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The purpose of this study was to identify a set of 

determinants of quality for public two-year colleges. To 

identify specific measures of quality for public two-year 

colleges, 61 variables of quality were selected from recent 

research on quality in higher education and consolidated on 

the Inventory of Determinants of Quality (IDQ). This 

instrument was mailed to a random sample of two-year college 

presidents, two-year college faculty members, four-year 

college deans, and community business leaders. Of the 476 

surveys mailed, 315 were returned. 

The ANOVA procedure identified 24 IDQ items which the 

four study groups agreed were important to determining 

quality at public two-year colleges and 6 IDQ items which 

were less important. The study groups differed 

significantly in rating the remaining 31 IDQ items as 

determinants of quality for public two-year colleges. 

The majority of items found to be important to 

determining quality at public two-year colleges were related 

to student outcomes and academic standards. Items related 

to faculty characteristics, such as research productivity, 



were found to be less important. 

Four-year college deans differed significantly from the 

other three study groups on 13 IDQ items. The major 

differences were on items related specifically to two-year 

colleges such as diverse instructional delivery systems and 

the relationship between the two-year college and its local 

community. 

The results of the study led to two major conclusions 

regarding the determination of quality of public two—year 

colleges. First, a different set of criteria must be used 

for measuring quality at two-year colleges. Second, outcome 

measures must be an integral part of any two-year college 

evaluation system. Further research is recommended to 

determine the degree to which the items identified as 

determinants of quality for two-year colleges should be 

measured. 



Copyright by 

Francette Carnahan 

1989 

i n 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

List of Tables vi 

CHAPTER 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 
Statement of the Problem 
Purpose of the Study 
Research Questions 
Definition of Terms 
Significance of the Study 
Chapter Bibliography 

II. REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 

Reputational Studies 
Quantitative Correlate Studies 
Objective Indicator Studies 
Summary 

Chapter Bibliography 

III. PROCEDURES 3 1 

Instrument 
Population 
Selection of Sample 
Procedure for Collection of Data 
Treatment of the Data 
Chapter Bibliography 

IV. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 43 

Report of Distribution and Rate of Return 
Analysis of Agreement Among Respondents 

on IDQ Items 
Analysis of Differences Among Respondents 

on IDQ Items 
Analysis of Relative Importance of 

IDQ Items as Rated by Respondents 
Summary of Findings 
Chapter Bibliography 

IV 



Page 

V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 122 

Summary 
Discussion 
Conclusions 
Recommendations and Implications 
Chapter Bibliography 

APPENDICES 135 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 1 7 6 

v 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Results of Test-Retest Reliability 136 

2. Return Rate by Group 44 

3. Analysis of Variance Summaries 162 

4. IDQ Items with No Significant Differences 
Among Groups 46 

5. IDQ Items Rated Important by Study Groups from 
Student Outcomes and Academic Standards Category . 50 

6. IDQ Items Rated Important by Study Groups from 
Curriculum Category . 51 

7. IDQ Items Rated Important by Study Groups from 
Administration and Organization Category 52 

8. IDQ Items Rated Important by Study Groups from 
Institutional Demographics Category 53 

9. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 3: 
Availability of specialized courses for 
business and industry 56 

10. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 4: 
Availability of state-of-the-art technologies 
for instruction 57 

11. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 5: 
Course objectives based on competencies 59 

12. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 6: 
Computer literacy required for graduation . . . . 60 

13. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 7: 
Diversity of educational programs offered . . . . 61 

14. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 8: 
Expanded education access (telecourses, 
off-campus, etc.) 62 

vi 



Table Page 

15. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 9: 
Faculty evaluation is performed on a 
regular basis 63 

16. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 11: 
General education requirements for graduation . . 64 

17. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 15: 
Availability of on-campus housing for students . . 64 

18. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 17: 
Number of associate degrees awarded 65 

19. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 18: 
Number of educational programs offered 66 

20. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 20: 
Number of students enrolled 67 

21. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 21: 
Organizational structure of the institution . . . 68 

22. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 22: 
Physical facilities of the institution 69 

23. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 24: 
Ratio of full-time faculty to part-time faculty . 70 

24. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 26: 
Role of the governing board 71 

25. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 28: 
Support of institution from local community . . . 73 

26. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 29: 
Academic credentials of full-time faculty . . . . 74 

27. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 31: 
Community involvement of faculty and 
administration 75 

28. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 32: 
Faculty research and publications 76 

29. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 35: 
Amount of faculty compensation (salary 
and benefits) 

30. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 36: 
Dollars received from local grants and/or 
private gifts 7 8 

vii 



Table Page 

31. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 37: 
Dollars received from state and/or 
federal grants 79 

32. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 39: 
Percent of total annual budget covered 
by state revenues 80 

33. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 40: 
Support from college foundation 81 

34. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 41: 
Total dollar amount of endowment 82 

35. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 46: 
Faculty and administration employment 
satisfaction 83 

36. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 47: 
Number of students who continue to complete 
bachelor's degrees 84 

37. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 55: 
Intercollegiate athletic programs 85 

38. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 60: 
Management style of administration 86 

39. Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 61: 
Professional development opportunities for 
faculty and administration 87 

40. IDQ Items Rated Significantly Different 
by Four-Year College Deans 88 

41. IDQ Items Rated Significantly Different 
by Community Business Leaders 92 

42. IDQ Items Rated Significantly Different 

by Two-Year College Faculty Members 95 

43. IDQ Items Rated Very Important by Study Group . . 97 

44. IDQ Items Rated Important by Study Group 98 

45. IDQ Items Rated Somewhat Important 
by Study Group 

46. IDQ Items Rated Very Important or Important 
by Group 1 03 

v m 



Table Page 

47. IDQ Items Rated Somewhat Important or Important 
by Group 108 

48. IDQ Items Rated Less Important or Somewhat 
Important by Group 113 

xx 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 

Any prospective college student trying to decide which 

college or university to attend can visit a bookstore in the 

local mall and pick up one of a number of publications 

rating colleges and universities. The ratings may cover a 

wide range of topics, from the earning power of graduates to 

a particular college's party quotient on any given weekend. 

Determining the actual quality of an institution of higher 

learning, however, is elusive. Virginia B. Smith, president 

emeritus of Vassar College, emphasizes that institutions of 

higher education must understand and define educational 

quality before implementing programs for improvement 

(Malizio, 1987). Understanding and defining the concept of 

educational quality, however, are difficult. "Is quality a 

unidimensional concept or does it vary by field or by the 

particular criterion of quality being rated?" (Astin and 

Solmon, 1981). 

Quality is associated with achievement and the effort 

an individual or institution puts forth to accomplish a 

goal. Excellence covers a broad spectrum of activities. 



W. R. Rogers (1981) in his inaugural address at Guilford 

College spoke of the many aspects of excellence: 

There is excellence of a beautifully crafted 

silver bas-relief on a delicate drinking vessel— 

and there is the excellence of a well crafted 

critical essay on the structure and meaning of a 

great work of literature. 

There is the excellence of a master training 

a wild horse and eventually riding in precise 

dressage. And there is the excellence of mastery 

of rules of evidence by which an intelligent and 

interesting argument can be made both truthful and 

convincing. 

There is the excellence of a finely tuned 

instrument played with both technical competence 

and deep feeling. And there is the excellence of 

an elegantly constructed research design in 

mathematics or the sciences. 

In every case there are those hard-won 

elements of discipline, refinement, quest for 

constant improvement, extension to the limit—the 

final blending of attention to every detail and to 

the attainment of beauty in the whole (p. 3). 

Quality, viewed in such a context, clearly has multiple 

dimensions which must be taken into consideration when 



measuring quality at different types of colleges and 

universities. 

Universal agreement on the concept of quality is 

impossible to obtain; however, some aspects of the concept 

can be identified. Among the terms used in conjunction with 

quality are accountability, efficiency, and effectiveness. 

While these terms are not necessarily synonymous with 

quality, they are encompassed by the concept of quality as 

it pertains to educational quality and should be examined 

selectively. 

Accountability implies that a program or institution is 

capable of meeting a minimum set of standards or achieving 

stated goals. An institution which is responsible and can 

justify its processes for meeting its standards is said to 

be accountable. Quality, on the other hand, implies that an 

institution has gone beyond meeting a minimum set of 

standards and achieved higher goals. Therefore, an 

institution which is accountable is not necessarily a 

quality institution, but a quality institution has 

accountability. 

