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The debate in higher education over the past two decades has centered around the 

academic curriculum and the teaching and learning process. Criticisms of higher education 

include a lack of coherency in the curriculum, an emphasis on research versus teaching, 

and intellectual isolation within the academic community. The debate has inspired broad 

discussion on the overall quality of undergraduate education in this country. An attempt 

to improve the quality of undergraduate education is the development of learning 

communities. Learning communities represent a structural response to auricular 

fragmentation by promoting auricular coherence, intellectual community, social 

community, and a sense of common purpose within the academic environment. 

This research study attempts to analyze variables that influence the extent of 

faculty involvement in learning communities. A theoretical framework identifies three 

primary variable sets—faculty background, structural, and organizational/environmental. 

The Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning instrument is used to 

collect the data for this study. Multiple regression statistics is used to analyze the data. 

From the data analysis, the variables Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, 

Professionalism in Academic Setting, and Selection/Evaluation/Reward survived the 

multiple regression procedure, the assumptions, and the effects of multicollinearity. These 



four variables explain 60.4 percent of the variance in the dependent variable, faculty 

involvement. 

In addition to the multiple regression analysis, two demographic variables, Gender 

and Institutional Type are analyzed for differences. The findings are inconclusive for both 

gender and institutional type. 

The most significant implication of this research for practitioners is that the 

variables Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, Professionalism in Academic 

Setting, and Selection/Evaluation/Reward are recognized as important climate variables 

for faculty involvement in learning communities. It falls upon administrative leadership to 

develop and nurture a conducive academic climate in which faculty may create a more 

effective and innovative teaching and learning atmosphere. 
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CHAPTER I 

OVERVIEW AND GOALS OF RESEARCH ON LEARNING COMMUNITIES 

Introduction 

Over the past 10 years, institutions of higher education have been the target of 

much criticism with respect to the quality of the collegiate experience. Such publications 

as Allan Bloom's Closing of the American Mind (1987), Charles Sykes' Profscam: 

Professors and the Demise of Higher Education (1986), The Carnegie Foundation Study--

The Undergraduate Experience in America (1987), and numerous national and state 

groups among which include the Study Group on the Conditions of Excellence in Higher 

Education and Association of American Colleges focus attention on the decline of the 

American educational experience. Much of the criticism highlights a gross lack of 

coherency in the college curriculum, research-oriented rather than teaching-oriented 

scholarly activity, a deemphasis on general education and liberal learning, and intellectual 

isolationism within the college community. Much to the dismay of many educators, the 

collegial environment on many campuses is no longer characterized as a "community of 

scholars" with its primary mission as the education of its undergraduate students. 

In response to this educational climate, the national debate on higher education 

inspired broad discussion concerning the quality of undergraduate education. One attempt 
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to improve the quality of undergraduate education is through the development of learning 

communities. 

Learning Communities 

Overview 

Ample topics of interest and relevance are found within the specific research 

literature on learning communities. A portion of these topics include: descriptions of the 

learning community structures, planning and implementational strategies and tactics, 

assessment and effectiveness of learning communities, faculty development, faculty 

revitalization, various student outcomes, organizational benefits and specific structural 

features of learning communities. 

To an extent, each of these areas has been studied in varying degrees by the 

research community. For example, the literature on the assessment and effectiveness of 

learning communities accounts for approximately 38 percent of the published research 

material; whereas, studies on the structural features of learning communities account for 

only 10 percent of the published works (Washington Center for Improving the Quality of 

Undergraduate Education 1991). It is important to note here that these percentages 

represent a general estimation of the subject areas, and are reported only for the purpose 

of illustrating the contrast between research topics. 

In later sections, several of the aforementioned research areas are discussed in 

greater detail. Before turning the attention to those areas of the research literature, 

however, it is useful to the understanding of contemporary learning communities if first 

their historical roots are explored. 
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Historical Roots of Learning Communities 

Alexander Meikeliohn 

The learning community concept is not a new idea. The general thrust of the 

learning community idea is well grounded in historical tradition. Both the structural and 

pedagogical roots can be traced to the 1920s in the work of Alexander Meikeljohn and 

John Dewey. 

Alexander Meikeljohn, an educational revisionist, is considered to be the 'father' of 

the learning community movement. In 1927 at the University of Wisconsin, Meikeljohn 

began the Experimental College. The Experimental College represented a structural 

reorganization of the curriculum in which the lower division program focused on a holistic 

integration of courses around historical contexts. The pedagogical style centered on 

discussion and dialectical inquiry, with an emphasis on the connection of ideas and the 

development of the students' personal point of view. 

A prescribed general education requirement set the foundation for the first two 

years of the undergraduate curriculum, and rejectedthe existent elective system, a by-

product of the Germanic influence of the late 1800s. Although Meikeljohn's experiment 

only lasted five years (1927-1932), its legacy is best remembered for its emphasis on the 

vital significance of curricular coherency and academic community (Powell 1981). 

John Dewev 

The contribution of John Dewey focuses on the teaching and learning process. A 

contemporary of Meikeljohn's, John Dewey was zealously concerned about the 

intersection of democracy and education. According to Dewey, education provides the 
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vehicle for responsible citizenship and political morality. To achieve an educated citizenry, 

schools must emphasize individual development, student-centered and active learning, all 

of which is a process of intellectual formation from within (Dewey 1933). 

Dewey's view of education altered the traditional relationship between the student 

and the faculty. Rather than merely conveying knowledge, the faculty becomes a 

facilitator and partner in a collaborative relationship with both students and faculty peers. 

The educator is seen less in terms of an authority figure, and more in terms of a group 

facilitator. At the very core of Dewey's educational philosophy is the notion that 

education is an open-ended process where learning is not compartmentalized within a 

single discipline, but generalized across discipline boundaries and contexts. 

Joseph Tussman 

A former student of Alexander Meikeljohn, Joseph Tussman carried forward the 

idea of the learning community at the University of California at Berkeley. The 

Experiment at Berkeley (1965-1969) was a more direct reaction to the Germanic influence 

of the large, research-oriented university. Tussman believed that the tension in the modern 

American university resulted from having colleges within the framework of a university 

simultaneously. Tussman states, "the university is the academic community organized for 

the pursuit of knowledge. ... The university is a collection of highly trained specialists who 

work with skill, persistence and devotion... . The men who are at the university are also, 

however, the college. But the liberal arts college is a different enterprise. It has a 

different mission. It cultivates human understanding. The mind of the person is its central 
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concern. The university strives for multiplicity and knowledge; the college for unity and 

understanding" (Tussman 1969, xiii-viv). 

Tussman's solution to this dualism was to develop programs in the lower division 

general education requirement, not a collection of self-contained courses. Similar to 

Meikeljohn's endeavors, Tussman's approach recaptured the sense of community among 

faculty, and rejoined the curriculum in such a fashion as to provide a truly liberal 

educational experience for students. 

Tussman's Experiment at Berkeley captured the attention of faculty at a new state-

supported alternative college at The Evergreen State College in Olympia, Washington 

during the early 1970s. The Evergreen program evolved into what is currently called a 

coordinated studies program throughout the entire campus, and stands today as a model 

of one of the learning community structures for other institutions of higher learning. 

Learning Communities Defined 

What started for many institutions of higher learning as a grass roots movement 

has evolved into an educational reform movement of impressive accomplishments. 

"Learning communities represent a structural response to curricular fragmentation. They 

[sic, learning communities] try to establish conditions that promote coherence, 

community, and a sense of common purpose in an institutional environment otherwise 

characterized by social and intellectual atomism [sic, atomization] and fragmentation. ... 

Learning communities are attractive because they address, in a myriad of ways, issues of 

curricular coherence, civic leadership, student retention, active learning, educational 

reform, and faculty development" (Gabelnick et al. 1990, 10). 
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This general definition of learning communities incorporates an educational focus 

that is both philosophical and structural in nature. While learning communities have 

usually been perceived in terms of educational reform, they have at the same time been 

represented as a system of ideas concerning education in general. The criticisms aimed at 

higher education during the 1980s attest to the fact that, for the most part, institutions of 

higher learning in this country were, and most likely, still are not meeting constituents' 

expectations. 

The philosophical debate in higher education is central to the question of the 

fundamental differences in perspectives voiced by various constituent groups. Many of 

these groups find themselves on opposite ends of the philosophical spectrum and lack the 

means to discover common frames of reference in which to move the debate off dead 

center. Moreover, many of these fundamental differences are indicative of a doctrinaire 

approach to education, inherently myopic when it relates to the issue of theory versus 

pragmatism. 

As the philosophical debate ensues, it becomes even more clear, at least for the 

near term, that there are irreconcilable facets of the debate that suggest the movement 

forward is likely to be gradual rather than revolutionary. As an example, the existing 

emphasis on research rather than teaching tends to inhibit any progress towards resolving 

the issues of integrative and collaborative educational environments. The specialized 

nature of the research mission is often seen as of paramount importance to that of the 

teaching mission, although, many insitutions of higher education profess that each is 

equally significant. As such, the research mission generally perpetuates a structural, as 



well as a philosophical impediment to what might be otherwise described as an interactive, 

collegia! environment. 

Learning Community Structures 

Learning community programs differ from one institution to another, but in 

general, there are five recognized types of learning community structures: linked courses, 

learning clusters, freshman interest groups, federated learning communities, and 

coordinated studies. The design and process components vary within each of these 

learning community structures. 

The most elementary and simplistic learning community format, the linked course 

design, pairs two courses for class scheduling purposes. Faculty teach both of these 

courses independently; however, there is an attempt to coordinate assignments and syllabi. 

In general, one course provides the foundation for the other course with a logical 

connection bridging the two courses. 

The basic unit of instruction for a learning cluster is two to four discrete courses 

linked together by a common theme. Faculty teaching loads in the learning cluster are not, 

however, significantly altered from the traditional teaching load model in which faculty 

independence is the norm. 

The Freshman Interest Group structure is similar in design to the learning cluster in 

that small cohorts of students enroll in three existing classes in the regular academic 

curriculum. The key difference is on a weekly basis, these students meet with a peer 

advisor. The role of the peer advisor is to facilitate interaction among the group's 

participants to explore issues and resources necessary to achieve student integration into 
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campus life. There are also similarities between the Freshman Interest Group and the 

linked course structure from the standpoint of the faculty teaching process. Faculty, 

generally, are not expected to coordinate their efforts except in very limited ways, and 

remain somewhat mutually exclusive in their pedagogy. 

In Federated Learning Communities, cohorts of students are enrolled in three 

federated existing courses and combined with a Master Learner. Generally, this federation 

of courses uses a thematic approach as the integrating device. The Master Learner is 

often a faculty member from a discipline outside the federated courses, and one who 

conducts the program seminar—a discussion section of the three courses. Faculty teaching 

loads generally follow the traditional instructional model, except the Master Learner has 

no teaching responsibilities. 

The Coordinated Studies structure, on the other hand, has as its basic unit of 

instruction the coordinated program. A faculty team is selected from different disciplines 

and courses are taught around thematic content. The faculty teaching load in a 

Coordinated Studies structure represents an entire teaching load for that faculty member. 

For a more detailed comparison of the five recognized learning community structures, 

refer to Appendix A. 

Contemporary Learning Communities 

Scattered throughout the continental United States are various forms of learning 

communities. Probably the most notable and active learning community is situated at The 

Evergreen State College, which is also the home of the Washington Center for Improving 

the Quality of Undergraduate Education. 
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The Washington Center for Improving the Quality of Undergraduate Education 

located in Olympia, Washington originated in 1985 when both The Evergreen State 

College and Seattle Central Community College agreed to exchange curricular information 

and faculty. This partnership evolved into a faculty-centered consortium emphasizing 

teaching and curriculum. As of 1995, a total of forty-four two-year and four-year 

institutions of higher education have become consortium members in the Washington 

Center. Within the Washington Center consortium alone, the number of students involved 

in learning communities each year ranges from five thousand to ten thousand, while 

hundreds of faculty are engaged in exchanges and team teaching activities. 

The core mission of the Washington Center is to encourage and support the 

development of learning community programs on campuses primarily in the state of 

Washington. In accomplishing its mission, the Washington Center provides an array of 

support services to its membership, among which include training and development 

workshops and seminars for faculty, conferences, funding initiatives, technical assistance, 

interinstitutional faculty exchanges, as well as serving as a vehicle for research 

publications. Through these various support mechanisms, faculty involved in learning 

community structures become empowered and inspired to approach the teaching and 

learning environment in new ways. 

As conducive and facilitating as these support mechanisms may be to faculty, there 

are, however, tendencies of some faculty to resist becoming involved in a learning 

community structure. Learning communities require the willingness and the commitment 

of faculty to engage in a different structure of teaching and learning; one that, in many 
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respects, represents a radical departure from traditional classroom instructional models. In 

principle, many faculty subscribe to the underlying tenets of cross-disciplinary teaching 

and learning; however, in practice, very few faculty are engaged in cross-disciplinary 

teaching and learning structures. Of concern is the fact that a vast majority of faculty in 

institutions of higher education in the United States today do not readily embrace the 

learning community idea. Conservatively, less than 1 percent of the total full-time faculty 

in this country are actively engaged in some recognized form of learning community effort. 

Faculty involvement, and more importantly, faculty commitment to the learning 

community concept are cornerstone ingredients for effective learning communities. A 

research study that investigates the relative importance that faculty members attach to 

various organizational and personal variables influencing their involvement in learning 

community structures would be beneficial to those learning community coordinators who 

recruit faculty to become involved in learning communities. 

Statement of the Problem 

Currently, there is not a clear understanding of what influences faculty to become 

involved in learning communities. The problem addressed in this study focuses on the 

relative importance of specific faculty background, structural, and organizational variables 

that may influence faculty involvement in learning communities. The three broad variable 

sets are determined principally from the literature on motivation. The specific variables 

within each broad variable set are selected from both the learning community literature 

and the literature on organizational culture and climate. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The primary research objective of this study is to determine the strength of the 

relationship amongst the variables within the three dominant variable sets—faculty 

background, structural, and organizational characteristics- and the extent of the 

contribution these variables make to an explanation of faculty involvement in learning 

communities. Of additional interest is whether there are any gender and institutional type 

differences on faculty involvement in the learning community. 

The specific independent variables and variable subsets include career stage, 

gender, academic discipline, institutional size, institutional type, academic culture, 

academic innovation, academic workplace, academic management climate, and faculty 

motivation and effort. All of the independent variables and the dependent variable, faculty 

involvement, are measured by the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning 

survey instrument developed by the National Center for Research to Improve 

Postsecondary Teaching and Learning at the University of Michigan. The survey 

instrument has been modified slightly to reflect several unique variables for this study. 

Research Questions and Hypothesis Statements 

In order to accomplish the goals of this study, the following research questions will 

guide the inquiry: 

R1. Which independent variables have the strongest relationship to the involve-

ment of faculty in learning communities, and to what extent do these 

variables contribute to the explanation of faculty involvement in learning 

communities? 
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R2. Is there a significant difference in faculty involvement in learning 

communities between men and women faculty? 

R3. Are there any significant differences in faculty involvement in learning 

communities across institutional types? 

Two specific hypothesis statements related to research questions R2 and R3 can be tested. 

These hypothesis statements are: 

H2. Women faculty do not have a higher level of 

involvement in learning communities than men faculty. 

H3. There are no significant differences across 

institutional types with respect to the level 

of faculty involvement in learning communities. 

Significance of the Study 

This research study is significant for three primary reasons. First, the study's 

findings aid the process of recruiting faculty to teach in learning community structures. 

The more a learning community coordinator understands those variables that strongly 

influence a faculty member's level of involvement in innovative programs, or encourage 

receptiveness to altering his/her pedagogical thinking, the better capable the learning 

community coordinator will be in identifying those faculty members. The identification of 

these individuals would be especially critical in the initial implementational phases of a 

learning community program at a given institution. 

The second reason for the significance of this study is to determine whether or not 

career stage, specifically the late career stage, is an important variable in rekindling faculty 
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desire to concentrate on teaching, within the context of integrated and collaborative 

teaching structures. In general, the various research studies in the literature suggest that 

the career stage variable is inconclusive on this issue, and encourage further research. The 

findings from the study on the variable Career Stage provide further insights on this 

contentious issue. 

A third reason for the significance of this study is to quantitatively test several of 

the characteristics derived from the qualitative research on learning communities. The 

research literature is replete with exploratory studies, case studies, and descriptive studies 

that focus on qualitative aspects of learning communities. 

A significant benefit derived from this study is the development of an expanded list 

of colleges and universities in the United States that have recognized forms of learning 

communities in operation. The list identifies institutions of higher education in the United 

States that have learning communities in operation as of November, 1995 and facilitates 

future research inquires in this area. 

Definitions of Terms 

Collaborative 

Learning: an inclusive and comprehensive term describing a variety of 

educational approaches involving joint intellectual effort by 

students, or students and faculty 

Learning 

Community: any one of a variety of curricular structures that link together 

existing courses, or restructure the curricular material entirely. 

This enables students to have opportunities for deeper under-
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standing and integration of the material they are learning, 

and more interaction with one another and their professors as 

fellow participants in the learning experience 

Culture: deeply embedded patterns of organizational behavior and shared 

values, assumptions, beliefs, or ideologies that members have 

about their organization or its work 

Climate: current, common patterns of important dimensions of 

organizational life or its members' perceptions of and attitudes 

towards those dimensions 

Limitations 

Although an attempt has been made to identify as many of the institutions currently 

engaged in a recognized form of learning community, it is highly likely that some 

institutions will be missed. At present, there does not exist a complete and comprehensive 

list of all such institutions that have implemented some recognized form of a learning 

community. 

In addition, the variables chosen for this study are self-selected from the literature 

on learning communities, and are by no means intended to portray all possible variables 

that may have an influence on faculty involvement in learning communities. Each variable 

has been assigned to groupings (variable sets) within a conceptual framework of faculty 

involvement. Due to the fact that the target population of faculty come from a 

homogeneous group, any findings based upon the statistical analysis for research questions 

two and three may yield spurious results. 
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Chapter Summary 

In Chapter I an overview of the topic of learning communities and learning 

communities structures is presented. Also included is the statement of the problem, the 

purpose of the research study, three research questions and two hypothesis statements that 

guide the research inquiry, the significance of the study, definitions of terms, and 

limitations of the study. Chapter II presents an extensive review of the literature. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Rationale 

Learning communities, as a structural response to educational improvement, 

represent a vehicle to address a complex set of issues in undergraduate higher education. 

These issues as identified in various state and national reports relate to a range of concerns 

expressed by parents, students, legislators, and educators. Foremost among these 

concerns is the ever-widening gap between faculty and student interaction, and faculty 

peer interaction across disciplinary boundaries. 

Principally, through the research of Vincent Tinto, Ernest Pascarella, Patrick 

Terenzini, and C. Robert Pace, it is suggested that faculty-student interaction in both 

social and academic integrative ways generally leads to a variety of positive student 

outcomes. Greater student retention and persistence rates, enhanced quality of student 

effort, improvement in learning and cognitive development are but a few examples where 

the faculty and student relationship are essential to the betterment of undergraduate higher 

education. It is also generally true that many institutions of higher education are centers 

of distributed, fragmented learning; places that could be characterized as resembling a 

'patchwork quilt' in both design and process. Disconnected bits and pieces of information 

are often facilitated by the structural design of the higher education organization, bound by 

16 



17 

convention and tradition of the strong discipline orientation. These structural impediments 

not only inhibit the integration of information and coherency of courses across the 

curriculum, but they also deprive faculty of contact with one another, thereby lessening the 

opportunity for faculty enrichment and development. 

The net result of these deficiencies creates an impoverished learning environment. 

The isolation and fragmentation that exists within many institutions of higher education in 

the United States today reflect a somewhat similar mindset within society in general. 

Although in principle, we advocate a 'melting pot' or cultural diversity philosophy in this 

country, there remains a strong tendency towards individualism, isolationism, and 

fragmentation. Indeed, a more global mentality is warranted, and even demanded as we 

face a new millenium. It falls upon institutions of higher education to lead rather than 

resist the changes which are occurring by educating students in a holistic and integrative 

manner; to prepare citizens to solve complex and interrelated problems that simply cannot 

be analyzed and solved unidimensionally. The connected learning principle that underlies 

the learning community concept may offer a partial answer to many of the criticisms that 

form the set of complex issues facing higher education in this country today. 

Search Process 

A search of the literature is conducted on the relevant topics related to this 

research study on learning communities. Various resources such as periodicals, 

bibliographic indices, bibliographic computerized data bases, and published bibliographies 

provide the depth, breadth, and currency of knowledge essential to lay the appropriate 

foundation for this study. As source guides to the research literature, Resources in 
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Education and Current Index to Journals in Education—now accessible as the two ERIC 

(Educational Resources Information Center) data bases--, Higher Education Abstracts, 

Education Index. Psychological Abstracts. Dissertation Abstracts International and the 

Integrated Postsecondarv Education System (IPEDS) represent the vast majority of 

potential reference materials to begin the review of the literature on learning communities 

and related material. 

A second important source on learning communities comes from the Washington 

Center for Improving the Quality of Undergraduate Education in Olympia, Washington. 

Several conversations between me and Jean MacGregor, Associate Director of the 

Washington Center, led to other resource material in both written and verbal formats. 

Extensive discussions related to learning communities with Dr. Vincent Tinto (Syracuse 

University), Dean Roberta Matthews (LaGuardia Community College), and 

Dr. Kelly Lynch (Babson College) were rich in practical and substantive detail on learning 

community experiences. As a result of the entire search process, what follows is the 

summation of that effort. 

Learning Communities Research 

In general, preliminary research findings indicate that learning communities as a 

structural response to educational reform are effective. These preliminary results suggest 

that there are greater interactions between students and faculty (Washington Center for 

Improving the Quality of Undergraduate Education 1991; Skagit Valley College 1992; 

Goodsell 1993); changes in students' intellectual and cognitive development (MacGregor 

1987; Washington Center for Improving the Quality of Undergraduate Education 1991; 



19 

Thompson 1991; Cooper and Muech 1992; Skagit Valley College 1992; Avens and Zelley 

1993); increases in student retention and persistence (Wilkie 1990; Skagit Valley College 

1992; Tokuno and Campbell 1992; Tinto and Goodsell 1993; Tinto and Russo 1993; 

Tokuno 1993); greater academic achievement (Washington Center for Improving the 

Quality of Undergraduate Education 1991; Cooper and Muech 1992); there is student 

involvement and motivation (Washington Center for Improving the Quality of 

Undergraduate Education 1991; Skagit Valley College 1992); and enhancement in 

students' self-esteem and self-concept (Skagit Valley College 1992). 

Student Outcomes 

Although not an exhaustive treatment, the following research studies reflect a 

sampling of the kinds of research conducted on student outcomes in learning communities. 

