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Members of the Instructional Teleconference Consortium 

(ITC) were mailed a survey instrument. A total list of 375 

teleconference coordinators generated 137 usable responses. 

The purposes of this study of faculty and staff 

development presentations by teleconferencing were to 

determine the amount of usage; which subject areas are 

utilized; what delivery methods (live, interactive, 

prerecorded, multimedia, etc.) are utilized; barriers (size 

or location of college, size of teleconference or travel 

budget, etc.) to implementing teleconferences; and the 

sources of presentations utilized in teleconferences. 

Larger community colleges are the greater users of 

teleconferencing and even produce some for distribution to 

other community colleges, whereas smaller community colleges 

have just begun to receive equipment that enables them to 

receive telecasts for this purpose. No clear subject area 

has yet been defined that dominates these teleconferences, 

and the trend is toward two-way audio and one-way video as 

the delivery media as communication costs decline. Barriers 



of money for staff, equipment, and programming appear to be 

the principal objections to the use of teleconferencing for 

faculty and staff development presentations. There appear to 

be few sources of presentations except for the Public 

Broadcasting System (PBS). 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

According to Al Bond, president of Satellite Management 

International Corporation, the use of teleconferences for 

professional development in industry increased at the rate 

of more than 20 percent per annum from 1991 to 1994, and 

education and government institutions cannot be far behind 

in utilizing this emerging medium (personal communication, 

March 15, 1995). Bond observed that teleconferencing offers 

the advantages of keeping people productive at their job 

site and of reducing travel expenses. He stated that the 

primary disadvantages include (a) adaptation by attenders to 

a change of environment through distance learning rather 

than through attending conferences in person and (b) the 

retraining of presenters to the teleconference medium. Bond 

felt confident that the advantages far outweigh the 

disadvantages and that the trend of more utilization of 

teleconferences for professional development in both 

industry and education will continue. 

As evidence that teleconferencing has grown rapidly in 

the 1990's, the International Teleconferencing Association 

indicated that the teleconferencing industry had total 

revenues of $2.3 billion in 1993, a growth of 31% over the 
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$1.75 billion reported in 1992. Revenues for 1994 were over 

the $3 billion mark (Galbreath, 1995). The increasing use of 

teleconferencing in higher education and, more specifically, 

in community colleges, has brought about the establishment 

of centers for teleconferencing at over 400 of the more than 

1500 community colleges in the United States (Clifford, 

1994). The increased use of teleconferencing is due, in 

part, to the declining cost of the delivery of information 

and the increased use by community colleges of technology to 

lower administrative expenses. 

Faculty and staff presentations are increasingly 

administered by teleconference, which offers the convenience 

of personnel's remaining on campus while gaining knowledge 

from experts on timely subjects. Professional development 

can take place even though most community college travel 

budgets allow a limited number of conferences per respective 

discipline or instructor every year (LeBaron, & Bragg, 

1994) . 

As the technology evolves, teleconferencing has meant 

different things to different people. By definition of its 

Greek/Latin root, teleconferencing literally means "bringing 

people together over a distance." Technically, 

teleconferencing occurs when a group of people communicate 

from two or more separate locations and participate 

interactively. In the past this has been accomplished with 
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teleconferencing. Currently the desktop video delivers 

voice, picture, and data from almost anywhere to almost 

anywhere. Whether live or prerecorded information is 

transmitted, teleconferencing utilizes a vast network of 

telephone lines, microwave towers, and satellites to quickly 

communicate either in or-= direction only or interactively 

between the participants. Teleconferencing is in its infancy 

in terms of general use, especially in higher education in 

the United States (Chute,1994) . 

Centers for teleconferencing in community colleges have 

broadcast live interactive teleconference classes with some 

prerecorded segments, delivered prerecorded telecourses, or 

produced and delivered live teleconferences. Their services 

are offered to anyone in their college system, to other 

colleges or universities, to private industry, or to 

governmental agencies. These teleconferences are produced by 

the centers themselves or are bought from others and 

transmitted into their network via satellite. Usually, 

teleconferences are a single event, but they can be a series 

of related teleconferences grouped together. Teleconference 

formats usually consists of a documentary or lecture, an 

interview"with an expert, or, more commonly, a panel of 

experts lecturing and answering questions. The 

teleconference cost may be justified because from the timely 

expert information transmitted over some distance so that 

travel costs are eliminated (Clifford, 1994). 
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Faculty and staff at community colleges are faced with 

an increasing demand for professional development at a time 

when budgets are being stretched by increased costs and 

declining revenues. Colleges are increasingly aware that, to 

the extent that their faculty and staff fail to learn new 

skills and become aware _f new approaches, their 

productivity declines. As fewer positions become available, 

the existing faculty and staff are not revitalized with 

recent graduates who bring new approaches and technology. 

Also, the demands for faculty to stay current have increased 

as change has occurred in the demographics of students 

(older, more diverse, and fewer in number), in competition 

both from other colleges and from private industry, and in 

the technological enhancement of education skills. 

Development budgets are small and do not allow for much 

travel even though experts in faculty and staff development 

are almost never local. Education and training could upgrade 

human capital in the same way that similar investments are 

made to upgrade and maintain mechanical and electrical 

equipment (Cuffman, 1994) . 

Teleconferencing offers an excellent solution to the 

problem of faculty and staff development. The matching of 

needs and capabilities is overcoming the financial 

restraints, the time utilization, and the quality of 

training. Further justification is the ability to record the 

teleconference for later viewing. Although other means exist 
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to deliver faculty and staff development programs, such as 

written material, conferences, seminars, and interactive 

software, the teleconference offers the opportunity to bring 

experts in a specific field together utilizing an 

interactive medium that stimulates learning through 

participation. Administrators, staff, and faculty view 

teleconferences from different perceptions. Some view them 

as depersonalized, whereas others welcome the convenience. 

Usually the timeliness of the information overcomes any 

inhibitions participants have about the method of delivery 

(Dahmer, 1993) . 

Faculty and staff presentations by teleconference are 

classified by purpose as follows: awareness of a specified 

area, information through communication between the 

participants, and instruction in certain skills. These 

teleconferences are a mixture of live and prerecorded 

programs that call for the participants to interact with the 

presenters and other participants. Many variables have 

influenced the success of the teleconference: the presenter, 

the technical quality of the production, and the content of 

the subject matter. As these teleconferences overlap with 

what the community colleges are attempting to do locally, 

both ascertaining their needs and matching those needs with 

the teleconference objectives become crucial to the success 

of the teleconference (Dillon, 1994). 
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Theoretical Framework 

Such a suitable match of lowering costs while providing 

timely information would produce a community college-

teleconference partnership benefitting producers of 

teleconferences and participants from the respective 

community colleges. By meeting the needs of the community 

colleges for better trained faculty and staff through more 

economical means, revenue is generated for the producers of 

the teleconferences. Determining the utilization of 

teleconferencing by community colleges in faculty and staff 

development presentations is the first step in the process 

of successfully developing and marketing teleconferences to 

community colleges that have not yet utilized 

teleconferences for faculty and staff presentations. This 

study focused on the development of a broad profile of 

faculty and staff presentations by teleconferencing in 

community colleges and ascertained various categories of 

comparison of the utilization of those faculty and staff 

development presentations. The study identified the state-

of-the-art of teleconferencing of faculty and staff 

development presentations by community colleges in the 

United States. This study was conducted primarily as a way 

of developing relevant information from each institution 

included. 

A search through Dissertation Abstracts International 

revealed that, since 1985, various aspects of 
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teleconferencing have been investigated in 14 doctoral 

dissertations. Four are technical in nature; 5 deal with 

corporate or secondary school environments; and the 

remainder deal with higher education teleconference 

applications. These concern the use of a process to check 

for a low-rate of speech (Davidson, 1988); corporate 

teleconferencing (Noor Al-deen, 1988); the implications of a 

video-conference installation for diffusion of innovation 

research (Sayers, 1988); corporate opinions on 

teleconference training (Arnoff, 1989); the impact of video 

conferencing on perceived group cohesiveness (Mbaatyo, 

1989); teleconferencing in continuing education (Nichols, 

1989); factors influencing the use of video conferencing for 

organizational communications (Pease, 1989); analysis, 

design, and performance evaluation of a video teleconference 

(Stubblebine, 1989); investigation of international 

teleconferences (Sclater, 1990) ,- learning style preferences 

of engineering faculty and students on video-based distance 

learning course achievement (Winant, 1990); factors 

influencing the adoption of teleconferencing in the 

university-based hospital (Karnes, 1991); desktop 

teleconferencing (Lauwers, 1991); and an analysis of 

continuing education curriculum of associated general 

contractors of America for delivery by satellite 

teleconferencing (Johnson, 1994). 

In a study done with physician/instructors who received 



faculty development via teleconferencing, Williams (1994) 

found that instruction was more motivating and was delivered 

in a more effective manner through teleconferencing than 

through traditional means. According to Williams, adult 

educators need advice about the problems and challenges of 

teaching. Adult educators generally are experts in the 

content they teach, but they are not adequately prepared for 

the challenges of teaching in non-traditional learning 

environments (Williams, 1994). 

A search of the literature revealed that little 

research has been done on the utilization of 

teleconferencing at community colleges in faculty and staff 

development. Existing information concerned either the 

technical aspects of teleconferencing or the utilization of 

teleconferencing in environments other than the community 

college setting. Few studies dealt with faculty and staff 

development presentations by teleconference, with little 

specific information on how these teleconferences are 

advertised, what subject areas are addressed,and how they 

are presented. If specific information on community college 

faculty and staff presentations utilizing teleconferencing 

could be obtained, producers of teleconferences, as well as 

community colleges themselves, could be better prepared to 

meet the needs of participants. It is hoped that this study 

can benefit those involved in the process of faculty and 

staff development utilizing teleconferencing. 
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Statement of the Problem 

The problem addressed by this study was the utilization 

of teleconferencing by community colleges in faculty and 

staff development presentations. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were as follows: (a) to 

determine the amount of usage of faculty and staff 

development presentations by teleconferencing by community 

colleges in the United States; (b) to determine which 

subject areas are utilized for faculty and staff development 

presentations with teleconferencing by community colleges 

in the United States; (c) to determine what delivery methods 

(live, interactive, pre-recorded, multimedia, etc.) are 

utilized for teleconferences for faculty and staff 

development presentations by community colleges in the 

United States; (d) to identify barriers (size or location of 

college, size of teleconference or travel budget, etc.) to 

implementing teleconferences for faculty and staff 

development presentations at community colleges in the 

United States; (e) to determine the sources of presentations 

utilized in teleconferences for faculty and staff 

development presentations. 

Research Questions 

To carry out the purposes of this study, the following 

questions were addressed: 

1. To what extent are community colleges in the United 
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States utilizing the teleconference as a delivery method for 

faculty and staff development? 

2. Which delivery methods (live interactive video, two-

way audio, one- way video and two-way audio, etc.) of 

teleconferences are used by community colleges in faculty 

and staff development presentations? 

3. How much do community colleges spend on 

teleconferences for faculty and staff development 

presentations? 

4. Are budgets for faculty and staff development 

presentations through teleconferencing increasing, 

decreasing, or remaining the same? What is the budget 

forecast for the future? What are the constraints on the 

budget for faculty and staff development presentations by 

teleconferencing? 

5. What subject matter titles are utilized in the 

faculty and staff development presentations delivered by 

teleconferencing? 

6. Do community colleges in the United States produce 

their own teleconference presentations for faculty and staff 

development, or do they obtain them from other sources? If 

so, what are the sources of these presentations? 

Definition of Terms 

Faculty and staff development presentations: those 

teleconference presentations in which presenters either 

communicate information, interview an expert on some 



11 

subject, or moderate a panel of experts on some subject 

while allowing for the interactive exchange of questions and 

answers. This professional development presentation can be 

prerecorded for part of the presentation, but the ability to 

participate interactively by two-way audio and one-way video 

or two-way audio and two-way video is present for all 

participants. 

Teleconference: the use of a telecommunication system for 

communicating with a group of people at two or more 

locations. The system used allows communications to flow 

interactively by way of two-way video and audio or two-way 

audio and one-way video. When desktop computer 

teleconferencing is used, picture, data, and sound can be 

transmitted and received interactively by computer. 

Presentations may be a single event or a series of related 

events. 

Utilization: a quantified amount of usage that may be 

measured in time, dollar amount, and number of events, for 

comparison purposes. The comparison results can be helpful 

in determining what variables may influence usage or 

utilization and possibly in predicting what combination of 

variables either enhance or decrease utilization. 

Significance of the Study 

As telecommunication costs decline, teleconferencing 

has proven to be a cost-effective means of delivering 

faculty and staff development information in a timely 
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manner. As more community colleges are able to afford this 

technology, its use will increase. This research enables 

community college personnel to learn more about how other 

community colleges are using this technology so that 

institutions can more quickly implement its use in faculty 

and staff development presentations. 

Faculty and staff development presentations are 

increasingly important as institutions attempt to make their 

employees more productive. Change is occurring at an ever-

increasing rate, and, as changes take place, people need 

information on how to cope with those changes. 

Community colleges are currently under extreme pressure 

to increase the productivity of their faculty and staff. 

Because of budgetary constraints, providing developmental 

presentations in the most cost-effective way possible means 

that community colleges must look to technology for 

solutions. Teleconferencing can be an effective means to 

match these two goals provided it is known how these 

teleconferences are implemented at institutions presently 

utilizing them. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Historical Overview 

While teleconferencing is only about fifty years old, 

much of its early history seems to be lost or ignored based 

on what is in the literature. Yet in that fifty years, it 

has developed to the point that there is practically no 

place on earth from which we cannot originate a 

teleconference, or receive its program (America's 

Information Highway, 1994). 

Educators generally think of bringing people together 

in a classroom for the purpose of dispensing information. 

However, in tracing the application of teleconferencing, 

educators were the first group to adopt and apply 

teleconferencing systems, primarily to extend educational 

opportunities to people in distant locations (Dillon, 1990) . 

Thus, technology has created a university without walls 

today. But what of the future? Some believe that those who 

think teleconferencing's growth is spectacular will be 

astounded by the decade from 1990 to 2010 (Ely, 1990). 

The first use was related to medical information. 
* 

Several pharmaceutical companies used the closed circuit 

television (CCTV) for the education of thousands of 

14 
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physicians at association meetings throughout the country. 

This interactive teleconferencing included large screen, 

color, presentations. Educators became involved when the 

University of Illinois College of Dentistry presented the 

first college-level audio teleconferencing in 1947 (Ellis, 

1992) . 

In the early sixties, a few organizations on either 

side of the Atlantic installed closed-circuit television 

linkages and used them for business meetings between two 

locations. Since dedicated transmission generally had to be 

leased from telecommunications administrations and was 

expensive, distances tended to be small (Hannafin, 1993) . 

The history of utilizing teleconferences for faculty 

and staff development presentations has been one of much 

contention. Many have resisted change of any kind; others 

have felt it to be too depersonalized; and others have 

genuinely not liked the use of the medium for professional 

development. Much experimentation in terms of format and 

delivery method has been attempted. A clear strategy for 

implementing these development presentations is evolving, 

and research has dealt with specific situations for diverse 

environments of a particular type of higher education 

institution. In some cases, however, the medium of 

interactivity, the timeliness of subject matter content, and 

the convenience have persuaded faculty and staff to choose 

development by teleconferencing (Needham, 1986). 

In education, we usually think of bringing people 
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together in a classroom for the purpose of dispensing 

information. However, in tracing the application of 

teleconferencing, educators were the first group to adopt 

and apply teleconferencing systems, primarily to extend 

educational opportunities to people in distant locations. 

The educational establishment has been at the forefront of 

devel ping the practice of audio conferencing, particularly 

for purposes of continuing education (Kjelgaard, 1994). 