Efficiency is a process-related concept. Once an 

institution has established goals, several plans may be put 

forth as alternative ways of achieving those goals. The 

best plan is the one that is the most efficient in relation 

to institutional resources. An efficient institution 



compared to an inefficient one accomplishes its goals in 

less time or with less cost or both. While quality 

institutions are likely be more efficient than others, those 

same institutions will sacrifice efficiency if it is a 

deterrent to achieving quality. 

The meanings of effectiveness are as numerous as those 

for quality. Cameron and Whetten (1983) emphasize the lack 

of agreement among researchers as to the meaning of 

effectiveness in many of the studies conducted under its 

name. While the definitions of effectiveness are many, 

there are contrasts which can be observed between 

effectiveness and quality as these concepts relate to higher 

education. Determining how well outcomes are achieved is 

more likely to be a measure of effectiveness than of 

quality. Thus, judging quality involves looking not only at 

outcomes but also at the process by which those outcomes are 

achieved. 

The multi-dimensional aspect of the concept of quality 

creates a problem in identifying determinants of quality for 

colleges and universities. This problem is further 

compounded by the differences in colleges and universities. 

A comprehensive research university is neither a private 

liberal arts college nor a public community college. 

Unfortunately, most of the recent research on quality in 

higher education has focused on graduate/professional 

programs and four-year undergraduate programs. These 



studies have measured institutional quality in terms of high 

selectivity, specialized curriculums, research productivity 

and other factors which are not usually characteristic of 

two-year colleges (Priest, 1980). Research to identify the 

elements of quality for public two-year colleges has been 

limited. Since the mission of two-year colleges is unique 

in higher education, a different set of criteria for 

measuring quality should be used for the two-year schools. 

A definition of quality for public two-year colleges should 

be different from definitions employed by other types of 

institutions of higher education. A study identifying a set 

of determinants of quality applicable specifically to two-

year colleges would establish a common base from which 

further research could be developed on the quality of two-

year colleges. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to identify determinants 

of quality for public two-year colleges. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine the 

relationships among several variables of quality as rated by 

two-year college presidents, faculty members, four-year 

college deans and community business leaders. 

Research Questions 

To carry out the purpose of the study the following 

questions were asked: 



1. Which determinants of quality did two-year college 

presidents, faculty members, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders agree are important? 

2. Were there significant differences in identifying 

determinants of quality for two-year colleges among two-year 

college presidents, faculty members, four-year college 

deans, and community business leader? 

3. What was the relative importance attached to each 

determinant of quality as rated by two-year college 

presidents, faculty members, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders? 

Definition of Terms 

Two-year colleges were defined as public, accredited 

institutions offering associate degrees in both academic and 

technical fields. 

Significance of the Study 

A review of the literature, as described in Chapter II, 

reveals measurements for determining the quality of 

institutions of higher education. Which of these items are 

most appropriate for measuring quality at two-year colleges 

was not addressed. Many measuresments are ill-defined, 

especially for the two-year colleges. Palmer (1983) 

indicated there was no consensus among researchers as to the 

meaning of quality at two-year colleges. Tan (1986) 

suggested that no one was certain what the definition of 
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quality should be and specifically stated the need "to 

establish a few sets of determinants of quality, each 

applicable to a particular type of institution" (p. 260). 

The significance of this study in identifying 

determinants of quality for two-year colleges is: 

1. A set of determinants of quality for two-year 

schools will be established from ratings by both the 

producers (two-year college presidents and faculty members) 

and the consumers (four-year college deans and community 

business leaders) of the two-year college product. 

2. A basis will be provided for further research in 

establishing specific criteria for measuring each item 

selected as a determinant of quality for two-year colleges. 

While it is clear that no single definition of quality 

will be acceptable to all, certain elements of quality can 

be specifically identified. Further research on the 

specific elements could contribute to an understanding of 

the concept of quality as it relates to higher education. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 

Identifying the elements of quality in higher education 

presents a researcher with a Gordian knot of contradictions 

and possibilities. The methodologies employed by various 

researchers are as complex and varied as the concept of 

quality itself. Generally, the research on quality can be 

grouped into three types of studies: reputational studies, 

objective indicator studies and quantitative correlate 

studies (Conrad and Blackburn, 1985a). The literature on 

two-year college quality is primarily objective in nature. 

Reputational and quantitative correlate studies are not 

indicative of research on two-year college quality. 

Reputational Studies 

Reputational studies use peer evaluation to rate 

programs and institutions. This methodology has been 

employed by several researchers in major reports, the first 

of which was produced in 1924 by Raymond Hughes, then 

president of Miami University in Ohio. In order to give 

undergraduates at his college more information about 

graduate schools, Hughes compiled a list of distinguished 

national scholars in twenty fields and asked them to rank 

graduate programs in 38 universities. The rankings were 
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based in part on the number of top scholars employed in each 

department. A later study by Hughes (1934) rated 59 

universities in 35 fields, again using faculty experts as 

judges. These two studies set the precedent for later 

reputational research which was focused primarily on 

graduate programs, the quality of the faculty as a major 

criterion, and the almost exclusive use of peer review. 

More recent reputational studies include two sponsored 

by the American Council on Education (ACE). These reports 

by Allan Cartter (1966) and Kenneth Roose and Charles 

Anderson (1970) attempted to solve the methodological 

problems of early reputational studies by drawing samples 

from more geographically diverse institutions and employing 

research methods to test the statistical validity and 

reliability of the study. Cartter»s study asked 4,000 

raters consisting of department heads, distinguished senior 

scholars and selected junior scholars to rate doctoral 

programs in 106 universities on two variables: (a) the 

quality of the graduate faculty, and (b) the effectiveness 

of the doctoral program. The faculty variable response 

categories ranged from "Distinguished" to "Not Sufficient" 

and the effectiveness variable was measured by a range of 

responses from "Extremely Attractive" to "Not Attractive." 

From the responses Cartter computed scores for each program 

discipline in the study and generated a list of national 
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ratings of 1,663 graduate programs in 29 disciplines for 106 

universities. 

Although the Cartter study was more sound statistically 

than previous reputational studies, the use of faculty 

experts as judges was criticized. Cartter defended the 

study as a survey of informed opinion and compared the use 

of faculty in this study to the use of expert witnesses in a 

court of law. 

In 1970, Roose and Anderson undertook a follow-up to 

the Cartter report. In addition to rating the original 106 

Cartter institutions, Roose and Anderson added 25 less 

prominent institutions and seven more programs. In all, 

2,626 graduate programs were assessed by the Roose and 

Anderson study. Like Cartter, Roose and Anderson did not 

aggregate the program scores into overall institutional 

rankings. Three reasons, also mentioned by Cartter, were 

given for the lack of aggregate scores. First, since all of 

the institutions in the survey did not have doctoral 

programs in all the fields surveyed, any overall ranking 

would be misleading and inaccurate. Second, any attempt to 

assign weights to various program fields would be difficult 

if not impossible. Finally, since program or department 

specialization is the basis for institutional organization, 

little information was thought to be gained on the 

institution as a whole by aggregating departmental scores. 
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Although Cartter and Roose and Anderson did not 

aggregate departmental scores into institutional rankings, 

some researchers did choose to obtain overall institutional 

scores using the ACE studies as the basis for their 

research. An example of this type of study was conducted by 

Magoun (1966) who derived institutional rankings by 

aggregating the departmental scores from the Cartter study 

into two types of standings—comprehensive and divisional. 

The divisional standings were for humanities, social 

sciences, life sciences, physical sciences and engineering. 

Magoun obtained a comprehensive and divisional score for 

each institution on each of the two variables in Cartter1s 

study, faculty quality and program effectiveness. By 

dividing the sum of all departmental scores in each division 

by the total number of rated programs in the division, the 

divisional score was obtained. The comprehensive score was 

obtained by dividing the sum of all divisional scores by 

four. 

By comparing the divisional and comprehensive scores, 

Magoun was able to identify universities the scores of which 

appeared in the upper clusters of both the divisional and 

comprehensive rankings. After grouping the clustered 

scores, Magoun was able to obtain aggregated institution 

scores which were reflective of the institutions' overall 

reputations. 
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In 1969 the National Science Board published 

institutional rankings based on aggregated scores of 

Cartter's ratings of the reputation of the graduate 

faculties. The NSB rank-ordered a list of 50 institutions 

and divided the institutions into nine geographical regions. 