Each of these studies, in their unique fashion, provide a foundational insight into the 

potential effectiveness of learning community structures, and set the contextual stage for 

the current examination of faculty involvement. 

In a survey administered by Skagit Valley College to students enrolled in a 

coordinated learning community entitled 'wordPLAY' during the sixth week of a quarter 

term, students were asked to identify any improvements in four areas: basic skills, a sense 

of self or community, knowledge of ideas and associations, and intellectual learning. On a 

scale of 1 to 6, a score above 3.5 was considered by the research team to be an 

improvement in abilities. The average score for all responses is 4.06. The average score 

for basic skills, sense of self and community, knowledge and association of ideas, and 

intellectual learning is 3.82, 4.23, 4.35, and 4.31 respectively (Skagit Valley College 
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1992). Admittedly, these self-reported scores are inconclusive and sketchy, but represent 

preliminary descriptive findings of changes to the students' intellectual and cognitive 

development. 

Jean MacGregor, Associate Director of the Washington Center for Inproving the 

Quality of Undergraduate Education, surveyed a group of students in a coordinated 

studies program at The Evergreen State College and several community colleges in the 

state of Washington. With the use of William Perry's Measure of Intellectual 

Development (MID) instrument, MacGregor found that students entering the learning 

community experience scored slightly higher than students in the control groups. 

Students' post-learning community experience scores, in intellectual development, 

however, were significantly higher.. "Students in the learning communities in the 

Washington Center study exited as early 'multiplists' (3.1 to 3.5) significantly more 

advanced than their counterparts in the control groups" (MacGregor 1991, 7). 

Student academic achievement and level of performance in learning communities 

compared to studies in traditional course offerings are perceived to be higher in the 

learning community formats. As demonstrated through course grade rosters and 

transcripts, higher academic performance exists for students in coordinated studies and 

linked courses at North Seattle Community College. "Course grade reports for 

coordinated and linked programs indicate that 80 percent of the students are 'successful', 

as measured by their earning a 1.5 (C-) or better. The study of traditional introductory 

courses showed that 70 percent (5,780 out of 8,262) students earned grades in the 1.5 to 

4.0 range. This 10-point statistical difference points to a higher level of academic 
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performance (measured by grades of 1.5 and above) of students in coordinated studies 

than in traditional classes" (North Seattle Community College 1990, 5). 

As member institutions of the Washington Center, various colleges and universities 

in the state of Washington report that beyond student intellectual and academic 

achievements are derived benefits of positive changes to students' attitudes about 

themselves, their role as learners, self-esteem and motivation, development of sensitivity 

and respect for others, building community and making interdisciplinary connections. 

Organizational Outcomes 

According to Gail Wilkie, "between the spring of 1986-1990, the retention of 

students in coordinated studies and linked or clustered courses averaged 87 percent, 

compared to traditional course retention of 81 percent" (Wilkie 1990, 2). Similarly, in 

following enrollment from term to term, the North Seattle Community College study 

reveals a higher frequency of reenrollment (75 percent versus 63 percent) and a longer 

period of enrollment (78 percent versus 50 percent for four or more terms) for 

coordinated studies programs (Wilkie 1990). Furthermore, the learning community 

persistence to educational attainment is 26 percent for students in coordinated studies 

programs compared to 6 percent of those students in the North Seattle Community 

College general population (Wilkie 1990). 

Faculty Outcomes 

Barbara Leigh Smith's research reveals that students are not the only beneficiaries 

of the learning community structure. "Faculty members find teaching in learning 

communities rich and revitalizing... It puts them in touch with their colleagues in a creative 
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endeavor and allows them to invest deeply in their students" (Smith 1991, 45). Faculty 

collegiality and job enrichment have been found to be the most important benefits accruing 

to faculty who have experienced teaching in the learning community structure. "A large 

majority of faculty surveyed found the learning community environments interesting, 

challenging, and enjoyable. ... Most faculty agreed that probably the most important factor 

in successfully linking courses is the relationship of the faculty team. ... At the same time, 

instructors felt that the ability to demonstrate multiple and even conflicting viewpoints 

about course material can be enriching, both for faculty and students" (Skagit Valley 

College 1992, 10). 

Faculty issues in the learning community literature have generally been limited to 

studies of faculty perceptions of teaching in the learning community structure and faculty 

development (Smith 1988; Gabelnick et al. 1990; Finley 1991; Tollefson 1991; Skagit 

Valley College 1992; Matthews 1994). 

Gary Tollefson's dissertation research focuses on community college faculty in the 

state of Washington who have taught in the learning community structure. The research 

attempts to identify faculty perceptions regarding the impact learning communities have on 

general education programs, on the learning community implementation process, on their 

relationship to positive student efforts, and on their effect on faculty development. 

Tollefson's research reveals that"... faculty members who have initiated, planned, and 

taught in collaborative learning communities feel empowered by their experience. They 

[sic faculty] indicated that teaching in a learning community was invigorating, that the 
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teaching environment was improved, and that they felt rewarded by their association with 

learning communities" (Tollefson 1990, 10). 

In that same research study (Tollefson 1990), faculty members indicated that 

learning communities create a greater sense of community than conventional classes. The 

pedagogical style characteristic of the learning and the organizational framework that is 

student-centered rather than professor-centered emphasizes active student and faculty 

interactions and involvement. Tollefson concludes that the learning community structures 

have a significant influence in energizing and empowering both faculty and students. 

Similarly, the curriculum coalesces around fresh and exciting activities in an improved 

teaching and learning environment. 

In a report entitled, Learning Communities: A Study of Types of Learning. 

Retention, and Perceptions of Students and Faculty in Linked and Coordinated Courses at 

Skagit Vallev College (Skagit Valley College 1992), results of a research study of faculty 

perceptions are described. Faculty in this study are asked to compare their experiences in 

the learning community structure to those of traditional lecture classes, to discuss the 

extent of preparation necessary in their partner's field(s), to explain their feelings about 

faculty interactions, and to make recommendations for program improvements. The 

results of this interview survey indicate that the most important advantages to teaching in 

the learning community are increases in both students' cognitive abilities and faculty 

motivation. The learning community environments are challenging, satisfying, and 

interesting. The most surprising discoveries are the motivational features of exchanges in 

teaching methods, colleagueship, supportiveness and, spontaneity. Faculty relationships 
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that stress mutual respect, flexibility, and the tolerance for demonstrating conflicting 

viewpoints about course material are enriching and gratifying to both faculty and students. 

For individual faculty returning to the traditional classroom format, many indicated that 

they "... experienced a sense of withdrawal and isolation" (Skagit Valley College 1992, 

10). 

Learning Community Staffing 

The research literature on learning communities to date has been primarily 

qualitative and anecdotal with little attention being devoted to the recruitment effort of 

faculty to teach in the learning community structures. The Washington Center for 

Improving the Quality of Undergraduate Education in a 1988 Self-Study: Sustaining and 

Improving Learning Communities report discusses staffing for learning communities. The 

only two areas addressed are continuity in staffing and the use of part-time faculty. 

Continuity 

In the state of Washington, The Evergreen State College and Bellevue Community 

College encourage their faculty to continue teaching from term to term. For the most 

part, other institutions of higher education in the state of Washington staff their learning 

communities with different faculty each term. Continuity of faculty across terms can be 

desirable as experienced faculty in the learning community structure are introduced to new 

students. At Seattle Central Community College, the business program reports that"... 

continuity of their team over two quarters was very valuable. Introducing more continuity 

may increase carry-over enrollment and lessen planning time as well" (Washington Center 

for Improving the Quality of Undergraduate Education 1988, 31). 
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Part-time Faculty 

This same report, also discusses the extensive use of part-time faculty to teach in 

the learning community structure. The report asserts that"... the use of part-time faculty 

raises equity questions and morale problems for the full-time faculty. Since the reliance 

upon part-timers is so extensive and driven by budgets in the community college system, it 

is unlikely that this issue can ever be fully resolved" (Washington Center for Improving the 

Quality of Undergraduate Education 1988, 31). 

Currently, the basis of faculty recruitment to teach in the learning community 

structure in the state of Washington is a function of an informal, non-systematic, faculty-

driven process. From what little information is published and gleaned from personal 

conversations on this subject, faculty declaration of interest to teach in the learning 

community, and not active recruitment of faculty is the primary method of staffing the 

learning communities in the state of Washington. 

Academic Discipline 

Different types of learning community structures tend to attract faculty from 

different discipline/scholarly orientations. For example, "...faculty in the sciences seem 

especially attracted to clusters, linked courses, and the federated learning community 

model. ... The more integrated coordinated study learning community model seems 

especially attractive to faculty in the humanities and the social sciences..." (Gabelnick et al. 

1990, 78). 

Learning Communities and Gender 

The feminist literature supports the notion that cooperation, shared power, 
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development of a personal connection to the material studied and an emphasis on affective 

learning are important features consistent with the learning community concept. Belenky, 

Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule suggest that"... women are particularly attracted to 

connected knowing" (Belenky et al. 1986, 35). As such, women tend to be highly visible 

in the learning community effort on numerous campuses around the country. 

Career Stage 

Interdisciplinary variations and career stages across faculty subgroups on the same 

campus are likely to have different role expectations for faculty (Zuckerman 1973; Bayer 

and Dutton 1977; Baldwin 1979; Baldwin and Blackburn 1981; Lawrence 1984; Lawrence 

and Blackburn 1985). Roger Baldwin asserts that there is an intrinsic appeal to teaching 

by older professors who tend to be more interested in the teaching activity; thus, these 

faculty allocate more time to teaching (Baldwin 1979). 

The research on faculty motivation relies heavily on behavioristic and needs 

theories in which the catalyst for action is derived from career-stage needs (Staw 1983). 

During the early phases of the academic career, activities are prescribed and driven by 

tenure-related expectations. From tenure to mid-career, the professor begins to seek a 

balance between personal life and professional activities. During the later phases of the 

academic career, the professor is inclined to seek the integration of work roles, and 

stimulation of intellectual interactions with colleagues and students. 

Pelz and Andrews further suggest that there may be age-related differences in 

intellectual interests. These authors assert that "preferences for divergent thinking and 

basic research seem to dominate in the early career phases. Senior professors are more 
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inclined toward convergent intellectual tasks and may be more interested in their roles as 

teachers" (Pelz and Andrews 1966, 74). 

The career development literature strongly suggests that interdisciplinary activities 

are a particularly attractive incentive especially for those faculty in their mid-to-late career 

stages. Cross-disciplinary exchanges tend to counteract the specialization and institutional 

fragmentation. These interactions provide an opportunity for faculty to develop a lively 

curiosity about other disciplinary perspectives and to commit working within such a 

structure. Given the career stage preference for convergent thinking, senior faculty find 

such arrangements attractive at this time in their careers that contribute to the advance-

ment of institutional reintegration efforts. 

Life Span Development 

In the life span development literature, two competing perspectives are those of 

the stage theorists and those of the status theorists. Research in adult development 

suggests that one's life follows a linear progression of non-altering stages. Levinson's 

theory of faculty careers categorizes the professorial career in life stage terms (Levinson 

1978). The professor in his/her mid-twenties is in a life stage characteristic of exploration, 

experimentation, and competence development. The mid-career stage, between the early 

thirties and early forties, represents a transitional period in which the faculty member 

begins to settle down. During the mid-career transition, the opportunity to shift from an 

emphasis on research to teaching is often quite attractive, and the intrinsic satisfaction of 

close relationships with students may be particularly important. The mid-life transition is 
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followed by a restabilization phase in which the reshaping of a new life structure often 

occurs. 

Status change theory suggests that motivational changes over a life span are 

dependent upon changes in the individual's roles or positions. Each role has certain 

implications for the status occupied in a group or organizational context. As roles or 

positions change, motivational forces also change. 

Career Stage and Learning Communities 

The learning community literature suggests that career stage is a strong factor in 

faculty involvement in learning communities. "Learning communities have been 

particularly attractive to mid-career faculty members. The tedium that comes from 

assuming the same old roles and teaching the same old courses is an important and 

neglected issue at many institutions" (Smith 1991, 46). Learning communities tend to 

provide a catalyst for innovative teaching and offer new challenges to those faculty in their 

mid-to-late career stages. The reason that learning communities are effective in rekindling 

this spirit is because faculty become learners again. Faculty become empowered to 

recreate the curriculum in an atmosphere of mutual trust, respect, and responsibility rather 

than through the political negotiation process of the curriculum committee. 

Theoretically, the research on career stages supports this notion. Thomas P. 

Ference, James A. Stoner and E. Kirby Warren have developed a model of managerial 

career states for the business workplace. The model of managerial career states compares 

the individual's level of current performance to the likelihood of future promotion. These 

authors describe four career states—solid citizens, stars, learners, and deadwood. Solid 
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citizens are viewed as having performance levels described as good or outstanding. For 

whatever reason, however, these individuals have little chance of further advancement or 

growth in the organization. Stars are described as individuals performing high quality 

work and are considered to have advancement and growth potential. These individuals 

are perceived to be in the early phases of their careers. Learners or comers are also 

viewed as in their early career phase. These individuals are considered to have 

advancement potential, but are not yet performing up to expectations. The last state, 

deadwood, characterizes individuals as having little chance of advancement or growth 

because their performance is either marginal or inadequate. Many times those individuals 

classified as deadwood are cast aside or put into unimportant roles. Often, there are 

attempts made to revitalize these individuals in order to turn them into solid citizens once 

again. Both the solid citizens (effective performers) and the deadwood (ineffective 

performers) states reflect situations where the individual has reached his/her career plateau 

(Ference, Stoner and Warren 1977). 

The model of managerial career states holds equally true for faculty in higher 

educational workplaces. Regardless of the reasons for reaching the career plateau, faculty 

having reached their career plateau, at many institutions, often feel marginal and 

disposable. "As one educator put it after sixteen years at the same institution, 'If you don't 

see new challenges, you get worried about losing your edge.' Clearly, learning 

communities rekindle the creative side of teaching and provide new challenges for well-

established teachers" (Smith 1991, 46). 
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In Washington state, the learning community efforts draw heavily upon mid-career 

faculty members for a number of reasons. "By choice or circumstance, many faculty have 

been at a specific institution for a long time. Institutionally secure and highly skilled, they 

are at a stage in their career where they feel ready to take new risks as well as make 

deeper commitments" (Gabelnick et al. 1990, 78). 

Learning community leadership. Learning communities need the involvement and 

the leadership of faculty who are respected and well-established members of the faculty. 

"This accords legitimacy and respect to the program and encourages other faculty to join 

in. Many efforts at educational innovation have faltered because they [sic the institutions] 

relied too heavily on people with personal or idiosyncratic agendas, or people associated 

with exclusive faculty cliques. The level of commitment among established faculty is a 

good indicator of the health and long-term viability of the learning community effort" 

(Gabelnick et al. 1990, 79). The Washington Center reports that the mid-career faculty 

are "... ready and eager to make more substantial commitments to long-term institutional 

improvement" (Smith 1991, 45). This willingness to assume a more active role in learning 

communities may be greatly underestimated since it is often perceived that faculty have 

stronger allegiances to their disciplines rather than their local institutions. "Collaborative 

teaching provides mid-career faculty with the opportunity to serve as mentors and leaders 

in the most useful possible place—the classroom itself' (Smith 1991, 47). 

A contrary view is suggested by Robert Blackburn. Blackburn asserts that there is 

little direct evidence to support the notion of career phases for faculty motivation in 

teaching. The longitudinal and cross-sectional research studies that exist are either 
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anecdotal or unreliable. He cautions, however, that in the absence of a purposeful test of 

this contention,"... one is reluctant to close the books" (Blackburn 1982, 62). 

In order to position this research study properly within the context of the research 

literature, an understanding of the appropriate theoretical framework underpinning faculty 

involvement in learning communities is also important. There are three major sets of 

variables that directly and indirectly influence faculty involvement in learning commun-

ities—Structural Characteristics, Faculty Background Characteristics, and Organizational/-

Environmental Characteristics. Figure 1 reflects the conceptual framework for faculty 

involvement in learning communities. 

Structural Characteristics 

Structural characteristics are defined as those aspects of the organization that 

provide a supporting framework for the essential parts of a complex whole. In general, 

structural characteristics are descriptive features of organizations that relate to how the 

institution is organized, the nature of the client/customer and provider relationship, 

organizational size and type, and private versus public sector positioning. 

For institutions of higher education, structural characteristics include, but are 

certainly not limited to, such features as the size of the enrollment, endowments, library 

holdings, faculty, and physical facilities; the classification type of the college or university, 

reflecting the specific mission of the institution; residential or non-residential nature of the 

campus; faculty-student ratios; public or private institutional control; and the degree of 

selectivity in student admissions and faculty recruitment. 
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A scan of the learning community literature reveals that "learning communities of 

seemingly endless variation are prospering in large and small institutions, publicly and 

privately controlled institutions and in two-year colleges and four-year colleges and 

universities" (Gabelnick et al. 1990, 77). On the basis of the size and type structural 

characteristics, this appears to suggest that no single institutional type is more conducive 

and accommodating to the implemention and maintenance of a learning community 

structure. Furthermore, it is generally believed that structural characteristics of an 

institution have an indirect rather than a direct influence on involvement; this effect being 

mediated through other organizational variables. A generic outcomes model, whether 

related to student outcomes or faculty outcomes, may be appropriate for the study of 

other higher education outcomes (Ethington and Smart 1986; Pascarella 1980; Pascarella 

and Terenzini 1980; Pascarella 1985; Smart, Elton, McLaughlin 1986; Smart and 

McLaughlin 1986). 

Although there are numerous structural characteristics potentially available for 

discussion, the research literature on learning communities highlights two of them in 

particular-institutional size and institutional type. Therefore, for the explicit purposes of 

this research study, institutional size and institutional type represent the two primary 

variables in the structural characteristics variable set. 

Institutional Size 

The research literature is replete with studies on the impact that institutional size 

has on student outcomes. Institutional size by itself has very little effect on student 

outcomes. It is suggested that institutional size has an indirect influence on student 
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outcomes mediated through the interpersonal relationship between the student and the 

professor. Consistent with a substantial body of evidence is the fact that in large 

institutional settings (or large public institutions) there is, generally, an inhibiting influence 

as a function of size on different dimensions of social and academic involvement during 

college (Pascarella 1984; Stoecker and Pascarella 1988; Stoecker, Pascarella, and Wolfle 

1988; Smart 1986; Ethington and Smart 1986). 

This body of evidence supports the notion that large institutions of higher 

education tend to have a negative influence on a student's level of social involvement and 

interaction with faculty. Therefore, the size of the higher education institution may be an 

important variable affecting the professor's willingness and, perhaps, opportunity to 

interact with students as well as with other faculty colleagues; both willingness and 

opportunity are desirable components in the learning community structures. The inherent 

nature of the contact amongst faculty and students in the learning communities demands 

that a close, interpersonal relationship, and a facility to exchange across the disciplinary, 

structural boundaries be present. Suggestions are made in the learning community 

literature that the institutional size variable is an insignificant factor with respect to various 

learning community outcomes. The descriptive qualitative research in which many of 

these suggestions are made necessitate a closer look at the issue of institutional size. 

Institutional Type 

For the purposes of this research study, institutional type is defined according to 

the 1994 Carnegie Classification scheme developed by the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching. Accredited institutions of higher education are grouped into 
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ten categories based largely on their academic missions. A complete list of the ten 

categories and a brief description of each is found in Appendix B. To an extent, the 

research literature on institutional type tends to be less clear in its findings on student 

outcomes than is institutional size. The following typifies several areas of the research 

literature where institutional type may, however, have an impact on outcomes. 

There appears to be moderate evidence to support the notion that liberal arts 

colleges are more positively predisposed to the value attached to acquiring a liberal 

education, although the magnitude of the effect is sufficiently complex, thus preventing an 

adequate estimate of the effect size. In general, liberal arts colleges produce greater gains 

in aesthetic activities than other types of institutions (Pace 1974; 1984). Institutional 

types categorized by pre-1994 Carnegie Classification schemes may have an influence on 

the value (as defined in terms of earnings) of a good education. For example, "...attending 

a Liberal Arts I institution increases the advantage over a high school diploma by a factor 

of 3. The advantage for other types of institutions are: research university 2.5; doctoral-

granting university 2.2; and comprehensive university 1.8" (Pascarella and Terenzini 1991, 

512). 

The net impact of different college and university types is generally complicated by 

the fact that the type itself is often intertwined with other institutional characteristics. For 

example, the issue of positive earnings impact of discerning Liberal Arts I Colleges and 

Research I and II Universities may be more a factor of the academic selectivity of the 

student body, and the overall enhanced quality of the institutional resources than simply 

the institutional type itself. For the most part, the institutional categorizations appear to 
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impart little information relative to organizational outcomes, and those research studies 

that do find some favorable effect are minimal at best. 

Illustrative of the intermingling and confounding effects of institutional type and 

other organizational variables is a study by Marvin W. Peterson and Theodore H. White. 

These authors disclose findings of their research on faculty and administrative perceptions 

of culture and climate in organizations that influence faculty motivation. This research 

investigation attempts to identify the extent to which faculty perceptions of the work 

environment are affected by the type of institution in which they work. These findings 

reveal that significant differences exist in thirty-four of the forty indices between 

institutional type, most notably in the associate of arts colleges, baccalaureate colleges, 

and the master's universities and colleges with respect to faculty perceptions of their 

culture and climate. Although the differences may confound the results of other analyses, 

only four variables "...displayed any significant interaction effects" as a result of the two-

way analysis of variance of institutional type and faculty status. The authors suggest that 

"any confounding effects of institutional type should be minimal" (Peterson and White 

1992, 195). The authors also caution that since the sample size is small, any conclusions 

drawn from the analysis are speculative. 

Since there is a cross-section of institutional types represented in the learning 

community structures, and a larger number of faculty respondents included in this research 

study on learning communities, the strength of the institutional type variable on faculty 

involvement in the learning community may disclose important insights and understanding 

for reinforcing or refuting the tentative conclusions made by previous research. 
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Faculty Background Characteristics 

Faculty background characteristics generally encompass a wide range of personal 

traits. For this research study, the relevant personal variables include career stage, gender 

and, academic discipline. Each of these personal variables are viewed from the 

perspective of influencing faculty motivation and behavior; thus, each have a degree of 

support within the research literature. 

Motivation Literature 

There are many different views of motivation in the workplace. Lyman Porter and 

Raymond Miles (1974) identify three categories of variables that affect motivation in 

organizational settings. These categories are individual characteristics, job characteristics, 

and work-situation characteristics. 

Individual Characteristics 

Individual characteristics include interests, attitudes, and needs that a person brings 

to the work environment. Obviously, individuals differ with respect to these character-

istics; hence, their motivations will differ. For example, one individual may be motivated 

by a need for a higher salary, while another person may find the social and professional 

contact with colleagues intrinsicly satisfying. 