As questions have arisen from employers and political 

leaders about the level of graduates' knowledge and skills 

and the quality of their values, educators have needed to 

increase significantly their effectiveness. Severe fiscal 

limitations on traditional sources of revenue have provoked 

demands for cost containment higher productivity, and 

organizational efficiency in using resources. Whether as 

long-time, permanent members of the faculty or as part-time 

staff, teachers have directly influenced the quality of the 

educational process available to students in the classroom, 

during advising, and elsewhere and they strongly affect the 

psychological climate of the campus. Each person has 

required continued effective professional development to 

keep up to date, not only within his or her disciplinary 

speciality, but now also with modern educational and 

management practices. As faculty retire in increasing 

numbers in the next decade, a need to develop new faculty 

members presents a challenge (Weiner, 1990). 

While the University of Wisconsin - Extension has found 
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teleconferencing to be very beneficial in its educational 

strategy, there are about fifty organizations using 

teleconferencing for some type of post secondary education 

or training (LeBaron & Bragg, 1994). 

Faculty development traces its roots in recent American 

higher education to the late 1960s and early 1970s. It has 

attempted to train graduate students as teachers, provide 

workshops on teaching for faculty members, and improve the 

functioning of colleges as organizations. During the mid-

1970s many institutions established centers on their 

campuses to support faculty teaching efforts. In 1977 the 

National Council for Staff, Professional, and Organizational 

Development (NCSPOD-"niks-pod") was established to serve 

specifically community, junior, and technical college 

professionals (Ely & Plomp, 1986). 

The organizational culture of higher education, in many 

cases set in a much earlier time, has not yet responded 

either to the need for changed educational practices for 

current students or, concomitantly, to the need for 

professional development to accompany these changes (Janzow 

& Eison, 1988). 

Technical Overview 

When looking at the history of teleconferencing, there 

was a lot of technology discussed. It does seem to be true 

that the technology has both enabled teleconferencing to 

grow and limited its growth. Some of the limitations have 

included the high cost of the technology, malfunctioning 
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equipment, obtrusive equipment designs, the lack of 

satellite capacity, and difficulties in establishing multi-

site and intercompany communications (Bohn & Templeton, 

1984) . 

Audio conferencing can easily be compared to the 

current technology most people are familiar with: telephone 

systems, speaker phones, and conference calls. The 

technology required is a telephone line, a speaker phone or 

multi-headphone and microphone at each location, and a means 

of connecting the multi-locations, i.e., the conference 

call. While this is a simplistic description, it contains 

all the basic parts. 

One-way slow-scan video with two-way audio is basically 

audio conferencing with "snapshot" video added. The video 

image is limited to still photographs or "freeze-frame" 

video being transmitted, one picture at a time. The image 

may be that of the instructor or a student, but more often 

it is limited to a picture, graphic, or thing being 

discussed. The instructor determines what is to be 

transmitted, takes a video snapshot, and then transmits the 

video image. One-way full-motion video with two-way audio is 

like watching television at home with the ability to talk to 

the person on the television. Two-way video with two-way 

audio enables people at multiple locations to see and talk 

to each other. One-way multi-media video with two-way audio 

is a technology that expands one-way video to include 

information sources other than only video. The first 
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technology which is introduced is usually computer 

technology. This may be in the form of test signals from 

special equipment or it may include computer data. However, 

the audience is still limited to only two-way audio. 

Finally, two-way multi-media is really a technology of the 

future. In this syster all locations would have all 

technologies interactive. This could mean that everyone at 

every location could see and be seen, hear and speak, and 

have direct input via computer, electronic blackboard, etc. 

(Widner, 1993). 

With all this potential for communication, why are 

there so few users of teleconferencing? Expense, costs, 

money, whichever of these words you want to use, the user 

has to realize that teleconferencing does cost something. 

Currently a coast to coast, occasional use terrestrial 

circuit would cost less than $100 an hour for a 56 thousand 

bits per second line (Hansel, 1990). 

The Bell System studios are furnished in a style 

appropriate to senior-level meetings. Typically, they are 

designed to accommodate about six active participants; an 

additional ten can be seated, but will not be in comfortable 

range of microphones and cameras. Cameras transmit an image 

of the person who is speaking; alternatively they can 

transmit an overview image of all participants. Camera 

switching is usually automatic, being activated by the 

speakers' voices. Alternatively, whoever is chairing the 

meeting can manually override the voice-activated switching. 
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All controls are of the near-end variety, i.e., one has no 

control of cameras at the distant location. There are two 

monitors, one for the incoming and the other for the 

outgoing image. A push-button facility may be used for 

making a hard-copy of the image of a graphic on the incoming 

monitor. Conferences may be recorded automatically on 

videotape (Azarma, 1991). 

One reason people would pay to use the AT&T system was 

that a fully equipped full-motion video teleconferencing 

room easily cost more than $1 million excluding the cost of 

the telecommunications facilities (Azarma, 1991). • 

One of the reasons why the market was volatile in the 

beginning of the decade of the 80s, was because satellite 

technology had just been launched. As of March 1994, there 

are 95 operational U.S. and Canadian communication 

satellites, with an additional 23 planned for launching, and 

the amount of traffic through U.S. domestic satellites is 

doubling every three years. Video technology was also 

changing with new cameras and monitors. These changes were 

enabling prices for high tech products to come down 

(Schultz, 1994) . 

Five factors from the past are barriers to the growth 

of teleconferencing: high cost of the technology, 

malfunctioning equipment, obtrusive equipment designs, the 

lack of satellite capacity, and difficulties in establishing 

multi-site and intercompany communications. The cost has 

continued to come down. Concerning the other technological 
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barriers, the newest systems have been designed to overcome 

these barriers. Production and communication equipment have 

been redesigned with more redundancy to reduce agonizing 

delays caused by "technical difficulties" which result in 

lost interest (Milheim, 1989). 

The student clientele have greatly changed at ' ie same 

time as newer, more powerful educational techniques such as 

cooperative learning methods have been developed. Changes of 

this sort require continuous retraining and professional 

staff development. The recognition today that our 

increasingly complex institutions require professional, 

trained management adds leadership management development to 

the need for training classroom educators (Diamond, 1989). 

Five factors identified as barriers to the growth of 

teleconferencing are: high cost of the technology, 

malfunctioning equipment, obtrusive equipment designs, the 

lack of satellite capacity, and difficulties in establishing 

multi-site and intercompany communications. The cost is 

coming down. Concerning the other technological barriers, 

the newest systems have been designed to overcome these 

barriers. Production and communication equipment have been 

redesigned with more redundancy to reduce agonizing delays 

caused by technical difficulties which result in lost 

interest. Video teleconferencing rooms have been redesigned 

to hide the studio equipment. Microphones are available in 

recessed cabinets and meeting rooms are made to resemble 

ordinary conference rooms. Satellite capacity is no longer 
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scarce and multi-site conferences can be arranged through a 

network of agents and brokers (Fjeldstad, 1991). 

Some observers conclude that since the mid-1990s, 

advancements in satellite technology, digital signal 

compression, microwave transmission and various audio and 

video capabilities, together with the soaring cost of travel 

and the business community's increasing need for effective 

communications have all led to the development of highly 

effective and increasingly accessible methods of 

teleconferencing(Heidenneiter, 1995). But others warn that 

technology need not be our concern. Today, the.e are more 

than enough individuals available who can handle the 

electronic portions of teleconferencing, but the missing 

ingredient has been those sensitive to human communication 

issues who can direct the technicians to develop the 

appropriate hardware so that the communication systems can 

support an organization's unique information exchange 

problems (Kaha, 1990). 

Research Literature 

"Within five years students instead of 'attending a 

factory like school,' will stay home and interact with other 

young people across the country and around the world through 

their computers," said Dr. Timothy Leary while speaking in 

Dallas (Galloway, 1991). Edward Miller, president of 

National Center for Manufacturing Sciences in Ann Arbor, 

Michigan, selected TSTI in Waco, Texas, for a $35 million 

grant to create a "teaching factory". He estimates that more 
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than $1 billion will be spent by the manufacturing industry 

consortium across the country. These teaching factories get 

to be very advanced models of what U.S. industry will be 

like in the future. Wired with optic cable communication, 

they allow the institute to provide the capacity to allow 

students in the largely residential school to study in their 

homes. Teachers combine video, audio, text and other media 

in interactive formats that can be accessed by computer 

(Bruder, 1992). 

Among the organizations active in research on 

teleconferencing are AT&T, the British Broadcasting Corp. 

(BBC), the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB), the 

Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), Future 

Systems, Inc., the Institute for the Future, the 

International Association of Business Communications (IABC), 

the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), 

the National Technical Information Services (NTIS), the 

Public Service Satellite Consortium (PSSC), Satellite 

Business Systems, Inc. (SBS), and Western Union. Most of the 

studies that have been conducted are proprietary to one 

institution and/or focus on specifics, such as the size of 

the market for one kind of teleconferencing service, which 

teleconferencing format works best for a certain 

application, or user perceptions of one kind of 

teleconference used for one kind of meeting (Warger & 

Zorfass, 1994). 

Alford Bork of UCLA spoke at the 1991 spring lecture 
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(as part of the Computer Education and Cognitive Systems 

series of "Visiting Scholars" program at the University of 

North Texas College of Education) about the Open University 

that has existed in England for over twenty years. Fifty 

miles north of London, this institution of higher education 

uses distance learning concepts to educate the student at 

one-half the conventional university cost per student. It 

has 120,000 students, offers 130 courses, ships 35 tons of 

material per week, has 600 professors with 2400 staff, has a 

budget of $110 million, and devotes $2 million and 2 1/2 

years to the development of one course. They produce twenty 

courses per year. A course usually lasts seven years with 

updates at its midpoint. A 10%+ improvement over 

conventional classroom-style education has been noted 

consistently when students are tested on the same material 

being taught by teleconferencing. 

The researchers who did a study in 1991 decided that 

rather than argue from a wholly theoretical viewpoint, we 

consider the best way to learn the dos' and don'ts of 

introducing teleconferencing would be to draw on the 

experience of organizations which had some years of learning 

what can go right and wrong. Case histories of success 

stories are told often and with pride and conviction. But 

without wishing to denigrate those successes, they are, by 

and large, less informative than instances where problems 

were found and overcome. The principle of learning by 

mistakes is sound, provided the mistakes are made at someone 



25 

else's expense (Knapczyk, 1993). 

In order to be more effective, teachers utilizing 

distance learning technologies need to grade papers as soon 

as possible, maintain regular office hours for student 

calls, collect assignments weekly, advise program staff of 

any technical problems, maintain and update materials used, 

and develop syllabi and examinations as needed. 

Collaborative learning can even be done and encouraged among 

students. Faculty can even do more of their preparation and 

support work for classes remote from the campus, at home 

(Beaudoin, 1990). 

One of the more famous studies that appears in the 

literature was conducted by the Satellite Business 

Systems/Booz Allen and Hamilton. The study, done in 1992, 

surveyed all the companies which had been using 

teleconferencing for at least one year, for at least 20 

hours per month (Earon, 1994). Some of the findings 

included: 

(1) 9 out of 10 users of video teleconferencing were 

either satisfied, or very satisfied, with their 

systems. 

(2) One-third experienced an improvement in the quality 

of decision making. 

(3) Seventy-five percent of the respondents reported an 

increase in personal productivity resulting from video 

teleconferencing. 

(4) Fifty percent of those surveyed felt there was an 
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increase in overall communication within the company, 

and many of these felt the result was greater 

responsiveness to a changing world. 

(5) Fifty percent reported increased meeting 

effectiveness. 

(6) Seventy-five percent reported reduced travel 

expenses. 

(7) Seventy-five percent reported a decrease in time 

spent away from the office. 

(8) Only ten percent were dissatisfied with the results 

of their video teleconferencing experiences. 

If the current trends continue, the majority (60% of 

all enrollments) of students enrolled in higher education 

(including rural, older, part-time, working, and physically 

disabled learners) will receive their education remote from 

the college campus by the year 2000. $1.8 million in funds 

were just privately donated to seven colleges and 

universities to research applications of innovation in 

information and telecommunications technologies in learning 

(Lippitt & Mirijamian, 1990). Studies have shown that 

interactive teaching is preferred by the student, but is not 

necessary for effective learning. Student attitude is 

probably affected by learner age and motivation, education 

alternatives, and the need for information (Ritchie, 1990) 

In 1991, the Center for Interactive Programs at the 

University of Wisconsin - Extension conducted a study of 147 

organizations that were using interactive teleconferencing. 
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The study involved a questionnaire survey of organizations 

that currently use teleconferencing on a regular basis; 

that is, teleconferencing has been incorporated into the 

organization as a communication tool(Williams, 1994). The 

types of systems included: 

TYPE OF SYSTEMS BUSINESS EDUCATION 

(62) (55) 

Audio 44% 74% 

Audiographics 18% 2% 

Slow-scan Video 29% 7% 

Full-motion Video 10% 16% 

Some of the findings included: 

(1) The main uses of teleconferencing were 

administrative, management, and staff meetings; 

continuing professional education and training; and 

formal instruction for public school or college 

students. 

(2) The main reasons for implementing teleconferencing 

were to reduce travel costs; to reduce travel time; to 

increase or improve communications; to provide more 

educational opportunities more conveniently. 

(3) Eighty-one percent of the organizations perceived 

their teleconferencing system as effective. 

Teleconferences can be as effective, or more effective, 

than face-to-face meetings for a variety of applications. 

Teleconferencing meetings tend to be shorter and better 

organized than face-to-face meetings. Teleconferencing can 
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improve productivity through reduced travel time and more 

efficient communication. Teleconferencing provides faster 

decision-making and quick access to additional resource 

people; problems can be addressed as they arise. 

Teleconferencing allows for rapid follow-up meetings to put 

decisions into action. Teleconferencing can improve the 

quality and quantity of communications among remote sites. 

Teleconferencing can be used for at least 50 to 60 percent 

of all meetings to reduce travel costs. Teleconferencing is 

an efficient means of accessing and communicating 

information, and it can be integrated with other automated 

office technologies. Teleconferencing can provide additional 

opportunities for professional education and training more 

conveniently. Teleconferencing can increase the 

participation of employees to heighten commitment to the 

organization. Teleconferencing can increase profits through 

new marketing opportunities, improved communication with 

people, and through a better trained and motivated staff 

(Earon, 1994). 

Another survey that appears repeatedly in the 

literature was done in spring 1994 by Knowledge Industry 

Publications, Inc. One hundred seventy-three usable 

responses were received from 96 for-profit and 77 non-profit 

organizations (Lauro, 1995). Some of the findings were: 

(1) Eighteen of the participants planned to do video 

conferencing in 1994; forty-three planned to do video 

conferencing by 1995. 
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{2) Of the participants who did not plan to do video 

conferences, forty-four said it was too expensive, 

twenty-eight indicated the benefits were not clear, and 

twenty-eight indicated that no needs for 

teleconferencing had developed. 

(3) Forty-five of the participants who did video 

conferences had in-house teleconferencing facilities; 

fifteen participants rented facilities. 

(4) Forty-three participants planned to do 

demonstration video conferences; thirty-four had plans 

to install an in-house video conference network; 

twenty-nine planned to use outside services in the 

future; thirty-nine planned to expand their existing 

telephone conference system; thirty-two planned to 

install an audio conference system; fifteen planned to 

establish a teleconference department. 

(5) The most frequently cited advantages of 

teleconferencing (80%) were reduced travel time and 

made meetings more cost-effective. 

(6) Other important advantages cited included that it 

enabled more people to attend more meetings and it 

enabled the communication of important information 

quickly; it improved communication and unified the 

organization. 

(7) The most important disadvantage was cost. 

(8) About half of the participants felt that 

teleconferencing was less effective than face-to-face 
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meetings. 

(9) The third highest disadvantage was the loss of 

executive travel. 

The shift from a tradition-based, primarily a 

theoretical educational process to a research- and-theory-

based process will require not only constant innovation but 

also the high-quality faculty, instructional, and 

organizational development necessary to support this 

innovation throughout each teacher's and manager's career 

(Katz, 1988). 

In 1993, the University of Nebraska conducted a Delphi 

study to investigate the technical, utilization, policy and 

procedure questions related to satellite teleconferencing in 

continuing education. The study considered what technology 

would be needed to conduct satellite teleconferencing and 

related activities, what formats could be developed to 

foster and improve utilization of teleconferencing, and what 

policies and procedures needed development to govern and 

guide the operation of teleconferences (Rifkind, 1994). 