The largest concentration of ranked institutions was in the 

Mid-Atlantic region while the smallest number of ranked 

institutions was in the Mo\intain and East South-Central 

regions. 

A more recent study by Webster (1983) attempted to 

derive institutional rankings by aggregating departmental 

reputational scores of faculty compiled by the Conference 

Board of Associated Councils and published by Jones, Lindzey 

and Coggeshall (1982a, 1982b, 1982c, 1982d, 1982e). 

Webster's study listed 30 top-rated institutions in the 

graduate fields of physical and mathematical sciences, 

humanities, engineering, biological sciences and the social 

sciences. 

The primary focus of most reputational studies has been 

on graduate programs. Two major studies, however, focused 

on undergraduate program quality. The first of these was 

conducted by Johnson in 1978. Johnson identified ten 

leading institutions in terms of national influence. The 

institutions on Johnson's list were similar to those 
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institutions appearing in previous reputational studies as 

top-rated institutions. 

The second major study of undergraduate programs, by 

Astin and Solmon in 1981, identified top-rated undergraduate 

departments in the fields of economics, history, English, 

chemistry, sociology and biology. The departments were 

ranked on six criteria: (a) the overall quality of 

undergraduate education, (b) the level of preparation of 

students for graduate or professional schools, (c) the level 

of preparation of students for employment after college, (d) 

faculty commitment to undergraduate teaching, (e) scholarly 

or professional accomplishments of the faculty, and (f) the 

degree of innovation in the curriculum. Faculty raters 

ranked departments in their field of specialization from a 

list of about 100 institutions. 

Astin and Solmon obtained a list of the top ten 

departments in the seven fields identified for the study. 

While some of the institutions ranked by Astin and Solmon 

had appeared in previous reputational studies, others had 

not. Astin and Solmon noted that their study was affected 

by rater bias and "the halo effect." The reputation of one 

field at an institution affected the ratings of other 

departments at the same institution. Astin and Solmon also 

discovered that reputation was highly correlated with other 
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facts about the institution such as number of degrees 

awarded in specialized fields and the expenditures for 

research, libraries, physical plant, and other educational 

purposes. 

Reputational studies have been severely criticized for 

several reasons. First, rater bias is a primary weakness of 

reputational studies. Rater bias may take the form of 

alumni bias when members of the panel of evaluators are 

graduates of the program they are evaluating. With the halo 

effect an outstanding rating of one department carries over 

to the evaluation of lesser departments within the same 

institution. Many raters are not well enough informed about 

many institutions to make judgments about the quality of 

programs at those institutions. The judgments may be based 

upon information that is outdated or no longer relevant. 

The departmental or institutional reputations may follow 

several years behind the current level of quality (Cox and 

Catt, 1977). 

Reputational studies have also been criticized because 

their emphasis is on ranking programs against one another 

rather than evaluating them against a normative standard of 

quality (Conrad and Blackburn, 1985a). Reputational studies 

do not produce any information as to the degree of quality 

in a program. Reputational studies provide information on 

the relative quality of programs as compared to other 

programs. 
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Other criticisms of reputational studies focus on the 

limited scope of the studies. Most studies focus on a 

single criterion: faculty quality. Other criticisms, such 

as program effectiveness, and the institutional environment, 

such as size and student cultural mix, are not used in 

reputational studies although these criteria could affect 

reputational ratings (Astin and Solmon, 1981). 

Finally, Petrowski, et al. (1973) pointed out that 

reputational studies almost exclusively focus on graduate 

programs. Very little information exists about the status 

of teachers colleges, regional state colleges and 

universities, and other institutions which also perform 

vital educational functions. 

Quantitative Correlate Studies 

Rather than deriving a measurement of quality from 

reputation, quantitative correlate studies are designed to 

identify variables that are correlated with highly reputable 

programs. The variables which are found to be correlated 

with reputable programs are said to be quantitative 

correlates of quality. Most quantitative correlate studies 

have used the Cartter ratings as the basis for identifying 

reputable programs. However, Conrad and Blackburn (1985a) 

based their quantitative correlate study on external program 

review. 
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A good example of a quantitative correlate study is the 

Hagstrom Report (1971). Using the Cartter ratings as the 

dependent variables, Hagstrom sampled 125 departments of 

mathematics, physics, chemistry and biology and used a 

series of zero-order, product-moment correlation and 

multiple linear regression analyses to identify correlates 

of quality. His independent variables fell into six areas: 

(a) department size, (b) research production, (c) research 

opportunities, (d) faculty background, (e) student 

characteristics, and (f) faculty awards and offices. 

Department size was measured by the number of graduate 

faculty members in a given department. Five variables 

within research production were: (a) average number of 

research articles by faculty from 1961 to 1966, (b) average 

number of citations in published research for 1966, (c) 

number of review articles from 1961 to 1966, (d) number of 

textbooks published during career, and (e) number of books 

during career. Research opportunities were defined by three 

variables: (a) average amount of time spent on research, 

(b) reported ease of obtaining outside research support, and 

(c) percent of faculty holding research grants. Faculty 

background was defined by: (a) the quality of departments 

from which faculty members received their doctorates, and 

(b) selectivity of the faculty members' undergraduate 

colleges. Student characteristics were defined as: (a) 
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number of graduate fellows in the department, (b) 

undergraduate selectivity, (c) number of graduate 

assistants, and (d) number of assistants/technicians working 

for faculty members. Finally, awards and offices were 

defined as: (a) number of awards received by faculty in a 

department, (b) number of faculty participations on 

governmental advisory committees, and (c) number of faculty 

holding society or editor offices. 

Using multiple linear regression, Hagstrom found that 

the best correlate of quality was the variable of faculty 

production, with the number of research articles and the 

number of citations in published research being the best 

correlates. The other correlates of quality in order of 

their significance were student characteristics, awards and 

offices, research opportunities, and department size. 

One quantitative correlate study which did not use 

Cartter's ratings was done by Conrad and Blackburn (1985b). 

This study based the dependent variable on program reviews 

generated by several teams of external reviewers. The study 

analyzed 45 departments in 14 public universities in five 

fields, mathematics, biology, chemistry, education, and 

history. Conrad and Blackburn used more than 70 independent 

variables grouped into five broad areas: (a) faculty, (b) 

students, (c) programs, (d) facilities, and (e) support. 

The best correlates of departmental quality identified in 
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this study were faculty scholarly productivity, number of 

grants received, age and tenure status of faculty, number 

and ability of students, proportion of graduate programs, 

and library facilities. Some of these correlates had not 

been identified by previous research and their use indicated 

the need for further study. 

The primary criticism of quantitative correlate studies 

is their reliance on the ACE ratings. Because of this, all 

the methodological problems associated with the reputational 

studies are incorporated into studies which rely on the ACE 

ratings as the dependent variable (Conrad and Blackburn, 

1985a). 

A second criticism is the "atheoretical" approach 

researchers have taken in identifying quantitative 

correlates of quality. Many investigators seem to have 

chosen factors at will without any regard for linking those 

factors empirically to program quality (Conrad and 

Blackburn, 1985a). Other criticisms of quantitative 

correlate studies include the almost exclusive focus on 

graduate programs and the failure of researchers to isolate 

the independent effects of individual correlates which are 

interrelated. 

Objective Indicator Studies 

Objective indicator studies are those which focus on 

variables selected at the individual researcher's 
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discretion. In general, the variables used in these studies 

can be categorized into five general areas: (a) faculty, 

(b) students, (c) resources, (d) outcomes, and (e) multiple 

criteria. 

Research productivity is the basis for most of the 

objective indicator studies focusing on faculty. Knudsen 

and Vaughan (1969) ranked sociology departments by two 

measures of faculty and program graduate publications: (a) 

the total number of publications, and (b) the number of 

publications per person. Contributions to three major 

sociology journals were counted and assigned a weight to 

measure the significance of the scholarly articles. The 

resulting rankings were compared to Cartter's ACE rankings. 

Overall, Knudsen and Vaughan found similarities between the 

lists but only clearly superior institutions were on both. 

A study by Cox and Catt (1977) rated psychology 

departments on the basis of faculty contributions to 13 

journals sponsored by the American Psychological Association 

(APA) from 1970 to 1975. Cox and Catt compared their 

ratings to those obtained by Roose and Anderson (1970) and 

found that the Roose-Anderson ratings were no longer 

reflective of the 1977 scholarly production of the 

departments in the study. A study by House and Yeager 

(1978) took a different approach to rating faculty 

productivity. Their study focused on the total number of 
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pages published by full professors in 45 leading economics 

journals. 