Porter and Miles suggest that a systems perspective is a more valuable approach in 

the understanding of employee motivation. A systems perspective incorporates the 

totality of forces that operate on the individual and, therefore, must be considered before 

the individual's motivation and behavior can be adequately understood. For example, an 
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individual's personal interests, attitudes, and needs, shape the individual's predisposition to 

motivational forces and possible behavorial actions. 

John W. Atkinson contends that all healthy adults have a reservoir of potential 

energy. Atkinson's model relates behavior and performance to three basic drives: the need 

for achievement, the need for power, and the need for affiliation or close association with 

others (Atkinson 1983). This latter need, affiliation, is one that is most germane to the 

discussion of faculty involvement in learning communities, and is one that has received the 

least attention from researchers. Affiliation may be viewed as a desire to be accepted by 

others and the desire to interact with others. Individuals with a high need for affiliation 

prefer cooperative rather than competitive situations, and desire relationships involving a 

high degree of mutual adjustment and understanding. 

As a general rule, however, faculty in institutions of higher education are fiercely 

independent. This independence is partially influenced by the nature of the work 

performed and the rigid structural boundaries of the scholarly discipline itself. The 

affiliative attributes that are fostered by the learning communities provide an avenue 

whereby traditional instructional methods and rigid discipline boundaries are questioned 

and challenged. An individual's strong need for affiliation with others may provide a 

motivational force sufficient to generate a high level of individual involvement penetrating 

the disciplinary boundaries. If a faculty member is in a work environment where 

considerable interaction with colleagues occurs, the professor's potential energy for 

affiliation may be released and work satisfaction may be high. On the other hand, if the 

work environment is unfriendly and the individual tends to work in isolation, the affiliation 
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need may not be met in the workplace, and motivation to increase the level of involvement 

might be low. More and more, faculty who teach in learning communities have found that 

the associative opportunities with colleagues facilitate the development of close bonds and 

a genuine respect and interest in one another. 

David McClelland has also found the need for affiliation an important factor in 

individual satisfaction. Individuals tend to enjoy frequent interaction with others in a 

group. For many people, these working relationships are their primary source for fulfilling 

their affiliation needs (McClelland 1969). One aspect of the learning community 

environment is that the structural characteristics of the learning community promote and 

encourage strong affiliations amongst faculty. "Learning communities provide a powerful 

associative structure—a structure for bringing people together—in an environment with few 

effective centripetal forces. At the individual level, they [learning communities] help 

release and leverage new energy by framing anew what is possible; they also provide an 

empowering group structure that works in a way that our more individualistic approaches 

to faculty development and educational reform often do not. Associative structures that 

support continuous learning on the part of groups of faculty seem to be a prerequisite for 

the needed transformation of our colleges. Learning communities are one of these 

associative structures" (Smith 1991). 

Job Characteristics 

Job characteristics are the attributes of the work itself, and may include the scope 

of responsibility, the variety of tasks, and the extent to which the job itself is satisfying. 

J. Richard Hackman and Greg R. Oldham argue that "in order to motivate individuals, it 
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is necessary to design the job to include five core dimensions: skill variety, task identity, 

task significance, autonomy and feedback" (Hackman and Oldham 1976, 254). 

Skill variety refers to the performance of different tasks that challenge the intellect 

and develop skills in coordination. Task identity represents the extent to which the job 

involves the completion of an identifiable unit or project. Task significance involves a job 

function that is perceived as important for the well-being of others and the organization. 

Autonomy represents the individual's freedom and discretion to determine how the work is 

to be carried out. Feedback refers to the extent to which the individual receives 

information about their effectiveness on the job. 

Hackman and Oldham argue that "individuals whose jobs involve high levels of 

skill variety, task identity, and task significance experience work as very meaningful. A 

high level of autonomy makes workers more responsible and accountable for their acts. 

Feedback gives workers a useful understanding of their specific roles and functions. The 

more a job has of all five characteristics, the more likely it is that the person who holds it 

will be highly motivated and satisfied" (Hackman and Oldham 1976, 256). 

The learning community concept provides faculty with the opportunity to "reframe 

the work environment... to become empowered to shape their work, and become 

colleagues who interact over meaningful issues in pursuit of the common good. Learning 

communities allow faculty greater autonomy to alter the structure of the traditional 

curriculum and give teachers greater discretion to reorganize their instructional processes 

with their colleagues. Learning communities provide faculty members with new 

perspectives on their disciplines and a new window on pedagogy through which they can 
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directly observe how other skillful teachers think and act. The modeling, mentoring, and 

learning in this situation are invaluable in faculty development" (Gabelnick et al 1990, 

180). 

All five core dimensions of the Hackman and Oldham Job Characteristics Model 

are inherent in the learning community concept. The faculty role in an educational 

environment is often transformed from what has been called the 'atlas complex1 to that of 

mentor/facilitator/coach in a learning community environment. "The 'atlas complex' is a 

monolithic and undifferentiated state of mind that gives teachers so much responsibility for 

everything that goes on in the classroom... an expectation that places the teacher in the 

front-and-center role of expert" (Finkel and Monk 1992, 50; 53). 

The faculty job redesign within several of the learning community structures 

unleashes the potential energy and inspiration that lie in student-to-student interaction; 

thereby, forming a mutual support nexus within a group of individuals working towards a 

common goal. As the faculty roles are connected to person/behavioral issues, the 

transformed faculty role becomes functional, linking behavior to task accomplishment. By 

distributing the functions of teaching, faculty and students share in the responsibility for 

learning. Eventually, the traditional, stereotypical roles that previously defined specific 

boundaries of behaviors begin to dissolve; replaced by a perception that the classroom is a 

microcosm of a teaching and learning social system. 

Work-Situation Characteristics 

Work-situation characteristics are factors involving both the immediate work 

environment and various organizational actions such as systemwide and individual reward 
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practices and organizational culture and climate. Illustrative of this, are the systems' 

policies and practices regarding the administration of rewards that often lead to 

motivational stimulus resulting in the establishment of a support system for academic 

innovation. Rewards that are intrinsic (a feeling that involvement in the learning 

community is beneficial to the quality of the student's education) and extrinsic (a simple 

recognition from administrative leadership that the learning community effort is valuable) 

create a supportive and nurturing culture conducive to faculty involvement and active 

participation in the learning community effort. More tangible rewards may be provided, 

and include financial support to attend conferences and workshops on learning 

communities, summer stipends for course restructuring, or "...luncheons, teas, or potluck 

suppers guaranteed to nourish the project and its participants" (Gabelnick et al. 1990, 48). 

Gary Tollefson's research on learning communities reveals that faculty members' 

involvement in learning communities increases their sense of empowerment. "Teaching in 

a learning community environment was invigorating, that the teaching environment was 

improved, and that they [faculty] felt rewarded by their association with the learning 

community" (Tollefson 1990, 83). 

These research findings highlight the importance and significance of matching the 

individual and the job and the strength of the environmental influences on faculty 

motivation. Congruence and strong associative internal environments frequently lead to 

positive organizational outcomes, among which may include a higher level of faculty 

involvement in a learning community. 
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Organizational/Environmental Characteristics 

The third variable set within the conceptual framework is the organization/-

environmental characteristics. Four primary subsets of the organizational/environmental 

variable set include academic culture, academic innovation, academic workplace, and 

academic management climate. Although not an exhaustive list, each of these variable 

subsets contain specific variables. For example, under the heading of academic culture are 

such issues as management style, decision-making processes, change processes, and 

leadership. The subset academic innovation, a variable set at the core of the learning 

community concept, embraces such issues that deal with teaching pedagogy and 

curriculum development/design. The academic workplace variable subset focuses on the 

organizational context in which trust, autonomy, academic freedom, tolerance, 

opportunities for growth, and fair treatment are embodied. The specific contextual 

variables that constitute the academic management climate include the educational mission 

and goals, governance, planning, communication, resource allocation, faculty develop-

ment, and reward systems (refer to Figure 2). As can be seen from the description of the 

four variable subsets that comprise the organizational/environmental variable set, 

organizational/environmental characteristics generally refer to the organizational context 

in which work is performed. Due to the extensive nature of these four subsets and their 

respective specific variables, only four of these contextual influences-rewards, culture, 

climate, and faculty development-are presented in a detailed review of the literature. 
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FIGURE 2 
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Motivation and Rewards 

David A. Nadler and Edward E. Lawler III state four basic assumptions 

concerning organizational behavior. " 1) behavior is determined by a combination of forces 

in the individual and in the environment. People have different needs and expectations, 

influenced by past experiences, that influence their responses to the work environment. 

Different types of work environments usually make people behave in different ways.; 2) 

individuals make conscious decisions about their own work behavior.; 3) individuals have 

different needs, desires and goals. Individuals are motivated and rewarded by different 

outcomes.; and 4) individuals decide among alternative behaviors based on their 

expectation that a behavior will lead to a desired outcome (expectancy theory)" (Nadler 

and Lawler 1977, 27). 

Expectancy Theory 

Nadler and Lawler's four basic assumptions about organizational behavior form the 

foundation for Vroom's expectancy theory. Included in the expectancy theory are three 

major components: performance-outcome expectancy, valence, and effort-performance 

expectancy (Vroom 1964). Individuals engaged in or contemplating specific behaviors 

expect certain consequences to their actions and efforts. To illustrate, the performance-

outcome expectancy suggests that if a faculty member believes that involving 

himselfherself in an innovative educational program might result in personal revitalization 

or contrarily, represent too drastic a change from their current teaching style, the expected 

outcome will affect the faculty member's decision on whether or not to participate in the 
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innovative program. The faculty member's predisposition to how he/she perceives, either 

positively or negatively, the outcome shapes the contemplated behavior. 

Valence represents the extent to which a given reward provides a value of 

motivational strength. For each individual, the motivating power or value is specifically 

unique to that individual. For example, a faculty member in the department of history may 

attribute a high valence to their involvement in a learning community structure because of 

the stimulation created by the intersection of ideas amongst colleagues and students. On 

the other hand, a member of the school of business accounting faculty may have a low 

valence for such cross-disciplinary activities, perceiving those activities as irrelevant to a 

school of business education program, or not personally rewarding. Valence is determined 

by the individual, and is not an objective quality of the outcome itself; as a situation-

specific variable, valence differs from one person to another. 

Effort-performance expectancy involves the individual's expectations of how 

difficult it might be to engage in certain activities, and to assess the probability of 

performing activities successfully. The individual asks questions such as "Can I do it?"; "If 

I do it, what will I gain from it?"; and "Is that gain sufficiently worthwhile for me?" 

Rewards 

The answers to these questions will depend to a certain extent on the types of 

outcomes expected. The reward systems of the organization guide actions and tend to 

have the greatest impact on individual motivation. "Organizations employ many types of 

incentives to shape their employees' behavior and to produce desired results. Incentives 

that stimulate professional growth and productive activity can heighten morale and 
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contribute to the overall effectiveness of an organization" (Baldwin and Krotseng 1985, 

43). As such, the reward systems in an organization are both intrinsic and extrinsic in 

nature. 

Intrinsic rewards 

Intrinsic rewards are those that the individual derives directly from the pleasure or 

value of their own activity. These rewards are internally generated, and may be a result of 

the individual's satisfaction with their own effort or performance. This self-gratification 

may come from the inherent characteristics of the job itself, or from efforts to redesign or 

restructure the work. From whatever source, intrinsic satisfiers increase the personal 

worth to the individual and make the work more intrinsicly rewarding. These intrinsic 

outcomes include a sense of accomplishment, heightened awareness of new challenges, 

and the development of new skills. 

L.R. Veysey's seminal research attributes the greatest source of faculty motivation 

to the academic work itself (Veysey 1965). Professors like their association with students 

and the opportunity to contribute to student development. During the late nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries, the typical professor was motivated by the belief that he was 

influencing young minds. The lifestyle inherent in the professoriate has a positive 

correlation with the motivation of faculty members. As Veysey states "... it remains an 

important question whether the atmosphere of American academic institutions over the 

years is to promote or to anesthetize the aspirations of the typical faculty member" 

(Veysey 1965, 102). 
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In some colleges and universities, clusters of individuals cross fertilize one 

another's potentials. These opportunities for the social and intellectual exchanges between 

colleagues and students provide a forum for revitalizing the sometimes lackluster behavior 

of faculty. The incentives of the academic workplace are essential for fostering the energy 

and resourcefulness of professors who are committed to their institutions and to quality 

education. These reenergized and reinvigorated faculty are necessary to meet the 

increasing demands for innovative and flexible academic programs. 

In a survey of more than five thousand faculty members conducted and sponsored 

by The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 70 percent of professors 

state that their interest is "... primarily in or leaning toward teaching. ...Over 90 percent of 

those respondents indicate that their relationship with undergraduates is very or fairly 

important to them, and 78 percent reject the idea that undergraduates should seek faculty 

out only during posted office hours. Moreover, 83 percent indicate that they enjoy 

interacting informally with undergraduates outside the classroom" (Carnegie Foundation 

for the Advancement of Teaching 1989, xxi; 142). 

Despite much of the criticism against the faculty members' apparent disinterest in 

students, faculty generally enjoy their interrelationships with students and are highly 

committed to teaching them. In the learning community context, faculty often find an 

intrinsicly satisfying experience by not only building bridges with colleagues, but also by 

helping to reshape the work environment for the betterment of the teaching and learning 

process. Faculty decisions concerning their level of involvement in a learning community 

structure are often based upon their perceived notion of value. Since faculty are likely to 
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value the intrinsic rewards over the extrinsic rewards, the learning community 

coordinators may be able to use this insight in their recruitment efforts of faculty to teach 

in a learning community structure. 

Extrinsic rewards 

Extrinsic rewards are received from the environment surrounding the context of 

the work performed. Extrinsic rewards include direct and indirect compensation such as 

salary increases and bonuses, or non-financial remuneration in the form of compensatory 

time off, release time and recognition. The extrinsic rewards, if properly administered, are 

strong motivators of individual commitment and involvement. Although it is generally 

believed that faculty are more motivated by intrinsic incentives, this may not hold true for 

all faculty. Some individuals enter the professiorate, not for the basic love of learning, but 

for career-related reasons. In fact, some faculty who enter the professiorate with idealistic 

goals ofetn become disillusioned at a later stage in their careers and lose whatever intrinsic 

motivation that previously existed. Extrinsic rewards may be the only appropriate 

recourse available to administrators to rekindle the original spark of these faculty. 

"Financial incentives that enhance faculty vitality are an important concern in higher 

education institutions" (Baldwin and Krotseng 1985, 54). 

Peterson and Spencer show the organizational climate variable Faculty Selection, 

Evaluation and Rewards as a significant predictor of faculty commitment to improve 

undergraduate education. In the Peterson and Spencer research study, faculty did not 

perceive the variable Selection/Evaluation/Rewards as particularly important; however, 
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administrator responses showed that this variable contributed .067 to the explanation of 

the variance of faculty commitment (Peterson and Spencer 1992). 

Intrinsic and extrinsic rewards 

Although both types of rewards, intrinsic and extrinsic, are valuable, the intrinsic 

rewards tend to provide a stronger motivational force for faculty involvement. Several 

intrinsic motives are inherent to teaching-intellectual curiosity, close relationships with 

peers and students, and discretionary autonomy in the classroom. As contrasted to 

external motivations, intrinsic rewards come during the activity, not afterwards. Those 

research studies of faculty that report satisfaction and dissatisfaction factors, emphasize 

satisfaction with those factors related to intrinsic motivation and dissatisfaction with those 

factors related to extrinsic motivation (Aebi 1972; Wilson, Woods, and GafF 1974). The 

intellectual exchange that is characteristic of the academic life and the autonomous 

freedom of the faculty position itself are intrinsicly satisfying (McKeachie 1979). 

Often faculty motivations are discussed as if there were a common profile of 

faculty. Certainly, in many ways faculty are alike; however, there is a wide diversity in the 

professoriate. In certain instances, a motive that may be influential at one point in time 

may not be important at a later time. Career status theorists would suggest that status 

varies greatly from individual to individual. For those faculty that feel rejected or 

marginal, an opportunity to adopt a new, respected role may be invigorating. An 

invitation to team teach or become involved in curricular reform frequently provide the 

stimulation needed for revitalization. 
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From the perspective of motivation theory, a change in roles creates new 

expectations, not only from one's peers, but also from one's self. McKeachie states " 

faculty members are intelligent, thoughtful human beings, who share the motives of other 

human beings, but who are fortunate enough to have chosen a vocation in which the 

greatest satisfactions are intrinsic to the work. Attempts to influence faculty behavior by 

extrinsic rewards and punishments are less likely to achieve better teaching and research 

than do methods of enhancing the intrinsic rewards" (McKeachie 1979, 70). A possible 

implication of McKeachie's analysis is that intrinsic satisfactions of the academic career 

have a greater relationship to faculty development and vitality than do extrinsic 

satisfactions. 

Although the intellectual exchanges amongst colleagues may be intrinsicly valued 

by a faculty member, there may simultaneously be perceived an enroachment upon faculty 

autonomy which some faculty view as a negative characteristic of the learning community 

structure. Those individuals involved in the recruitment of faculty to teach in the learning 

community must be sensitive to these potential countervailing forces if they are to be 

effective in their faculty recruitment efforts. 

Culture and Climate 

Culture and climate are seen as constructs or concepts describing a subset of the 

internal environment of the institution. Often culture and climate are used interchangeably 

as the same construct. It is important, however, to differentiate these terms in order to 

capture the more subtle distinctions and to better understand the set of phenomena unique 

to institutions of higher education. 
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Culture 

Culture focuses on those deeply embedded patterns of organizational behavior 

from which members share a common set of values, assumptions, beliefs, or ideologies 

about their work environment. Culture is seen as a holistic perspective in which members 

have been socialized in learning to adapt and cope with problems or challenges, and to 

provide meaning to its members about the organization or the work performed (Schein 

1985). The major features of culture are those that emphasize an organization's unique or 

distinctive character such as deeply embedded patterns of beliefs, endurance, strongly held 

images, and myths of heroic figures reported through sagas or storytelling, reinforced 

through rites and rituals, and intensive, long-term change efforts. 

Organizational cultures have been described in the research literature in 

dichotomous terms as either strong or weak. Terence E. Deal and Allan A. Kennedy 

describe strong cultures as those which exhibit strength, a cohesiveness within and among 

groups, and a sense of organizational identity and commitment (Deal and Kennedy 1982). 

Strong cultural environments provide integrating mechanisms throughout the organization 

and are often seen as a means to success. 

Thomas J. Peters and Robert H. Waterman extend the idea of strong cultures as a 

success mechanism by identifying core success factors common to excellently managed 

organizations. These authors emphasize the critical role played by leadership at all levels 

of the organization, especially at the top, in creating the values and practices that 

encourage excellence. In stressing the importance of organizational culture, Peters and 

Waterman cite such strongly held cultural values as respect for the individual, commitment 
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to the mission and goals of the organization, and an unrelenting attention to the 

fundamentals or basics of the organization's operation. (Peters and Waterman 1982). 

Climate 

Organizational climate reflects "... current common patterns of important 

dimensions of organizational life or its members' perceptions of and attitudes towards 

those dimensions" (Peterson and Spencer 1991, 143). The climates of organizations 

reflect an individual-level focus emphasizing common participant views of organizational 

phenomena, and current patterns of belief and behaviors. Climate is seen as both 

pervasive and malleable. According to Marvin Peterson and Melinda Spencer, climate is 

usually viewed as serving extrinsic purposes (member control) and intrinsic purposes 

(member motivation). The conceptual climate model that most appropriately reflects the 

motivational aspects of faculty involvement in learning communities is the psychological 

or felt climate model. This motivational dimension focuses on how participants feel about 

their organization and their work. Many motivational climate dimensions are linked to 

individual performance measures such as members' loyalty and commitment, morale, 

satisfaction, and perceptions about the quality of effort and involvement. 

Peterson and Spencer also question whether or not climate is an intrinsic measure 

of participants' motivation or an extrinsic measure of organizational patterns that control 

member behavior. These authors suggest that "while the distinction of perceived 

(extrinsic) and psychological (intrinsic) climate is clear in principle, in practice it can be 

quite opaque. The administrative implications, however, are clear. Changing external 
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controls to influence perceptions is much easier than changing individuals' motivation and 

involves very different change strategies" (Peterson and Spencer 1991, 148). 

Historically, academic organizations are viewed as social organizations having two 

central values: 1) the belief that college and universities are engaged in socially valuable 

endeavors and the intellectual development of students; and 2) a commitment to 

collegiality and academic freedom. These core values hinge upon the central belief that 

the pursuit of the intellect is worthwhile and that the intrinsic rewards are collegiality, 

autonomy, intellectual discovery, and sharing. "While these values undoubtedly are deeply 

embedded, the cultural shifts (occurring in varying degrees, depending on institutional type 

and context) threaten to increase the influence of organizational characteristics more 

typically associated with other sectors of the workforce—increased competition at the 

expense of colleagueship, fewer intrinsic rewards, less normative commitment to the 

institution, less 'lofty' personal and institutional goals" (Austin 1990, 55). 

The culture and climates of an institution as defined by both its organizational and 

environmental characteristics represent a strong force affecting faculty values and 

activities. The culture and climates operating within the internal environment that foster 

respect for individuals, that integrate them into the decision-making processes, and that 

provide autonomy in planning and executing tasks encourage greater motivational force 

for involvement and commitment to the organizational enterprise (Deal and Kennedy 

1982; Peters and Waterman 1982; Schein 1985). 



55 

Subcultural Influences 

Institutions of higher education are seldom monolithic with respect to culture and 

climate. The potential exists for subcultural or subclimate groupings within the larger 

cultural and climate framework. Faculty not only belong to various formal and informal 

groups, but live and work in at least four distinct subcultures. According to Ann E. 

Austin, these four primary subcultures are the academic profession, the discipline, the 

academy as an organization within a national system, and the specific type of institution. 

The common profile of the academician no longer exists. Distinct disciplinary histories, 

processes for accomplishing work, and career paths have created diverse professions 

among academicians. Furthermore, institutional missions have created variation across 

faculty priorities and work methods. 

Disciplinary specialization and institutional type strongly affect faculty perceptions 

and behaviors. The discipline represents the fundamental unit of membership and 

organization in higher education. Strong discipline orientation often creates more 

differences than similarities amongst faculty. Convincing evidence supports the notion 

that faculty work and orientations to teaching and research vary across disciplines and 

professional specialties (Becher 1987; Finkelstein 1984). Burton Clark suggests "... that 

disciplines are value-laden cultures that frame the beliefs and behaviors of faculty 

members. Discipline and subject specialities are going concerns in their own right, each 

developing in time a tradition, a social organization, a reward system, and especially an 

offering of professional status and dignity. Once internalized, a subject becomes an inner 

faith" (Clark 1984, 16). 