Some of the predictions included: 

(1) Members of the panel were not certain that 

satellite teleconferences in higher education would be 

administered by the continuing education unit on their 

campuses. 

(2) Members of the panel were not certain that 

satellite teleconferences. Tnis person would most 

likely be responsible for the combined technical and 
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educational needs called for in satellite 

teleconferences. 

(3) Members of the panel agreed that satellite will 

actually include a mixture of technology including 

satellite transmissions, computers, audio networks, 

facsimile, videodisc, and others. 

(4) Members of the panel generally agreed that there 

would be satellite receive facilities constructed or at 

least available at many institutions of higher 

education by 1994. 

(5) Members of the panel predicted that Direct 

Broadcast Satellites (DBS) would be in service by 1994; 

professional education would be provided via DBS to 

places of work, homes, and community learning centers. 

Summary of the Literature 

Some people, John Naisbitt for example, in the early 

eighties did not have much hope for teleconferencing. He 

concluded that teleconferencing "is a trend that will not 

happen. Talking to people via television cannot begin to 

substitute for the high touch of a meeting, no matter how 

rational it is in saving fuel and overhead. 

Teleconferencing is so rational, it will never succeed" 

(Cowan, 1984, p. 10). 

One of the more futuristic studies was done in 1992 by 

the Institute for the Future (IFTF). "The data were based 

on a survey of 317 respondents from eighteen U.S. companies 

and government agencies - the largest survey of this kind to 
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date" (LeBaron & Bragg, 1994). Some of the conclusions were: 

(1) Users of the next-generation teleconferencing 

systems will be computer literate and relatively 

technical, but not narrow computer or telecommunication 

professionals. They will define their needs in business 

language, not bits and bytes. 

(2) They will be time-driven and skeptical about 

oversold products. 

(3) Many of there needs will be met by general purpose 

systems, but among the subgroups of users there will be 

specialized needs. 

(4) Users will have strong needs for both 

telecommunications and computing capabilities, as well 

as a wide range of computer-based support functions. 

(5) They will want a graceful integration of diverse 

functions, not isolated components. 

(6) The three benefits of a multimedia system that the 

users want most are: better access to information 

resources; better information dissemination within the 

company; the integration of communications and 

computing capabilities. 

(7) Users will want to do more work per unit time; an 

improved ability to respond to crises; an increased 

access to new ideas; a greater long-term continuity of 

communication. 

(8) The primary user need involves the management of 

time. Respondents, with all their diversity, share a 
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work style dominated by time. They are bothered by 

interruptions, frustrated when they cannot reach 

people, and they are constantly looking for ways to 

manage the flood of information around them. If new 

information presented not simply as electronic 

technology, but as time organizers. 

(9) The pattern of responses by professional groups 

indicate that there are some consistency of needs for 

multimedia across there professional groupings. 

(10) Users are skeptical about those they perceive as 

technology types. Also, users are cautious about new 

computer and telecommunications products. Often users 

feel a sense of animosity toward vendors and in-house 

providers of technical services. 

(11) Users feel high pain levels regarding present 

systems. During the thirty-five seminars, users 

expressed many feelings of pain and described many 

problems. The problems included: 

Systems not integrated 85% 

Too many interruptions 85% 

Can't reach people 85% 

Time wasted at meetings 85% 

Can't find right information 83% 

Communication slow 83% 

No continuity 77% 

Too many meetings 71% 

Systems undependable 69% 
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Access to systems 64% 

Can't reach outside company 64% 

Too much information 60% 

"The introduction of new technologies that require 

change in working habits is seldom easy. One would do well 

to assume :hat the implementation of teleconferencing, which 

generally requires the joint acceptance of dispersed 

individuals, will be difficult" (Elton, 1982, p. 53). 

A summary of research published in 1993 summarized the 

major benefits that researchers and users point out (Warger 

& Zorfass, 1994). The summary states: 

(1) Teleconferences can be as effective, or more 

effective, than face-to-face meetings for a variety of 

applications. 

(2) Teleconferencing meetings tend to be shorter and 

better organized than face-to-face meetings. 

(3) Teleconferencing can improve productivity through 

reduced travel time and more efficient communication. 

(4) Teleconferencing provides faster decision-making 

and quick access to additional resource people; 

problems can be addressed as they arise. 

(5) Teleconferencing allows for rapid follow-up 

meetings to put decisions into action. 

(6) Teleconferencing can improve the quality and 

quantity of communications among branch offices and 

headquarters. 

(7) Teleconferencing can be used for at least 50 to 60 
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percent of all meetings to reduce travel costs. 

(8) Teleconferencing is an efficient means of accessing 

and communicating information, and it can be integrated 

with other automated office technologies. 

(9) Teleconferencing can provide additional 

opportunities for professional education and training 

more conveniently. 

(10) Teleconferencing can increase the participation of 

employees to heighten commitment to the organization. 

(11) Teleconferencing can increase profits through new 

marketing opportunities, improved communication with 

sales people, and through a better trained and 

motivated sales force. 

(12) Teleconferencing can enhance a company as a 

business leader. 

It is generally acknowledged if not accepted, that 

teleconferencing seems poised for growth. A number of 

factors are contributing to a readiness posture. They 

include advances in technology and a maturing of the 

industry that are meshing with organizational concerns about 

productivity, communications, operating costs, competition. 

Teleconferencing has also proven its effectiveness in many 

situations, and it has demonstrated its ability to meet 

diverse needs (Lewis, 1993). 

But there are issues and warning signs which must be 

addressed. Most involve human factors and those soft areas 

that relate to users and applications. Emerging as primary 
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issues are the design of user-oriented systems, 

implementation strategies, training, software, and support 

infrastructures that promote successful applications and the 

integration of teleconferencing into the organization. There 

has been a tendency for people to put technology first, 

rather than focusing on applications and end-users. The 

growth of teleconferencing depends on the recognition of 

human factors (Lemke, 1993). 

Principal among these human factors is the growing need 

to improve managerial and professional productivity. This 

r.aed prompts some people to view teleconferencing as a 

marvelous means of reducing the time spent in traveling to 

and from face-to-face meetings and perhaps even as a means 

of leading more effective meetings that result in better 

decision making {MacDonagh, 1994). 

Another concern is related to the organization. As we 

expand our communication options and begin to communicate in 

entirely new ways, it will change how we conduct business, 

how we organize ourselves, and even how we think. The very 

nature of the organizational environment in which the 

teleconferencing system is placed will have significant 

impact upon the degree of success. The new technologies will 

only be successful if the organizational environment 

supports participatory sharing of information (Mason, 1989). 

When teleconferencing fails, it seems not to be 

attributed to the technology, it usually is a lack of well-

thought-out objectives as to what the teleconferencing 



37 

system is to accomplish. As the popularity of 

teleconferencing increases, there may be a tendency for some 

to initiate teleconferencing without sufficient thought as 

to the expected outcome. The more detailed the objective, 

the higher the probability of success (Marker, 1991). 

While this may imply a casualness about 

teleconferencing, others are concerned about sustaining 

interest in the new technology. Once the novelty has worn 

off with presenters and participants, sustaining interest, 

expanding into new endeavors and developing programming to 

become self-sustaining seems to be a problem (Neal, 1991) . 

Some people approach teleconferencing with a bit of 

skepticism. For most people, teleconferencing is new. As a 

society, we have adapted to situations in which this option 

was essentially unavailable. Now that it is available, 

suitable uses may be recognized and the systems may be used. 

Initially, people will bring to them [teleconference 

systems] the habits they have developed with previously 

existing alternatives. Gradually, they will use them in 

more innovative ways. Eventually, society may become to a 

greater or lesser extent dependent upon them, but this will 

take time (Mosley, 1993). 

Most of the research indicates that teleconferencing 

seems to work best (1) in situations where demonstrations 

are required and (2) when all the information is coming from 

a single source. The most common applications for one-way 

video/two-way audio conferencing are for sales and training 
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meetings, new product introductions, video press conferences 

and annual meetings, because these events often place heavy-

importance on visual aids and graphic material (Murphy, 

1994) . 

Most of the research indicates that video conferencing 

enjoys its strongest advantages relative to other forms of 

teleconferencing when there is a need for a sense of 

occasion because it is more upbeat and more memorable or it 

would be regarded as unbecoming to appear cost conscious or 

the content would not stand alone (Nesbitt, 1994) . 

The introduction of new technologies that require 

change in working habits is seldom easy. One would do well 

to assume that the implementation of teleconferencing, which 

generally requires the joint acceptance of dispersed 

individuals, will be difficult (Knapczyk, 1993) . 

But teleconferencing does not just happen. An 

implementation strategy will be necessary. Awareness -

prospective users need to be kept aware of the 

teleconferencing possibilities until it becomes a natural 

option to them. Training - some training may be necessary to 

enable people to get the best out of the available media. 

However, too great an emphasis may be counterproductive, 

since it will raise the threat that teleconferencing is 

complicated. Probably the best approach is to offer a few 

simple instructions beforehand and rely on the chairperson 

or facilitator to offer further advice as necessary during 

early uses. Accessibility means unnecessary barriers should 
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not be raised by awkward reservation systems and shared 

facilities should be located conveniently (Norton, 1990). 

The majority of the literature reviewed implied that 

supporters of teleconferencing and most users almost have a 

religious fervor for discussing the issues and expounding 

its worth. The issue is not so much cost effectiveness in 

the reduction of travel, but business education 

effectiveness: an improvement of overall operating teaching 

effectiveness stemming from improved communication learning 

(Schrum, 1992). 

"It is becoming most evident that distance 

learning can be effective and that adults are willing 

to look to distance learning for their professional and 

continuing education needs.... now it's up to adult 

educators to fully utilize distance learning most 

imaginatively and creatively, not being hesitant to 

adopt and use additional technological resources as 

they become practical and available" (Parker & Olgren, 

1984, p. 311). 

"It is imperative that everyone so fortunate to 

have distance learning potential available retain an 

excitement about the potential that this medium has for 

reaching people. At all times being in the people 

business must be paramount in one's thinking. There 

must be imagination. There must be vision. There must 

be a sense of adventure. Through the marvels of the 

electronic age reaching people and serving their needs 
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is possible as never before in the history of 

civilization" (Parker & Olgren, 1984, p. 307). 

There is a continual push for quality improvement in 

higher education's faculty and staff professional 

development. But a team approach rather than isolated 

individual approach has yielded faster and better results. 

The cooperative learning that proved so valuable for 

students works for the teacher as well. The teleconference 

offers an excellent forum for this sharing process. This 

interactivity of the participants makes teleconferencing 

have that human factor so missing in video tape, CD-ROM, and 

printed material (Stout, 1991). 

The focus for the next decade will be on making 

strategic investments to improve academic productivity. 

While maintaining a caring teacher/student relationship, 

faculty will need to learn how to overcome time and location 

to reach students in more convenient ways. Teleconferencing 

offers faculty a timely and cost effective manner to learn 

these new interactive multimedia distance learning tools 

which can supplement their gifted lectures. For better or 

worse, an age of constant, turbulent change lies ahead, 

making continuous learning by faculty a requirement. Faculty 

workshops providing high-quality, cost-efficient 

professional training and that promote improved 

communications among geographically dispersed instructors 

are conducted on a scheduled basis via compressed digital 

video (Walsh, 1995). 
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Before a professional development method is selected 

and implemented, the processes of improving education in a 

cost-effective way must be considered. Conferences are a 

great resource as attenders can obtain massive amounts of 

information in a conservative amount of time. Many different 

ideas, theories and practices are presented and displayed at 

conferences, providing participants with an abundance of 

information. Because of the amount of information presented, 

attenders are responsible for determining which ideas are 

valuable to them personally. Accepting new ideas can be 

difficult as the attenders do not have the same base of 

experience as the presenters. Faculty often benefit most 

from seeing other faculty teaching. Group discussion 

generates ideas and aligns personal goals of attenders with 

the subject matter presented. More effective teaching 

leading to more successful students along with faculty 

motivation are the goals but teleconferencing offers the 

effective means, cost-effective delivery systems for a staff 

willing to learn (Lauro, 1995). 

In a study of the effects of interactive 

teleconferencing versus face-to-face learning the research 

demonstrated that there is little difference in outcomes. 

The learning process may be altered as teaching methods, 

group interactions, and presenter/attenders interaction may 

differ from the traditional setting of face-to-face 

training. Attenders differed in their response to the medium 

based upon learning style and personality type (Foster, 



42 

1993) . 

Large organizations, whether higher education or 

business organization, consistently have higher usage of 

teleconferencing, more locations involved, higher budgets 

for teleconferencing, tend to favor the distance learning 

medium, and management applications. Small organizations 

favor one-way video or pre-recorded video applications for 

training and learning applications. Differences were found 

between business usage of teleconferencing and education 

usage but size of the organization seemed to be a dominate 

factor (Earon, 1994). 

The best current evidence is that media are mere 

vehicles that deliver instruction but do not influence 

student achievement any more than the truck that delivers 

our groceries causes changes in our nutrition. The process 

of learning needs to be the focus of instruction rather the 

delivery of the content. The instructor today must wear many 

hats: that of facilitator, supporter, communicator, 

instructional designer, media expert, and coordinator. The 

collaborative learning environment that the teleconference 

allows complements faculty development presentations by 

helping introverts to open up and participate in discussions 

{Heidenreiter, 1995). 

Teleconferences are most successful when faculty 

interacted and feedback concerns. Faculty preparation 

linking technology, pedagogy, and curriculum requires 

examples that each attaint can identify. Learning from each 
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other via the teleconference often is a complex issue of 

personalities, experiences, and abilities. Peer coaching and 

observation of model teaching can be accomplished via 

teleconferencing {Warger, 1994). 

Telecommunication networks provide a path for better 

collaboration as well as opening up an unlimited amount of 

information access. An exciting concept of team teaching 

between school faculty is emerging and holds great potential 

for teacher training programs. Modern technologies are 

essential to the success of the professional development 

movement. Advanced communications technologies are necessary 

for collaboration and information access (Knapczyk, 1993) . 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

This study was designed to explore and assess the role 

of attend by community colleges in faculty and staff 

development presentations. A mailed questionnaire was used 

to obtain information about the utilization of 

teleconferencing by community colleges in faculty and staff 

development presentations. 

Population 

The population included community colleges that are 

part of the Instructional Teleconference Consortium, a 

Washington, D.C., nonprofit organization that is a member of 

the American Association of Community Colleges. These 375 

community colleges represent a variety of sizes and 

locations in the United States and are current 

teleconference users. Educational professionals who 

coordinate teleconferences at their respective institutions 

provided the information on the survey questionnaire. 

Sample 

A list of 460 professionals from the Instructional 

Teleconference Consortium was reduced to 375 through the 

selection of community colleges only. Those selected 

represent institutions who utilize teleconferencing. 

44 
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Individuals listed as consultants or governmental agencies 

were not included on the list. Only 375 were selected as 

only community college respondents were used for the 

questionnaire. Because all of the surveys were sent to the 

teleconference coordinators, it was possible to obtain 137 

(37%) useable responses. 

Description of the Instrument 

The questionnaire was divided into three sections. 

Section 1 gathered demographic information about the 

community college sampled. Section 2 gathered information 

about teleconference usage by the academic institution. 

Section 3 gathered information on faculty and staff 

development presentations conducted by teleconferencing. 

To obtain content and construct validity in the 

instrument, three subject-matter experts in higher 

education, educational research with a background in 

teleconferencing and/or faculty and staff development 

presentations were requested to review the questionnaire. 

Each member was provided with a statement of the problem, 

purposes of the study, and the research questionnaire. Any 

item considered inappropriate by a majority of the panel was 

either revised and resubmitted or eliminated. The three 

subject-matter experts were Ron Brey, Vice-President of Non-

Traditional Learning at Austin Community College in Austin, 

Texas; Ted Pohrte, special assistant to the director of the 

Lecroy Center for Telecommunications of Dallas County 

Community College District, Dallas, Texas; and Dr. Jennie 
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Ball, teleconference coordinator for the Lecroy Center for 

Telecommunications. 