Bowker (1965) focused on faculty as an indicator of 

program quality, but did not use research or publication 

records as factors. Rather, he devised a quality index 

based on four criteria: (a) number of Woodrow Wilson 

fellows on the faculty, (b) number of Woodrow Wilson fellows 

attending the institution, (c) number of American Council of 

Learned Societies Award winners on the faculty, and (d) 

number of Guggenheim Memorial fellows on the faculty. 

A second broad area of objective indicator studies 

focuses on student characteristics as indicators of 

institutional quality. Knapp and Greenbaum (1953) rated 

institutions based on the proportion of their alumni who 

earned doctoral degrees. Krause and Krause (1970) rated 

undergraduate colleges on the basis of the number of 

baccalaureate graduates who contributed articles to 

Scientific American from 1962 to 1967. Dube' (1974) rated 

100 undergraduate colleges based on the number of graduates 

who were admitted to medical schools in 1973 and 1974. 

While the studies mentioned thus far focused on 

characteristics of alumni, two studies used characteristics 

of entering students. Astin and Henson (1977) measured 

institution quality by employing a student selectivity index 

which measured the average academic ability of entering 
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freshmen. Astin and Solmon (1979) measured quality based on 

the college preferences of academic high achievers. 

Institutional resources as a basis for determining 

institutional quality are best typified in the report issued 

by the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher 

Education (1976). This report classified institutions into 

six broad categories based on three factors: (a) amount of 

federal financial support received by institutions, (b) the 

number of Ph.D.s awarded by institutions, and (c) the 

institutions' student selectivity indices. While not 

actually ranking institutions, the Carnegie study did 

classify institutions into six broad categories: (a) 

doctorate-granting institutions, (b) comprehensive 

universities and colleges, (c) liberal arts colleges, (d) 

two-year colleges and institutes, (e) professional schools, 

and (f) institutes for non-traditional study. 

Outcomes research focuses on the subsequent success of 

graduates as evidenced by the number of alumni who earn 

doctoral degrees or find employment after graduation. 

Tidball and Kristiakowski (1976) ranked institutions based 

on the number of graduates who went on to complete doctoral 

degrees. 

Outcome measures used by community college researchers 

include the number of students who successfully transfer to 

four-year institutions and those who are successful in 
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finding employment in a career field related to their 

program of study. A search of the ERIC database revealed 

more than 200 recent studies which used follow-up of 

students as a measure of community college program quality. 

Multiple criteria research uses multiple variables as 

an approach to determining quality. Brown (1967) used eight 

objective variables to rate colleges: (1) proportion of 

faculty with doctoral degrees; (2) average compensation for 

faculty; (3) proportion of students continuing to graduate 

school; (4) proportion of graduate students; (5) number of 

library volumes; (6) total number of full-time faculty; (7) 

faculty-student ratio; and (8) total revenue per student. 

More controversial, but more highly visible among studies 

using this multivariate approach, are the Gourman reports 

(1967, 1977, 1982). Although Gourman's methodology is not 

adequately explained, the studies do focus on several 

criteria, including qualifications, experience, intellectual 

interests, attainments and professional productivity of the 

faculty, standards and quality of instruction, scholastic 

work of students, curriculum, records of alumni—both in 

graduate study and practice, attitude and policies of 

administration toward teaching, research and scholarly 

production, and the resources of the library. 

Objective indicator studies have as their strength the 

use of objective variables as a measurement of quality. The 
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studies are not based on subjective ratings. However, a 

major drawback of these types of studies is that most are 

based on faculty research productivity as the only 

measurement of quality. Liu (1978) argued that faculty 

quality and program quality are not necessarily the same 

thing and therefore should not be considered as such. A 

basic problem with objective indicator studies is that 

selecting the appropriate objective variable, or combination 

of variables, proves to be difficult in the absence of a 

theory of quality. 

Summary 

The three types of research discussed in this review, 

while contributing to a general understanding of quality in 

institutions of higher education, do not firmly establish a 

basis for measuring quality in specific types of 

institutions. Questions remain about all three types of 

studies. Do reputational studies really measure quality or 

merely reputation? Are assumptions made by researchers 

about the relationship between certain objective indicators, 

such as faculty research activity and quality, valid for 

institutions which do not stress research over instruction? 

Do quantitative correlate studies have any basis in theory 

for the identification of potential correlates which may be 

linked to quality? 
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The definition of quality for institutions of higher 

education is dependent on several factors, the most 

important of which is the type of institution being studied. 

It should be expected that determinants of quality for a 

two-year community college will be different from a four-

year research university. Yet, in the research reviewed, 

the determinants of quality were representative almost 

exclusively of four-year and graduate institutions. 

Clearly, there is a need to differentiate among determinants 

of quality based on institution type. Identifying 

determinants of quality for specific types of institutions 

will be a first step in developing a sound theory of quality 

based on concrete definitions. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

This study was designed as an exploratory relationship 

study to identify determinants of quality for two-year 

colleges from the perspectives of four different groups of 

professionals. By comparing the means of the four groups in 

the study, conclusions can be drawn about how quality is 

defined for public two-year colleges. 

Instrument 

The Inventory of Determinants of Quality (IDQ) was 

designed to rate a variety of items dealing with the quality 

of two-year colleges. The instrument used a Likert-type 

five-point scale rating each item from 1 (Not Important) to 

5 (Most Important). A copy of the IDQ is presented in 

Appendix A. 

Validity 

Items for the IDQ were taken from an extensive review 

of the literature related to factors of quality. This 

review provided the item validity for the instrument. 

Indicators of quality used in various studies of both 

two-year and four-year/graduate schools can be grouped into 

four broad areas: (a) faculty and curriculum, (b) 

institutional demographics, (c) resources, and (d) standards 

31 



32 

and outcomes. Several sources offered general categories 

for determining quality, while others presented more 

specific criteria. The Southern Association of Colleges and 

Schools (1984) bases accreditation on five broad areas with 

specific "must" statements in each area. The "must" 

statements related to undergraduate program and faculty 

provided the basis for IDQ items in the faculty and 

curriculum area. IDQ items relating to resources were based 

upon "must" statements in the administrative processes 

section of the Southern Association Criteria. Standards and 

outcomes IDQ items were based on the Criteria sections 

dealing with institutional effectiveness and undergraduate 

program. Moore (1986) offered nine separate dimensions of 

effectiveness from which items relating to standards and 

outcomes, institutional demographics, and faculty and 

curriculum were developed. Boyer (1987) suggested more than 

90 criteria for measuring a good college. 

IDQ items specific to faculty and curriculum were taken 

from several studies involving two-year colleges (Doty, 

1979; Steuart and Rathburn, 1982; Groff, 1984) as well as 

studies focusing on four-year and graduate programs (Knudsen 

and Vaughan, 1969; House and Yeager, 1978). 

The IDQ items categorized as institutional demographics 

included items focusing on organizational structure, 

physical facilities, and demographic data such as number of 
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students enrolled, number of degrees awarded and number of 

library volumes held. Silverman (1983) and Broughton (1985) 

completed studies on measurement of quality for California 

and Michigan and Minnesota community colleges, respectively. 

Their studies provided the basis for items pertaining to 

institutional demographics. Resources available to an 

institution appeared as a measurement of quality in studies 

by several researchers including the Carnegie Council on 

Policy Studies in Higher Education (1976), Gourman (1982), 

and Silverman (1983). Indicators of quality based on 

resources include tuition income, endowment income, monies 

received from grants and private gifts and federal and state 

revenues. 

Items related to standards and outcomes were the focus 

of the majority of research on two-year college quality. An 

ERIC search revealed more than 200 documents detailing 

follow-up studies of two-year college graduates. A study by 

Bender (1983) identified outcome indicators which were most 

important to California legislators in determining quality 

of two-year colleges. Kuttler and Church (1986) presented a 

plan for Florida two-year colleges to develop outcome 

measures based on curriculum objectives. The Southern 

Regional Education Board (1987) issued a report which 

presented eight recommendations specifically directed to 

standards for placement and assessment at two-year colleges 



34 

and the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (1986) 

sponsored development of a resource manual for determining 

institutional effectiveness based essentially on outcomes 

measurements. Williams and Snider (1984) completed outcomes 

research on former occupational-technical students at 

community colleges in Virginia. From these reports the 

items on standards and outcomes were developed. 