56 

Person-Environment Congruence 

The research literature on person-environment 'fit' represents a congruence 

between the individual's needs, personal background characteristics, and the organizational 

context. According to Janet Lawrence, the fit can be improved by assigning individuals 

whose abilities match the tasks required by the task role; by rewarding individual 

performance and adaptability to changing environmental circumstances; and by supporting 

individuals in their pursuit of self-defined goals prove beneficial to the organization 

(Lawrence 1985). In the latter case, needs that exist within a person—intrinsic motiva-

tors—press the individual to behave in ways that will satisfy those needs. 

Faculty Development 

The faculty development literature draws upon the needs of both the organization 

and the individual faculty member. Today, faculty remaining at their institutions for longer 

periods of time, look to their organizations to provide them with challenging new 

opportunities and support for both personal and professional growth. There exists on 

college and university campuses across the country an unsatiated hunger by the faculty for 

personal renewal, and a concomitant desire toward improvement. 

Much of the early literature on faculty development identifies the principles of the 

faculty development construct (Noonan 1972; Sanford 1971; Eble 1971). These 

principles reflect the integration of personal characteristics of the faculty and 

environmental conditions such as an organizational climate supportive of risk taking, 

receptive to new information and alternative ways of doing things, and instigative of effort 

and improvement that is both recognized and rewarded. 
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In general, faculty members, regardless of age, experience or ability have the 

potential to develop in many ways. According to Jerry G. Gaff, "a college or university is 

a rich depository of human talents, and if each faculty member develops himself to the 

fullest and shares his expertise with his colleagues, the entire community can benefit. ... 

Not every faculty member, however, needs to be involved in any one program for it to be 

successful. Any faculty contains many different kinds of persons, each of whom is 

concerned with his own situation. Every program will appeal to some, and no program 

will appeal to all. A program may operate most effectively if it starts with those few 

persons with the most interest and only later involves those who initially were less 

enthusiastic" (Gaff 1975, 44). 

Centralitv of Faculty Development 

William H. Becker addresses the issue of faculty development from the standpoint 

of its centrality to the teaching and learning process. Becker states that"... faculty 

development is central in its importance to the educational process, and in the significance 

of the questions it raises about the process" (Becker 1981, 20). Basic questions such as 

what is the purpose of undergraduate education, what is the responsibility of faculty and 

students in the teaching and learning process, and how is effective faculty performance to 

be recognized and rewarded are central to the issue of faculty development. 

The second area of faculty centrality focuses on the personal dimension of 

teaching; specifically this area examines the personal dynamics of the interrelationships 

between the faculty and students. The quality of the interdependence between faculty and 

student hinges upon the inseparability of personal growth and learning. Innovative and 
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creative teaching and learning environments foster mutual and self-sustaining activities 

designed for the maturation of both the student and the professor. The interlocking nature 

of the faculty-student connection has a profoundly personal character; one in which 

significant learning requires an attitude of caring, respect, trust, and commitment by both 

parties. 

The third issue of faculty development centrality exists in the examination of the 

dichotomies often debated in higher education such as teaching versus research, or 

autonomy versus social good. No matter where the faculty member is on the continuum, 

facilitating faculty renewal requires a dialogue about the fundamental human, educational, 

and institutional values. Becker suggests that faculty development is a matter of the 

freedom and independence to participate or not. As the individual faculty member is free 

to decline to participate, the institution recognizes that creating an obligation is 

counterproductive and undermines the objective and spirit of the specific innovative 

program. Faculty members who are perceived to be effective teachers are, generally, most 

likely to participate in innovative programs or initiatives and require the least amount of 

institutional encouragement. Those faculty who are perceived as least effective as 

teachers often require more direct encouragement to participate, if participation is 

solicited at all. Becker asserts that "one effective way to provide personal support and 

encouragement for weaker teachers, and successful ones as well, is to make use of existing 

campus structures, situations, and relations as opportunities for the development of 

collegial concern for the improvement of teaching and collegial action toward that end" 

(Becker 1981, 27). 
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Collegial Approach to Faculty Development 

The collegial approach to faculty development proposes that faculty are engaged in 

a common endeavor. The term colleague derived from the Latin word collega is defined 

as one chosen to serve with another. Consequently, collegiality represents an end in itself, 

as well as a vehicle for faculty renewal. The emphasis on collegiality points to a vital 

resource for faculty development, namely, the ability of faculty to influence one another's 

performance and initiative. Becker states that"... genuine collegiality cannot be created by 

administrative fiat, nor by faculty vote, nor even in any automatic way... Nothing less than 

the development of significant personal relationships, which is a slow process requiring 

patience, courage, and the willingness to accept failure. ... A spirit of mutual involvement 

in a common task; a readiness to share our own aspirations and perceptions; a respect for 

others and their ideas, even in disagreement; a willingness to examine the weak as well as 

the strong points on one's own position are aspects of collegiality directly related to 

teaching" (Becker 1981, 30). Becker's comments infer that there are a myriad of concrete 

ways in which a collegial approach to faculty development are encouraged and supported 

by the institution, thereby facilitating faculty members' involvement in cooperative efforts 

to improve the quality of the educational process. 

Contrary Opinion on Faculty Development 

An opposing perspective on faculty development is proposed by Warren B. 

Martin. Martin is highly critical of faculty development programs when he suggests that 

most are "...superficially conceptualized, parochial in strategies and tactics, and capable of 

only trivial outcomes" (Martin 1975, 187). This author states that faculty development 
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programs must go beyond human development theory and embrace a multiplicity of 

approaches. Faculty development programs are often viewed as responses to changing 

faculty needs and interests throughout one's faculty career; or seen in the context of the 

campus culture. Faculty development embraces the need to prepare to work with a 

diversity of students, in a diversity of locations, and to develop alternative modes of 

teaching and learning (Martin 1975). 

Martin also asserts that many faculty are reticent about faculty development 

programs. He states that "many of the ideas being discussed in connection with faculty 

development programs are of greater importance to the institution and the administration 

than to the individual faculty member. These programs have more to do with procedures 

than with substance. They have less to do with learning and the learner than they do with 

quantifying and categorizing the relationship between teacher and student. There is an 

understandable hesitation on the part of the faculty to collaborate in this kind of develop-

ment" (Martin 1975, 189; 190). Martin goes on to suggest that faculty should not only 

encourage a student's acquisition of knowledge, but should also provoke curiosity and 

inquisitiveness in the spirit of inquiry. Faculty are professionals that embody the attitudes 

and values of inquisitiveness and engender the ability to think relationally and contextually 

with perspective and compassion. 

Summary of the Review of the Literature 

In Chapter II the theoretical foundation for this research study is presented. 

An extensive search of the research literature has been conducted to provide a sound 

theoretical framework for each of the three primary variable categories-structural 
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characteristics, faculty background characteristics and organizational/environmental 

characteristics. In Chapter III the research design and methodology for this study are 

presented. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

Learning communities have been the subject of investigation as a structural 

response to higher educational reform. The focus of this study is on the extent of 

influence of personal, structural, and contextual variables on faculty involvement in 

learning communities. The results of this research reflect a perceived interpretation of the 

variables by those faculty who teach in a learning community structure. 

This chapter presents the research design, the conceptual framework for this 

research, and develops the rationale for inclusion of the variables in this study. 

Information on the target population and respondent groups, instrumentation, 

operationalization of variables, procedure for the distribution of the survey instrument, 

collection of the data, and statistical techniques and procedures used to analyze the data 

are discussed in this chapter. 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

Target Population 

The target population represents the universe of faculty in the United States who 

currently teach in one or more of the five recognized learning community structures. 

62 
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The use of human subjects for research requires an approval by the University of 

North Texas Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in 

Research. Permission has been granted to conduct the research on the target population. 

A complete list of all institutions and faculty engaged in learning community 

structures in the United States does not exist. As a result, lists of both institutions and 

faculty participation in learning communities have been developed from two primary 

sources—The Washington Center for Improving the Quality of Undergraduate Education 

at The Evergreen State College and The National Center on Postsecondary Teaching, 

Learning and Assessment at Pennsylvania State University. Both of these centers are 

heavily involved in research on learning communities and collaborative learning. 

Secondary sources such as bibliographic references and institutional referral are used to 

identify additional colleges and universities with learning communities in operation. 

The institutional and faculty lists have been developed in two stages. Stage one 

involves the acquisition of information on the higher educational institutions involved in 

learning communities from the previously mentioned sources. Eighty-five colleges and 

universities are identified. Telephone contacts to each of these institutions were made to 

determine if they are actually involved in a learning community structure and to solicit 

their participation in this research study. Thirty-four of the original eighty-five institutions 

were deleted on the basis of their not having one of the recognized structural forms of the 

learning community or not desiring to participate in the research study. As a result of the 

initial contacts, seven colleges and universities, not included in the original institutional 
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list, are added as referrals bringing the total institutional participation to fifty-eight 

colleges and universities. A list of the colleges and universities participating in the study 

can be found in Appendix C. 

During stage two, requests were made for the names of faculty who teach in the 

learning community structure at their respective institutions. The majority of the fifty-eight 

colleges and universities submitted the names of faculty; however, several institutions 

preferred that the survey instruments be sent to the institutional coordinator for 

distribution. 

Demographics for Target Population and Respondent Groups 

Of the 1218 questionnaires mailed to faculty who teach in a learning community, 

627 usable responses were received. The respondents to the survey come from a non-

random selection of the target population. In order to determine the representativeness of 

the respondent groups to their respective target populations, four demographic 

characteristics are compared. These four characteristics are gender, institutional type, 

institutional size, and academic discipline. The list of faculty names from the higher 

education institutions included not only the names of faculty teaching in the learning 

community, but also their academic disciplines. For institutions not submitting a faculty 

list, the contact coordinator provided the academic discipline for each faculty person. The 

information on institutional type is classified and published by the Carnegie Foundation for 

the Advancement of Teaching and reprinted in the Chronicle of Higher Education 

(Chronicle of Higher Education 1994). The information on institutional size is obtained 
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from Peterson's Guides 1994 on undergraduate enrollment (Peterson's Guides 1994). 

With respect to the target population for gender, telephone calls were made to the 

institutional contact for the number of men and women faculty who teach in their learning 

community. 

Gender 

Both male and female faculty are represented in the target populations and the 

respondent groups. Table 1 shows the demographic profile for the gender variable. 

TABLE 1 

GENDER FREQUENCES AND PERCENTAGES FOR TARGET 
POPULATIONS AND RESPONDENT GROUPS 

Target Populations Respondent Groups 

Men Women Men Women 

762 456 343 284 

63.0% 37.0% 54.7% 45.3% 

The percentage of male respondents from the respondent group is approximately 8 percent 

less than in the target population. Correspondingly, the percentage for female respondents 

is approximately 8 percent higher than in the target population. 

Institutional type 

A demographic comparison of the target populations versus the respondent groups 

by institutional type is shown in Table 2. The baccalaureate colleges and the associate of 

arts colleges differ in terms of the comparison of percentages between the target 
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populations and their respective respondent groups. The faculty percentage for the 

baccalaureate colleges in the target population is almost twice as large as the faculty 

percentage in the respondent group. For the associate of arts colleges, the percentage in 

the respondent group is 12.6 percent higher than in the target population. 

TABLE 2 

COMPARISON OF THE TARGET POPULATIONS VERSUS 
RESPONDENT GROUPS BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE 

Institutional Type 
Target Populations Respondent Groups 

Institutional Type 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Research Universities 218 17.9 104 16.6 

Doctoral-Granting Universities... 70 5.7 33 5.3 

Master's Universities and 
Colleges 165 13.6 91 14.5 

Baccalaureate Colleges 306 25.1 81 12.9 

Specialized and Professional 
Schools 21 1.7 13 2.1 

Associate of Arts Colleges 438 36.0 305 48.6 

Institutional size 

Institutional size is based on the undergraduate enrollment at the various 

institutions included in the research study. The enrollment data have been divided into 

two primary categories-enrollment less than five thousand students and enrollment 

greater than or equal to five thousand students. The enrollment categories of less than 
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five thousand and students are arbitrarily selected, but do have research literature support 

(Pascarella and Terenzini, 1991). Table 3 shows the frequency and percentage breakdown 

by enrollment for the target populations and their respective respondent groups. Both the 

less than 5,000 and greater than or equal to 5,000 student enrollment categories show 

approximately a 30 percent difference between their respective target populations and 

respondent groups. There is, however, close representativeness between the target 

population and respondent group frequencies in institutions with enrollment less than 

5,000. 

TABLE 3 

FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN BY ENROLLMENT FOR THE 
TARGET POPULATIONS AND THE RESPONDENT GROUPS 

Target Populations Respondent Groups 

Enrollment Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

<5,000 424 34.8 404 64.4 

>5,000 794 65.2 223 35.6 

Academic discipline 

The academic discipline variable has been divided into six categories. These 

categories are social sciences, natural sciences, humanities, professional/specialized, 

mathematics and fine arts. The six academic discipline categories represent the 

conventional grouping that incorporate the majority of disciplines or specialized fields of 

study. The breakdown, although arbitrarily selected, is generally recognized as valid in 
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higher education. Table 4 shows the frequency and the percentage breakdown of the 

academic discipline variable for the target populations and their respective respondent 

groups. 

TABLE 4 

FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN BY ACADEMIC DISCIPLINE 
FOR THE TARGET POPULATIONS AND THE RESPONDENT GROUPS 

Academic Discipline 

Target Populations Respondent Groups 

Academic Discipline Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Social Science 362 29.7 169 27.0 

Natural Science 141 11.6 88 14.0 

Humanities 408 33.5 203 32.4 

Professional/Specialized 174 14.3 109 17.4 

Mathematics 47 3.8 18 2.9 

Fine Arts 86 7.1 40 6.3 

The comparison between the percentages for the target populations and the 

respondent groups for the academic discipline variable in Table 4 shows that the 

percentages by discipline in the target populations and each respondent group are nearly 

comparable. In general, the comparisons of the target populations and the respondent 

groups by academic discipline suggest that each of the respondent groups is closely 

representative of their respective target population. 
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Instrumentation 

The data for this study have been collected by a questionnaire survey instrument-

the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning (see Appendixes D, E, F for the 

questionnaire, indices descriptions, and reliabilities of the indices). The Personal Data, 

Section IX of the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning survey instrument, 

has been modified accordingly to reflect the unique questions required for this research 

study. The modified survey instrument contains 166 items divided into nine sections. 

The Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning instrument, developed by 

the National Center for Research to Improve Postsecondary Teaching and Learning at the 

University of Michigan, is copyright material. Permission to use the survey instrument has 

been granted by Dr. Marvin W. Peterson, Director of the National Center for Research to 

Improve Postsecondary Teaching and Learning. 

The primary purposes of the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning 

survey are to provide a quantitative assessment of several broad dimensions of an 

institution's academic culture, to assess the organizational and administrative climate for 

teaching and learning, and to obtain a measure of faculty motivation for and involvement 

in teaching and learning. 

Validation 

In validating the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning survey 

instrument, Peterson and White conducted a statistical analysis using SPSSx. "Each item 

was included in the factor cluster in which it had the highest loading, providing its factor 
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loading was greater than .40 and the item made conceptual sense in the next index. 

Culture and climate indices were created based upon the average value of all items 

included in the index" (Peterson and White 1992, 186). 

A factor analysis of the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning survey 

identified thirty-one indices and fourteen unique items that were conceptually related to 

three broad domains of academic purpose and culture, organizational and administrative 

climate, and faculty motivation. The indices and the separate items resulting from the 

factor analysis have good content validity (refer to Descriptions of the Indices in Appendix 

E) and high reliabilities (refer to Reliabilities of the Indices in Appendix F). The 

reliabilities of the indices range from .65 to .85 (Peterson et al. 1991). 

The scales on the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning survey 

instrument vary. Section I scales require the respondent to distribute one hundred points 

for each item. Peterson and White contend that a one-hundred point distribution across 

items in a specific index provides a better method of discrimination of personal values and 

beliefs than would be possible with a Likert-scaled item (Peterson and White 1992). 

Consequently, Peterson and White have designed the data items in the Academic Culture, 

Section I of the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning survey instrument for 

assignment to indices for conceptual reasons, not through factor analysis. Sections II-VIII 

are numerically scaled as 1 (no emphasis) to 5 (very strong emphasis). Section IX 

(Personal Data) requires the respondent to fill in the appropriate personal information. 

Section IX has been revised in order to solicit more inclusive and relevant data unique to 
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this study. An example of the revised Section IX can also be found in Appendix D. 

Distribution of Survey Instrument and Collection of Data 

The survey instrument was distributed to the subjects in three waves of mailings 

during the fall of 1994—•wave one, 616; wave two, 263; and wave three, 227 

questionnaires respectively. During the first two months of 1995, an additional 112 

survey instruments were mailed bringing the grand total to 1,218 questionnaires 

distributed. 

Response rates 

The individual response rates and cumulative percentages for the initial four 

mailings are 135 (11 percent), 53 (15 percent), 45 (19 percent), and 24 (21 percent) 

respectively. Due to the inadequate response rate, a follow-up contact was necessary. 

Non-respondents were mailed a postcard as a reminder to return the questionnaire. For 

those institutions not submitting names of faculty, a telephone call was placed to the 

contact coordinator for the follow-up reminder. As a result of this second effort, an 

additional 315 questionnaires were returned representing a cumulative total of 572 

(47 percent) response rate. In order that the data analysis and the conclusions based upon 

the findings do not yield spurious results, a minimum of 585 respondents is required. 

According to Pedhazur (1982), a fifteen or twenty to one ratio between the number of 

independent variables and the dependent variable is suggested in order to statistically 

analyze the data using multiple regression. The 572 responses fall short of the required 

585 responses; therefore, a second follow-up was conducted from which an additional 109 
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responses were received bringing the grand total to 681 (56 percent) returned 

questionnaires. Of the 681 returned questionnaires, only 627 are usable, yielding an 

overall response rate of 51.5 percent. 

Independent and Dependent Variables 

The variables chosen for inclusion in this research study are self-selected, and fall 

into three major categories or variable sets. These variable sets are structural 

characteristics, faculty background characteristics, and organizational/environmental 

characteristics. Two variables fall within the structural characteristics category-

Institutional Type and Institutional Size. The variables within the faculty background 

characteristics category include Gender, Career Stage, and Academic Discipline. The 

remaining independent variables fall within the subsets of academic culture, academic 

innovation, academic workplace, and academic management climate; all of which fall 

within the larger set of organizational/environmental characteristics. The variables 

satisfaction and commitment are mediating variables, included in the organizational/-

environmental subset of faculty motivation and effort. The variable, faculty involvement, 

serves as the dependent variable for this study. 

Structural Characteristics 

Learning communities are thriving in a variety of higher education institutions-

public and private, four-year and two-year, large and small. The implication is that 

learning community structures operate within a variety of types and sizes of higher 

educational settings. The research literature on learning communities, however, suggests 
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that institutions classified as research universities and associate of arts colleges tend to 

have a higher level of faculty involvement in addition to having more learning community 

structures. Given this discord between the research literature and actual practice, it 

appears that the Institutional Type variable may have an influence on the level of faculty 

involvement in learning communities, and is an important variable to retain in this study. 

The Institutional Size variable is less clear in its findings; however, it is suggested 

that organizations in which the internal environments closely resemble small, tight-knit 

units generally correlate positively with organizational environments identified as having 

strong cultures. As a result, the Institutional Size variable is an equally important variable 

to retain in this research study. 

Background Characteristics 

Gender 

Gender is a demographic variable with ascribed characteristics that is often 

considered within the broad context of need motivation theory. Need theory suggests that 

women's supportive and cooperative tendencies motivate them toward teaching. In the 

feminist literature, Carol Gilligan (1982) and Belenky et.al (1986), provide insights on 

richer and more complex dimensions than simply the need to nurture. 

Interactive, cross-disciplinary teaching structures are especially attractive to 

women because of the natural and inherent qualities associated with collaborative learning. 

What is less clear, is whether men are as strongly attracted to such learning environments 

as are women. Gender differences may exist with regard to their influence on the level of 
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faculty involvement in learning communities. Therefore, the gender variable is an 

important variable to retain in this study. 

Career Stage 

Life-stage theory and career-stage theory tend to intersect in the research 

literature. These theoretical foundations support the notion that individuals have different 

needs at successive points in time, and these needs motivate behavior. As faculty enter 

their mid-career, as has been previously suggested, their need for affiliation increases. 

Similarly, their interest in teaching also increases (Baldwin and Blackburn 1981). The 

learning community literature also supports the notion that mid-career faculty are strongly 

attracted to teaching in the learning community structures (Smith 1991). For this reason 

Career Stage, is an important variable to include in this study. 

Academic Discipline 

The Academic Discipline variable is especially salient for inclusion in this research 

study. The literature on learning communities (Kolb 1981; Gabelnick et al. 1990) suggests 

that different academic disciplines are more or less attracted to different learning 

community structures. For example, faculty in the sciences are especially attracted to 

clusters, linked courses, and federated learning community structures; whereas, those 

faculty in the humanities and the social sciences are drawn more to the integrated 

coordinated studies model. 

On the basis of this research, it is suggested that faculty in the academic disciplines 

outside the social sciences, natural sciences, and the humanities are not especially attracted 
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to teaching within a learning community framework. For this reason, it is important to 

retain the Academic Discipline variable in order to determine its influence on faculty 

involvement in learning communities. 

Organizational/Environmental Characteristics 

The broad variable set of organizational/environmental characteristics includes the 

subsets of academic culture, academic innovation, academic workplace, and academic 

management climate. In an article entitled "Faculty at Work: Focus on Teaching" 

(Blackburn et al. 1991), the authors discuss the need to include faculty perceptions of their 

work environment in order to better understand the context of faculty work. In this 

specific research study, the faculty perceptions of the environmental motivators for 

influencing research, scholarship and service account for a significant portion of faculty 

effort. 

Peterson and White use the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning 

survey instrument to conduct research on faculty and administrator perceptions of their 

environments. These authors suggest that "individual perceptions of the culture and 

climate of the organization in which they work influence their motivation and individual 

performance" (Peterson and White 1992, 177). This specific study examines the extent to 

which faculty and administrators differ in their implicit models of their institutions; that is, 

how does each group view different organizational variables as predictive of faculty 

commitment and satisfaction. Through the use of multiple regression statistical analysis, 

these authors show that for faculty respondents, institutional culture variables account for 
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approximately 17 percent of the explained variance in faculty commitment to improve 

undergraduate education; whereas, the organizational climate variables account for 37 

percent of the explained variance in faculty commitment. When both institutional culture 

and organizational climate variables are combined, the results show 37 percent of the 

explained variance in faculty commitment. 