Procedures for the Collection of Data 

The study begun at the end of February 1995, in order 

to maximize the convenience of returning the survey 

response, since participants work on an academic calendar. 

In addition, a paper and pencil instrument that elicits 

responses to questions was mailed to teleconference 

coordinators who identified activities and training 

interests, and who had the authority to act on 

teleconferences made available at their respective 

institutions. (See Appendix B for a copy of the master 

list). 

A questionnaire and a cover letter, as seen in Appendix 

A and Appendix C, respectively, were mailed to arrive in the 

middle of the week. The questionnaire was completed by the 

teleconference coordinator, returned to the researcher in a 

self-mailer, and coded for compilation and analysis. 

In an effort to maximize the response rate, the Total 

Design Method (TDM), designed by Dillman (1978) and 

suggested by Rossi, Wright, and Anderson (1983), was 

employed in the design and construction of the survey and 

mailing procedures. Based on TDM findings, the following 

recommendations were used to encourage survey response: 

1. Cover letter from Pam Quinn, director of the Lecroy 

Center, encouraging respondents to return questionnaire. 

2. Self-mailer envelop that is returned with the 
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questionnaire to the researcher. 

3. Questionnaire that takes no more than 3 0 minutes to 

complete the twenty-five questions. 

4. Produced questionnaire with small type fonts and 

photo reduced such that the entire questionnaire layout took 

only two pages. The brevity assured a higher return. 

5. Official sponsorship of survey (The LeCroy Center 

for Telecommunications). 

6. Personalization of correspondence. 

7. Anonymity and confidentiality. 

8. Cover letter composition: permissive, reasoned, a 

plea for help, a request for favor, stress on social 

usefulness of study, and importance of respondent to study 

success. 

9. Offer of incentive (copy of survey results). 

Procedures for the Treatment of Data 

Data were reported in frequencies and were arranged 

into tables for ease of comprehension and interpretation. 

Frequency response was tallied by a computerized spreadsheet 

software program. 

All forced-choice or multiple-choice survey questions 

allowed each response to be tallied into a category for 

comparison through frequency counts. 

Sampling Instrument 

The questionnaire was printed such that the front had a 

cover letter and address of the respondent and the last two 

pages included the survey questions in a photo reduced 
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size(see Appendix A). 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

The data presented are the results obtained from a 

survey of professionals responsible for telconferences who 

(a) are currently utilizing teleconferencing in their 

institution and (b) are affiliated with a community college 

or its equivalent. The survey instrument was designed to 

measure utilization of teleconferences in the residents' 

institutions, opinions on delivery methods, budgets for 

faculty and staff development, and topics suitable for 

faculty and staff development by teleconference at the 

institution. 

Survey Results 

Three hundred seventy-five survey instruments were 

mailed to representatives identified from the Instructional 

Teleconference Consortium (ITC). To establish a valid data 

base, it was decided a 30% return of the population would be 

desirable, or a minimum of 100 responses. 

Sixty-four responses were received within the first 

week after the initial mailing. The second week yielded 41 

responses, and during the third week 23 responses were 

received. Weeks 4 and 5 yielded five and four responses 
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respectively. The collection of survey instruments was then 

suspended because a valid data base was established. The 

response was so high and so soon because the target 

population of responders had great interest in the subject. 

It should be noted that this time period coincided with 

spring break for many of the schools, thus allowing more 

time for respondents to complete the questionnaire. 

The first three questions (Section 1) of the survey 

instrurru „c addressed respondent demographics and gathered 

information about the respondents. Information about the 

work environment of responding teleconference contacts was 

presented in Tables 1 to 3. Not all of the 137 respondents 

included information for these items. 

Table 1 

Number of Students 

16 Under 5,000 students 
17 From 5,000 to 10,000 
21 From 10,000 to 20,000 
9 From 20,000 to 40,000 
3 Over 40,000 students 

An examination of Table 1 reveals that 21 of the 66 

respondents to this item worked in institutions from having 

10,000 to 20,000 students ; however, 17 respondents 

represented the category of from 5,000 to 10,000 students 

and 16 respondents represented institutions having under 

5,000 students. No other categories were as well 

represented: Nine of the respondents were from schools with 

20,000 to 40,000 students, and 3 were from schools with over 
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4 0,000 students. 

Respondents were asked to select the category that best 

described the number of employees at their institution. A 

majority of the 115 respondents to this item identified 

their colleges as having either from 100 to 250 employees or 

(36 respondents) from 250 to 500 employees (36 respondents). 

Of the remaining responses, 13 selected, "from 500 to 1,000 

employees" to indicate that their institution was not the 

largest but was larger than the other two. Seven respondents 

selected the category of over 1,000 employees. The 

respondents' number of employees are presented in.Table 2. 

Table 2 

Number of Employees 

00 Under 100 employees 
3 6 From 100 to 250 employees 
36 From 250 to 500 employees 
13 From 500 to 1000 employees 
07 Over 1000 employees 

The respondents were also asked to indicate a category 

that best described their institution. A majority of the 192 

respondents to this item described their institution as 2-

year community/junior college (114). The remaining responses 

were as follows: suburban community college (30); 2-year 

technical/vocational school (22); rural (14); other (8); 

inner city community college (4). The reason for more 

respondents than the number of questionnaires received must 

have been that some people felt that their institution 

belonged in several categories. These results are presented 
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in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Type of Institution 

22 Two-year technical/vocational school 
114 Two-year community/junior college 
3 0 Suburban community college 
4 Inner city community college 
14 Rural 
8 Other 

The amount of money spent on faculty and staff-

development- related travel, lodging, and entertainment would 

reflect how much could possibly be saved by utilizing 

teleconferencing. Of the 114 respondents to this item, 46 

reported that their budget was less than $25,000; 28 

respondents reported from $50,000 to $100,000 ; 24 

respondents reported from $25,000 to $50,000; 14 respondents 

reported from $100,000 to $500,000; and 2 respondents 

reported over $500,000 in their budget. These results are 

presented in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Amount of Travel Budget 

46 Less than $25,000 
24 From $25,000 to $50,000 
28 From $50,000 to $100,000 
14 From $100,000 to $500,000 
2 Over $500,000 

The form of teleconferencing utilized for faculty and 

staff presentations at each institution indicates the most 

popular method of delivery. There were 80 respondents and 76 
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respondents, respectively, for one-way full-motion 

video/two-way audio and for audio or telephone 

teleconferencing. Other responses included 52 for slow-scan 

video with audio; 34 for computer to computer conferencing; 

24 for two-way full motion video/two-way audio; 12 for one-

way multimedia, 8 for two-way multimedia, and 8 for other, 

which often had satellite downlink with fax and/or telephone 

written in the space provided. These results are presented 

in Table 5. 

Table 5 

Forms of Teleconferencing Utilized 

80 one-way full-motion video/two-way audio 
76 audio (telephone conferencing) 
52 slow-scan video with audio 
34 computer to computer conferencing 
24 two-way full-motion video/two-way audio 
12 one-way multimedia with two-way audio 
8 two-way multimedia 
8 other 

Although almost all of the participants currently 

utilize teleconferences for faculty and staff presentations, 

those who did not stated that they were too expensive. A few 

respondents noted that no institutional needs have 

developed, that they were not as effective as face-to-face 

methods, or either faculty or administration were 

uninterested. These results are presented in Table 6. 
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Table 6 

Reasons for Not Utilizing Teleconferences 

22 Too expensive 
0 Benefits not clear 
2 No institutional needs have developed 
0 Unnecessary 
0 Reluctance to give up travel 
4 Not as effective as face-to-face method 
4 Top administration uninterested 
4 Faculty uninterested 
2 Other 

Plans in the next 2 years for institutions offering 

teleconferencing include the following categories of 

responses: 64 plan to expand their existing teleconference 

network, 22 plan to participate in a demonstration 

teleconference, 14 plan to contract with outside services to 

provide teleconference equipment, 10 plan to establish a 

formal teleconference administrator, 10 plan to do something 

concerning teleconferencing, and none plan to do anything 

concerning teleconferencing. These results are presented in 

Table 7. 

Table 7 

Plans in the Next 2 Years 

64 Plan to expand your existing system 
22 Participate in a demonstration teleconference 
16 Plan to set up an in-house teleconference network 
14 Plan contact with outside services to provide 

teleconferencing equipment 
10 Plan to establish a formal teleconference 

administrator 
10 Plan to do something concerning teleconferencing 
0 Plan to do nothing concerning teleconferencing 

In response to the question concerning how many 
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institutions had an in-house system, 88 replied that they 

did, and 36 replied that they did not, with the average 

number of sites varying from 1 to 200 and 36 responding that 

their institution had no in-house system. The number of 

respondents stating they had an in-house computer network 

was 60 versus 40 who said they did not have a computer 

network, with the number of locations varying from 8 to 500 

including bulletin board systems. 

When asked how they planned to acquire their proposed 

equipment needs, respondents proposed the following methods 

of acquisition: audio equipment (18 gift/grant, 0 lease, 28 

buy), video equipment (22 gift/grant, 0 lease, 32 buy), 

production equipment (12 gift/grant, 0 lease, 16 buy), earth 

station (receive only) (2 gift/grant, 2 lease, 20 buy), and 

earth station (sen/receive) (4 gift/grant, 2 lease, 4 buy). 

These results are presented in Table 8. 

Table 8 

Acquisition of Teleconference Equipment 

Gift/Grant Lease Buy 

Audio equipment (internal) 18 0 28 
Video equipment (internal) 22 0 32 
Production equipment 12 0 16 
Earth station (receive only) 2 2 20 
Earth station (send/receive) 4 2 4 

When respondents were asked what administrative 

function at their institution was responsible for 

teleconferencing, the following responses in the following 

categories were given: 48 through the learning resources 
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center, 36 through the media services (separate from the 

library),22 through the broadcast department, 14 through the 

information services (computer center), 14 through the 

electronics department, 12 through the communications 

department, 10 through the academic department, 10 through 

continuing education, 6 through office services, 4 through 

groups other than the ones listed, and 2 through the library 

(separate from media services).These results are presented 

in Table 9. 

Table 9 

Teleconference Administration 

48 Learning resources center 
36 Media services 
22 Broadcast department 
14 Information services 
14 Electronic department 
12 Communications department 
10 Telecommunications center 
10 Academic department 
10 Continuing education 
6 Office services 
4 Other 
2 Library (separate from media services) 

Institutions managed their teleconferencing systems in 

different ways. The respondents replied overwhelmingly with 

108 responses that they used campus facilities management. 

Eighteen of the institutions managed through a consortium. 

Eight of the respondents used outside services to manage 

their teleconference systems, and 6 rented as needed. These 

results are presented in Table 10. 
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Table 10 

Management of the Teleconference System 

108 Campus facilities management 
18 Consortium 
8 Outside services 
6 Rentals, as needed 

Question 12 solicited the title of the person who 

manages teleconferencing at the respondents' institution. 

The respondents varied so much in their responses that a 

list of these responses which has been included in Appendix. 

Additionally, because of the variety of responses, to 

question 13, the numerous titles given to the individual 

whom the manager of the teleconferencing system reports to 

were also included in appendix. 

As to which administrative office manages the 

teleconferencing function, the respondents stated the 

following: academic affairs (44), other (44), office of 

continuing education (22), office of the 

chancellor/president (4), office of business affairs (2), 

and office of student affairs (0) These results are 

presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Management of Teleconferencing 

44 Office of academic affairs 
44 Other 
22 Office of continuing education 
4 Office of the chancellor/president 
2 Office of business affairs 
0 Office of student services 

In response to question 15, of the respondents, 82 

indicated that they had never dealt with a commercial 

service regarding teleconferencing, and 38 respondents 

indicated that they had used commercial services for 

teleconferencing. Several listed the commercial service that 

they used. 

On the question dealing with how long they had been 

involved with teleconferencing at their institution, 56 

respondents noted 5 to 10 years; 32, 1 to 3 years; 32, 3 to 

5 years; 24, 10 to 20 years. No respondents indicated over 

2 0 years, and there was no one who checked none. These 

results are presented in Table 12. 

Table 12 

Teleconference Experience 

56 5-10 years 
32 1-3 years 
32 3-5 years 
24 10-20 years 
0 over 2 0 years 
0 none 

Teleconference expenditures varied among the 
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institutions, but 84 respondents indicated that their 

institutions spent under $100,000, whereas 16 spent between 

$100,000 to $250,000. Twelve spent nothing for 

teleconferencing, whereas 6 spent between $1,000,000 to 

$5,000,000, and 2 spent between $500,000 to $1,000,000. No 

institution spent over $5,000,000 for teleconferencing. 

These results are presented in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Teleconference Expenditures 

84 Under $100,000 
16 From $100,000 to $500,000 
12 None 
6 From $1,000,000 to $5,000,000 
2 From $500,000 to $1,000,000 
0 Over $5,000,000 

Each institution had submitted the following budgets 

for the upcoming academic year: 76 for under $50,000, 20 

with no budget, 10 for between $50,000 and $100,000, 4 with 

from $100,000 to $250,000, 2 from $500,000 to $1,000,000, 

none from $250,000 to $500,000, and none over $1,000,000. 

All of these seem to be lesser amounts than their current 

budgets. These results are presented in Table 14. 
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Table 14 

Next Year's Projected Teleconference Budget 

7 6 Under $ 5 0 , 0 0 0 

20 None 
1 0 From $ 5 0 , 0 0 0 to $ 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 

4 From $ 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 to $ 2 5 0 , 0 0 0 

2 From $ 5 0 0 , 0 0 0 to $ 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 

0 From $ 2 5 0 , O C j to $ 5 0 0 , 0 0 0 

0 Over $ 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 

The subject matter of the teleconferences either 

participated in or produced by responding institutions 

varied; these are listed in Table 16. There were very few 

uplinks (produced teleconfernces), but many downlinks 

(bought teleconferences from others). The four basic 

categories of the teleconferences are: technology, 

instructional, awareness, and vocational. 

Future technologies to be implemented in the next 2 or 

3 years are the following: multimedia (92) , desktop video 

(44), compact disk interactive (42), video on demand (24), 

and other, but not specific (4). These results are presented 

in Table 15. 

Table 15 

Future Technologies to Be Implemented 

92 Multimedia 
44 Desktop video 
42 Compact disc interactive 
24 Video on demand 
4 Other 

The subject matter areas most requested by 
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faculty/staff in development presentations by responding 

institutions were the following: skills-based programs 

(58), responded continuing education classes (34), responded 

managerial programs (32), responded credit classes (22), 

responded other areas than those offered (10), responded 

training by contract from outside contractors (8) , and 

responded wellness programs (4). These results are presented 

in Table 16. 

Table 16 

Most Requested Subject Matter Areas 

58 Skills-based programs 
34 Continuing education programs 
32 Managerial programs 
22 Credit classes 
10 Other 
8 Training by contract from outside contractors 
4 Wellness programs 

In response to the question of what was the greatest 

value of interactivity in teleconference, the respondents 

replied as follows: 52 had a feeling of actively learning, 

learned from other questions asked; 46 got a clearer 

understanding of the subject matter; 14 said it allowed one 

to interrupt the presenter for clarification; 8 said it 

allowed participants to overcome their inhibitions; and 8 

said other things were of greater value. These results are 

presented in Table 17. 
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Table 17 

Greatest Value of Interactivity 

52 A feeling of actively learning 
46 Clearer understanding of the subject matter 
46 Learn from other questions asked 
14 Allows you to interrupt the presenter for 

clarification 
8 Other 
8 Allows participants to overcome their inhibitions 

Other instructional methods used for faculty/staff 

development presentations besides teleconferencing are: 

video tapes (136), lectures (122), one-on-one instruction 

(60), computer-based training (60), films (32), interactive 

video (30), CD-ROM (26) , audio tapes (26), and role playing 

(18). These results are presented in Table 18. 