Reliability 

Reliability of the instrument was determined by a test-

retest of the instrument with two locally selected groups, 

two-year college faculty members and community business 

leaders. Each item score on the test was subtracted from 

the item score on the retest for each respondent. The 

revised scores were coded into two groups: Acceptable 

Response and Nonacceptable Response. Acceptable responses 

occurred within the range of -1 to 1. Responses of 2, 3, 4, 

-2, -3 and -4 were coded Nonacceptable Response. The 

frequencies procedure in SPSS-X was executed for each item 

for the combined groups of faculty members and community 

business leaders. Each item which had an 80% or higher 

frequency in the Acceptable Response category for both 

groups was retained on the final questionnaire. 

Ninety-five faculty members and business leaders 

responded to the first administration of the instrument and 

eighty-two responded to the second administration for an 
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attrition rate of 13.7% . Reliability based on Acceptable 

and Nonacceptable Responses was computed and all sixty-one 

items achieved an 80 percent or higher frequency in the 

Acceptable Response category. The reliability frequencies 

from the test-retest are presented in Table 1 in Appendix A. 

Population 

There are more than 1,200 public two-year colleges in 

the United States. This study focused on those two-year 

colleges which offer associate degrees in both academic and 

technical program areas. The study made no differentiation 

among the colleges based on institutional demographics. 

Selection of Sample 

In order to ensure an adequate sample, 125 public two-

year institutions were selected at random from the 1986 

Directory of Postsecondary Institutions. For each 

institution selected, the Inventory of Determinants of 

Quality was administered to each individual in the four 

study groups (two-year college presidents, faculty members, 

four-year college deans, community business leaders) for 

each institution in the study for a total of 500 

respondents. Sudman (1976) recommended a minimum of 100 

subjects in each major subgroup when conducting survey 

research. Prior to selection of the 125 institutions, the 

list was restricted to those public institutions offering 

both academic and technical associate degrees. Essential 
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mail and telephone follow-up was conducted to ensure as many 

responses as possible. The target response rate was 80% or 

at least 100 responses in each of the four groups. 

After the sample was selected, a questionnaire was 

mailed to the registrar at each two-year institution 

requesting the name of the current president and the name of 

a faculty representative. A copy of this questionnaire and 

response instrument is included in Appendix B. In addition 

to the name of the president and faculty representative, the 

questionnaire included items for information pertaining to 

accreditation and types of programs offered, which confirmed 

data in the Directory of Postsecondarv Institutions. Also, 

the registrar was asked to name the four-year institution to 

which most of the school's students transferred. 

Institutions which did not respond to this initial 

information gathering survey were telephoned individually to 

complete items needed for the study. Based on the 

responses, the sample size was reduced to 123 because two 

institutions in the original sample had changed their status 

from two-year to four-year institutions since the Directory 

of Postsecondarv Institutions was printed. The sample size 

for four-year college deans was reduced to 106 because 

several two-year schools reported the same four-year 

institution as the major transfer school for two-year 

students. The final sample size for community business 



37 

leaders was increased by one to 124 because one two-year 

college served two counties and an IDQ was mailed to 

business leaders in both communities. 

Procedure for Collection of Data 

Two-year colleges were randomly selected from the 1986 

Directory of Postsecondary Institutions published by the 

Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of 

Education. A questionnaire packet containing a cover 

letter, the Inventory of Determinants of Quality (IDQ), and 

a return card was mailed to the president of each selected 

two-year college and a faculty member at the same 

institution. IDQs were also mailed separately to the 

Chamber of Commerce president in the community in which the 

two-year college was located and to the dean of liberal arts 

at an area four-year college which received a large number 

of transfers from the selected two-year college. Mail and 

telephone follow-up was conducted with non-respondents in an 

attempt to achieve an 80% return rate. Copies of materials 

in the questionnaire packet are included in Appendix C. 

Treatment of the Data 

As completed IDQs were received, the scores were coded 

into a data file. Each IDQ was identified by an institution 

code and a respondent-type code (presidents, 1; faculty, 2; 

deans, 3; business leaders, 4). One-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was executed for each item on the IDQ in 
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order to compare the four groups in terms of mean scores for 

each item. The level of significance for each item was set 

at .01. Because this study focused on agreements rather 

than differences among the four groups as to determinants of 

quality, the items which had a non-significant F were 

retained in the set of determinants of quality. Differences 

among the four groups in identifying determinants of quality 

were tested by a significant F score at the .01 level and 

Fisher's LSD multiple comparison test with a significance 

level of .05. Homogeneity of variance was confirmed with 

the Cochran's C and Bartlett-Box F tests. Because this 

study was exploratory in nature, the more liberal tests of 

significance were used to establish a larger number of 

determinants of quality for future research. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Report of Distribution and Rate of Return 

The sample in this study consisted of 125 public two-

year institutions selected at random from the 1986 Directory 

of Postsecondarv Institutions. Two institutions were 

deleted from the original sample because these institutions 

reported a change in status from two-year to four-year 

programs. For each of the remaining 123 institutions in the 

sample, a questionnaire packet containing a cover letter, 

Inventory of Determinants of Quality (IDQ), and a return 

card was mailed to the institution president and a faculty 

representative. The same packet was mailed to 106 college 

deans at four-year institutions receiving transfer students 

from the two-year colleges in the sample, and to 124 Chamber 

of Commerce presidents in communities in which the sample 

institutions were located. The first mailing was completed 

in May 1988 with a follow-up mailing in July 1988. A third 

follow-up mailing to faculty members was conducted in 

October 1988. Copies of the materials mailed to study 

participants are presented in Appendix C. 

The response rate results of the survey are presented 

in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Return Rate Bv Group 

Group Number Number Percent of 

Mailed Received Return 

Presidents 123 89 72.36 

Faculty 123 90 73 .17 

Four-year Deans 106 70 66.04 

Business Leaders 124 66 53.22 

Total 476 315 66.18 

The target response rate for this survey was 80% or at 

least 100 responses in each group as recommended by Sudman 

(1976). Despite follow-up mailings, the 80% return rate was 

not achieved. Borg and Gall (1983), however, indicated if 

less than 20% of responses were missing, the findings of a 

study would not be altered significantly. Of the four 

response groups, missing responses represented less than 20% 

of 100 in two groups, presidents and faculty members. The 

other two groups, four-year deans and business leaders, had 

30% and 34% missing responses respectively from the target 

100 responses. Findings of this study related to the 

opinions of deans and business leaders must be viewed with 

caution since the results may have been different had more 
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subjects in these two groups participated in the study. The 

findings of this study based on the total sample of 315 

subjects may be subject to a small degree of bias since only 

79% of the target 400 responses was received. 

Analysis of Agreement Among Respondents on IDQ Items 

One question addressed by this study was which 

determinants of quality did two-year college presidents, 

faculty members, four-year college deans, and community 

business leaders agree are important for measuring quality 

at public two-year colleges. To determine items of 

agreement on the IDQ, the four groups were compared in terms 

of mean scores for each of the 61 IDQ items. The one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedure was used to compare 

the means. The ANOVA summaries for all 61 IDQ items are 

presented in Table 3 in Appendix D. Items on which there 

were no significant differences at the .01 level among the 

means of the four groups were retained in the set of 

determinants of quality. 

To identify which determinants of quality the four 

study groups agreed are important to measuring quality at 

two-year community colleges, the group means for each IDQ 

item were tested for a non-significant F at the .01 level. 