On this basis, Peterson and White conclude that the organizational climate 

variables tend to have a strong predictive influence on faculty motivation and involvement. 

Although only a few of the independent variables and the dependent variable differ in this 

study as contrasted to the Peterson and White research, the implication is that 

organizational/environmental variables are strongly influential of faculty motivation and 

involvement. Therefore, the set containing the organizational/environmental variables is 

important to retain for this study. 

Operationalization of Variables 

Several variables used in this research study represent broad constructs. In order 

to operationalize these constructs, it is necessary to identify surrogate variables that 

closely approximate each of these constructs. The Organizational Climate for Teaching 

and Learning survey instrument and the modified Personal Data, Section IX are used to 

operationalize the variables in this study. Table 5 summarizes the constructs, variables, 

and the operationalization of the variables that are applicable to this research. 

Scoring of the Data 

In order to facilitate the data entry, data transfer sheets have been developed (refer 
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to Appendix G). Computations for each variable according to the appropriate item(s) 

number(s) using the scale measures previously mentioned are transferred to the data 

transfer sheet. 

TABLE 5 

CONSTRUCTS, VARIABLES, AND OPERATIONALIZATION OF VARIABLES 

Construct Variable Operationalized 

career stage age* 

gender male or female* 

academic discipline discipline type* 

institutional size enrollment* 

institutional type Carnegie classification* 

academic culture teamwork Section I, items 
la, 2a, 3a, 4a** 

innovation Section I, items 
lb, 2b, 3b, 4b** 

rational Section I, items 
lc, 2c, 3c, 4c** 

market Section I, items 
Id, 2d, 3d, 4d** 

academic purpose 
* general improvement of 

society 
* contribute productively 

to society 
* general/liberal education 
* individual values 

clarification 
* enhance individual 

thinking skills 

Section I, items 5, a-e* 



TABLE 5 (continued) 

78 

Construct Variable Operationalized 

change orientation 
* leads 
* adapts 
* responds 
* resists 

Section I, items 7, a-d* 

organizational and 
administrative climate mission/goals Section IV, items A. 

1-8** 

academic planning Section IV, items B. 
9-13** 

governance Section IV, items C. 
14-18** 

resource allocation Section IV, items D. 
19-23** 

communication/information Section IV, items E. 
24-29** 

academic innovation Section II, items 1-5** 

challenge of academic 
work 

Section III, items 8-10** 

professionalism Section III, items 1; 3-7** 

academic curricular and 
program management 

Section IV, items G. 
34-38** 

faculty and instructional 
development 

Section IV, items I. 
42-44** 

selection/evaluation/reward Section IV, items J. 
45_49** 

student outcomes 
assessment 

Section IV, items L. 
56-59** 
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TABLE 5 (continued) 

Construct Variable Operationalized 

academic administrative 
support 

Section VII, items 1-5; 8** 

resource availability Section VIII, items 1-11** 

faculty motivation and 
effort 

satisfaction Section V, items 1-3; 
8-10** 

commitment Section V, items 4-7; 
11-14** 

faculty involvement faculty involvement in 
educational policy 

Section VI, items 1-2; 
5-6;11-12** 

faculty involvement in 
student academic policy 

Section VI, items 3-4; 
13-14 

faculty involvement in 
faculty development 

Section VI, items 8-10** 

* single-item variables 
** index value 

The scoring procedure for the variables is as follows. Four sets of blocks each 

containing the variables Teamwork, Innovation, Rational, and Market have a zero to one 

hundred point value range for each variable within each block; each separate block sums 

to one hundred points. Block two contains the variables General Improvement of Society, 

Contribute Productively to Society, General/Liberal Education, Individual Values 

Clarification, and Individual Thinking Skills with one hundred points distributed over the 

five variables. Block three contains the variables Collegial, Formal/Rational, Autonomous, 

Anarchic, and Political and Block four contains the variables Leads, Adapts, Responds, 

and Resists. Both blocks three and four have a zero to one hundred point value range 
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with each block summing to one hundred points. The variables Academic Innovation, 

Professionalism in Academic Setting, Challenge of Academic Work, Educational 

Mission/Goals, Academic Planning, Governance, Resource Allocation, 

Communication/Information, Academic/Curricular/Program Management, Faculty/-

Instruction Development, Selection/Evaluation/Reward, Student Outcomes Assessment, 

Satisfaction, Commitment, Academic Administrative Support, Resource Availability, and 

Faculty Involvement have several items, each of which has a scale value from one to five. 

Within each of these variables, the item values are summed and averaged. 

Scoring for the variable, Career Stage, is the age of the respondent. The variables, 

Gender, Academic Discipline, Institutional Size, and Institutional Type use a dummy 

coding scoring procedure. For the variable Gender, 1 = male, 0 = female; for Academic 

Discipline, 1 = Social Science/Natural Science/Humanities, 0 = Professional/Mathematics/-

Fine Arts; for Institutional Size, 1 = large (greater than or equal to 5000), 0 = small (less 

than 5000); and for Institutional Type, 1 = research university/associate of arts colleges, 

0= doctoral-granting universities/master's universities and colleges/baccalaureate 

colleges/specialized and professional schools. 

Statistical Techniques 

Three statistical techniques are used to analyze the data in this research study. The 

three techniques are multiple regression (the stepwise procedure), the Wilcoxon Rank 

Sum W Test, and the Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance. The computer 

program, SPSS, is used to enter and analyze the data. A .05 level of significance is 

established a priori for each of the three statistical techniques. 
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Multiple Regression 

Multiple regression statistics are used to analyze the data for answering research 

question one—which independent variables have the strongest relationship to and 

explanation of the involvement of faculty in learning communities. The general form of 

the multiple regression is 

Y = B0 + BjX^ B2X2 + ...+BkXk + E 

where Y is the dependent variable; the B0, Bj B2 ...Bk are the regression coefficients; 

XbX2, ...Xk are the independent variables; and E is the random error or disturbance term 

(Mendenhall and Sincich 1993). The premise for the classical multiple regression equation 

is that for any set of fixed values of the independent variables that fall within the range of 

the data, the linear equation provides an acceptable approximation to the true relationship 

between Y (the dependent variable) and the linear combination of the X's (the independent 

variables). 

As a screening device, the stepwise regression method starts by fitting all models 

with one variable, and continues until the Kth variable model is evaluated. The procedure 

terminates when it can no longer add or remove any variables. 

The independent variables are entered into the stepwise regression in data blocks; 

that is, the structural characteristics are entered first followed by the faculty background 

characteristics, and the organizational/environmental characteristics entered last. The 

rationale for entering the variables in this fashion is to determine the extent to which each 

variable set may explain the variance in the dependent variable, faculty involvement. 
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There are several advantages to using the stepwise regression procedure. The 

stepwise procedure permits a large number of variables that can be entered into the 

regression; it is possible for the independent variables to exceed the number of 

observations; and the independent variables can be highly correlated (Mendenhall and 

Sincich 1993). 

There are also limitations, however, to the stepwise regression procedure. 

Although the original set of variables may include quadratic and interaction terms, the 

stepwise procedure does not allow higher-order or interaction terms. In addition, the 

stepwise procedure uses a heuristic to add and remove variables. Therefore, the 

procedure may not find models with the highest R-square value. The stepwise procedure 

is most useful in the determination of a large number of potentially important independent 

variables for model building purposes, and represents an acceptable and objective 

screening procedure. 

Assumptions of Multiple Regression 

There are four primary assumptions about the probability distribution of the 

random error for any set of values of the independent variables. 

Assumption 1. The population regression curve connecting the means of the 

conditional probability distribution is linear. The population 

multivariate conditional means lie on a plane. 

Assumption 2: The probability distribution of the random errors is normal. 

Assumption 3: The variance of the probability distribution of E is constant 

(homoscedastic) for all settings of the independent variable x. 
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This assumption means that the variance of E is equal to a 

constant, Sigma squared, for all values of x. 

Assumption 4: The errors associated with any two different observations are 

independent. That is, the error associated with one value of y has 

no effect on the errors associated with other y values (Mendenhall 

and Sincich 1993). 

We never know for certain that the assumptions about the random error E are 

exactly satisfied. In general, serious deviations from the assumptions may prevent any 

inferences derived from the regression analysis. Therefore, before further developing the 

multiple regression equation, it is necessary to determine whether or not the multiple 

regression assumptions are nearly satisfied. The following section discusses various 

procedures for detecting deviations from the assumptions about the random error E. 

Detecting the Deviations from the Assumptions of the Random Error 

Assumptions one through four can be either observed or tested for deviations by 

several different methods. For each of the assumptions, an examination of the residual 

plots serve as a preliminary graphical indication that the assumptions have or have not 

been satisfied. In addition, for assumption three a test for heteroscedasticity (unequal 

variances) is conducted. For assumption four, the independence of errors between 

different observations is often satisfied by designing the research study in such a way that 

the sample units are randomly selected. 

When all of the assumptions underlying the multiple regression model are satisfied, 

the residuals for each independent variable should oscillate within an equal band-width 
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around a horizontal line centered on zero and display no systematic patterns of positive or 

negative residuals. In addition, if the assumptions of the error term E are satisfied, we 

would expect to see no trends in the plot of the residuals, no dramatic increases or 

decreases in variability and only a few residuals (5 percent) more than the two estimated 

standard deviations of E above or below the estimated mean of E or zero. 

Figures 3 to 12 (Appendix H, pages 161 to 170) show the standardized residual 

plots for each independent variable in the initial regression equation. Although there are 

few outliers in the residual plots for Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, 

Professionalism in Academic Setting, Resource Availability, and Selection/Evaluation/ 

Reward, in general, each of these independent variables satisfy all of the basic assumptions 

of multiple regression. A more detailed discussion of the linearity, normality, 

heteroscedasticity, and independence assumptions follows in the next section. 

Linearity assumption 

It is assumed that the population regression curve connecting the means of the 

conditional probability distribution is linear. Both the standardized residual plots and 

scatter diagrams are used to detect if the assumption of linearity is satisfied. In order to 

determine linearity, each independent variable is plotted against the dependent variable. 

Figures 13 to 22 (Appendix H, pages 171 to 180) show the relationship of each 

independent variable in the initial regression equation to the dependent variable. It is 

expected that a tight ellipse will enclose all or nearly all of the data points in the scatter 

diagram, thereby suggesting the two variables are linearly related. 
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The scatter diagrams for the variables Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic 

Work, Selection/Evaluation/Reward, Professionalism in Academic Setting, Resource 

Availability, and Student Outcomes Assessment appear to closely approximate the 

elliptical pattern. For each of these variables, the ellipse is upward sloping to the right 

indicating that the variables are positively related. For those variables Individual Thinking 

Skills, General/Liberal Education, Innovation, and Resists the data points are parallel to 

the horizontal axis, appearing not to fit a linear pattern. 

Normality assumption 

It is assumed that each conditional distribution is normal. To determine if the 

assumption that the probability distribution of the random error E is normal, standardized 

residual plots (Figures 3 to 12, Appendix H, pages 161 to 170) and histograms of the 

standardized residuals (Figures 23 to 32, Appendix H, pages 181 to 190) are constructed. 

If each conditional distribution is normally distributed, then the residuals should be 

centered around zero; that is, half of the values lie above and half of the values lie below 

the mean. An examination of the standardized residual plots for each of the variables 

show that, in general, Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, Professionalism 

in Academic Setting, and Selection/Evaluation/Reward closely approximate a normal 

distribution. The histograms of the variables Academic Planning, Individual Thinking 

Skills, Innovation, Professionalism in Academic Setting, Resource Availability, and 

Student Outcomes Assessment are slightly skewed to the right. 
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Heteroscedasticitv 

An examination of the standardized residual plots (Figures 3 to 12, Appendix H, 

pages 161 to 170) show for the variables Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic 

Work, Professionalism in Academic Setting, Resource Availability, Resists, and 

Selection/Evaluation/Reward that nearly all of the data points fall within an equal band-

width of zero. To further determine constant variances of the data, various tests for 

heteroscedasticity (unequal variances) have been developed. One such test is the 

Goldfeld-Quandt test. 

The Goldfeld-Quandt test is based upon the idea that if the sample observations 

have been generated under the condition of homoscedasticity (that is, constant variances), 

then the variance of the random errors of one part of the observations is the same as the 

variance of the random errors of another part of the observations (Greene 1990). 

Therefore, the test for heteroscedasticity becomes a test for the equality of two variances. 

The null and alternative hypotheses are stated as: 

Null Hypothesis: variance of group one = variance of group two... 

= variance of group m 

Alternative Hypothesis: variance of group one does not equal the variance 

of group two... does not equal the variance of group m 

where m is the number of different values of the variance. 

The Goldfeld-Quandt procedure for testing the equality of the two variances is as 

follows. 
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Step 1: Rank order the observations according to increasing variances of the 

disturbance terms. 

Step 2: Divide the observations into two groups. Since the observations are rank 

ordered, the variances of the last several random errors of the first half of the observations 

are likely to be similar to the variances of the first random errors in the second half of the 

observations. For this reason, Goldfeld-Quandt recommend that deleting the middle 

observations will increase the power of the test by increasing the difference between the 

average variances under heteroscedasticity, even though it is, at the same time, decreased 

somewhat by the reduction in the number of observations (Goldfeld and Quandt 1965). 

Experimental results suggest that no more than one-sixth of the middle observations 

should be eliminated (Goldfeld-Quandt 1965). One hundred and five cases were removed 

leaving observation numbers 1-261 and 367-627 as the two independent samples. 

Step 3: Two separate regressions are run on the two independent samples. Tables 

6 and 7 show the results of each regression on the ranked-ordered observations, 1-261 and 

367-627 respectively. 

The critical values of F with 259 degrees of freedom at both the .05 and .01 levels 

of significance are approximately 1.15 and 1.23 respectively. Since the test statistic does 

not exceed the critical value of F at the .05 and .01 levels of significance, the null 

hypothesis stating that the variances are equal is not rejected. 

Independence assumption 

Nonindependence means that the residuals are related. When plotted against an 

independent variable, the residuals are expected to exhibit a random pattern. Figures 3 to 
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12, (Appendix H, pages 161 to 170), show the standardized residual plots for each of the 

independent variables in the initial regression equation. The patterns for all ten 

independent variables appear to be randomly distributed. It is generally the case that 

autocorrelation is not present in cross-sectional data. 

TABLE 6 

STEPWISE REGRESSION ON SPLIT DATA CASE NUMBERS 1-261 
GOLDFELD-QUANDT TEST PROCEDURE FOR HETEROSCEDASTICITY 

Analysis of Variance 

Degrees of Freedom Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 7 99.17311 14.16759 

Residual 254 53.60525 .21104 

F = 67.13086 Significant F = .0000 

TABLE 7 

STEPWISE REGRESSION ON SPLIT DATA CASE NUMBERS 367-627 
GOLDFELD-QUANDT TEST PROCEDURE FOR HETEROSCEDASTICITY 

Analysis of Variance 

Degrees of Freedom Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 7 118.69424 16.95632 

Residual 254 59.52401 .23621 

F = 71.78604 Significant F = .0000 

The F-statistic is calculated as the ratio of the two variances with nx - 2 and n2 - 2 

degrees of freedom and can be expressed as: 
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F = Larger sample variance = Larger mean square error 
Smaller sample variance Smaller mean square error 

F = .23621 = 1.12 
.21104 

Assumptions of the Wilcoxon Rank Sum W Test 

To answer research question two—are there any significant differences in the level 

of faculty involvement in learning communities between men and women faculty—the 

nonparametric Wilcoxon Rank Sum W Test is used to analyze the ordinal data. The 

underlying assumptions of the Wilcoxon Rank Sum W test are. 1) both groups are random 

samples from their respective populations; 2) there is independence both within and 

between each group; and 3) the measurement scale is at least ordinal (Conover 1980). 

Assumptions two and three are satisfied; however, assumption one is not. 

Assumptions of the Kruskal-Wallis One-Wav Analysis of Variance Test 

To answer research question three—are there any significant differences in the level 

of faculty involvement in learning communities across institutional types—the 

nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance test is used to analyze the 

ordinal data. The assumptions underlying the Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of 

Variance test are: 1) all samples are random samples from their respective populations; 2) 

there is independence within each sample, and mutual independence among the various 

samples; 3) the measurement scale is at least ordinal; and 4) either the population 

distribution functions are identical, or else some of the populations tend to yield larger 

values than other populations (Conover 1980). Assumptions two, three, and four are 

satisfied; however, assumption one is not. 
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Multicollinearity 

Multicollinearity exists when two or more independent variables used in the 

regression are correlated. There is no consensus concerning the preciseness of the term 

multicollinearity. For some it refers to the existence of any correlations among the 

independent variables; for others, it is used to describe situations where the independent 

variables are highly correlated (Pedazur 1982). What constitutes highly correlated 

independent variables is still very much in debate. High or severe multicollinearity can 

present serious problems in the regression analysis due to the redundancy of information 

to the R Square. "High correlations among the independent variables increase the 

likelihood of rounding errors in the calculations of the Beta estimates, standard errors and 

so forth. In addition, the regression results may be confusing and misleading" 

(Mendenhall and Sincich 1993, 329). Multicollinearity may also have an effect on the 

signs of the parameter estimates; specifically, a value of the Beta parameter may have an 

opposite sign from what is expected. 

Varying opinions regarding the impact of multicollinearity on the parameter 

estimates exist. One such opinion is that of John Rogers. In an unpublished handout on 

collinearity estimates, John Rogers provides quantitative support for the impact of 

multicollinearity on the ordinary least squares parameter estimates. Seven models are 

estimated with population correlations between two variables equal to .25, .50, .75, .90, 

.99, and .999. Rogers states that "...only in the most extreme cases of collinearity between 

variables do the standard errors of the parameter estimates explode. This should serve as 

a reminder that even a correlation between X2 and X3 equal to .90 does not necessarily 
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preclude statistical inferences regarding the individual contribution of X2 and X3" (Rogers 

1990, 1). 

Detection of Multicollinearitv 

There are several means by which high multicollinearity may be detected. The 

simplest of these methods is a cursory examination of the pairwise correlation coefficient 

(r) between each pair of independent variables. 

A more sophisticated method of detecting multicollinearity uses the pairwise 

correlation matrix to compare the correlation coefficient between each pair of independent 

variables to the correlation coefficients between the dependent variable and the 

corresponding pair of independent variables. According to Brightman and Schneider, a 

general rule of thumb to use in detecting high multicollinearity is, "if the absolute value of 

any correlation coefficient between a pair of predictor variables is higher than the absolute 

value of the correlations between each predictor variable and the dependent variable, the 

pair of predictor variables is highly correlated" (Brightman and Schneider 1992, 577). 

Severe multicollinearity may also be detected by an examination of the variation 

inflation factors, the eigenvalues, and the condition index of the data matrix. "One reason 

why the t-tests on the individual Beta parameters are nonsignificant is because the 

standard errors of the estimates are inflated in the presence of multicollinearity. ... The 

quantity 1/(1-R SQUARE;) is called the variance inflation factor for parameter BETAj" 

(Mendenhall and Sincich 1993, 330-331). "The condition number of a matrix is the square 

root of the ratio of the largest to the smallest characteristic root [sic eigenvalue]" (Greene 

1990, 280). 
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Several authors (Montgomery and Peck 1982; Neter, Wasserman, and Kutner 

1990) maintain that, in practice, a severe multicollinearity problem exists if the largest of 

the variance inflation factors for the Beta's is larger than ten. Similarly, the greater the 

intercorrelation among the independent variables, the higher will be the condition index. 

Values of the condition number in excess of twenty suggest potential problems with 

multicollinearity (Belsley, Kuh, and Welsch 1980). 

Sign reversals are another means of detecting multicollinearity. Illogical signs of 

the correlation coefficients and the parameter estimates may cause problems in 

understanding the relationships between variables, and may signal a problem with 

multicollinearity. 

Because confusion exists as to whether or not multicollinearity is problematic in 

the data, it may be more appropriate to focus solely on the assumptions of multiple 

regression instead. Therefore, with the removal of multicollinear independent variables, 

only the variables Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, Professionalism in 

Academic Setting, and Selection/Evaluation/Reward most nearly satisfy all four 

assumptions of multiple regression. 

Chapter Summary 

In Chapter III the research design and methodology are presented and explained. 

A validated instrument, the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning survey is 

used to collect the data for this research study. Specific procedures in the distribution of 

the survey and collection and scoring of the data are presented in detail. Demographic 

characteristics of the respondent groups are compared to their respective target 
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populations for representativeness. The procedures for data entry and the statistical 

computation techniques to analyze the data are discussed in great detail. Chapter IV 

presents the findings from the data analysis. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF DATA FINDINGS 

Introduction 

Chapter IV presents the findings of the data analysis. The purpose of the study is 

to determine the relative importance of the contribution of the variables within the three 

primary variable sets-faculty background, structural, and organizational/environmental 

characteristics-to the explanation of faculty involvement in learning communities, and to 

determine differences in the level of faculty involvement in the learning communities by 

Gender and Institutional Type. 

The research questions of interest are: 1) which independent variables have the 

strongest relationship to and explanation of faculty involvement in learning communities; 

2) are there any significant differences in the level of faculty involvement in learning 

communities between men and women faculty; and 3) are there any significant differences 

in the level of faculty involvement in learning communities across institutional types. 

Two methodological issues, conformance of the data to the underlying 

assumptions of multiple regression and the effects of multicollinearity on the independent 

variables are analyzed using multiple regression statistics. Histograms, scatterplots and 

statistical tests are analyzed to determine the extent of conformance to the underlying 

assumptions of multiple regression and the severity of multicollinearity amongst the 

independent variables. 

94 
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Presentation of Findings for Research Question One 

The basic multiple regression procedure consists of four steps. These four steps 

are: 1) determine the regression model; 2) determine the multiple correlation coefficient 

(R) and the multiple coefficient of determination (R Square); 3) determine the significance 

of the multiple correlation coefficient; and 4) determine the relative importance 

of the independent variables. The initial stepwise regression produced the results as 

shown in Table 8. 

Results of the Initial Stepwise Multiple Regression 

The R Square represents the proportion of the variance in the dependent variable, 

faculty involvement, that can be attributed to the variation of the combined independent 

variables. In this case, approximately 66 percent of the variation in faculty involvement 

can be attributed to the variation in the combination of the values of Academic Planning, 

Challenge of Academic Work, General/Liberal Education, Individual Thinking Skills, 

Innovation, Professionalism in Academic Setting, Resource Availability, Resists, 

Selection/Evaluation/Reward, and Student Outcomes Assessment. Table 9 shows each 

variable's contribution to the R Square. 