Table 18 

Other Instructional Methods Used Besides Teleconferencing 

13 6 Video tapes 
122 Lectures 
60 One-on-one instruction 
60 Computer-based training 
32 Films 
30 Interactive video 
26 Audio tapes 
26 CD-ROM 
18 Role playing 

Faculty topics of presentations that are addressed by 

teleconference were as follows: applying technology (90), 

addressing differences in learning styles of students (80), 

improving teaching performances (80), staying current in 

academic or technical field (78), addressing special needs 
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of special populations (72), overcoming cultural bias (58), 

improving career counseling/job placement assistance (30), 

increasing productivity (30), complying with the policies 

and mission of college (26), and responded other (8). These 

results are presented in Table 19. 

Table 19 

Faculty Topics Addressed bv Teleconferences 

90 Applying technology 
80 Addressing differences in learning styles of 

students 
80 Improving teacher performance 
78 Staying current in academic or technical field 
72 Addressing special needs of special populations 
58 Overcoming cultural bias 
30 Improving career/job placement assistance 
30 increasing productivity 
26 Complying with the policies and mission of college 
8 Other 

Summary of Major Findings 

This study described how community colleges utilized 

teleconferencing in faculty and staff development 

presentations. On the basis of the major findings of this 

research study, the following statements seem justified. 

1. Concerning the usage of teleconferencing, community 

colleges in the United States utilize teleconferences only 

sparingly to present faculty and staff development. A 

clearer understanding of why teleconferences are not used 

can be seen in the illustration labeled Teleconference Usage 

in Appendix D which shows the expense as the primary reason. 

An illustration labeled Teleconference Experience shows the 

amount of experience those who responded had in 
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teleconferencing which shows responders had enough 

experience to know if they really wanted to use 

teleconferencing or not. Finally, the illustration labeled 

Plans for Next Two Years in Appendix D illustrates the high 

degree of activity level in teleconferencing that those who 

responded planned in the next two years from March, 1995, 

when the study was done. 

2. Delivery .athods utilized were dominated by audio 

teleconferencing with video teleconferencing being the 

second method of delivery of teleconferences of faculty and 

staff development presentations. The illustration labeled 

Forms of Teleconferencing Utilized in Appendix D shows the 

percentage usage of various methods of delivery. When asked 

about the value of interactivity in delivering 

teleconferences, responders listed their greatest value as 

learning from other questions followed closely by a clearer 

understanding. These are best seen in an illustration 

labeled Greatest Value of Interactivity in Appendix D. As 

to future technologies to be implemented with 

teleconferencing, responders showed the areas of greatest 

interest to be desktop video and compact disc interactive as 

seen in an illustration labeled Future Technologies to be 

Implemented in Appendix D. 

3. Budgets in most community colleges averaged less 

than $100,000 annually on teleconferences for faculty and 

staff development presentation. The amount of budget 

allocated to teleconferencing is illustrated in Appendix D 
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labelled Teleconference Expenditures. Variation in budgets 

may be caused by the variation in reporting structure of 

administrating departments responsible for teleconferencing 

as illustrated in Appendix D under the illustration labeled 

Teleconference Administration. 

4. Budgets for faculty and staff development 

presentations through teleconferencing are increasing as 

indicated by responders in the illustration in Appendix D 

labeled Plans for Next Two Years. 

5. Subject matter titles varied so much that no 

dominate area or subject was utilized through 

teleconferencing for faculty and development presentations. 

The illustration in Appendix D labeled Faculty Topics By 

Teleconference illustrates this point. Also the 

illustration labeled Most Requested Subjects shows what 

areas are of interest to responders. 

6. Only the largest of the community colleges produced 

faculty and staff development presentations; otherwise, 

Public Broadcasting System provided most of the faculty and 

staff presentations through teleconference. The 

illustration labeled Other Instructional Methods Used 

Besides Teleconferencing in Appendix D illustrates all of 

the alternatives available to the responders besides 

teleconferencing. 

Many of the survey respondents worked in a community 

college institution and were classified primarily as a 

training/human resource development specialist. Their 
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departments were typically identified as training/human 

resource development. 

Most of the respondents did utilize teleconferencing at 

their academic institutions for training. They verified this 

use level by indicating their budgets now and in the future 

for teleconferencing, the number of presentations done 

annually by teleconference, and the length of time, in 

years, utilizing teleconferencing at their institutions. 

There was no consensus among the respondents about the 

necessity or value of teleconferencing by academic 

institutions in their training programs. The majority of 

respondents were neutral about the use of academic 

teleconferencing. 

For the academic year 1994-1995, a large number of the 

respondents reported that their organization spent under 

$100,000 for teleconferencing. A majority of this 

teleconferencing was managed by the campus rather than by 

outside services. The projected expenditures for 1995-1996 

were lower than ~ctual 1994-1995 expenditures. Expenditures 

for teleconferencing by academic institutions were expected 

to be minimal. 

The surprises that resulted from the findings of this 

study were as follows: 1. Few leased their equipment but, 

rather, purchased it or relied on gifts or grants. 2. The 

titles of those people responsible for teleconference 

presentations for faculty/staff development had no 

consistency. 3. Videotape and lectures were the primary 
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technologies listed other than teleconferencing for faculty 

and staff development. 4. Multimedia was the primary 

technology to be implemented in connection with 

teleconferencing for faculty and staff development in the 

next 2 to 3 years. 

Additional findings of this study can be found in 

Chapter V of this dissertation study. Findings that 

pertained to the research questions of this study were as 

follows: the extent that community colleges in the United 

States utilize the teleconference as a delivery method for 

faculty and staff development was based on whether the 

community college was large (over 20,00 students or over 

1000 employees), which delivery method of teleconferences 

used by community colleges in faculty and staff development 

presentations was determined by how much budget they had for 

teleconferences (over $100,000 used video teleconferencing), 

how much community colleges spent on teleconferences for 

faculty and staff development presentations was so 

insignificant that responders did not have any separately 

reported data for this purpose, all responders felt that 

budgets for faculty and staff development presentations 

through teleconferencing would definitely increase as more 

constraints on their travel budgets took place in the future 

and most felt that video tapes would be used individually by 

faculty and staff in the interim until centers for 

teleconferencing could be established, topics and subject 

matter for these faculty and staff presentations delivered 



68 

by teleconferencing were mostly skills-based programs but 

several programs for continuing education and management 

were also used, and finally very few of the community 

colleges (mostly the largest institutions) produced their 

own teleconferences with Public Broadcasting System being 

the biggest supplier. 

Findings of this study are based upon frequencies of 

responses to the questions of the survey instrument. Totals 

were calculated by computer programs and tabulated in tables 

for display. These tables were illustrated with pie and bar 

charts and placed in Appendix D of this study. The findings 

of this study correspond to the research questions presented 

in Chapter I of this study and demonstrate the utilization 

of teleconferencing in community colleges for faculty and 

staff development presentations. The questions were as 

follows: To what extent are community colleges in the United 

States utilizing the teleconference as a delivery method for 

faculty and staff development? Which delivery methods of 

teleconferences are used by community colleges in faculty 

and staff development presentations? How much do community 

colleges spend on teleconferences for faculty and staff 

development presentations? Are budgets for faculty and staff 

development presentations through teleconferencing 

increasing, decreasing, or remaining the same? What is the 

budget forecast for the future? What are the constraints on 

the budget for faculty and staff development presentations 

by teleconferencing? What subject matter titles are utilized 
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in the faculty and staff development presentations delivered 

by teleconferencing? Do community colleges in the United 

States produce their own teleconference presentations for 

faculty and staff devlopment, or do they obtain them from 

other sources? If so, what are the sources of these 

presentations? 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY 

Summary 

This study examined the utilization of teleconferencing 

for faculty and staff development presentations by community 

colleges in the United States. A descriptive survey 

instrument was designed to include five research areas: 

respondent demographics (three questions), methods of 

delivery of the teleconferences (five questions), amount of 

usage of teleconferencing for faculty and staff development 

presentations in community colleges (six questions), 

ascertaining the subject areas utilized in teleconferences 

for faculty and staff development presentations (three 

questions), barriers to implementing teleconferences for 

faculty and staff development presentations (seven 

questions), and sources of presentations used in 

teleconferences for faculty and staff development 

presentations (one question). A panel of experts in 

teleconferences evaluated the instrument. A copy of the 

survey was mailed to members of the Instructional 

Teleconference Consortium. 

From a total pool of 375 members of the Instructional 

70 
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Teleconference Consortium, 137 responded to the survey. 

Factors impacting the number of responses included (a) the 

difficulty in determining who should respond since 

teleconferencing management crossed over multiple areas of 

responsibility; (b) the detail of information requested, and 

(c) the timing of the mailing at college spring break. Data 

from the study were computed in frequencies and were 

presented in tabular form in chapter 4, accompanied by an 

analysis and discussion of the data. 

Summary of Findings 

Based on the review of literature and data obtained 

from this study, the following is a summary of the major 

findings. 

A full range of community colleges was represented in 

the population of respondents to the survey (by geography, 

size, and type of community college). A number of managers 

of teleconferences in large community colleges responded to 

the survey, indicating that they are heavy users of 

teleconferences at their respective community colleges. 

Survey respondents largely classified themselves as 

teleconference managers or administrators or as 

teleconference specialists, and they described their primary 

function as providing teleconferences for a variety of 

purposes, including faculty/staff development presentations. 

A majority of respondents reported that they do not use 

outside services as providers of teleconferences but managed 

their own campus facilities. 



72 

The respondents' opinions of the delivery of the 

teleconferences varied widely. This result was consistent 

with the reported budgets for teleconferencing in which 

there was little money allocated at some institutions for 

expensive delivery options such as two-way full-motion video 

and two-way audio. 

Almost all the respondents' budgets were under $50,000 

annually. Future teleconferencing budgets for most seem to 

be declining. Travel budgets to attend conferences were 

large and were increasing for the next year. 

Large, medium, and small organizations were represented 

by the respondents, with the majority classified as 2-year 

community/junior colleges. Respondents were split almost 

equally between those with less than 3 years' experience 

with teleconferencing and those with more than 3 years 

experience. 

The respondents reported skills-based programs, 

managerial programs, and continuing education classes as the 

categories most important to their organization. Multimedia 

in connection with teleconferences was the most often cited 

as the technology to be implemented in the next 2 to 3 

years. The greatest values of interactivity in 

teleconferences for faculty/staff development presentations 

were a feeling of actively learning, clearer understanding 

of the subject matter, and learning from others' questions. 
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Discussion of the Findings 

This study found that community colleges utilize 

teleconferences minimally in faculty/staff development 

presentations. Most of the teleconferences are purchased 

from outside sources and downloaded to their campuses. Few 

colleges produced their own teleconferences due to limited 

budgets and staffs. Community college personnel are aware of 

the technology of teleconferencing, but few have implemented 

a comprehensive plan to increase its usage for faculty/staff 

development presentations. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions seem warranted: 

1. Utilization of teleconferences in community colleges 

for faculty/staff development presentations was not 

currently significant. The larger community colleges appear 

to have the budget allocation to experiment with 

teleconference usage more than the majority of smaller 

community colleges. The larger community colleges have a 

support staff in place and a defined strategy for long-term 

growth of this delivery medium, which may indicate why they 

are the heaviest users of teleconferencing. These large 

users are influencing the direction that teleconferencing is 

taking and the other smaller community colleges will 

probably be implementing similar strategies as the larger 

community colleges as equipment, staff, and communications 

capabilities come available to them. 
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2. Teleconferences for faculty/staff development 

presentations are purchased from outside sources most of the 

time and deal principally with skills-based programs, 

continuing education classes, and managerial programs. 

Whether for awareness raising or interactive discussion 

meetings, faculty members most want (a) future presentations 

on addressing differences in the learning styles and special 

needs of special populations, (b) to stay current in their 

academic areas and integrating academic and technical 

curricula and to improve teaching performance while applying 

technology to overcome cultural bias. No dominant subject 

areas were utilized for presentation by teleconference to 

faculty and staff but as utilization of teleconferencing for 

faculty and staff development presentations increase the 

subject matter choices may become more predominant. 

3. The most preferred method of delivery of the 

teleconferences is by two-way audio and one-way video 

although most community colleges could not afford the 

necessary equipment, staff, and communications air time to 

implement this delivery method currently. Most campuses 

manage their own teleconference facilities and do not lease 

their equipment. Other technologies that are used in 

connection with teleconferences for faculty/staff 

development presentations are multimedia, desktop video, 

compact disk interactive, and video on demand. Many reasons 

were given for making the teleconferences interactive: a 

feeling of actively learning, a clearer understanding of the 
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subject matter, and learning from others' questions. 

Videotapes and lectures are the most often used 

instructional methods besides teleconferencing for 

faculty/staff development presentations. Until more budgets 

are allocated for teleconferencing, a dominate delivery 

method cannot be determined. 

4. Barriers to implementing teleconferencing for 

faculty/staff development presentations most often related 

to small budgets for equipment and small staffs; however, 

there seemed to be adequate travel budgets that could be 

used for teleconferences. Only a few community colleges did 

not use teleconferencing, but all of those planned to 

utilize it as a delivery method of faculty/staff development 

presentations in the future. Clearly, no defined management 

structure seemed to dominate for administering 

teleconferences. Each college had a different group 

overseeing its use, as well as many different reporting 

structures which meant the coordinator of teleconferencing 

at each campus was titled differently. This dispersion of 

control may be the biggest barrier to implementing 

teleconferencing. Possibly in the future centers for 

teleconferencing will be established at each campus so that 

central control of equipment, personnel for support, and 

policies can be established. 

5. Additional study will be necessary to determine 

which sources are available for teleconference development 

presentations because few currently are given and fewer are 
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marketed to other community colleges. Most of the categories 

presented were in technology, instructional, awareness, and 

vocational areas with the Public Broadcasting System being 

the biggest provider. Perhaps with increased usage of 

teleconferencing, more sources of presentations for faculty 

and staff development "ill emerge. 

Recommendations for Future Study 

Future studies should provide more specific information 

for a clearer picture of the environment in which academic 

institutions can succeed as teleconference providers of 

faculty/staff development presentations. Based on the 

findings of this study, the following recommendations for 

future study seem to be warranted. 

1. It is critical to identify the subject areas that 

teleconference trainers are most likely to use in academic 

institutions. What are the best subject areas for 

faculty/staff development presentations in community 

colleges? As these subject areas are determined, 

participating institutions will be able to select the right 

number of subject matter experts for each teleconference. 

2. What specific teleconferences are currently being 

provided through various providers for faculty/staff 

development presentations in community colleges? This will 

enable a common database to be gathered and later 

disseminated to the respective institutions so that they can 

choose which teleconference to attend and prepare for the 

teleconference. 
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3. It is critical to identify the categories of 

employees that provide the best "target" for teleconferences 

for faculty/staff development presentations in community 

colleges. Which employees are the best candidates for 

teleconference presentations for faculty/staff development 

in community colleges? Once the types of target market or 

audiences are determined, questionnaires can be collected 

that determine the teleconference subject matter and the 

best delivery method of multimedia or other additions that 

enhance the teleconference. 

4. Other factors that may influence the decision to 

utilize teleconferences for faculty/staff development 

presentations in community colleges should be investigated 

and identified. Is cost a factor in selecting 

teleconferences as a medium of faculty/staff development 

presentations in community colleges? Can academic 

institutions utilize technology to deliver faculty/staff 

development presentations rather than attending expensive 

remote conferences? 

5. How can community colleges demonstrate measurable, 

transferable learning from faculty/staff development 

presentations via teleconferencing? This study would go a 

long way toward convincing reluctant users of 

teleconferencing of its value and overcome any of their 

biases. 

6. What marketing strategy is most effective for 

faculty/staff development presentations by teleconferencing? 
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What advertising media is most effective for getting 

attendance at teleconferences for faculty and staff 

development presentations? 

7. Are community colleges qualified to provide 

faculty/staff development presentations by teleconferencing? 

If not, what is necessary to make them qualified to provide 

faculty and staff development presentations in community 

colleges? 

8. Which community colleges are willing to purchase 

telconferences for faculty/staff development presentations 

from which providers? What price are they willing to pay for 

respective subject matter teleconferences for faculty and 

staff development presentations for community colleges? 