Of the 61 IDQ items ranked by the four study groups, 30 

items were found to have no significant differences at the 

.01 level. These 30 IDQ items are presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

IDQ Items With No Significant Differences Among Groups 

IDQ Item Description Overall 
Mean 

(SD) 

1. Attitude and policies of administration 
toward teaching 

2. Up-to-date content in curriculum 

3. Development of minimum skills in 
communication and computation 

4. Academic achievement of students while 
enrolled 

5. Student satisfaction with institution 

6. Performance of students in major field of 
study 

7. Required English and math core in 
technical degree programs 

8. Performance of students on specialized 
licensure exams 

9. Availability of financial aid to students 

10. Minimum academic standards required for 
students 

11. Availability of testing and remedial 
courses to students 

12. Employer ratings of former students 

13. Academic credentials of part-time faculty 

4.4698 
( -73) 

4.3937 
( -76) 

4.3143 
( -83) 

4.2476 
( -75) 

4.0794 
( -81) 

4.0762 
( -80) 

4.0698 
( -86) 

4.0032 
( -87) 

3.9683 
( -91) 

3.9524 
( -88) 

3.9206 
( -84) 

3.8825 
( -90) 

3.8153 
( -85) 

(table continues^ 
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IDQ Item Description Overall 
Mean 

(SD) 

14. Stated goals appropriate to mission of 
the institution 

15. Planning and evaluation process 
established for institution 

16. Recognition of achievements of students 
and graduates by outside groups/agencies 

17. Number of students who successfully 
transfer to four-year schools 

18. Faculty-to-student ratio 

19. Proportion of entering students who 
complete program 

20. Reputation of institution among cohorts 

21. Grade-point average requirements for 
graduation, honors, etc. 

22. Amount of local funds available for 
financial aid or scholarships 

23. Number of library volumes per full-time 
student 

24. Availability of special programs for 
honor students 

25. Percent of total annual budget covered by 
local tax base 

26. Years of teaching experience of faculty 

3.7636 
( -97) 

3.7611 
( -91) 

3.6847 
( .92) 

3.6006 
( -99) 

3.6000 
( -88) 

3.5510 
( -96) 

3.5382 
( -97) 

3.4222 
( .82) 

3.3746 
( -92) 

3.2019 
( -88) 

3.1306 
(1.00) 

2.9710 
(1.10) 

2.9270 
( -87) 

(table continues^ 
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IDQ Item Description Overall 
Mean 

(SD) 

27. Availability of clubs, groups, and 2.8818 
organizations open to students ( -88) 

28. Average grade-point average of students 2.7727 
( -92) 

29. Professional memberships of faculty and 2.6889 
administration ( -85) 

30. Age of the institution 1.6019 
( -84) 

The 30 items presented in Table 4 rank in descending 

order the items which two-year college presidents, faculty 

members, four-year college deans, and community business 

leaders agree are important to determining quality at two-

year colleges. The range of rankings on the IDQ is from Not 

Important (1) to Most Important (5). An overall group mean 

of 3.00 or higher indicated respondents rated that 

particular IDQ item from Important (3) to Most Important (5) 

as a determinant of quality for two-year colleges. An 

overall mean below 3.00 indicated respondents rated that IDQ 

item from Not Important (1) to Somewhat Important (2). The 

four study groups agreed on 24 IDQ items (items 1-24 in 

Table 4) as being important to determining the quality of 

public two-year colleges. The remaining 6 IDQ items (items 
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25-30 in Table 4) are considered by two-year college 

presidents, two-year college faculty members, four-year 

college deans, and community business leaders to be less 

important when considering the quality of public two-year 

colleges. 

The four broad areas represented on the IDQ are: (a) 

faculty and curriculum, (b) institutional demographics, (c) 

resources, and (d) standards and outcomes. These four areas 

were expanded into seven more specific categories for 

purposes of data analysis. The seven categories are: (a) 

administration and organization of the institution, (b) 

curriculum, (c) faculty characteristics, (d) institutional 

demographics, (e) resources, (f) student outcomes and 

academic standards, and (g) student services. The specific 

IDQ items for each of these seven categories are listed in 

Appendix E. The seven categories specifically relate to 

items described in the literature review which have been 

used as measures of quality for institutions of higher 

education. 

Of the 24 items two-year college presidents, two-year 

college faculty members, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders agreed are important to 

determining quality at public two-year colleges, 10 were 

from the student outcomes and academic standards category. 

These 10 items are presented in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

IDQ Items Rated Important by Study Groups from 

Student Outcomes and Academic Standards Category 

IDQ Item Description Mean Rank 

Academic achievement of students 
while enrolled 4 .25 4 

Student satisfaction with institution 4 .08 5 

Performance of students in major field 
of study 4 .08 6 

Performance of students on specialized 
licensure exams 4 .00 8 

Minimum academic standards required 
for students 3 .95 10 

Employer ratings of former students 3 .88 12 

Recognition of achievements of students 
and graduates by outside groups/agencies 3 . 69 16 

Number of students who successfully 
transfer to four-year schools 3 .60 17 

Proportion of entering students who 
complete program 3 .55 19 

Grade-point average requirements for 
graduation, honors, etc. 3 .42 21 

Of the 10 items presented in Table 5, 4 items are rated 

with a group mean of 4.00 or higher. All 4 of these items 

are specifically related to outcome measures discussed in 

the literature. These 4 items also ranked within the top 10 

items considered important by the four study groups. Only 2 

of the 10 items in Table 5 are specifically related to 
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academic standards. These 2 items are minimum academic 

standards required for students and grade-point average 

requirements for graduation, honors, etc. The remaining 8 

items are specifically related to outcomes. 

Four items ranked Important by the four study groups 

are from the curriculum category on the IDQ. These items 

are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6 

IDQ Items Rated Important bv Study Groups from 

Curriculum Category 

IDQ Item Description Mean Rank 

Up-to-date content in curriculum 4.39 2 

Development of minimum skills in 
communication and computation 4.31 3 

Required English and math core in 
technical degree programs 4.07 7 

Availability of special programs 
for honor students 3.13 24 

Four items rated Important by the four study groups are 

from the curriculum category on the IDQ. Of these four 

items, three were ranked in the top ten items as measures of 

quality at two-year colleges. 

The items from the administration and organization 

category of the IDQ ranked Important by the study groups are 

presented in Table 7. 
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Table 7 

IPO Items Rated Important bv Study Groups from 

Administration and Organization Category 

IDQ Item Description Mean Rank 

Attitude and policies of administration 

toward teaching 4.47 1 

Stated goals appropriate to mission of 

the institution 3.76 14 

Planning and evaluation process 
established for institution 3.76 15 

Three items from the administration and organization 

category were rated Important by the two-year college 

presidents, two-year college faculty members, four-year 

college deans, and community business leaders. Attitude and 

policies of the administration toward teaching was the 

highest ranked item from the 24 items the four groups agreed 

were important to determining quality at two-year colleges. 

The remaining 2 items shown in Table 7, stated goals 

appropriate to mission of the institution and planning and 

evaluation process established for institution, relate to 

the administrative processes employed by an institution in 

goal-setting and planning. 

The items from the institutional demographics category 

ranked Important by the study groups are presented in Table 

8 . 
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Table 8 

IPO Items Rated Important bv Study Groups from 

Institutional Demographics Category 

IDQ Item Description Mean Rank 

Faculty-to-student ratio 3.60 18 

Reputation of institution among cohorts 3.54 20 

Number of library volumes per full-time 
student 3.20 23 

Of the 24 items ranked Important by the study groups, 3 

are from the institutional demographics category on the IDQ. 

These 3 items ranked in the lower quarter of the items rated 

Important. 

Two IDQ items rated Important by the study groups were 

from the student services category. These two items are: 

(a) availability of financial aid to students, and (b) 

availability of testing and remedial courses to students. 

Availability of financial aid with a mean of 3.97 ranked 9th 

among the 24 IDQ items rated Important. Availability of 

testing and remedial courses to students ranked 11th among 

the 24 IDQ items with a mean of 3.92. 

Academic credentials of part-time faculty from the 

faculty category on the IDQ was ranked 13th by the four 

study groups with a mean of 3.82. Amount of local funds 

available for financial aid or scholarships from the 
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resources category on the IDQ was ranked 22nd with a mean of 

3.38. 

Two-year college presidents, two-year college faculty 

members, four-year college deans, and community business 

leaders agreed that six IDQ items were less important to 

determining quality at two-year colleges. Of these six 

items, two were from the faculty category on the IDQ: (a) 

years of teaching experience of faculty, and (b) 

professional memberships of faculty and administration. 

These two items had means of 2.93 and 2.69 respectively. 

The remaining four items from the six items rated less 

important by two-year college presidents, two-year college 

faculty members, four-year college deans, and community 

business leaders were from a different IDQ category. 

Percent of total annual budget covered by local tax base 

from the resources category was rated with a mean of 2.97. 

Availability of clubs, groups, and organizations open to 

students from the student service category was rated with a 

mean of 2.88. Average grade-point average of students from 

the student outcomes and academic standards category had a 

mean of 2.77. Age of the institution from the institutional 

demographics category of the IDQ was rated lowest by the 

study groups. The mean for this item was 1.60. 
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Analysis of Differences Among Respondents on IDQ Items 

Of equal importance to determining items of agreement 

among survey respondents was the identification of IDQ items 

on which there were significant differences among the means 

of the four groups. The ANOVA procedure for the survey 

ratings yielded a significant F at the .01 level for 31 of 

the 61 IDQ items. In order to determine how the four groups 

differed on these 31 items, Fisher's LSD multiple comparison 

test was used to compare the means. The level of 

significance for Fisher's LSD was set at .05. The more 

liberal Fisher's procedure was used in order to highlight 

differences between means that were relatively close 

together in order to provide a basis for further research. 