Significance Test for the Multiple R 

The test of significance for the multiple R is: 

Null hypothesis: R ^ equals zero 

Alternative hypothesis: R ^ does not equal zero 

The underlying distribution of the test statistic is the F-distribution with 10 and 616 

degrees of freedom. The F- statistic is 120.01052 and the critical value of F at alpha level 



96 

TABLE 8 

RESULTS OF THE INITIAL STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION 

Multiple R .81313 
R Square .66118 
Adjusted R Square .65567 
Standard Error .46226 

Analysis of Variance 

Degrees of Freedom Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 10 246.44862 25.64486 

Residual 616 131.41840 .21369 

F = 120.01052 Significant F = .0000 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable Parameter Estimate Standard Error t-value p-value 

Academic Planning... .180917 .034680 5.217 .0000 

Challenge of 
Academic Work .162300 .032773 4.952 .0000 

General/Liberal/ 
Education .004268 

9.3801E-04 4.550 .0000 

Individual Thinking 
Skills 

.002761 .001029 2.684 .0075 

Innovation -.002118 .001074 -1.971 .0491 

Professionalism in 
Academic Setting .083464 .028440 2.935 .0035 

Resource Availability .141186 .031340 4.505 .0000 

Resists .002899 .001108 2.615 .0091 

Selection/Evaluation/ 
Reward .260778 .034255 7.613 .0000 

Student Outcomes 
Assessment .144664 .026458 5.468 .0000 

(Constant) .092177 .109860 .839 .4018 
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TABLE 9 

CONTRIBUTION OF VARIABLES TO THE R SQUARE 

Variable R Square 
Selection/Evaluation/Reward .498 
Academic Planning .069 
Student Outcomes Assessment .035 
Challenge of Academic Work .023 
Resource Availability .010 
General/Liberal Education .010 
Individual Thinking Skills .005 
Professionalism in Academic Setting .004 
Resists .004 
Innovation .002 

TOTAL .660* 

* may vary slightly due to rounding 

.05 is 1.83. Since the computed value of the F-statistic exceeds the critical value of F at 

the .05 level of significance, the null hypothesis is rejected. The actual p-value is .0000. 

Rejection of the null hypothesis for the multiple R suggests that there is a non-zero 

relationship between the dependent variable, faculty involvement, and the linear 

combination of independent variables in the initial regression equation. The probability 

statement that the multiple correlation coefficient equals .81313 would have occurred by 

chance, if the null hypothesis were true, is less than five percent. 

Individual t-tests for Parameter Estimates 

To determine the relative importance of each of the independent variables in the 

initial regression equation, individual t-tests for each regression parameter estimate (B) are 

calculated. The hypothesis statement is: 
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Null hypothesis: equals zero 

Alternative hypothesis: BOT does not equal zero 

The underlying distribution of the test statistic is the t-distribution with 616 degrees of 

freedom. Table 8 shows the t-values and the p-values for each independent variable in the 

initial regression equation. 

Ten independent variables survived the initial stepwise regression screening 

process. These variables are Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, 

General/Liberal Education, Individual Thinking Skills, Innovation, Professionalism in 

Academic Setting, Resource Availability, Resists, Selection/Evaluation/Reward, and 

Student Outcomes Assessment. Each of these variables has a significant relationship to 

the dependent variable, faculty involvement. 

Effects of Multicollinearity 

Multicollinearity may be problematic when two or more independent variables in 

the regression equation are highly correlated. A cursory examination of the pairwise 

correlation coefficients (r) between each pair of the ten independent variables in the 

equation from the initial stepwise regression is a simple method for detecting 

multicollinearity. Table 10 shows the correlation coefficients (r) for each of the 

independent variables in the initial regression equation. 

The pairwise correlation matrix (Table 10) shows the correlation coefficients 

between Challenge of Academic Work and Selection/Evaluation/Reward, and Challenge 

of Academic Work and Professionalism in Academic Setting to be .6247 and .5739 
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respectively. Although both of these correlation coefficients between each pair of 

independent variables may not be considered high, in general, each pair is considered to 

have a moderate correlation. With this simple observation technique of the correlation 

matrix, however, there is no specific means by which to determine high or severe 

multicollinearity. 

Brightman and Schneider Method 

Using the more sophisticated method offered by Brightman and Schneider (1992), 

we have a better method to determine the extent of severe of multicollinearity amongst 

Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, General/Liberal Education, Individual 

Thinking Skills, Innovation, Professionalism in Academic Setting, Resource Availability, 

Resists, Selection/Evaluation/Reward, and Student Outcomes Assessment. The 

Brightman and Schneider Method of detection of multicollinearity compares the absolute 

value of any correlation coefficient between a pair of independent variables to the absolute 

values of the correlations between the independent variables and the dependent variable. 

Table 11 shows the correlation coefficient comparisons between the pairs of independent 

variables versus the corresponding independent variables and the dependent variable that 

are considered to be highly multicollinear. 

Variance Inflation Factors. Eigenvalues and Condition Indexes 

Variance inflation factors, eigenvalues and condition indexes are a third means of 

detecting multicollinearity amongst the independent variables. Table 12 shows the 

variance inflation factors, the eigenvalues, and the condition indexes for the independent 

variables in the initial regression equation. 



102 

TABLE 11 

CORRELATION COMPARISONS FOR HIGHLY 
MULTICOLLINEAR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Independent Variables Pairwise Correlations Correlations with Faculty 
Involvement 

Individual Thinking Skills/ 
Challenge of Academic Work .1975 .1884 .6235 

Innovation/Challenge of 
Academic Work .2350 .1778 .6235 

Professionalism in Academic 
Setting/Challenge of Academic 
Work .5739 .5296 .6235 

Resists/Challenge of Academic 
Work -.2270 -.1334 .6235 

Selection/Evaluation/Reward 
and Challenge of Academic 
Work .6247 .7071 .6235 

Professionalism in Academic 
Setting/Innovation .2225 .5296 .1778 

Resource Availability/Innovation .2651 .5780 .1778 

Resists/Innovation -.1574 -.1334 .1778 

Selection/Evaluation/Reward 
and Innovation .1947 .7071 .1778 

Resists/Professionalism in 
Academic Setting .2034 -.1334 .5296 

Resists/Resource Availability... -.1973 -.1334 .5780 

Selection/Evaluation/Reward 
and Resists -.1778 .7071 -.1334 

Student Outcomes Assessment/ 
Resists -.1486 .5891 -.1334 
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review of Table 12 shows that there are no variance inflation factors greater than ten, but 

the condition indexes for Selection/Evaluation/Reward and Student Outcomes Assessment 

exceed twenty. Correspondingly, the eigenvalues for Selection/ Evaluation/Reward, and 

Student Outcomes Assessment are low. On the basis of one of the three indicators, only 

Selection/Evaluation/Reward, and Student Outcomes Assessment suggest the presence of 

high multicollinearity. 

Sign Reversals 

Sign reversals or illogical directions of the relationships between variables often 

suggest multicollinearity. An examination of Table 8 shows that two variables, Innovation 

and Resists have signs of the parameter estimates that are intuitively illogical. It is 

expected that faculty involvement increases as the level of innovation increases. As Table 

8 shows, there is an inverse relationship between faculty involvement and innovation. As 

Innovation increases by one unit, Faculty Involvement decreases by .002 unit. In addition, 

a review of Table 10 (Pairwise Correlation Matrix) shows that Innovation has a relatively 

little (less than .27) positive correlation with all other independent variables. Likewise, 

both the variance inflation factor and the condition index for Innovation are 1.132 and 

13.240 respectively. Each of these latter collinearity diagnostic indicators suggest that 

Innovation is not, in general, severly collinear with all of the other independent variables in 

the initial regression equation. 

On the other hand, the regression coefficient for Resists shows an increasing 

function with Faculty Involvement. As Resists increases by one unit, Faculty Involvement 

increases by approximately .003 unit. A review of Table 10 (Pairwise Correlation Matrix) 
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TABLE 12 

VARIANCE INFLATION FACTORS, EIGENVALUES, AND CONDITION INDEXES 

Variable Variance Inflation Factor Eigenvalue Condition Index 

Academic Planning 2.014 .727 3.526 

Challenge of Academic 
Work 2.101 .480 4.338 

General/Liberal Education 1.161 .316 5.346 

IndividualThinking Skills 1.122 .263 5.859 

Innovation 1.132 .052 13.240 

Professionalism in 
Academic 1.656 .034 16.320 
Setting 

Resource Availability 1.775 .027 18.356 

Resists 1.111 .024 19.495 

Selection/Evaluation/ 
Reward 2.243 .020 21.355 

Student Outcomes 
Assessment 1.647 .017 23.116 

shows that Resists has relatively little negative correlations (greater than -.23) with all 

other independent variables in the initial equation. The collinearity diagnostics for Resists, 

however, show mixed results. The variance inflation factor is 1.111 and the condition 

index is 19.495. While the variance inflation factor is well within acceptable limits, the 

condition index is very near the critical limit of twenty. For the most part, however, the 

correlation coefficients for the variable Resists to other independent variables are logically 

consistent. 
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Results of the Second Stepwise Multiple Regression 

When factoring in both the effects of multicollinearity and the assumptions of 

multiple regression are taken into account, only the variables Academic Planning, 

Challenge of Academic Work, Professionalism in Academic Setting, and 

Selection/Evaluation/Reward meet all of the conditions of multiple regression. 

Consequently, in order to determine the relative contribution of the Academic Planning, 

Challenge of Academic Work, Professionalism in Academic Setting, and 

Selection/Evaluation/Reward variables to the explained variance of the dependent variable, 

Faculty Involvement, a second regression equation is required. The results of the second 

multiple regression are shown in Table 13. 

For each of the variables in the second regression equation, the explained variance 

(R Square) accounted for in the dependent variable, Faculty Involvement, is 60.4 percent. 

Table 14 shows the contribution of each variable in the second regression equation to the 

explained variance of the dependent variable, faculty involvement. As is shown in Table 

14, the variable Selection/Evaluation/Reward contributes the highest proportion of the 

explained variance of the dependent variable, Faculty Involvement. An examination of the 

collinearity diagnostics (Table 15) shows the extent of multicollinearity amongst the four 

variables in the equation from the second stepwise multiple regression. For each of the 

four variables in the second regression equation, the variance inflation factor is less than 

ten, the eigenvalue is low, and the condition index is less than twenty; all four independent 

variables are within acceptable limits. 
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Difference between the two R-squares. To determine if the difference between the 

tem-variable R-Square of 66.1 percent and the four variable R-square of 60.4 percent is 

significant, F-statistic is calculated at a .05 level of significance with 6 and 616 degrees of 

freedom. The F-statistic of 17.297 exceeds the critical value of F of 2.4; therefore, the 

null hypothesis of no difference in the two R-square is rejected. 

TABLE 13 

RESULTS OF SECOND STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

.77724 

.60410 

.60155 

.49818 

Analysis of Variance 

Degrees of Freedom Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 4 235.54644 58.88661 

Residual 622 154.36856 .24818 

F = 237.27287 Significant F = .0000 

Variable Parameter Estimate Standard Error t-value p-value 

Academic Planning .252281 .034716 7.267 .0000 

Challenge of Academic 
Work .166428 .034726 4.793 .0000 

Professionalism in 
Academic Setting .112146 .030201 3.713 .0002 

Selection/Evaluation/ 
Reward .034325 .034325 11.275 .0000 

(Constant) .308639 .107585 2.869 .0043 
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TABLE 14 

CONTRIBUTION OF THE VARIABLES TO THE R-SQUARE 
IN THE SECOND REGRESSION EQUATION 

Variable R Square 
Selection/Evaluation/Reward .500 
Academic Planning .068 
Challenge of Academic Work .026 
Professionalism in Academic Setting .009 

TOTAL .603* 

"may vary slightly due to rounding 

TABLE 15 

COLLINEARITY DIAGNOSTICS FOR THE 
SECOND REGRESSION EQUATION 

Variable Variance Inflation Factor Eigenvalue Condition Index 

Academic Planning 1.746 .01777 16.610 

Challenge of Academic 
Work 2.031 .02672 13.547 

Professionalism in 
Academic Setting 1.608 .02156 15.079 

Selection/Evaluation/ 
Reward 1.950 .03066 12.646 

Presentation of Findings for Research Question Two 

Research question two seeks to determine if there are significant differences in the level 

of faculty involvement in learning communities between men and women faculty. 
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The specific hypothesis tested is 

Null hypothesis: 

Alternative hypothesis: 

women faculty do not have a higher level of involve-

ment in learning communities than men faculty 

women faculty have a higher level of involvement in 

learning communities than men faculty. 

Given that the measurement scale value is ordinal, the appropriate test of this hypothesis is 

the nonparametric Wilcoxon Rank Sum W test for unequal group sizes. Table 16 shows 

the results of the Wilcoxon Rank Sum W test for the significant differences in faculty 

involvement by gender. 

TABLE 16 

RESULTS OF WILCOXON RANK SUM W TEST BY GENDER 

Gender Group Size Mean Rank 

Men 

Women 

302.28 

328.16 

* significance level 
**p-value 

.0500 

.0747 

Results of the Wilcoxon Rank Sum W Test 

Based upon the results of the Wilcoxon Rank Sum W test, we fail to reject the null 

hypothesis that women faculty do not have a higher level of involvement in learning 

communities than men faculty. The supporting evidence compatible with the null 

hypothesis is never conclusive in a fail to reject decision. Therefore, women faculty may 

not have a higher level of involvement in learning communities than men faculty; that is, 



109 

there may be no significant difference between men and women faculty with respect to 

their level of involvement in learning communities. Furthermore, there are more male 

faculty represented in learning communities than female faculty. 

Presentation of Findings for Research Question Three 

Research question three seeks to determine if there are any significant differences 

in the level of faculty involvement in learning communities across institutional types. The 

corresponding hypothesis statement is: 

Null hypothesis: all of the institutional type population distribution 

functions are identical 

Alternative hypothesis: at least one of the institutional types yields larger 

values than other institutional types. 

The appropriate test of this hypothesis is the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis One-Way 

Analysis of Variance test of more than two independent groups. Table 17 shows the 

results of the Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance test. 

The results in Table 17 show that we fail to reject the null hypothesis that all of the 

population distribution functions are identical. The supporting evidence compatible with 

the null hypothesis is never conclusive in a fail to reject decision. Therefore, the data 

shows that there may be no significant differences in the level of faculty involvement in 

learning communities across institutional types. Faculty in all of the classified types of 

higher educational institutions may have relatively similar levels of involvement in their 

respective learning communities. Associate of Arts Colleges, however, have a greater 

number of faculty who teach in learning communities than any other institutional type. 
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TABLE 17 
RESULTS OF THE KRUSKAL-WALLIS ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF 

VARIANCE TEST BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE 

Institutional Type Group Size Mean Rank 

Research Universities 104 294.58 

Doctoral-Granting Universities 33 345.56 

Master's Universities and Colleges 91 324.54 

Baccalaureate Colleges 81 320.35 

Specialized and Professional 13 335.27 

Associate of Arts Colleges 305 311.47 

* significance level = .0500 
**p-value = .7233 

Chapter Summary 

In Chapter IV the findings of the data analysis are presented. The three research 

questions, two corresponding hypothesis statements, and statistical tests are extensively 

detailed. Various tables are included that show the statistical results for each research 

question and hypothesis statement. In addition to the presentation of the findings is a 

discussion of the possible significance suggested by the results. The summary of the 

research study, conclusions, and implications for both practice and future research 

developed from the findings are presented in Chapter V. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summaries of Chapters I. II. Ill, and IV 

Chapter I summary: In Chapter I, an overview of learning communities, the 

statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, research questions and hypothesis 

statements, significance of the study, definition of terms, and limitations of the study are 

presented. A deepening concern over the state of higher education in the United States 

has led to debate and action both inside and outside the academic community. One such 

action that has received attention by several institutions of higher education across the 

country is learning communities. Learning communities represent a structural response to 

curricular fragmentation by promoting a sense of intellectual and social coherence within 

the curriculum. There are five recognized learning community structures. They are linked 

courses, learning clusters, freshman interest groups, federated learning communities, and 

coordinated studies. Each of these structures vary in form and serve to facilitate the 

educational purposes for which they are designed. 

The current research on learning communities focuses primarily on learning 

community effectiveness. With few exceptions, very little research has been conducted on 

faculty involvement in teaching in a learning community structure. Consequently, the 

purpose of this research study is to examine those variables that significantly contribute to 
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faculty involvement in learning communities. Within a predetermined theoretical frame-

work, three variable sets are identified. These variables sets are faculty background 

characteristics, structural characteristics, and organizational/environmental characteristics. 

Three research questions and two hypothesis statements guide the research 

inquiry. These research questions and hypothesis statements are: 

R1: Which variables have the strongest significant relationship to 

and explanation of the involvement of 

faculty in a learning community? 

R2: Are there any significant differences in faculty 

involvement between men and women faculty? 

R3: Are there any significant differences in faculty 

involvement in learning communities across institu-

tional types? 

H2: Women faculty do not have a higher involvement 

than men faculty in teaching in a learning 

community. 

H3: There are no significant differences across institu-

tional types with respect to faculty involvement in 

learning communities. 

The research study contributes to the body of knowledge on learning communities 

for several reasons. The findings of the study aid in the process of recruiting faculty to 

teach in a learning community. Furthermore, the findings reveal additional insights on the 
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variable, Career Stage, a variable often considered important in faculty motivation to teach 

in a learning community. Because much of the previous research on learning communities 

is qualitative research, this study uses a more quantitative approach to analyzing several 

variables identified in the qualitative literature. 

There are two major limitations of this study. These limitations are the lack of a 

complete and comprehensive list of faculty who teach in learning communities in the 

United States, and the self-selection of the variables chosen for inclusion in the study. 

Chapter II summary: In Chapter II, a review of the literature transverses several 

theoretical boundaries. These boundaries include the literature on learning communities, 

the state of higher education, structure, motivation, careers, and environmental/contextual 

research. The body of research is extensively and thoroughly examined for relevance, 

mixed or contrary findings, and supportive findings. 

Chapter III summary: In Chapter III, the research design and methodology are 

presented. The target population is faculty who teach in at least one recognized form of 

the learning community. The non-random respondent groups are the groups of faculty 

who returned the survey instrument. Four demographic variables show the comparison of 

the target populations to their respective respondent groups. The survey instrument used 

to collect the data is the Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning. Of the 1218 

questionnaires distributed to the target population, 627 usable surveys were returned. 

Thirty-nine variables are self-selected for inclusion in this study. With the excep-

tion of the personal variables—Career Stage, Gender, Institutional Size, Institutional Type, 
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and Academic Discipline, the remainder of the thirty-nine variables come from the original 

pre-validated survey instrument. 

Multiple regression statistics are used to analyze research question one. Two non-

parametric techniques, the Wilcoxon Rank Sum W test and the Kruskal-Wallis One-Way 

Analysis of Variance test, are used to analyze research questions two and three 

respectively. A .05 percent level of significance is established a priori for each of these 

statistical techniques. 

Chapter IV summary: In Chapter IV, the data findings are presented. For 

research question one, the initial stepwise multiple regression procedure eliminated 

twenty-nine of the thirty-nine original variables. The ten remaining variables are Academic 

Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, General/Liberal Education, Individual Thinking 

Skills, Innovation, Professionalism in Academic Setting, Resource Availability, Resists, 

Selection/Evaluation/Reward, and Student Outcomes Assessment. Only the variables 

Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, Professionalism in Academic Setting, 

and Selection/Evaluation/Reward nearly satisfy all of the assumptions of multiple regres-

sion and the concerns of multicollinearity. The coefficient of determination (R Square) for 

Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, Professionalism in Academic Setting, 

and Selection/Evaluation/Reward is 60.4 percent. The individual contributions to the R 

Square for Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, Professionalism in Aca-

demic Setting, and Selection/Evaluation/Reward are .068, .026, .009, and .500 

respectively. 
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Summary of results for research question two: Research question two seeks to 

determine if there are any significant differences in faculty involvement in learning 

communities between men and women faculty. The result of the statistical test is that we 

fail to reject the null hypothesis that women faculty do not have a higher involvement in 

learning communities than men faculty. There are no significant differences in the level of 

faculty involvement between men and women faculty. 

Summary of results for research question three: Research question three seeks to 

determine if there are any significant differences in faculty involvement in learning 

communities across institutional types. The result of the statistical test is that we fail to 

reject the null hypothesis that all institutional type population distribution functions are 

identical. The results show that the level of faculty involvement in each institutional type 

is reasonably comparable. 

Conclusions and Discussion 

This research study began with three research questions regarding faculty involve-

ment in learning communities. Based upon the findings presented in Chapter IV, conclu-

sions for each of the three research questions are presented. 

Conclusions for Research Question One 

The findings of the multiple regression analysis for research question one show 

that of the thirty-nine original variables examined, only ten variables have the strongest 

significant relationship to and explanation of faculty involvement in a learning community; 

the ten variables account for 66.1 percent of the explained variance in faculty involvement. 

Of these ten variables, only the variables Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic 
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Work, Professionalism in Academic Setting, and Selection/Evaluation/Reward nearly 

satisfy all four of the assumptions of multiple regression as well as the concern of 

multicollinearity, and account for 60.4 percent of the explained variance in faculty 

involvement. Each of these variables is part of the organizational/environmental variable 

set; the inference of which is that of the three variable sets, the organizational/-

environmental set is more important to the explanation of faculty involvement in learning 

communities than either the structural or faculty background sets. 

This conclusion is consistent with much of the body of literature on the impact of 

contextual variables on various outcomes in different organizational settings. Implicit 

values in the academic environment shape the beliefs, attitudes, and behavior of organiza-

tional members in both overt and covert ways. 

Furthermore, Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, Professionalism 

in Academic Setting, and Selection/Evaluation/Reward are climate, as opposed to culture, 

variables. This distinction between culture and climate provides us with a more focused 

and delineated perspective of organizational members' perceptions, motivational forces, 

and malleability. Organizational climate reflects more a psychological foundation and 

individual-level focus, as opposed to the enduring and holistic approach of culture. As 

such, these climate variables are more easily managed and manipulated to serve both 

individual and organizational purposes. 

Faculty who are recruited based upon their competence and commitment to 

teaching and learning, and promotion, evaluation and reward systems based upon teaching 

performance account for approximately 50.0 percent of the explained variance in faculty 



117 

involvement in learning communities. In contrast to previous research, the variable 

Selection/Evaluation/Reward has a much greater impact on the dependent variable in this 

study. Based upon the findings from this study, it can be inferred that faculty who teach in 

a learning community highly value the recognition and rewards of teaching as both 

intrinsic and extrinsic catalysts in the level of faculty involvement in the learning commu-

nity. Consequently, rewards play an extremely important role in the recruitment and 

maintenance of faculty to teach in the learning community. 