It is essential that community college personnel 

understand the utilization of teleconferencing for 

faculty/staff development presentations. Armed with this 

information, community colleges can decide which medium best 

meets their needs and determine the most cost-effective 

approach to providing the training. 

Additional areas of investigation might center on the 

differences that a presenter must know about the medium, 

such as presentation skills, content differences, and the 

fostering of interactivity. Also marketing activities to 

persuade faculty and staff to utilize the medium of 

teleconferencing. A study could also provide information 

concerning the equipment, staff, and training that is 

necessary to produce teleconferences. 
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APPENDIX A 

Teleconferencing Questionnaire 

Your job title 

Your name (optional): 

Your institution's name: 

Your institution's address: 

1. Please characterize the size of your institution (annual 

enrollment - only at your college) 

a) under 5,000 students 

from 5,000 to 10,000 students 

from 10,000 to 20,000 students 

from 20,000 to 40,000 students 

over 40,000 students 

b) under 100 employees 

from 100 to 250 employees 

from 250 to 500 employees 

from 500 to 1,000 employees 

over 1,000 employees 

2. Which responses best describe your institution: 

(check all appropriate) 

Two year technical/vocational school 

Other (explain) 

Two year community/junior college 

Suburban community college 
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Inner city community college 

Rural 

Other (explain) 

3. Your institution currently spends approximately the 

following on faculty and staff development related travel 

each year (travel, lodging and entertainment expenses for 

meetings, training, seminars, etc.): 

less than $25,000 

from $25,000 to $50,000 

from $50,000 to $100,000 

from $100,000 to $500,000 

over $500,000 

4. Has your institution used any of these forms of 

teleconferencing for faculty and staff presentations in the 

past? (check all appropriate) 

computer to computer conferencing 

audio (telephone conferencing) 

slow-scan video with audio: one-way two-

way 

one-way full-motion video, two-way audio 

two-way full-motion video, two-way audio 

" one-way multi-media (computer, video, audio, 

etc.), with two-way audio 

two-way multi-media 

other (explain) 

5. If your institution has not used any form of 

teleconferencing for faculty and staff presentations in the 
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past does it plan to do so in the: (check all appropriate) 

Audio Audio/ 

only video 

next year 

next two years 

6. If your institution does not plan to use teleconferencing 

for faculty and staff presentations in the next two years, 

why not? (check all appropriate) 

Audio Audio/video 

too expensive 

benefits not clear 

no institutional needs have developed 

unnecessary 

reluctance to give up travel 

not as effective as face-to-face method 

top administration uninterested 

faculty uninterested 

other (explain) 

7. In the next two years, does your institution plan to: 

establish a formal teleconference administrator 

participate in a demonstration teleconference 

audio video 

set up an in-house teleconference network 

audio video 

plan to expand your existing teleconference 

network 

audio video both 
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contract with outside services to provide 

teleconferencing equipment 

as a demonstration (pilot) project 

audio video 

for an "ad hoc" special purpose 

audio video 

on a regular basis (at least quarterly) 

audio video 

do nothing concerning teleconferencing 

do something concerning teleconferencing 

(explain) 

8. Does your institution currently operate an in-house: 

Teleconference system? Yes No 

Number of Sites: (avg. served) 

Computer network? Yes No 

Number on network: (locations) 

9. If your institution plans to install an in-house 

teleconferencing network, how will you get the equipment? 

(check all appropriate) 

Gift/ Lease Buy 

Grant we have no equipment 

audio equipment (internal) 

video equipment (internal) 

production equipment 

earth station (receive only) 

earth station (send/receive) 

10. What administrative function at your institution is 
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responsible for teleconferencing? 

telecommunications center 

media services (separate from library) 

library {separate from media services) 

learning resources center (library/media 

combined) 

information services (computer center) 

office services 

academic department 

broadcast department 

communications department 

electronics department 

continuing education 

other 

(explain) 

11. How does your institution presently manage your 

teleconferencing system( s )? 

Audio Audio/ 

only Video 

outside service (by 

whom) 

whom) 

rent as needed (from 

campus facilities management 

through a consortium 

(name) 

12. What is the title of the person who manages 
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teleconferencing at your institution? 

Title: 

13. Who does the person that manages the teleconferencing 

system report to? Title: 

14. What administrative office at your institution manages 

teleconferencing? 

Office of the Chancellor/President 

Office of Academic Affairs 

Office of Business Affairs 

Office of Student Services 

Office of Continuing Education 

Other (specify) 

15. Has your institution ever dealt with a commercial 

service regarding teleconferencing? 

No Yes (who) 

16. How many years has your institution been involved with 

teleconferencing of some type? 

none 

1 - 3 years 

3 - 5 years 

5 - 1 0 years 

1 0 - 2 0 years 

over 20 years 

17. What has your institution spent in total for 

teleconferencing? 

none 

under $100,000 
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from $100,000 to $500,000 

from $500,000 to $1,000,000 

from $1,000,000 to $5,000,000 

over $5,000,000 

18. What is this year's annual budget for teleconferencing 

at your institution? (Include hardware, software, 

production, transmission, personnel, facilities, and 

maintenance) 

none 

under $50,000 

from $50,000 to $100,000 

from $100,000 to $250,000 

from $250,000 to $500,000 

from $500,000 to $1,000,000 

over $1,000,000 

19. What will be next year's annual budget for 

teleconferencing at your institution? (Include 

hardware,software, production, transmission, 

personnel,facilities, and maintenance) 

none 

under $50,000 

- from $50,000 to $100,000 

from $100,000 to $250,000 

from $250,000 to $500,000 

from $500,000 to $1,000,000 

over $1,000,000 

20. List the teleconferences that your institution has 
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produced or participated in during the past year. 

Subject Title 

21. Which of these technologies in connection with 

teleconferences for faculty and staff presentations are 

likely to be implemented at your campus in the next two to 

three years? 

multimedia 

compact disc interactive 

desktop video 

video on demand 

other 

22. Which subject matter area is most requested by 

faculty/staff in their development presentations at your 

institution? 

skills-based programs 

wellness programs 

managerial programs 

continuing education classes 

credit classes 

training by contract from outside contractors 

other 

23. What is the greatest value of interactivity in 

teleconferences for faculty/staff development programs? 

allows participants to overcome their inhibitions 

a feeling of actively learning 
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clearer understanding of the subject matter 

learn from other questions asked 

allows you to interrupt the presenter for 

clarification 

other: 

24. What other instructional methods are used for faculty 

and staff development presentations besides 

teleconferencing? 

video tapes 

lectures 

one-on-one instruction 

audio tapes 

films 

interactive video 

role playing 

CD-ROM 

computer-based training 

25. Which of these faculty topics are addressed by your 

faculty development presentations by teleconference?(check 

all appropriate) 

Improving career counseling/job placement 

assistance 

Addressing differences in learning styles of 

students 

Addressing special needs of special populations 

Staying current in academic or technical field 

Integrating academic and technical curricula 
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Overcoming cultural bias 

Improving teaching performance 

Increasing productivity-

Applying technology 

Complying with the policies and mission of college 

Other (describe): 
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Teleconferencing Questionnaire 

Your job tztJv 
Your name (optional) 

Your institution'* name 

Your institution's address 

1. Please characterize tne sue of your mstxaon (annual enrollment • cnty at your 
college* 

a} under 5.000 students 
*rcm 5.000 to 10,000 students 
frcm 10,000 to 20.000 suidens 

frcm 20,000 to 40.000 studerts 

ever 40,000 students 
b) u.-.oer 100 employees 

'rem 100 to 250 employees 

frcm 250 to 500 employees 

•rem 500 to 1.000 employees 
_ _ ever 1,000 employees 

2. When resoenses best describe your rastuoon: (check all appropriate; 

Two year tecnnical/vocaoonaf school 
Other /explain) 

. "wo year community/tun tor xJege 

. Suburban community college 

. 'nner aty oommunrty college 

. Sural 

. Ctrier (explain) 

3. Your .nsn&ffcn currently spends approximately the foitowmg on faculty and staff 

development related travel eacn year ravel, lodging and entenamment 

expenses fcr meetings, tracing, seminars, etc.): 

ess man 525.C0G we "ave no eaufflment 

*rcm S25.000 to S50.000 

'rem 550.000 to S100.000 

frcm S100.000 to 5500.CC0 

over 5500.000 

4. Has your .nsrtuoon used, any of these "trms of teieconferencng for 'acuity and 

staff presentations in the cast? (cnecx aJ appropnate) 

xrr.puter to computer ccnrerencng 

auato (telephone conferences: 

sscw-scan video with audio one-way two-way 

one-way fuiMnooon video, two-way audio 

two-way fufl-motion video, two-way audio 

one-way multi-media (computer video, auoo, etc.), with two-way audio 

two-way mum-media 

other (explain) 

5. tf your :nsrtuDon has not used any form cf tejeconferenang tor faculty and staff 

presentations n tne past aoes it pian •- so so m the: (check ait apprcpnate) 

Aucio Audio i Videc 

~ext year 

next two years 

5 !f your nsctuoon floes not ptan to j&e te econferencng for facjitv anc staff 

presentations ;n the next wo years, #cv nor7 (cnecx ail appropnate1 

2-wav AUDIO 2-way Aucio 

2-way Viceo 1-way Video 

too expensive 

benefits not dear 

mtrtuoonal needs ^ave seveooec 

j n necessary 

"etucance to give uo rave* 

not as effective as face-to-face method 

too adrmmstratjon unmtereswc 

faculty unmerested 

other (emtan) 

7 in me next two yean, does your nsbtubon plan to 

establish a formal teleconference admrotrator 

partopate «i a demonstration teleconference 

audio video 

set up an irv-house teleconference network 

audio video 

pan to expand your existing teleconference network 

audio video both 

contract with outside services to provide teieconferencng 

eouipment 

as a demonstration (pilot) project 

audio video 

tor an *ad hoc* special purpose 

audio video 

on a regular basis {at least quarterly) 

audio video 

do nothing concerning teleconferencing 

do somethmg concerning teieconferenang 

explain: _ 

8. Ooes your institution currently operate an m-house. 

Teleconference system? Yes _ _ No 

Number of Sites: (avg. served) 

Computer network? _ _ Yes No 

Numoer on network: (locations) 

9. if ycur institution plans to install an in-house teieconferencng r.etworx. now will 

you get the equipment? (check aD appropnate) 

Gift/Gram Lease Buy 

audio equipment; internal) 

video equipment (Internal) 

production equipment 

earth station (receive oniy) 

earth station (send,.-carve) 

10. What administrative funaon at your institution ts responsible for 

teieconferenang? 

telecommuncations center 

meaia services (separate from library) 

library (separate from media services) 

learning resources center (fibrary/medta combined) 

information services (computer center) 

office services 

academic department 

broadcast department 

communeabons department 

electronics department 

continwng education 

other (exptam) 

11. How does your nstitution presently manage your teieconferencng systerrys)7 

2-way Audio 2-way Audio 

2-way Video 1-way Video 

outside service (by wnom) 

rent as needed (from whom) 

campus facilities management 

through a consortium (name . 

12. What is the title of the person who manages teieconferencng at ycur 

institution? 

T;ue. 

13. Who does the person that manages Ihe teieconferencng system report to? 

Tiae. 

14 What administrative office at your institution manages teieccnferenang"? 

Office of the ChanceflorfPresident 

Office of Academic Affairs 

Office of Buonea Affairs 

Office of Student Services 

Office o( Contirwng Education 

Other (specify) 



91 

"5 Has /our institution ever dea.t with a xmmeroa ! service tgaramg 

te*conferenang'> 

No Yes (wfto) 
16 How many years has your 'nsstuocn seen avowee with :e econferencsng of 

some type? 
none 
1 - 3 years 
3 • 5 years 
5 -10 years 
10 - 20 years 
over 20 years 

17 What nas your rauuaon spent ai tstai for teleconferencing** 
none 
under $100,000 
from $100,000 to $500,000 
from $500,000 to $1,000,000 
from $1,000,000 to $5,OOQ.CCO 
over $5,000,000 

:8 What is this years annual fcucget 'or te;econferencng at your institution'' 
(tncude hardware, software, proauaon. transmission, personnel, facilities, ana 
maintenance) 

urwer $50 000 
from $50,000 to S1C0.0C0 
from S100.CCO DO 52SO.OGO 
from 5250,000 to S5G0.CC0 
from 5500.0C0 so i'.OOO.COO 
over $1,000,000 

19 What -«i De next years annual oucget for teleconferencing at your institution? 
(Incuae hardwarejsoft*are, producxn. transmission, personnel,facilities, and 
maintenance) 

none 

under $50,000 
from $50,000 to $*.00,000 
from 5100.000 to 3250.CCO 
from $250,000 to 5500.000 
from $500,000 B Si.OOO.COO 
over $1,000,000 

20 Us: me teleconferences that your institution has produced or participated in 
during the past year. 
Subject Title 

21 Wheh of these technologies m connection with teleconferences for facutty and 
staff presentacons are kkefy to be implemented at your campus the next 
two to three years? 

mufemeda 
compact oisc mteracove 
desktop *ideo 
video on demand 
other 

22. When subject matter area 8 most requested by faculty/staff m their 
development presentations at your institution'7 

sfcfe-based programs 
welness programs 
managenai programs 
oontmuing education classes 
credit classes 
training by contract from outside contractors 

23, What is the greatest value of interactivity in teleconferences for faculty/staff 
development programs? 

afcars participants to overcome their innioitions 
a fcefing of actively learning 
dearer understanding of the suoject macer 
learn from other questions asked 
allow ycu to interrupt the presenter for clarification 

24. What other instruaonal methods are used for faculty and staff development 
presentations resides teleconferencing? 

video taces 
lectures 
oneon-cne mstrucbon 
audio taces 
fims 
interleave video 
role playing 
CO-ROM 
computer-cased training 

25. Which of these faculty topes are adaressed by your faculty development 
presentations by teieconference?(check ail appropriate) 

Improving career counseling/job placement assistance 
Addressing differences in learning styles of students 
Addressing special needs of special populations 
Stayng current m academe or technical field 
Integrating academic and techneal curricula 
Overcoming cultural bias 
Improving teaching performance 
Increasing productivity 
Apptymg technology 
Complying with the polices and mission of college 
Other(desenber 
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Pamela MacBravnc 
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Oregon City, OR 97045 

Don Guilliams 
Dean of Instruction 
Columbia Gorge Community College 

300 E. 4th. Avenue 

The Dalles, OR 97058 

Kitty Paino 

Director 

Clatsop Community College 

1653 Jerome 

Astoria, OR 97103 

Jerry Hallberg 
Tillamook Bay Community College Service Distr 
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Asst Dean Academic AiT - Learning Resources 

Allan Hancock College 

800 South College Drive 

Santa Maria, CA 93454 

Rac Yoshida 

Assistant Dean of Academic Affairs 

Anteiope Valley Community College District 

3041 W. Avenue K 

Lancaster, CA 93536 

Roe Darnell 
Dean of Instruction 
Cerro Coso College 
300 College Heights Blvd. 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 

Beverly Braun 

Director, Instructional Services 

Hartnell College 

156 Homestead Avenue 

Salinas, CA 93901 
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Jan Keller 
Assistant Dean, Learning Resources 
College of the Canyons 
26455 N Rockwell Canyon Road 
Valencia, CA 91355 

James Gulli 
Dean of Continuing Education 
Citrus College 
1000 West Foothill Blvd. 
Glendora, CA 91740-1899 

Gayie Baker 
Asst Dean, Instructional Services 
Mt San Antonio College 
1100 North Grand Avenue 
Walnut, CA 91789 

Livia Chariton 
Coordinator, Spec Proj & Tutorial Center 
Southwestern College 
900 Otay Lakes Road 
Chula Vista, CA 92010 

Eve Lill 
Administrative Dean of Instruction 
Grossmont College 
8800 Grossmont College Drive 
El Cajon, CA 92020 

Gail Prentiss 
Dean, Liberal Arts and Sciences 
MiraCosta College 
One Barnard Drive 
Oceanside, CA 92056 

