One such factor which emerged in this study
was participation in oyganizational activities. The' threg dctions of
planning, staff development, and evaluation which promote involvement were
the most important when contributions of other variables were statistically.
controlled. Likewise, interpersonal behavior of. administrators not con-
sidered in this study, may be an important influence on a faculty member's
perception of "administrative actions as well as mvolvement in organlzatlonal
act1v1t1es.

Simllarltles anong the variables which surfaced as significant in the ‘test
‘of the study's conceptual model for each goal suggest that variables contri-
buting to commitment to one goal were not dissimilar from those -that contri-
buted to commitment to other goals. Thus the'process of canmitment to one.
organizational goal may not be dlfferent for other organizational goals, and;'
commitment to sgveral goals may, in fact, constitute commitment to the N
organization. However, the absence of a relationship between commitment to
any of the goals and the variables of age, 'education,and tenure might®
suggest that commitmer'lt to organizational goals and camnitment to'organi-
zations in general are two separate phenamena. Theory building in organi-
zational cammitment needs to determine the dlffereneces, if any, between
‘these two types of commitment in order to determine if a theoretical frane-
work for one is appllcable to the other.

- Several implications for fﬁmlnlstrators of post secondary institutions .
emerged . from the findings. Increasing opportunities for faculty to observe
administrators promoting goal-sChievement may. be one important strategy for
building commitment. The-€ignificant relationship between specific actions
~and- specific goals suggests that targeting actions to goals does not go
unnoticed by faculty and does contribute to their -commitment. The admini-
strative actiohs which surfaced as most significant in this study, planning
staff development, and evaluation seem most useful. Not only do they
pranote faculty involvement, but even more important, their very existence
appears to contribute significantly to ccmnltment to goals even when faculty
are not involved in staff development or serving on college or district
committees. This is not to suggest that administrators should confine
‘themselves only to these three actions. However, it is these visible or

-’
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more readily perceived admlnlstratlve actions which. appear, fram the fins

dings of this study to ke the mast unportant in exp'laJ,nmg faculty cammit- -«
ment to organization goals.

The relationship between involvemens in organizational activities and
commitment suggest expanding opportunities for.faculty participatiof in the
organization. Orientation programs for new faculty stressmg colleague ~
interaction® and development of strong peer groups to foster the sociali-
zation process could be helpful. Involving faculty in planning and in -
implementing district and campus staff development programs are other ways
to expand faculty involvement. - Identifying those who are highly canmitted
{t;) @ particular goal- and involving them with their colleagues to fac111tate
cal. achievement may also be an important strategy. ag\

The po/smlve relatlonshlp .between perceived progress toward a goal and '
canmi tment 'suggest the importance of monitoring and cammunicating to-~faculty
‘the degree of goal attainment. Improving the sallency of progress as.well .
as makmg progress affects commitment. Encouraging interaction and im-

proving communications among faculty members and between faculty members and
adminstrators may also be useful - approaches.
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