Research findings have shown that the majority of faculty in institutions of higher 

learning in the United States today is demoralized with the quality of academic life, and 

that many, if given a choice would change to a new career field. In these academic 

environments, intellectual vitality is often diminished as a result of organizational climates 

in which diflused missions (associate of arts colleges), excessive emphasis on research 

(research universities and doctoral-granting universities), conflicting views about voca-

tional and liberal arts curricula (baccalaureate colleges), and a general malaise in under-

graduate education. 

Career Stage 

The multiple regression analysis also showed that even though the variable, Career 

Stage, did not survive the stepwise procedure at the .05 level of significance, it did, in fact, 

come very close (t-value of .0891). The Career Stage variable shows little correlations 

with Academic Planning, Challenge of Academic Work, General/Liberal Education, 

Individual Thinking Skills, Innovation, Professionalism in Academic Setting, Resists, 
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Selection/Evaluation/Reward, and Student Outcomes Assessment. To its detriment, 

however, Career Stage also has a low positive correlation with Faculty Involvement. 

In spite of the fact that the learning community literature strongly suggests that the 

Career Stage variable, especially the mid-to-late career stage, is an important determinant 

of the level of faculty involvement in learning communities, the conclusions based upon 

the findings of this study do not necessarily support that contention. It is true, however, 

that more faculty in their late career stage do teach in learning communities than those 

faculty in either their early or mid-career stages. This is not a particularly surprising 

conclusion since approximately one-half of the entire faculty population in higher educa-

tion in the United States today is at least fifty years old. 

Gender 

With regard to gender, there may be no differences in the level of involvement in 

learning communities between men and women faculty. In general, this conclusion does 

not support the notion in the feminist research literature that women faculty given their 

penchant for affective teaching and learning systems, tend to be highly visible and more 

highly involved in learning communities than their male counterparts. The feminist 

literature infers that women are more strongly attracted to learning community structures, 

and are more highly involved in learning communities. The conclusion drawn from this 

study is that both men and women faculty may not be significantly different in the level of 

involvement in various learning community structures; neither gender is more or less 

strongly attracted to the learning community context. 
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The regression analysis of Gender on Faculty Involvement suggests that gender is 

relatively less important in predicting faculty involvement than several other variables. 

Gender has a very low negative correlation (-.0815) with Faculty Involvement and a 

t-value of .1350. 

Institutional Type 

Finally, with regard to institutional type, there is no one type of higher education 

institution that is more or less likely to have a higher faculty involvement level in learning 

communities. Research universities, doctoral-granting universities, master's universities 

and colleges, baccalaureate colleges, specialized and professional schools, and associate of 

arts colleges may have statistically similar propensities for the level of faculty involvement. 

There are, however, in absolute terms approximately three times as many faculty who 

teach in a learning community structure in the associate of arts colleges than the next 

closest type of higher education institution, the research university. 

As an influence variable on Faculty Involvement, Institutional Type is poor. 

Institutional Type has a very low negative correlation (-.0506) with Faculty Involvement 

and a very high t-value (.6941). As a structural variable, Institutional Type is often 

regarded as a minor indicator on behavioral outcomes. The findings of this study are 

consistent with much of the research literature concerning the Institutional Type variable. 

Implications 

Due to the fact that faculty respondents to this study do not represent a random 

sample, generalizations about the relative importance of variables on faculty involvement 

in learning communities, and the differences of gender and institutional type on faculty 
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involvement can not be made. Nevertheless, several observations and implications for 

practitioners and future research are possible. 

Based upon the findings of this study, strong organizational climates are a 

prerequisite for a high level of faculty involvement in a learning community. Strong 

organizational climates should be present and conducive in order to facilitate both the 

effective implementation and maintenance of a learning community. For administrators, 

the implication of strong organizational climates is clear. It is the role of administrative 

leadership to build and nurture the proper organizational climates in which professional 

faculty are able to create a more effective and innovative teaching and learning atmo-

sphere; an atmosphere in which the teaching and learning processes restore vitality and 

cohesiveness in the academic curriculum. 

Inter- and intra-institutional boards and committees at the institution level, the 

college and school level, and the department level are means by which to involve faculty in 

matters related to academic planning. 

Faculty recruitment, evaluation, and reward practices in which the teaching 

component is strongly emphasized serve as indicators to administrators and faculty that 

effective and innovative teaching is highly valued. In many organizations, these 

infrastructural systems are designed and managed in ways that often yield conflicting 

outcomes and mixed messages to its organizational members. 

An academic workplace where there is trust, fairness, tolerance for diversity of 

ideas, consistency of decision-making, autonomy, and opportunities for growth results in a 

challenging, stimulating, and professional work environment; an environment in which 
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faculty can focus on the teaching and learning processes in order to improve the quality of 

undergraduate education. 

With regard to the faculty background and structural characteristic sets, admin-

istrators need not attribute too much significance to the variables within each set in either 

implementing or maintaining a learning community. The gender and the academic 

discipline of the faculty have, for the most part, inconsequential effects on faculty involve-

ment in learning communities, and, in general, need not be considered in recruitment and 

selection practices. 

On the other hand, career stage of the faculty may be relevant to include in the 

recruitment and selection decision-making processes. The evidence of career stage as an 

influence on faculty involvement in learning communities is inconclusive, and suggests the 

need to further examine its relational and descriptive effects on faculty learning community 

involvement in future research inquiries. 

For institutions that are both large and small, and of any type—research university, 

doctoral-granting university, master's university, baccalaureate college, specialized or 

professional school, associate of arts college—administrators need not consider the size 

and may not consider the type of the institution relevant particularly for launching a new 

learning community effort. The practical implication to administrators is that the size and 

possibly the type of the higher education institution are inconsequential characteristics for 

attracting and involving faculty in a learning community structure. These factors may not 

necessarily inhibit the opportunity for faculty to engage in collaborative teaching and 
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learning experiences within the context of various sizes and types of higher education 

institutions. 

The perception that large research universities are less capable of implementing 

and sustaining learning communities due to their emphasis on research as opposed to 

teaching is not corroborated in this study. Research universities rank second to associate 

of arts colleges in the number of faculty who are actively engaged in learning communities. 

For administrators who desire to initiate a learning community in a research university 

setting, this finding is further validation that the large, research-oriented university setting 

may not be as severe an impediment to learning community structures as formerly 

believed. It is especially encouraging to find that research universities in which the 

primary mission is aimed toward research goals are capable of restructuring the under-

graduate curriculum in a more collaborative and coherent manner. 

Within academia, theoretically, ideas have no rigid boundaries. Structurally, 

learning communities offer institutions of all sizes and types in higher education the 

opportunity to gain the benefits of cross-departmental interaction by simply spanning and 

integrating the curriculum within a conducive and facilitating organizational climate. 

Future Research 

The findings from this research study offer other possible fruitful avenues of future 

research inquiry. The arbitrary setting of screening criteria used in the stepwise multiple 

regression procedure removed the possibility of a closer examination of other variables not 

in the initial regression equation. Consequently, the variables Teamwork, Career Stage, 

Collegial, Communication/Information, Satisfaction, and Commitment commonly 
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associated with learning communities, and which one might have expected to remain in the 

regression, require further exploration. 

The findings on the variable Teamwork is especially puzzling in this study. As a 

crucial element in collaborative teaching and learning systems, teamwork represents a 

most fundamental and basic value for faculty involvement in learning communities. 

Historically, however, academic organizations have been characterized as individualistic 

and competitive, often presenting obstacles to collaborative approaches to the teaching 

and learning process. Perhaps, faculty perceptions of teamwork as operationally defined 

in this study is negatively skewed in connection to academic administrators in general. As 

is often the case, faculty do not perceive their relationship to administrators in terms of 

teamwork, but rather perceive that relationship as adversarial in nature. A more refined 

examination of the variable Teamwork is clearly warranted. A possible replication study 

in which the variable Teamwork is more precisely and contextually operationalized with 

higher content validity may reduce some of the confusion on this variable's influence on 

faculty involvement in learning communities. 

In addition, the combination variable, Selection/Evaluation/Reward, could be 

separated into three distinct variables; the purpose of which is to explore the relative 

impact each has on faculty involvement in learning communities. A more focused research 

effort may prove valuable and insightful for practitioners in both the foundation-building 

activities and continuous administration of their learning communities. 

Finally, tliis research study provides a springboard for various multiple cross-

tabulation analyses. The variables Gender, Institutional Type, Institutional Size, Academic 
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Discipline, and Career Stage have the potential for furthering our understanding of unique 

learning community differences. 

In summation, learning communities hold much promise for improving the quality 

of undergraduate education in the future. Although it is hoped that this research study 

contributes in some way to the body of knowledge on learning communities, much is still 

to learn. More specifically focused research efforts on learning communities are clearly 

indicated, and may yield conceptual as well as practical information to future researchers 

in both basic and applied research activities. 



APPENDIX A 

LEARNING COMMUNITIES STRUCTURES 

125 



126 

"0 
<L> 
I 
e l 
o </3 

d W) w 
a .9 ? 
H i 
a S w 

i frS? 
" "* 5 

g § 
y -a «s 

£ 
§ 4 a "3 „ « a iM g 2 

- *2 
&D m C d P « 
3 .2 3 to 
l i l t „ ca w « b !: w ^ 

*3 .S ^ 
1 ^ 2 • f-H W 

o O o 

<S "O . . 
•S I -§\! -8 
§ <g £ .3 1 
jy S ts j5 
•a I § 1* 8 -a ^ ~ 

g •- | 5 ^ § 
o ^ 
T3 «+h 

a c S •£ ± 

i l s H i 

I -s'. 
2 1 3 
§ s 0 

*8 

i o 

en QJ> 
i . t i ' s S •§ -S 

8 -a J ir 8 J \ 
h v +2 d jg vg § 
S | 5 ? § 
O (X Q c« Q 

<D 
50 

00 £ 

3 H 2 | 
«s § i i 
j s l » 1 
H O5M 

- 8 -8 
* 1 1 

III8 
0-T3 •« -
•S I -a H 
I S 8 $ 
<D bÔO O 
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INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

DESCRIPTIONS OF INSTITUTIONAL TYPE 

Research Universities (I & II) 

Institutions that offer a full range of baccalaureate programs; committed to 
graduate education through the doctorate; give high priority to research; award 50 
or more doctoral degrees each year; receive annually between $15.5-$40 million in 
federal support. 

Doctoral Universities (I & II) 

Institutions that offer a full range of baccalaureate programs; mission of these 
institutions is a commitment to graduate education through the doctorate. Award 
at least 10, 20, or 40 doctorates annually in at least 3, 1 or 5 disciplines respec-
tively. 

Master's Universities and Colleges (I & II) 

Institutions that offer a full range of baccalaureate programs; committed to 
graduate education through the master's degree; award at least 20 to 40 master's 
degrees annually in at least 1 or 3 disciplines respectively. 

Baccalaureate Colleges (I & II) 

Institutions that are primarily undergraduate colleges with major emphasis on 
baccalaureate degree programs; both selective and less selective in admissions and 
award at least 40% of their baccalaureate degrees in liberal arts fields. 

Associate of Arts Colleges 

Institutions that offer associate of arts certificate or degree programs; with few 
exceptions, offer no baccalaureate degrees. 

Professional Schools and Specialized Institutions 

Institutions that offer degrees ranging from the bachelor's to the doctorate; at least 
50% of the degrees awarded are in a specialized field; examples include theological 
seminaries, Bible colleges and other institutions offering degrees in religion, 
medical schools and centers, other health professional schools, schools of engi-
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neering, schools of business, schools of art, music, design, schools of law, teacher 
colleges, military institutions and tribal colleges. 
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COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

PARTICIPATING IN THE STUDY 

Babson College 
Bellevue Community College 
Big Bend Community College 
California University 
Central Washington University 
Centralia College 
Clark College 
Columbia Basin College 
Columbia University (Columbia, 

Missouri) 
Daytona Beach Community College 
Eastern Washington University 
Edmonds Community College 
Elon College 
Everett Community College 
Frederick Community College 
Gonzaga University 
Grays Harbor College 
Green River Community College 
Heritage College 
Highline Community College 
LaGuardia Community College 
Lesley College 
Lower Columbia College 
North Seattle Community College 
Miami University 
Mt. Holyoke Community College 
Olympic College 
Peninsula College 
Pierce College 
Queens College 

Richard Stockton College 
Rollins College 
Saint Martin's College 
Seattle University 
Seattle Pacific University 
Seattle Central Community College 
Shoreline Community College 
Skagit Valley Community College 
South Puget Sound Community College 
South Seattle Community College 
Spokane Community College 
Spokane Falls Community College 
St. Lawrence University 
State University of New York at Potsdam 
State University of New York at Stony 

Brook 
State University of New York at Buffalo 
Tacoma Community College 
The Evergreen State College 
University of Vermont 
University of Kentucky 
University of North Dakota 
University of Arkansas 
University of Washington 
Walla Walla Community College 
Washington State University 
Western Washington University 
Whatcom Community College 
Yakima Valley Community College 
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Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning 

A Survey for the Research Program on the 
Organizational Context for Teaching and Learning 

NCRIPTAL 

NATIONAL CENTER FOR 
RESEARCH TO IMPROVE 
P O S T S E C O N D A R Y 
TEACHING and LEARNING 

NCRIPTAL. Suite WOO Sctwot of Education Budding. Tha UntvwnHy of McNgan. Ann A/toor. MtctHgan 48109-1259 
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An Introduction to the OCS 

The Organizational Climate for Teaching and Learning (OCS) is designed as an institutional self-assessmcni 
of us organizanonal climate for undergraduate teaching and learning. This questionnaire was developed as pan 
of a research program entitled The Organizational Context for Teaching and Learning of the National Center 
for Research to Improve Teaching and Learning (NCRIPTAL). 

The primary purposes of the Organizational Climate Survey (OCS) are to: 

1) Provide your institution with a quantitative assessment of certain broad dimensions of 
the institution's academic culture; 

2) Assess the organizational and administrative climate for teaching and learning; and 
3) Obtain a measure of faculty motivation for and involvement in teaching and learning. 

The OCS aslcs for your perceptions of your institution's organizational climate for undergraduate teaching and 
learning in eight broad areas: 

Academic Culture 
Academic Innovation 
Academic Workplace 

Academic Management Climate 
Faculty Motivation and Effort 

Faculty Involvement 
Academic Administrative Support 

Resource Availability 

The OCS may be completed by both academic administrators and faculty within the institution. 

Respond to each item in the questionnaire to the best of your knowledge. Please keep in mind that the questions 
refer to undergraduate education at your institution. 

NCRIPTAL is fundad by The Umvemry of McNgan and tit* U.S. Deportment of Education's 
OWe»e»taucaHonuiB—ofenond Improvement M âerOBBQrqntKjiTtoef G008W00K) 

The mwewlty ot Mcnqon u o notvdttcrtnilmjlunf. mWiiinjtlw action emptayc 

e 1988. The Regent? of The Urwertly <* MENoon lor MCMPTAL 
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I. Academic Culture 
L.k h of the iiems below contain* desenpuons of higher education institutions. None of the descriptions is any better than the others 
»fu \ a/c just different Think of these item sin the context of undergraduate education at your institution. Please distribute lOOpomiv 
among ihc desenpuons depending on how similar the description is to your own institution. 

For example: In question I. if desenpuon "a" seems very similar to your institution, "b" seems somewhat similar, and V and "d 
do not seem similar at all, you might give 70 points to "a" and the remaining 30 points to "b." 

1 Dominant Institutional Characteristics (Divide 100 points) 

The glue that holds my institution together is: 

a loyalty and commitment Cohesion and team-
work among faculty and academic administra-
tors are characteristic. 

b a focus on innovation and development. 
Readiness to meet new challenges and will-
ingness to take risks are characteristic. 

c . formal procedures, rules, and policies. Perma-
nence and stability are characteristic. 

d . output and goal accomplishment Competi-
100 pts. tion and production are characteristic. 

2. Institutional Leadership (Divide 100 points) 

The leadership style valued at my institution is best charac-
terized as: 

a mentor, a sage, a parent-figure. 

an entrepreneur, an innovator, a risk taker. 

a coordinator, an organizer, an efficiency 
expert 

a hard-driver, an achiever, a competitor. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

100 pts 

3. Criteria of Success (Divide 100 points) 

My institution defines success on the Haq< of: 

a. its development of human resources, team-
work, and concern for people. 

its having the most unique or cutting edge 
outputs. It is a leader and innovator. 

c- efficiency and stability. Smooth scheduling, 
clear direction, and efficient operation are 
critical. 

d- aggressively obtaining an advantage over peer 
100 pts. schools. Being number one relative to com-

peting schools is a key objective. 

4. Management Style (Divide 100 points) 

The management style in my institution ischacactertzcd by: 

——— teamwork, consensus, and participation. 

k individual initiauve. innovation, freedom, and 
uniqueness. 

c security of employment, longevity in position. 
and predictability. 

hard-driving competitiveness, production. 
100 pts and achievement 

5. Purpose of Undergraduate Education tn Society (Divide 
100 points) 

My institution believes that the purpose of undergraduate 
education is: 

a . to make the world a better place for all of us. 
Students must be taught to make the most of 
their roles in society and to strive to improve it 

b . to provide students with knowledge and skills 
that enable them to earn a living and contribute 
productively to society. 

c . to emphasize the great learnings and discover-
ies of the human mind. Students should be 
able to demonstrate both breadth of knowl-
edge and depth in their major fields. 

d . to help students clarify their beliefs and values 
and thus achieve commitment and dedication 
to guide their lives. The development of 
personal values is an educational outcome as 
important as acquisition of subject 
knowledge. 

e . to enhance the thinking capability of students. 
100pis. Students must learn to reason critically and to 

communicate their thoughts. 

6. Governance of Undergraduate Educadon (Divide 100 
points) 

Academic decision making at my institution can best be de-
scribed as: 

*• collegia!. There are widespread opportunities 
to participate meaningfully in academic deci-
sion making. 

b- formal/rational. Decision making is formally 
structured. Problems are analyzed. Decisions 
are made in a logical and reasoned manner. 

„ autonomous. Academic and professional 
units function with a good deal of freedom in 
a decentralized or loosely coordinated envi-
ronment 

a n a r c h ftorisions, when they are wade, mz 
decided in a haphazard manner. 

political. Different people or groups move in 
100 pts and out of the decision making process, wield-

ing varying amounts of power at different 
times. 

c. 

(Continue on ness page) 
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I. Academic Culture—Continued 

1 Educational Change Onentanon (Divide 100 points) 

Facing educational change in undergraduate education, my 
insutuuon: 

a leads. It sets the goals and the pace, and other 
institutions follow. 

b adapts. It is constantly looking outward. 
monitoring the changes in undergraduate 
education, and changes accordingly. 

c. responds. It reflects what is happening in other 
institutions. As other institutions change, my 
institution follows. 

d. resists. It usually rejects or ignores changes in 
100 pts undergraduate education taking place at other 

institutions. 

8. Describe briefly the most noteworthy oir enduring character-
istics of undergraduate education in your institution. 

n . Academic Innovation 
For each item, circle the number of the most appropriate 
response. 

Relating to undergraduate education, please rate 
your institution's emphasis on the following. 

Very strong emphasis — 
Strong emphasis 

Moderate emphasis 
Link emphasis 

No emphasis 
Do not know 

1. Innovation in undergraduate 
teaching methods 

2. Innovation in undergraduate 
course development 

3. lfMPwaiiiwim 
auricular and program 
development 

4. Innovation in systems for die 
delivery of undergraduate 
education 

5 Responsiveness and adaptability 
to the changing needs of the 
external college community 

i * 1 2 3 4 5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 

bk 1 2 3 4 5 

dc 1 2 3 4 5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 

IDL Academic Workplace 
For each item, circle the number of the most appropriate 
response. 

Relating to undergraduate education, please rate 
your institution's emphasis on the following. 

Very strong emphasis 
Strong emphasis » 

Moderate emphasis 
Little emphasis — 

No emphasis 
Do not know 

1. Faculty autonomy dk 1 2 3 4 

2. Academic administrator 
autonomy dk 1 2 3 4 

3. Trust among faculty and 
academic administrators on 
issues in leaching and learning dk 1 2 3 4 

4. Freedom to present and discuss 
new ideas for teaching and 
learning dk 1 2 3 4 

5. Tolerance for diversity of ideas 
about teaching and learning oac 1 2 3 4 

6. Consistent patterns of decisions 
on undergraduate issues nc 1 2 3 4 

7. Fair treatment of faculty and 
academic administrators dk 1 2 3 4 

8. Opportunities for growth for 
faculty and academic 
administrators ok 1 2 3 4 

9. Designing meaningful teaching 
and learning activities dk 1 2 3 4 

10. Designing challenging teaching 
and learning activities dk 1 2 3 4 

(Coruimte on next page) 
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IV. Academic Management Climate 

For each item, circle the number of the most appropriate response 

Relating to undergraduate education, please rate your institution's emphasis on the following. 

Very strong emphasis 
Strong emphasis 

Moderate emphasis 
Little emphasis 

No emphasis — 
Do not know 

A Educational Mission and Goals 

1 Mission and goals for 
undergraduate education 

2 Acaviues fostering an image of 
an institution-wide commitment 
to undergraduate education 

3. Undergraduate teaching 

4 Student involvement in the 
learning process 

5. Student academic learning 
outcomes 

6. Professional or career related 
education 

7. Academic or discipline-oriented 
education 

8. General education 

B Academic Planning 

9. Institution-wide planning 
process for all undergraduate 
education 

10. Planning for undergraduate 
curricula and programs 

11. Planning at the academic unit or 
department level 

12. Academic planning reflecting 
external trends and 
demographics 

13. Dissemination of information on 
trends affecting undergraduate 
education 

C. Governance 

14. Clear decision making processes 
for undergraduate education 

15. Coordination among academic 
units in academic or cumcular 
decisions 

16. Implementing and monitoring 
decisions affecting 
undergraduate educauon 

1 2 3 4 5 

DIE 1 2 3 4 5 

dc 1 2 3 4 5 

ok 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

Die 1 2 3 4 5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 

DC 1 2 3 4 5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

OK 1 2 3 4 5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 

dic 1 2 3 4 5 

Very strong emphasis 
Strong emphasis 

Moderate emphasis 
Li die emphasis 

No emphasis 
Do not know 

17. Mechanisms for dealing with 
conflict over academic issues 

19. Resource priority for 
undergraduate education 

20. Resources for improving 
undergraduate teaching and 
learning 

21. An equitable allocation of 
resources among undergraduate 
programs 

22. A rational process for resource 
allocation for undergraduate 
education 

23. Use of academic performance 
data for resource allocation 

£. Communication/Information 

24. Discussion between faculty and 
academic administrators about 
undergraduate education 

25. Cross-disciplinary faculty 
discussions on teaching and 
learning issues 

26. Use of student characteristics 
and academic performance data 
for undergraduate curriculum 
and program design 

27. Faculty use of student data and 
course evaluations in developing 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

IS. Decentralization of decision 
making on undergraduate issues DK 1 2 3 4 5 

D. Resource Allocation 

28. Use of academic unit 
performance data for program 
evaluation 

29. Dissemination of information on 
teaching and learning issues 

(Continue on next page) 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

K 1 ' 2 3 4 *5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 
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IV. Academic Management Climate—Continued 
For each item, circle the number of the most appropriate response 

Relating to undergraduate education, please rate your institution's emphasis on the following. 