Marlene deLeon Anisko 
TV College Coordinator 
Paiomar Community College 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, CA 92069 

Jan Moser 
VP, Instr./Assistant Superintendent Educ TV 
Paiomar College 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, CA 92069-1487 

Pei Hua Chou 
Director, Learning Resources/Librarian 
Cuyamaca College 
2950 Jamacha Road 
EI Cajon, CA 92019 

Joe Clark 
Coordinator, Teiecourse Instruction 
Barstow College 
2700 Barstow Road 
Barstow, CA 92311 

Robert Allen 
Vice President, Instructional Services 
Victor Valley Community College 
18422 Bear Valley Road 
Victorvtile, CA 92392 

Joan Stoddard 
Dean of Instruction 
Crafton Hills College 
11711 Sand Canyon Road 
Yucaipn. CA 92399 

Larry Bertrand 
Coord, Instructional Broadcasting Services 
San Bernardino Valley College 
701 South Mt. Vernon Ave. 
San Bernardino, CA 92410 

Gary Schultz 
Dean. Arts and Mass Media 
Riverside City College 
4800 Magnolia Avenue 
Riverside. CA 92506 
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Carl Chapman 
Director, Telecommunications 
Mohave Community College 
1971 Jagerson Ave., Distr. Off 
Kingman, A2 86401 

Bill Troost 
Los Angeles Trade-Technical College 
400 West Washington Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 

Ethel McCIatchcy 
Director, Instructional Television 
Los Angeles Community College District 
855 North Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90029 

Horace Alexander 
Transfer Programs, D.S. and E.S. 
Compton Community College 
1111 East Artesia Blvd. 
Compton, CA 90221 

Paul Stansbury 
West Los Angeles College 
4800 Freshman Drive 
Culver City, CA 90230 

Jesus Carreon 
Vice President of Instruction 
El Camino College 
16007 Crenshaw Blvd. 
Torrance, CA 90506 

Kay Deaton 
Dean of Instruction 
Cypress College 
9200 Valley View Street 
Cypress, CA 90630 

Morgan Lynn 
Interim Instructional Dean 
Cerritos Community College District 
11110 E. Aiondra Blvd. 
Nonvalk, CA 90650 

Stanley Francos 
Dean of Instructional Administration 
Long Beach City College 
4901 East Carson Street 
Long Beach, CA 90808 

Virginia McBride 
President 
Diagramtx, Inc. 
60 South Michillindn Avenue 
Sierra Madre, CA 91024 

Sall> Beacv 
President 
INTELECOM - Intelligent Telecommunications 
150 East Colorado BKd . <30<J 
Pasadena. CA 91105 

Bert Sijen 

Manager for Marketing 
INTELECOM - Intelligent Telecommunications 
150 East Colorado Blvd. #300 
Pasadena, CA 91105 

David Lcdbetter 

Asst Supt., VP Instructional Administration 
Pasadena City College 
1570 East Colorado Blvd. 
Pasadena, CA 91106-2003 

Jo Ray McCuen 
Dean. Evening College 
Glendale Community College 
1500 North Verdugo Road 
Glendale. CA 9t208 
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Mickey Slimp 

Dean of Learning Resources 

Tyier Junior College 

P O. Box 9020 

Tyler, TX 75711 

George Wilson 

Director, Instructional Media Services 
Tyler Junior College 
P.O. Box 9020 
Tyler, TX 75711 

Janet Huffstutler 
Academic Vice President 
Trinity Valley Community College 
500 S. Prairieville 
Athens, TX 75751 

Carolyn Robertson 

Director, Instructional TV & Extended Courses 
Tarrant County Junior College District 
5301 Campus Drive 
Fort Worth, TX 76119 

John Jones 

Midwestern State University 
3400 Taft Boulevard 
Wichita Falls, TX 76308 

Noel Schnitz 
Director, Library Services 
Central Texas College 
P.O. Box 1800 
Killeen, TX 76540-9990 

Earl Johnson 
Coordinator for Distance Education 
Houston Community College System 
3821 Caroline 
Houston, TX 77004 

Carol Bary 

Director, Educational & Student Support Serv. 
North Harris Montgomery Comm College District 
250 N. Sam Houston Parkway, East 
Houston, TX 77060 

Darrell Beauchamp 
Dean, Learning Resources Center 

Navarro College 
3200 West Seventh Avenue 

Corsicana, TX 77110 

Kris Evans 

Director, Instructional Media Center 

San Jacinto College 

8060 Spencer Highway 

Pasadena, TX 77505 

James Brown 
Director, Instructional Services 
Aivsn College 
3110 Mustang Road 
Alvin, TX 77511 

Johnette Hodgin 

Dean, Extension Studies/Continuing Education 

Lee College 

P O Box 818 

Baytown, TX 77522-08IS 

Sid Young 
Teiecourse Coordinator 
Galveston College 
4015 Avenue Q 
Galveston, TX 77550 

Bill Ma>s 

Television Spccinlist/Libr.m 

Del Mar College 

101 Baldwin & Avers 

Corpus Chrisu. TX 78404 
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John Forshce 
Telecourse Coordinator, Department of Science 
Texas Southmost College 
S3 Fort Brown 
Brownsville, TX 78520 

Ron Brcy 
Dean of Distance Learning 
Austin Community College 
Pinnacle Campus 7748 Hwy 290 W 
Austin. TX 78736-3218 

Neil Sapper 
Telecourse Coordinator 
Amariiio College 
P.O. Box 447 
Amariiio, TX 79178-0001 

Clayton Aired 
Associate Dean of Learning Resources 
Odessa College 
201 W. University 
Odessa, TX 79764 

Michael Wolf 
Associate Vice President 
El Paso Community College 
432 Frederick Street 
El Paso, TX 79905 

Jenny Giron 
Director, The Weekend College 
EI Paso Community College 
P.O. Box 20500 
El Paso, TX 79998 

Kim Larson-Cooney 
Director of Extended Campus Programs 
Arapahoe Community College 
2500 W. College Dr., Box 9002 
Littleton, CO 80160-9002 

iosefina Tuason 
Adult Learning Coordinator 
KRMA-TV 
1261 Glenarm Place 
Denver, CO 80204 

David Rossiter 
Director of Education 
American Water Works Association 
6666 West Qumcy Avenue 
Denver, CO 80235 

Suzanna Spears 
Dean of the Division of Extended Studies 
Pikes Peak Community College 
5675 South Academy Boulevard 
Colorado Springs, CO 80906 

Robert Evans 
Vice President for Educational Services 
Colorado Mountain College 
215 Ninth Street 
Glenwood Springs, CO 81602 

Jon Cobes 

Director, Non-Traditional Programs 
Central Wyoming College 
2660 Peck Avenue 
Rjverton, WY 82501 

Dorothy Goodman 
Dir. Instructional Media Ctr /Communications 
Paradise Valley Unified School District, #69 
15032 North 32nd. Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85032 

Jan Baltzer 

Director. Computing & Communications 
Maricopa County Community College District 
2411 W 14 th Street 
Tempc. AZ 85281 
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Chuck Feasley 

Director, Independent & Correspondence Study 
Oklahoma State University 
001 Classroom Building 
Stillwater, OK 74078 

Myra Traynor 
Membership Services Coordinator 
NUTN, Oklahoma State University 
210 Public Information Bldg. 
Stillwater, OK 7407S-O653 

Barbara Cohenour 
Educational Programs Coordinator 
Rogers State College 
Will Rogers and College Hill 
Claremore, OK 74017-2099 

Gary Hamby 

Assistant to Dean of Instruction-Metro Campus 
Tulsa Junior College 
909 South Boston 
Tulsa, OK 74119-2094 

Thomas Bain 
Director, Learning Resources Center 
Northeastern Oklahoma A & M 
Second A I Street, NE 
Miami, OK 74354 

Ron Garner 

Dean of Continuing Education 
Connors State College 
400 West Broadway 
Muskogee, OK 74401 

Irene Ackerson 
Asst Dean of Community Services 
Northern Oklahoma College 
Tonkawa, OK 74653 

Jonna Bunyan 
Library Director 
Seminoie Junior College 
P.O. Box 351 
Seminole, OK 74868 

Charles Cole 

Director, Continuing Education 
Carl Albert State College 
1507 S McKenna 
Poteau, OK 74953-5208 

Mack Brotles 

Telecommunications Coordinator 
Grayson County College 
6101 Grayson D m e 
Denison, TX 75020 

Sieve Thompson 

Cooke County College/Lewtsvslle 
189 Elm 
Louisville, TX 75067 

Wend) Burton 

Coordinator, Telecourses 

Collin County Community College District 
2800 E Spring Creek ?k\\\ 
Piano. TX 75074 

Ste\e Rjchards 
Director of Marketing 

Texas Consortium for Educational Telccotnm 
9596 Walnut St., R.J LcCroy Center 
Dallas, TX 75243 

P.imcla Quinn 

VP, LcCroy Center fcr Educational Telccomm 
Dallas County Community College District 
9596 Walnut Street 
Dallas. TX 75243-21 12 
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Alan Hoffman 

Garland County Community College 

No. 1 College Dr., Box 3470 

Hot Springs, AR 71914-3470 

Edward Crowe 

Associate Director 

Arkansas Department of Higher Education 

114 East Capitol 

Little Rock, AR 72201 

Sonja Sanderson 

Lifelong Education 

University of Arkansas-Little Rock 

2801 S. Univerity, 5th F1 Libr 

Little Rock, AR 72204 

Gordon Watts 

North Arkansas Community College 

Pioneer Ridge 

Harrison, AR 72601 

Jim Barnes 

T V Coordinator 

Westark Community College 

Grand at Waldron, Box 3649 

Ft Smith, AR 72913 

Bess Jenkins 

Director, Community Services 

Redlands Community College 

P.O. Box 370 

E! Reno. OK 73036 

Susie Engh 

Administrative Assistant, Telecourse Office 

University of Oklahoma 

1700 Asp Ave., Room 134 

Norman, OK 73037 

Less ley Price 

Director, Tele-Learning 

Southwestern Oklahoma State University 

100 Campus Drive 

Weatherford, OK 73096 

Don Connel 

Oklahoma State University • 

900 North Portland 

Oklahoma City. OK 73107 

Technical Branch 

Terry Bntton 

Executive Director. HETA 

HETA/Rose State College 

6420 Southeast 15th Street 

Midwest Cirv. OK 73110 

Donald Phillips 

Dean, Division of Education Outreach 

Cameron University 

2800 Gore Blvd. 

Lawton, OK 73505 

Philip Moss 

Director. Learning Resources Center 

Western Oklahoma State College 

2SO 1 N Main 

Alius, OK 73521 

Jill Rooker 

Director, Instructional Media Center 

Northwestern Oklahoma State University 

Alva, OK 73717 

Charlotte French 

Director of Learning Resources Center 

Oklahoma City Community College 

7777 South Mav 

Oklahoma Cifv. OK "3159 
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Gaodis Isberoer 
Director, TV I-earning Services 
Southern Illinois University 
1069 Communications Building 
Carbondale, EL 62901 

Melba Patton 
Southeastern Illinois College 
P.O. Box 510, R.R.4 
Harrisburg, IL 62946 

Morton Wright 
Director of Learning Resources 
Shawnee Community College 
Route One, Box 53 
Ullin, IL 62992 

Carl Cottingham 
John A. Logan College 
Route 2 
Carterville, Illinois 62918 

Linda Bigelow 
Jefferson College 
P.O. Box 1000 
Hillsboro, MO 63050 

Don Hays 
East Central College 
H\vy 50 at Prairie Dell Road 
Union, MO 63084 

Jacqueline Beulick 
Television Activities Office 
St Louis Community College 
5600 Oakland Avenue 
St. Louis, MO 63110 

Philip Hanson 
Coordinator of Telecourses 
St. Louis Community College 
5600 Oakland Avenue 
St. Louis, MO 63110 

Joan Clarke 
St. Charles County Community College 
460 Mid Rivers Mail Drive 
St. Peters, MO 63376 

D m e Little 

President 

RMI Media Productions, Inc 
2807 West 47th Street 
Shawnee Mission, KS 66205 

Andrea Binkley 
Manager, Instructional Media Production 
Metropolitan Technical Community College 
P O Box 3777 
Omaha. NE 68103-0 

Larry Acrni 
Director of Marketing 
Great Plains National 
University of Nebraska. Bo\ 80669 
Lincoln. NE 68501-0669 

Judy Harrison 
Southern Arkansas University Teen 
Tech Station 
Camden, AR 71701 

Jim Gencndt 
Divisin of Continuing Education 
Southern Arkansas University 
SAUBox 124 
Magnolia. AR 71751 
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Ray BtaJ 
Parkland College 
2400 West Bradley Ave. 
Champaign, IL 61821-1899 

Wilma Tipsword 
Lake Land College 
South Route 45 
Mattoon, IL 61938 

Robert RatciifF 
Lewis & Clark Community College 
5800 Godfrey Road 
Godfrey, EL 62035 

W J. Van Grunsven 
State Community College 
Gov. James R. Thompson Blvd. 
East St Louis, IL 62201 

Lloyd Gentry 
Director, Learning Resources 
Belleville Area College 
2500 Carlyle Road 
Belleville, IL 62221 

John Gebhardt 

Media Services 

John Wood Community College 

150 S 48til Street 

Quincy, IL 62301 

Veldon L. Law 
Dean of Instruction 
John Wood Community College 
150 S. 48th. Street 
Quincy, IL 62301 

Juanita Martin 

Illinois Eastern Community Colleges 

RR #3 

Robinson, IL 62454-9524 

David Zindel 

Richland Community College 

One College Park 

Decatur, IL 62521 

Carl Muma 

Miilikm University 

1184 W. Main Street 

Decatur. LL 62522 

Jeroid Grucbel 

President 

CONVOCOM 

P O. Box 6248 

Springfield, IL 62708 

Michael Davis 

Lincoln Land Community College 

Shepherd Road 

Springfield, fL 62794-9256 

Ru(h Barczcwski 

Kaskaskia College 

Shattuc Road 

Cemralia, IL 62801 

David Pnlton 

Dir of Learning & Media Services 

Rend Lake College 

Route #1 

fn;». IL 62H46 
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Eric Welch 

Highland Community College 
2998 West Pearl City Road 
Freeport, IL 61032 

Edna Baehre 
Dean of Instruction 
Highland Community College 
2998 West Pearl City Road 
Freeport, EL 61032-9341 

Cari Steele 
Rock Valley College 
3301 North Mulford Road 
Rockford, ZL 61111 

Janet Lessner 

Director 

QCGSC 
639 39th Street 

Rock Island, IL 61201 

PhiJ Gover 
Vice Presedent for Instruction 
Sauk Valley Community College 
173 Illinois Route Two 
Dixon, IL 61201 

Janet Gardner 
Dean of Academic Affairs 
Spoon River College 
Rural Route One 
Canton, IL 61250 

Judith Red wine 
President 
Black Hawk College 
6600 34th Avenue 
Moline, IL 61265 

Tom Quayle 
Chairperson 
Western Illinois Education Consortium 
Black Hawk College, 6600 34th Avenue 
Moline, EL 61265 

Ed Anderson 

Illinois Valley Community College 

2578 East 350th Road 

Oglesby, EL 61348 

Don Crist 

President 

Carl Sandburg College 

2232 South Like Storey Road 

Galesburg, IL 61401 

Patrick Stout 

Western Illinois Lmversit> 

900 West Adams Street 

Macomb, IL 61455 

Burt Wiuluihn 

Provost 

Western Illinois University 

Adnms Street 

Macomb. IL 61455 

Patricia Russcil 

Spoon River College 

RR #1 

Canton, IL 61520 

William Lmdgrcn 

Illinois Central College 

One College Dnve 

East Peoria. IL 61635 
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Frances Besserman 
Kishwaukee College 
Malta Road & Route 38 
Malta, IL 60150 

Fred Harris 
Joliet Junior College 
1216 Houbolt Avenue 
Joliet, EL 60436 

Diane Grand 
Moraine Valley Community College 
10900 South 88th Avenue 
Palos Hills, EL 60465 

Joseph Correa 
Governors State University 
University Drive 
University Park, EL 60466 

Denise Zortman 
South Suburban College 
15800 South State Street 
South Holland, IL 60473 

Pamela Gaitskill 
Prairie State College 
202 South Halsted Street 
Chicago Heights, EL 60411 

Donald Drake 
Executive Director 
Northern Illinois Learning Resources Co-Op 
80 Main Street Suite A, P.O. Box 509 
Sugar Grove, IL 60554 

Lynn Murphy 
Dean, Learning Resources & Instructional Tech 
Waubonsee Community College 
Rt 47 at Harter Road 
Sugar Grove, IL 60554 

Barbara Willis 
Dtr . Ctr for Open Learning/Support Services 
Harold Washington College 
3D East Lake Street 
Chicago, IL 60601 

Beth Lewis 
Director, New Business Development 
Times Mirror 
200 North LaSalle Street, 25th Floor 
Chicago, IL 60601 

iovce Bennett Van Cura 
Morton College 
T801 South Central Ave 
Cicero. IL 60650 

Eivn Rulh Alexander 
Kankakee Communis College 
P 0. Bos 888. River Road 
Kankakee. IL 60901 

Joe Chambers 
Tnion College 
2000 Fifth Avenue 
River Grove, IL 601"! 