The significant differences between group means for the 

31 IDQ items with significant F's are presented in Tables 9-

39. These tables use the underlining method to illustrate 

the means which are significantly different from one another 

(Huck, Cormier, Bounds, 1974). Lines are drawn beneath the 

group means which do not differ significantly. Any group 

means which are not underlined by the same line are 

significantly different from each other at the .05 level. 

The group means for IDQ item 3, availability of 

specialized courses for business and industry, are presented 

in Table 9. 
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Table 9 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 3: 

Availability of specialized courses for business and 
industry 

Group Busi Pres Fac Dean 
n=66 n=89 n=88 n=69 

Mean 4.08 3.75 3.75 2.70 

For IDQ item 3, availability of specialized courses for 

business and industry, community business leaders and four-

year college deans differed significantly from two-year 

college presidents and two-year college faculty members. 

Business leaders rated this item Very Important with the 

highest group mean while four-year college deans rated this 

item Somewhat Important with the lowest group mean. Two-

year college presidents and two-year faculty members did not 

differ in rating this item Important with equal group means 

of 3.75. This is the only IDQ item on which the ratings of 

the four groups spanned three levels, from Somewhat 

Important to Very Important. The F Ratio from the ANOVA 

procedure for this item was the highest of all items. 

The ratings of this item by the four-year college deans 

and community business leaders reflect the differences in 

viewpoints of these two groups toward community college 
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curricula. Providing specialized courses to business and 

industry is a primary service of two-year colleges. 

Business and industry managers typically look to their local 

two-year college to provide training for employees. This 

importance to business leaders is emphasized by the 

significantly high mean given to this item by the business 

group. Conversely, four-year college liberal arts deans are 

less concerned with offering specialized courses for 

businesses. They also may not have a clear understanding of 

the role two-year colleges play in providing this type of 

service to their communities. This lack of understanding 

probably contributes to the significantly low rating given 

this item by the four-year deans. 

The group means for IDQ item 4, availability of state-

of-the art technologies for instruction, are presented in 

Table 10. 

Table 10 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 4: 

Availability of state-of-the-art technologies for 
instruction 

Group Pres Busi Fac Dean 
n=89 n=66 n=89 n=70 

Mean 4.08 3.91 3.79 3.40 
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In Table 10, the four-year deans rated item 4, 

availability of state-of-the-art technologies for 

instruction, significantly lower than the other three study 

groups. Also the two-year college faculty members rated 

this item significantly lower than two-year college 

presidents. 

Providing state-of-the-art technologies for instruction 

is critically important to two-year colleges with technical 

programs. The significantly lower rating by four-year deans 

may be a result of their lack of knowledge about the 

technical instruction offered by community colleges. 

Liberal arts deans, based on the curricula with which they 

are most familiar, would have less interest in providing 

strong technical support for instruction. 

The significant difference between two-year college 

presidents and two-year college faculty members is more 

difficult to explain. Presidents, in their direct dealings 

with business and industry personnel, may see a greater need 

to keep instructional technologies current with the 

technologies used by businesses. Two—year college faculty 

members, on the other hand, may view the use of specialized 

technology in the classroom secondary to the teaching 

function. 

The group means for IDQ item 5, course objectives based 

on competencies, are presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 5: 

Course objectives based on competencies 

Group Pres Busi Fac Dean 
n=89 n=65 n=90 n=69 

Mean 3.73 3.69 3.49 3.17 

In Table 11, the group mean for four-year college deans 

is significantly lower than the group means of two-year 

college presidents, two-year college faculty members, and 

community business leaders for IDQ item 5, course objectives 

based on competencies. All four groups, however, rated this 

item Important or Very Important. 

The concept of competency-based curricula was endorsed 

and adopted early by two-year colleges. Many of the 

remedial and vocational courses offered by two-year colleges 

are structured around completion of competencies. While the 

movement toward competency-based curricula in liberal arts 

programs is progressing, liberal arts deans appear to place 

less importance on this item as a measure of importance for 

two-year colleges than do the other three study groups. 

The group means for IDQ item 6, computer literacy 

required for graduation, are presented in Table 12. 
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Table 12 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 6: 

Computer literacy required for graduation 

Group Busi Pres Fac Dean 
n=66 n=89 n=90 n=70 

Mean 3.35 3.20 3.13 2.70 

In Table 12, the group mean for four-year college deans 

is significantly lower than the means for the three other 

study groups on IDQ item 6, computer literacy required for 

graduation. The group mean for four-year college deans on 

this item rated the item Not Important or Somewhat Important 

while business leaders, two-year college presidents, and 

two-year college faculty members rated the item Important or 

Very Important. 

Use of computers in liberal arts programs is less 

conspicuous than in other instructional programs such as 

business, technologies, and professions. The need for 

computer literacy by liberal arts graduates may be less 

obvious than in other fields and may account for the 

significantly low rating given to this item by liberal arts 

deans. 

The group means for IDQ item 7, diversity of 

educational programs offered, are displayed in Table 13. 
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Table 13 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 7: 

Diversity of educational programs offered 

Group Busi Fac Pres Dean 
n=66 n=90 n=89 n=69 

Mean 3.73 3.72 3.48 3.20 

In Table 13, four-year college deans rated IDQ item 7, 

diversity of educational programs offered, significantly 

lower than both community business leaders and two-year 

college faculty. Two-year college presidents did not differ 

significantly from the deans on this item. 

Community business leaders and two-year college faculty 

members had virtually equal group means on this item. 

Business leaders would appear to rate diversity of 

educational programs higher due to their need for employee 

training in many diverse areas. Faculty members might look 

to a diverse curriculum as an opportunity for varied 

teaching assignments and possible program expansion. Two-

year college presidents did not differ significantly from 

either business leaders or two-year college faculty members. 

The group means for IDQ item 8, expanded educational 

access (telecourses, off-campus, etc.), are presented in 

Table 14. 
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Table 14 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 8: 

Expanded educational access (telecourses. off-campus, etc.) 

Group Busi Pres Fac Dean 
n=66 n=89 n=90 n=70 

Mean 3.15 3.05 2.92 2.54 

For IDQ item 8, expanded educational access 

(telecourses, off-campus, etc.), the mean for four-year 

college deans was significantly lower than the means for 

two-year college presidents, faculty members, and community 

business leaders. Variety in instructional delivery systems 

was rated highest by community business leaders. Four-year 

college deans whose programs may not lend themselves to 

diverse means of access to instruction did not recognize 

this item as an indicator of quality for two-year colleges. 

Although the two-year college faculty members did not differ 

significantly from business leaders and presidents, they did 

rate this item as less important as a determinant of quality 

with a group mean below 3.00. 

The group means for IDQ item 9, faculty evaluation is 

performed on a regular basis, are shown in Table 15. 
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Table 15 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 9: 

Faculty evaluation is performed on a regular basis 

Group Pres Dean Busi Fac 
n=89 n-70 n=66 n=90 

Mean 4.07 4.06 3.97 3.50 

In Table 15, the group mean for two-year college 

faculty members is significantly lower than the group mean 

of two-year college presidents, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders for IDQ item 9, faculty 

evaluation is performed on a regular basis. Presidents and 

four-year deans, who would use faculty evaluations in 

personnel decisions, rated this item as Very Important 

(4.00) while the business leaders and faculty rated it as 

Important (3.00). The significantly lower rating by faculty 

members may represent their resistance to regular 

evaluations of their teaching or problems with the overall 

concept of evaluating the instructional process. 

The group means for two-year college presidents, two-

year college faculty members, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders on IDQ item 11, general education 

requirements for graduation, are presented in Table 16. 



64 

Table 16 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 11; 

General education requirements for graduation 

Group Dean Pres Fac Busi 
n=70 n=89 n=90 n=64 

Mean 4.34 4.01 3.98 3.83 

In Table 16, the four-year college deans had a 

significantly higher group mean than the other three study 

groups for IDQ item 11, general education requirements for 

graduation. Four-year liberal arts programs are more likely 

to encompass a "general education core." This ranking may 

reflect the importance four-year college deans place on a 

well-rounded general education core in degree programs. 