Very strong emphasis 
Strong emphasis 

Moderate emphasis 
Little emphasis 

No emphasis — 
Do not know 

DK 

F Student Recruitment and 
Enrollment Management 

30. Marketing and recruitment for 
undergraduate students dk 

31. Coordination of undergraduate 
marketing and recruitment with 
academic program and 
curriculum planning DK 

32. Student orientation and advising DK 

33. Student retention DK 

G. Academic Curricular and Program 
Management 

34. Curriculum evaluation and 
program review used in 
academic decision making 

35. General education requirements 

36. Comprehensive examination 
requirement 

37. Process for planning and 
developing new programs 

38. Process for reviewing existing 
academic programs or units 

H. Educational Technology 

39. Use of educational computing 

40. Use of other (non-computers) 
educational technology 

41. Incentives to encourage faculty 
and academic units to use 
educational technology 

/. Facmtty amd hatrmctiomal 
Development 

42. Faculty development 

43. Teaching improvement 

44. Planning for (acuity staffing 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

DC 

OK 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

OK 1 2 3 4 5 

OK 1 2 3 4 5 

OK 1 2 3 4 5 

OK 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

Very strong emphasis — 
Strong emphasis 

Moderate emphasis 
Li die emphasis 

No emphasis — 
Do not know 

J. Faculty Selection. Evaluation, and 
Rewards 

45. Faculty recruitment and 
selection based on competence 
and commitment to teaching and 
teaming 

46. Faculty promotion reflecting 
undergraduate teaching 

47. Evaluation of teaching 
performance 

48. Merit system based on teaching 
effectiveness 

49. Special recognition of 
outstanding teachers 

K. Student Academic Support Services 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

OK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

50. Student academic enrichment 
programs DK 1 2 3 4 5 

51. Student career counseling and 
enrichment programs DK 1 2 3 4 5 

52. Programs for minority students DK 1 2 3 4 5 

53. Programs for academically "at 
risk" students 

L. Student Assessment 

54. Assessing student entry-level 
basic skills for remediation 

55. Assessing student entry-level 
academic college skills for 
placement 

36. Assessing student progress. 

57. Assessing student academic 
expectations, plans and goals, 
attitudes « 1 experiences 

58. Assessing undergraduate student 
learning outcomes or value 

59. Assessing student post-
graduation performance 

(Contume on naa page) 

OK 1 2 3 4 5 

OK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

OK 1 2 3 4 5 

i* 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 
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V. Faculty Motivation and Effort 

f i r ca:h item, circle the number of the most appropriate 
rcsfxwsf 

rieast rate your faculty colleagues on the following. 

Very itronf 
Strong 

Modaaic 
Li die 

None — 
Do not know • 

1 Sausfacnon with their work 
related to undergraduate 
education 

2. Satisfaction with the institution 
as a good place for 
undergraduate education 

3. Saosfaction with their 
performance as teachers 

4. Commitment to leaching 
undergraduate students 

5. Commitment to their disciplines 
or professional fields 

6. Motivation of faculty to improve 
as teachers 

7. Mouvation to improve 
undergraduate education 

dK 1 2 3 4 5 

Die 1 2 3 4 5 

wc 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

D«; 1 2 3 4 5 

dk; 1 2 3 4 5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 

Please rate yourself on the following. 

Very strong 
Strong 

Moderns 
LiiUe 

None 
Do not know —| 

8. Satisfaction with your work I 
related to undergraduate | 
education K 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Satisfaction with your institution 
as a good place for 
undergraduate education 

10. Satisfaction with your 
performance as a teacher 

11. ConmuxacaitotcachgQg 
undergraduate students 

12. Commitment to your discipline 
or professional field 

13 Motivation to improve as a 
teacher 

14. Motivation to improve 
undergraduate education 

* 1 2 3 4 5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 

* 1 2 3 4 5 

« 1 2 3 4 5 

« 1 2 3 4 5 

dk 1 2 3 4 5 

VI. Faculty Involvement 

[ i l e m- M 016 n u m b c r o f ^ aPPropnaic 

Pltise ratf your involvement in yowr 
institution en the following; 

Very strong involvement 
Strong involvement 

Moderate involvement 
Little involvement — 

No involvement — - — 
Do not know 

1. Academic planning for 
undergraduate education 

2. Decisions on undergraduate 
•cademic and cumcular policies 

3. Resource allocation 

4. Student recruitment policies and 
decisions 

5. Undergraduate curriculum 
development 

6. New program development 

7. Use of educational technology 

8. Faculty development 

9. Instructional development 

10. Teaching/learning workshops 
tor undergraduate education 

11. New undergraduate faculty 
selection 

12. Faculty promotion and 
evaluation 

13. Decisions on student academic 
support service policies 

14. Decisions on student assessment 
policies and procedures 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 
DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 
DK 1 2 3 4 5 
DK 1 2 3 4 5 
DK 1 2 3 4 5 
DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

DK 1 2 3 4 5 

(Continue < r page) 
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VII. Academic Administrative Support 

For each tirm. circle the number of the most appropriate 
response 

Please rate the support by the following groups 
Jor improving undergraduate education. 

Vary strong rapport 
Strong support 

Moderate support 
Little support 

No support j 
Do not know 

I. Board Members IDC 1 2 3 

2. President and Executive Officers IDC 1 2 3 

3. Deans and Department Chain IDC 1 2 3 

4. Faculty Governance Bodies IDC 1 2 3 

5. Faculty IDC 1 2 3 

6. Student Governance Bodies IDC 1 2 3 

7. Students IDC 1 2 3 

8. Academic Support Units IDC 1 2 3 

9. Student Support Units IDC 1 2 3 

VIIL Resource Availability 

For each item, circle the number of the most appropriate 
response. 

Please rate the availability of resources to 
improve undergraduate education. 

Very good -
Fair 

Poor 

Do not know 

1. Teaching and classroom 
facilities 

2. Library facilities 

3. Student study space 

4. Faculty salaries 

5. * k ~ w * c r g n A a m c m m ™ 

6. Instructional improvement 

7. Educational computing 

8. Faculty development 

9. Student support services 

10. Academic support services 

11. Educational evaluation and 
research 

1 
IDC 

DC 

IDC 

IDC 

DC 

DC 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

DC 1 2 3 4 5 
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IX PERSONAL DATA 

{lease provide the follovinq demographic information in order to 
better describe the faculty who have responded to this survey. 

1. GENDER: male female 

2. AGE: 

3. DEPARTMENT OR DISCIPLINE: 

4. NUMBER OF YEARS TEACHING AT THE HIGHER 
EDUCATION LEVEL: 

5. ACADEMIC RANK IN YOUR CURRENT POSITION: 

positions here are unranked 
instructor 
assistant professor 
associate professor 
full professor 
other 

6. DO YOU TEACH FULL-TIME OR PART-TIME? (CHECK ONE): 

full-time part-time 

-7. HOW MANY YEARS HAVE YOU BEEN AT YOUR CURRENT 
INSTITUTION? 

8. HOW MANY YEARS HAVE YOU BEEN TEACHING IN A 
LEARNING COMMUNITY STRUCTURE? 

9. ARE YOU TENURED IN YOUR POSITION? 

yes no 

10. WHAT IS THE CURRENT FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT UNDERGRADUATE 
ENROLLMENT AT YOUR INSTITUTION? 

11. NAME OF INSTITUTION 

12. HOW LONG HAS THE CURRENT LEARNING COMMUNITY IN YOUR 
INSTITUTION BEEN IN OPERATION? (years) 

13. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES THE LEARNING COMMUNITY 
IN YOUR INSTITUTION? IF YOU HAVE MORE THAN ONE TYPE, PLEASE 
SO INDICATE. (SEE THE NEXT PAGE FOR THE DESCRIPTIOHS) 

LINKED COURSES 
CLUSTERS 

FRESHMAN INTEREST GROUPS 

FEDERATED LEARNING COMMUNITIES 
COORDINATED STUDIES 
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1. LINKED COURSES: COHORT OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN TWO COURSES, 
FREQUENTLY A SKILLS COURSE AND A CONTENT 
COURSE. 

2. CLUSTERS: COHORT OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN TWO, THREE OR 
FOUR DISCRETE COURSES LINKED BY COMMON 
THEMES, HISTORICAL PERIODS, ISSUES, OR 
PROBLEMS. 

3- E5I§f^N_INTEREST 
GROUPiT COHORT OF FRESHMAN STUDENTS ENROLLED AS A 

SMALL GROUP IN THREE IN-PLACE ( i . e . , 
EXISTING) LARGER CLASSES, AND MEET ON SOME 
FREQUENT BASIS WITH A PEER ADVISER. 

4. FEDERATED_L|ARNING 
COMMUNITIES: 

5. COORDINATED 
STUDTEST " 

COHORT OF STUDENTS AND MASTER LEARNER ENROLLED 
IN THREE "FEDERATED" IN-PLACE COURSES, AND 
PARTICIPATE IN A CONTENT-SYNTHESIZING 
SEMINAR; FACULTY OF FEDERATED COURSES MAY 
OFFER AN ADDITIONAL CORE COURSE DESIGNED TO 
ENHANCE A PROGRAM THEME. 

MULTIDISCIPLINARY PROGRAM OF STUDY INVOLVING 
COHORTS OF STUDENTS AND TEAMS OF FACULTY 
DRAWN FROM DIFFERENT DISCIPLINES; TAUGHT IN 
INTENSIVE BLOCK MODE TO A CENTRAL THEME; 
TEACHING IS ACCOMPLISHED IN A VARIETY OF 
FORMATS (LECTURES, LABS, WORKSHOPS AND 
SEMINARS), AND ALL FACULTY ATTEND ALL PARTS 
OF THE PROGRAM. 



APPENDIX E 

DESCRIPTIONS OF THE INDICES 

147 



148 

DESCRIPTIONS OF THE INDICES 

Academic Purpose and Organizational Culture 

Organizational Culture (Four indices): 

1. Culture/Teamwork: four items related to loyalty and 
commitment, mentoring, human resource development, 
and participation in decision-making processes. 

2. Culture/Innovation: four items related to risk-
taking, entrepreneurship, cutting-edge outputs, and 
individual initiative. 

3. Culture/Rational: four items related to stability, 
coordination, efficiency, and predictability. 

4. Culture/Market: four items related to hard driving, 
productivity-focused competitiveness and achievement-
oriented leadership. 

Educational Purpose of My Institution (Five single-item 
variables): 

5. General Improvement of Society. To make the world 
a better place for all of us. 

6. Contribute Productively to Society. To provide 
students with knowledge and skills that enable them 
to earn a living and contribute productively to 
society. 

7. General/Liberal Education. To emphasize the great 
learnings and discoveries of the human mind. 

8. Individual Values Clarification. To help students 
clarify their beliefs and values, and thus achieve 
commitment and dedication to guide their lives. 

9. Enhance Individual Thinking Skills. To enable 
students to reason critically and to communicate 
their thoughts. 

Academic Governance Style of My Institution (Five single-
item variables): 

10. Coll«gi*l. There are widespread opportunities to 
participate meaningfully in academic decision making. 
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11. formal/Rational. Decision making is formally 
structured, problems are analyzed, and decisions are 
made in a logical and reasoned manner. 

12. Autonomous. Academic and professional units function 
with a good deal of freedom in a decentralized 
environment. 

13. Anarchic. Decisions, when they are made, are decided 
in a haphazard manner. 

14. Political. Different people or groups move in and out 
of the decision-making process/ wielding varying 
amounts of power at different times. 

Educational Change Orientation (Four single-item variables). 
My Institution... 

15. Leads. It sets the goals and the pace, and other 
institutions follow. 

16. Adapts. It is constantly looking outward, monitoring 
the changes in undergraduate education, and changes 
accordingly. 

17. Responds. As other institutions change, my 
institution follows. 

18. Resists. It usually rejects or ignores changes in 
undergraduate education taking place at other 
institutions. 

Organizational and Administrative Climate 

Academic Management Climate (Thirteen indices): 

19. Educational Mission and Goals: eight variables 
indicating the institutional emphasis on student 
involvement in learning; mission and goals for 
undergraduate education; the image of commitment to 
undergraduate education; undergraduate teaching; 
student learning outcomes; and general, discipline-
oriented, and professional/career education. 

20. Academic Planning: five variables related to planning 
for curriculum and programs, the institutional 
planning process, planning at the academic unit 
level, use of external trends in planning, and 
dissemination of information about trends affecting 
undergraduate education. 

21. Gorffezaaaoe: five variables related to the academic 
decision-making process and implementation and 
mechanisms for managing conflict. 
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22 Resource Allocation: five variables indicating the 
presence or absence of a rational process for 
resource allocation, equitable allocations, and 
resources available for undergraduate education. 

23. Communication/Information: six variables related to 
the use of performance data in program design and 
evaluation, dissemination of information and cross-
disciplinary discussions on teaching and learning 
issues, and use of student data in teaching. 

24. Student Recruitment and Enrollment Management: 
four variables related to the coordination of 
marketing and recruitment, student retention, and 
orientation and advising. 

25. Academic, Curricular, and Program Management: 
five variables indicating the institutional emphasis 
on processes for program development and review, and 
general education and comprehensive examination 
requirements. 

26. Educational Technology: three variables related to 
the use of educational technology and computing, and 
incentives for the use of educational technology. 

27. Faculty and Instructional Development: three 
variables related to faculty and teaching 
improvement, and planning for staffing. 

28. Faculty Selection, Evaluation, and Reward: five 
variables related to the evaluation of teaching 
performance and the importance of teaching 
performance on selection, promotion, salary 
decisions, and recognition. 

29. Student Academic Support Services: four variables 
indicating the degree of institutional emphasis on 
programs involving minority students, enrichment 
programs, "at risk" students, and career counseling. 

30. Student Entry Assessment: two variables indicating 
the assessment of entry-level basic or college 
skills. 

31. Student Outcomes Assessment: four variables 
indicating institutional emphasis on assessing 
expectations, goals, and attitudes; learning outcomes 
or other value-added measures; progress, retention, 
and graduation rates; and post-graduation 
performance. 



151 

Academic Innovation (Single index): 

32 Academic Innovation: five variables indicating 
institutional emphasis on innovation in course and 
curricular development, teaching methods, and systems 
of delivery, and responsiveness to the institution's 
external community. 

Academic Workplace (Two indices): 

33. Challenge of Academic Work: three variables related 
to the institutional emphasis on designing meaningful 
and challenging teaching and learning activities, and 
opportunities for growth. 

34. Professionalism in the Academic Betting: an array 
of six variables indicating the amount of faculty 
autonomy, fair treatment and trust among faculty and 
administrators, tolerance for diversity, freedom for 
new ideas, and consistent patterns of decision 
making. 

Administrative Support (Two indices): 

35. Academic Administrative Support: five variables 
indicating the degree of support for undergraduate 
education by board members, the president and 
executive officers, deans and department chairs, 
faculty governance bodies, and faculty members. 

36. Student Affairs Support: four variables indicating 
the degree of support for undergraduate education by 
students, student support units, student governance 
bodies, and academic support units. 

Resource Availability (Two indices): 

37. educational Resources: variables related to the 
availability of institutional resources for 
instructional improvement, faculty development, 
faculty salaries, student and academic support 
services, educational computing, educational 
evaluation and research, and new undergraduate 
initiatives. 

38. Institutional Facilities: three variables related to 
the resources available for the improvement of 
library facilities, teaching and classroom 
facilities, and student study space. 
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Faculty Motivational Climate 

Faculty Motivational Climate (Seven indices): 

39. Peer Satisfaction with Teaching: three variables 
rating peer satisfaction with work, the institution, 
and their teaching performance. 

40. Personal Satisfaction with Teaching: three 
variables rating personal satisfaction with work, the 
institution, and their teaching performance. 

41,. Peer Commitment and Motivation: four variables 
related to peer commitment to teaching, commitment to 
disciplines/professional fields, motivation to 
improve as teachers, and motivation to improve 
undergraduate education. 

42. Personal Commitment and Motivation: four variables 
related to personal commitment to teaching, 
commitment to discipline/professional field, 
motivation to improve as a teacher, and motivation to 
improve undergraduate education. 

43. Faculty Involvement in Educational Policy: six 
variables indicating the involvement of faculty in 
faculty selection, promotion, and tenure; 
undergraduate policy; curriculum development; 
academic planning; and new program development. 

44. Faculty Involvement in Student Academic Policy: 
four variables indicating the involvement of faculty 
in student recruitment policies, decisions on support 
service policies and assessment policies, and 
resource allocation. 

45. Faculty Involvement in Faculty Development: four 
variables indicating the involvement of faculty in 
teaching and learning workshops, instructional and 
faculty development, and the use of educational 
technology. 
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RELIABILITIES OF THE INDICES 

Indices 
Questionnaire ALPHA 

Items Coef f 

I. ACADEMIC PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATIONAL 
CULTURE 

A. Nature of the Organizational Culture 
1. Teamwork (I.la,2a,3a,4a) 
2. Innovation (I.lb,2b,3b,4b) 
3. Rational (I.lc,2c,3c,4c) 
4. Market (I.Id,2d,3d,4d) 

Academic Purpose 

1- General Improvement of Society (I.5a) 

Contribute Productively to Society(l»5b) 

General/Liberal Education (I.5c) 

Individual Values Clarification (I.5d) 

Enhance Individual Thinking Skills*1-50) 

C. Academic Governance Style 
1. Collegial 

Formal/Rational 

Autonomous (Loosely Coordinated) 
Anarchic 
Political 

D. Educational Change Orientation 
(My institution...) 
1. Leads 

2. Adapts 

3. Responds 

4. Resists 

(I.6a) 

(I.6b) 

(I.6c) 

(I.6d) 

(I.6e) 

(I.7a) 

(I.7b) 

(I.7c) 

(I.7d) 

II. ORGANIZATIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE CLIMATE 

E. Academic Management Climate 
1. Educational Mission and Goals 

Academic Planning 
Governance 
Resource Allocation 
Communication/Information 

(IV.A.1-8) 
(IV.B.9-13) 
(IV.C.14-18) 
(IV.D.19-23) 
(IV.E.24-29) 

.67 

.72 

.75 

.72 

.79 

.79 

.83 

.83 

.79 

* Single variables. 



155 

Questionnaire ALPHA 
Indices Items Coe f f 

6. Student Recruitment and 
Enrollment Management (IV.F.30-33) .68 

7. Academic, Curricular 
and Program Management (IV.G.34-38) .79 

8. Educational Technology (IV.H.39-41) .76 
9. Faculty and Instructional 

Development (IV.1.42-4 4) .80 
10. Faculty Selection, Evaluation, 

and Reward (IV.J.45-49) .83 
11. Student Academic Support Services(IV.K.50-53) 

.75 
12. Student Entry Assessment (IV.L.54-55) .82 
13. Student Outcomes Assessment (IV.L.56-59) .81 

F. Academic Innovation 
1. Academic Innovation (II.1-5) .82 

G. Academic Workplace 
1. Challenge of Academic Work (III.8-10) .83 
2. Professionalism in the 

Academic Setting (111.1,111.3-7) .80 

H. Administrative Support 
1. Academic Administrative Support (VII.1-5) .71 
2. Student Affairs Support (VII.7-9) .82 

I. Resource Availability 
1. Educational Resources (VIII.4-11) .78 
2. Institutional Facilities (VIII.1-3) .67 

III. FACULTY MOTIVATIONAL CLIMATE 

J. Satisfaction 
1. Peer Satisfaction with Teaching (V.l-3) .78 
2. Personal Satisfaction with Teaching(V.8-10) .85 

K. Commitment 
1. Peer Commitment and Motivation (V.4-7) .65 
2. Personal Commitment and Motivation(V.11-14) .72 

L. Faculty Involvement: 
1. in Educational Policy (VI.1,2,5,6,11,12) 

.85 

2. in Student Academic Policy (VI.3,4,13,14) .81 
3. in Faculty Development (VI.7-10) .82 
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DATA TRANSFER SHEET 

Variable Item 

1. Teamwork I. la, 2a, 3a, 4a 

2. Innovation I. lb, 2b, 3b, 4b 

3. Rational I. lc, 2c, 3c, 4c 

4. Market I. Id, 2d, 3d, 4d 

5. General Improvement of Society I. 5a 

6. Contribute Productively to Society I. 5b 

7. General/Liberal Education I. 5c 

8. Individual Values Clarification I. 5d 

9. Enhance Individual Thinking Skills I. 5e 

10. Collegial I. 6a 

11. Formal/Rational I. 6b 

12. Autonomous (Loosely Coordinated) I. 6c 

13. Anarchic I. 6d 

14. Political I. 6e 

15. Leads I. 7a 

16. Adapts I. 7b 

17. Responds I. 7c 

18. Resists I. 7d 
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19. Academic Innovation 

20. Professionalism in 
Academic Setting 

21. Challenge of Academic Work 

22. Educational Mission and Goals 

23. Academic Planning 

24. Governance 

25. Resource Allocation 

26. Communication/Information 

27. Academic, Curricular and 
Program Management 

28. Faculty and Instructional 
Development 

29. Faculty Selection/Evaluation/ 
Reward 

30. Student Outcomes Assessment 

31. Satisfaction 

32. Commitment 

33. Academic Administrative Support 

34. Resource Availability 

35. Career Stage 
Age 

36. Gender 
l=male 
0=female 

II. 1-5 

III. 1; 3-7 

III. 8-10 

IV. A. 1-8 

IV. B. 9-13 

IV. C. 14-18 

IV. D. 19-23 

IV. E. 24-29 

IV. G. 34-38 

IV. I. 42-44 

IV. J. 45-49 

IV. L. 56-59 

V. 1-3, V. 8-10 

V. 4-7, V. 11-14 

VII. 1-5; 8 

VIII. 1-11 



159 

37. Academic Discipline 
1—if Social Science, Natural Science and Humanities 
O=otherwise 

1. Social Sciences 
2. Natural Sciences 
3. Humanities 
4. Professional 
5. Mathematics 
6. Fine Arts 

38. Institutional Size 
1. Enrollment 

39. Institutional Type 
l=if research university and Associate of Arts College 
O=otherwise 

1. Research University 
2. Doctoral Granting 
3. Master's 
4. Baccalaureate 
5. Specialized 
6. Associate of Arts 
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