Robert Thomas 

Sauk Valley Community College 
173 Illinois Route #2 
Dixon, IL 61021 
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Patricia Senior 
Director of Extended Learning 
Broward Community College 
3501 SW Davie Road 
Davie, FL 33314 

Edwin Massey 
President 
Indian River Community College 
3209 Virginia Avenue 
Ft Pierce. FL 33450 

Edward Eissey 
President 
Palm Beach Junior College 
4200 Congress Ave. 
Lake Worth, FL 33461 

Milton Jones 
President 
Pasco-Hernando Community College 
2401 State Highway 41, North 
Dade City, FL 33525 

Charles Deusner 
ITV Coordinator 
Hillsborough Community College 
1201 N. Park Road 
Plant City, FL 33566 

Derrie Roark 
Assoc. VP, Learning Resources Services 
Hillsborough Community College 
P.O. Box 5096 
Tampa, FL 33675-5096 

Valarie Zimbaro 
Distance Learning Coordinator 
St Petersburg Junior College 
3200 34th Street, South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33711 

Maryly Van Leer Peek 
President 
Polk Community College 
999 Avenue H, NE 
Winter Haven, FL 33881-4299 

Stephen Korcheck 
President 
Manatee Junior College 
P O Box 1849 
Bradenton, FL 34206 

Carl Anderson 
President 
Lake Sumter Community College 
5901 U.S. 441, South 
Leesburg, FL 34788 

Chris Hamilton 
Director of Spcciai Projects 
Calhoun Community College 
P O Box 2216 
Decatur, AL 35602 

Cun is Kynerd 
Director, OfFicc of Telelearnmg 
Hinds Community College 
Media Center 
Raymond. MS 39154 

Lee Kias 
Director, Campus Services 
Lorain County Community College 
1005 North Abbe Road 
Elyria, OH 44035 

Paul Siiumakcr 
Vice President, Telecommunications 
Cuyahoga Community College 
2415 Woodland Avenue, UTC-202K 
Cleveland. OH 44115 
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JonMcKamsy 
Coordinator of Media Services 
Cincinnati Technical College 
3520 Central Parkway 
Cincinnati, OH 45223 

Peggy Falkenstein 
Director, TV Sinclair 
Sinclair College 
444 West Third Street 
Dayton, OH 45402 

Lynn Child 
Director, Adult Learning Systems 
Lima Technical College 
4240 Campus Drive 
Lima, OH 45S04 

James East 
Dean, Weekend College 
Indiana University - IUPUI 
425 University Blvd., CA #403 
Indianapolis, IN 46202 

Carl Lutz 
Vice President, Chancellor 
Indiana Vocational Technical College 
1534 W. Sample Street 
South Bend, EN 46619 

Thomas Kaluzynski 
Associate Provost 
Ball State University 
Admin. Building - Room 306 
Muncie, IN 47306 

Richard Coleman 
Director of Telecourses 
Oakland City College 
118 N. Lucretia Street 
Oakland Cirv, IN 47660 

Robert Plough 
Associate Dean, Learning & Technology Service 
Macomb Community College 
44575 Garfield Road 
Mt. Clemens, MI 48044 

Nick Posak 
Coordinator, Telecommunications 

SL Clair County Community College 

323 Ene Street 

Port Huron, MI 48060 

David Doidge 

Communications Dept., Orchard Ridge Campus 
Oakland Community College 
27055 Orchard Lake Road 
Farmington Hills. MI 48018 

Judith Swan 
Weekend. Evening & Ext Ctrs. Teiecoursc Off 

Washtenaw Community College 

4800 E Huron Riv Dr, Box D-i 

Ann Arbor, MI 48106 

Cmd\ Leaman 

Telecourses 

Detroit College of Business 

4801 Oakland Blvd 

Dearborn, MI 48126-3799 

Ken Walters 

Director, AV SerMces 

Henry Ford Community College 

5101 Evergreen Road 

Dearborn. MI 48128 

Jeanne Bonner 

Assistant Dean. Learning Rcsourccs 

Schoolcraft College 

18600 Haggerty Road 

Livonia. MI 48152 
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Jonathan Campbell 
Director, Library Services 
Monroe County Community College 
1555 S. Raisinville Road 
Monroe, ME 48161 

Betty Kaiser 
Head Librarian 
Highland Park Community College 
Glendale & Third Avenues 
Highland Park, MI 48203 

Deborah Fiedler 
Teiecotirse Coordinator 
Wayne County Community College 
SOI W. Fort Street 
Detroit, MI 48226 

William Angus 
Director, Media Services 
C.S. Mott Community College 
1401 East Court Street 
Flint, MI 48502 

Thomas Grabmeyer 
Director, Media Services 
Mid-Michigan Community College 
1375 S. Clare 
Harrison, MI 48625 

Louise Bucco 
Dean of Learning Resources 
Kirtland Community College 
Rt. 4, Box 59A 
Roscommon, MI 48653 

JP Thompson 
Director, Teleiearning Program 
Delta College 
Teleiearning Network Services 
University Center, MI 48710 

Patricia Davidson 
Administrative Coordinator 
ETOM 
Delta College 
University Center, MI 48710-0002 

Montcalm Community College 
2800 College Drive, S W 
Sidney. MI 48885-9746 

James Greene 

Director, Media Technology 
Lansing Community College 
315 N. Gram, Box 40010 
Lansing, MI 48901 

Donald Konopa 
Dean, Continuing Education 
KaJamazoo Valley Community College 
126 E. South Street 
Kalamazoo. MI 49007 

M a m Stillwcll 

Director, Learning Resources 

Kellogg Community College 

450 North Avenue 

Battle Creek. MI 4901" 

Inja Kim 

Dean of Learning Resources 
Lake Michigan College 
2755 East Napter 
Benton Harbor. MI 49022 

Betsy Morgan 

Librarian 

Glen Oaks Community College 
62249 Shimmei Raid 
Ccntrevillc, MI 49032 
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WesMuth 
Director of Instructional Resources 
Southwestern Michigan College 
58900 Cherry Grove Road 
Dowagiac, MI 49047 

Howard Major 
Associate Dean of Instruction 
Jackson Community College 
2111 Emmons Road 
Jackson, MI 49201 

Gregory Franklin 
Dean, Instructional Services 
Muskegon Community College 
221 S. Quarteriine Road 
Muskegon, MI 49442 

Craig Peterson 
Audio Visual Coordinator 
West Shore Community College 
3000 N. Stiles Road 
Scottville, MI 49454 

Jack VanAartsen 
Coordinator, Telecourse Program 
Grand Rapids Junior College 
143 Bostwick NJE. 
Grand Rapids, MI 49503 

Norm Woodin 
Director - Regional Programs 
Grand Valley State University 
301 W. Fulton 
Grand Rapids, MI 49504 

Chuck Tetzlaff 
Alpena Community College 
666 Johnson Street 
Alpena, MI 49707 

Eric GrandstnflT 
Director, Library/Media Services 
North Central Michigan College 
1515 Howard St. 
Petoskey, MI 49770 

Chris Holmes 
Associate Dean, Learning Resources 
Bay De Noc Community College 
2001 N Lincoln Road 
Escanaba, Ml 49829-2511 

Dale Johnson 
Dean of Instruction 
Gogebic Community College 
E-4946 Jackson Road 
Ironwood, MI 49938 

David Clinefelter 
Dean of Faculty 
Graceland College 
"00 College Avenue 
Lamoni. IA 50 U0 

Bruce McKee 

Director. Telecommunications 

North Iowa Area Community College 

500 College Drive 

Mason City. 1A 50401 

Dale Am onsen 
Director, Center for Community Services 
Hawkey e Institute of Technology 
1501 E. Orange Road, Box 8015 
Waterloo. IA 50704 

AI Grisanti 

VP ,»nd Director, The National Book Program 

Kendall-Hunt Publishing Companv 
4050 Westmnrk Drive, Box 1840 
Dubuque. Iowa 52004-1840 
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Rich Gross 
Executive Director of Telecommunications 
Kirkwood Community College 
6301 Kirkwood Blvd, SW, Box 2068 
Cedar Rapids, IA 52406 

Ellen Kabat 
Assoc. Dir., Program Devel/Alt Delivery Sys. 
Eastern Iowa Community College District 
306 West River Drive 
Davenport, IA 52801 

Loren Brumm 
Executive Director 
Wisconsin Foundation for VTAE, Inc. 
2564 Branch Street 
Middleton, WI 53562 

Paul Meske 
Instructional Telecommunications 
Madison Area Technical College 
3550 Anderson Street 
Madison, WI 53704 

Scott Apfelbacber 
Project Engineer 
Todd Communications, Inc. 
6545 Cecilia Circle 
Minneapolis, MN 55435 

Bill Leto 
Telecommunications Director 
Hennepin Technical College 
1820 N. Xemum Lane 
Plymouth, MN 55441 

Dave Johnson 
McHenry County College 
Route 14 & Lucas Road 
Crystal Lake, IL 60012 

Gary Newhouse 

Onkton Community Col lege 

1600 East Golf Road 

Des Plaines, IL 60016 

Sandy Wilen 

Manager, Alternative Education 

Oakton Community College 

1600 East Golf Road 

Des Plaines, IL 6 0 0 1 6 

Thomas Buchta 

College of Lake County 

19351 W Washington Street 

Grayslakc. IL 60030 

James Zigcrell 

Consultant 

P 7 1 W Mission Hills Rd, *411 

N'orthbrook. IL 60062 

John Sturz 

Media Specialist 

Wtiham Rainey Harper College 

1200 W Algonquin Road 

Palatine, IL 6 0 0 6 7 - 3 9 8 

John P u u 

Elgin Community College 

1700 Spartan Drive 

Elgin, IL 60123 

Bernard Frndkm 

Cliair. National Councii for Learning Resource 

College of DuPagc 

22nd & Lambert Road 

Glen Ellyn. fL 6013^-6599 
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Horace Hartsell 

President 

Pensacoia Junior College 

1000 College Boulev ard 

Pensacoia, FL 32504 

James Richburg 

President 

Okaloosa-Walton Junior College 

100 College Blvd. 

N'iceville, F1 32578 

Lawrence Tyree 

President 

Santa Fe Community College 

P.O. Box 1530 

Gainesville, FL 32602 

William Campion 

President 

Central Florida Community College 

3001 SW Davie R d , Box 1388 

Ocala, FL 32678 

Earl Weldon 

President 

Seminole Community College 

Sanford, FL 32771 

Paul Gianioi, Jr. 

President 

Valencia Community College 

190 S. Orange Ave., Box 3028 

Orlando. FL 32802 

Dari Walker 

ITC Coordinator 

Valencia Community College 

P.O.Box 3028 

Orlando, FL 32802-9961 

Catherine Cornelius 

President 

South Florida Junior College 

600 West College Drive 
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Dallas County Community College District 
R. | an LeCroy Cente r for Educat ional Te lecommunica t ions 

= • = 

9596 W a l n u t Street 
Dal las, Texas 
75243-2112 

Administration 

(214) 952-0310 

Business Services 

(214) 952-0320 

Dallas Teiecourses 

(214) 952-0333 

Instructional Services 

(214) 952-0305 

Production Services 

(214) 952-0344 

Satellite Services 

and STARLtNK 

(214)952-0340 

Fa*i214) 952-OFAX 

Dear Education Professional: 

We know that teleconferences play an 
increasing role in faculty and staff 
development. The extent of their usage is the 
purpose of this survey. Teleconferences enable 
presentations to be made to more people at 
greater distances and in a timely manner at 
lower costs. In order that we academic 
institutions can learn from each other about 
how to use teleconferences more efficiently and 
effectively, please fill out the survey and the 
results will be tabulated and returned to you 
after a significant enough responses are 
received. 

As an education professional, you are 
uniquely qualified to help us assess this 
information. Won't you please add your 
knowledge and judgment to this survey? In order 
to accurately determine the needs of faculty 
and staff development presentations utilizing 
teleconferencing, it is important that your 
questionnaire is completed and returned in the 
prepaid self-addressed envelop. This entire 
process will take you less than fifteen (15) 
minutes to complete. 

You may be assured of complete 
confidentiality. The questionnaire has an 
identification number for mailing purposes 
only. This is so that we may check your name 
off the mailing list when your questionnaire is 
returned for purposes of sending you the 
results. 

Though this survey is strictly voluntary, 
the findings will benefit all of us in sharing 
the knowledge of what others have done in this 
critical area. If you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact Alan Maples 
at the LeCroy Center for Telecommunications 
(214) 952-0331 or (214) 349-2143. 

Sincerely, 

v - l U / V v V ^ 

?am Quinn 
Director of the LeCrov Center 
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Forms of Telconferencing Utilized 

Two-way multimedia 
4% Other 

One-way multimedia 
two-way audio 

6% 
Two-way video/two-way 

audio 
11% 

Computer to compute! 
conferencing 

16% 

Audio (telephone 
conferencing) 

36% 

Slow-scan video with 
audio 
24% 
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Teleconference Administration 
Office Services 

3% 

Continuing Education 
5% 

Other 
2% 

Library 
1% 

Academic Department 
Teleconst&mications 

Center 
5% 

Communications 
Dpartment 

6% 

Electronic Department 
7% 

Information Services 
7% 

Learning Resources 
Center 
27% 

Media Services 
20% 

Broadcast Department 
12% 
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Faculty Topics By Teleconference 

Complying with policies 

6% Other 

Increasing Productivity 
6% 

• Improving job/caree^ 
6% 

Overcoming cultural 
bias 
13% 

Addressing special 
needs 
16% 

5" 

Differences in learning 
styles 
17% 

Improve teacher 
performance 

17% 

Current in academic 
field 
17% 
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Greatest Value of Interactivity 

Overcomes inhibitions 
Other 7% 
7% 

Allaows you to interrupt 
11% 

Learn from other 
questions 

38% 

Clearer understanding 
37% 
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Teleconference Experience 
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Future Technologies to be Implemented 

Video on Demand 
21% 

Other 
4% 

Desktop video 
38% 

Compact Disc 
Interactive 

37% 



Plans for Next Two Years 
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Do Something 
14% 

Establish Administrator 
14% 

Use Outside Services 
19% 

Participate In 
Demonstration 

31% 

Set Up In-house Network 
22% 
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Teleconference Usage 
Other (5.3%) 

Faculty Uninterested (10.5%) 

Top Administration Uninterested (10.5%) / 

Not As Effective As Face-to-face Method (10.5%) \ 

Unnecessary (0 0%) 

No insttuional Needs Have Developed (5 3%) 

Benefits Not Clear (0 0%) 

Too Expensive (57.9%) 
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Most Requested Subjects 

Wellness programs 
Outside contractors 

Other ^ v Continuing education 
31% 

Credit classes 

20% 

Managerial programs 

29% 
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