The group means for IDQ item 15, availability of on-

campus housing for students, are listed in Table 17. 

Table 17 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 15; 

Availability of on-campus housing for students 

Group Busi Fac Dean Pres 
n=66 n=89 n=70 n=88 

Mean 2.00 1.60 1.53 1.38 
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In Table 17, community business leaders rated IDQ item 

15, availability of on-campus housing for students, 

significantly higher than two-year college presidents, two-

year college faculty members, and four-year college deans. 

College supported housing is not representative of two-year 

colleges since most of these institutions serve a well-

defined local community. This fact probably accounts for the 

relative low rating below 3.00 (Important) by all four study 

groups and would not be considered important to determining 

the quality of public two-year colleges. 

The group means for IDQ item 17, number of associate 

degrees awarded, are shown in Table 18. 

Table 18 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 17: 

Number of associate degrees awarded 

Group Busi Fac Pres Dean 
n=66 n=90 n=88 n=70 

Mean 2.83 2.56 2.46 2.30 

The number of associate degrees awarded by a two-year 

college was rated below 3.00 (Important) by all four study 

groups. The low ratings reflect a movement away from strict 

quantitatively demographic measures as determinants of 
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quality. Although all four groups rated this item Somewhat 

Important or Not Important for determining quality at two-

year colleges, two-year college presidents and four-year 

college deans rated this item significantly lower than 

community business leaders. 

The means for the four study groups on IDQ item 18, 

number of educational programs offered, are shown in Table 

19. 

Table 19 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 18: 

Number of educational programs offered 

Group Busi Fac Pres Dean 
n=66 n=90 n=88 n=70 

Mean 3.39 3.27 2.88 2.79 

In Table 19, the group means for community business 

leaders and two-year college faculty members were 

significantly higher than the group means for two-year 

college presidents and four-year college deans for IDQ item 

18, number of educational programs offered. Furthermore, 

the business leaders and faculty members rated this item 

Important or Very Important for determining quality at two-

year colleges as opposed to the presidents and deans who 
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rated this item Somewhat Important or Not Important as a 

measure of quality. 

This item is related somewhat to IDQ item 7, diversity 

of educational programs offered. Means for business leaders 

and faculty members were significantly higher for both 

items. The lower ratings by presidents and deans on number 

of educational programs offered may represent their emphasis 

on quality of programs rather than number of programs. 

The means of the four study groups for IDQ item 20, 

number of students enrolled, are presented in Table 20. 

Table 20 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 20: 

Number of students enrolled 

Group Fac Bus Pres Dean 
n=88 n=66 n=89 n=70 

Mean 2.68 2.61 2.24 2.14 

In Table 20, IDQ item 20, number of students enrolled, 

was rated Somewhat Important or Not Important as a measure 

of two-year college quality by all four study groups. 

Within the four groups, however, two-year college presidents 

and four-year college deans rated this item 
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significantly lower than two-year faculty members and 

community business leaders. The low ratings by the four 

groups reflect the movement away from pure demographic 

standards as measures of quality for institutions of higher 

education. 

The group means for IDQ item 21, organizational 

structure of the institution, are shown in Table 21. 

Table 21 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 21: 

Organizational structure of the institution 

Group Busi Fac Pres Dean 
n=66 n=90 n=89 n=70 

Mean 3.33 3.16 2.69 2.41 

In Table 21, the group means for community business 

leaders and two-year college faculty are significantly 

higher than those of two-year college presidents and four-

year college deans. Also the business leaders and faculty 

members rated IDQ item 21, organizational structure of the 

institution, as important to determining quality at two-year 

colleges with group means greater than 3.00, while the 

presidents and deans rated this item as less important to 

measuring quality with group means below 3.00. 
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The significantly higher rating of this item by 

business leaders, may reflect their familiarity with the 

impact organizational structure has on an institution's 

operations and overall quality. Faculty members, by 

typically being at the bottom of a college organizational 

chart, may be more affected by the organizational structure. 

Presidents and deans, typically at the higher levels of the 

college, do not equate the organizational structure of the 

institution with quality. 

The group means for each of the four study groups on 

IDQ item 22, physical facilities of the institution, are 

presented in Table 22. 

Table 22 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 22; 

Physical facilities of the institution 

Group Fac Pres Busi Dean 
n=89 n=89 n=66 n=69 

Mean 3.62 3.43 3.30 2.93 

The physical facilities of the institution as a measure 

of quality was rated Important by faculty members, 

presidents, and community business leaders, although there 

was a significant difference between the faculty group mean 
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and the business leader group mean. Four-year college 

deans, however, rated this item as less important to 

determining quality at two-year institutions; the group mean 

for the deans was significantly lower than the means for the 

three other study groups. 

The two-year college facility is usually a source of 

pride for its local community. It is used for a variety of 

purposes. Many community colleges open their facilities for 

use by local citizens whether or not they are students. 

Four-year college deans may not be aware of this aspect of 

community college operations and therefore rated this item 

significantly lower than did the other three groups. 

The group means for IDQ item 24, ratio of full-time 

faculty to part-time faculty, are shown in Table 23. 

Table 23 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 24: 

Ratio of full-time faculty to part-time faculty 

Group Fac Dean Pres Busi 
n=89 n=69 n=89 n=66 

Mean 3.67 3.58 3.15 2.85 

In Table 23, the group means of two-year college 

faculty members and four-year college deans are 
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significantly higher than the group means for two-year 

presidents and business leaders for IDQ item 24, ratio of 

full-time faculty to part-time faculty. The business leader 

group was the only group to rate this particular item below 

3.00 (Important). Faculty members and deans are more likely 

to be concerned with the impact full-time to part-time 

faculty ratios have on the quality of instruction and 

programs. While presidents did not rate this item below 

3.00, their significantly lower group mean indicates they do 

not place as much importance on full-time to part-time 

faculty ratios as do four-year college deans and two-year 

college faculty members. 

The group means for each of the four study groups on 

IDQ item 26, role of the governing board, are shown in Table 

24. 

Table 24 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 26: 

Role of the governing board 

Group Pres Busi Fac Dean 
n=89 N=66 N=90 n=70 

Mean 3.64 3.52 3.39 2.89 
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In Table 24, the four-year college deans rated IDQ item 

26, role of the governing board, significantly lower than 

the other three study groups. The deans also rated this 

item as not important to determining quality at two-year 

colleges with a group mean below 3.00 as compared to 

presidents, business leaders, and faculty who did rate this 

item important with group means above 3.00. 

The governing board of a two-year college is typically 

elected or appointed from the local community the college 

serves. As a result, the role that the governing board 

plays in the day-to-day operations of the college has a 

greater impact on two-year institutions than does a four-

year institution's governing board. In many instances, two-

year college board members visit campuses regularly and are 

actively involved in planning and goal-setting for their 

institutions. Two-year college board members are more 

likely to react quickly to issues raised by local citizens 

concerning the operation of the institution. Conversely, 

members of governing boards at four-year institutions may 

not have as much direct involvement with college 

administrators and faculty at the four-year institution and 

have little involvement in day-to-day operations. Four-year 

college deans may consider the more direct involvement of 

two-year college boards in college activities to be 

counterproductive to institutional quality and this may 
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account for the significantly lower rating given this item 

by the deans. Alternatively, the lower rating may result 

from a lack of awareness on the part of four-year college 

deans about the close relationship a two-year college 

governing board has with its institution. 

The group means of two-year college presidents, two-

year college faculty members, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders for IDQ item 28, support of 

institution from local community, are displayed in Table 25, 

Table 25 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 28 

Support of institution from local community 

Group Fac Busi Pres Dean 
n=89 n=66 n=89 n=70 

Mean 4.17 4.15 4.12 3.69 

In Table 25, four-year college deans rated IDQ item 28, 

support from the local community, significantly lower than 

the other three study groups. Two-year college faculty 

members, community business leaders, and two-year college 

presidents did not differ significantly on the importance of 

support from the local community as a measure of quality for 

two-year colleges. These three groups ranked this item 
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Very Important or Most Important. Two-year colleges, by 

virtue of being primarily local institutions, forge strong 

ties with their local communities. The support, or lack of 

support, from the community contributes heavily to a two-

year college's success and the quality of its programs. 

Four-year college deans may or may not have a clear 

understanding of the relationship between a local community 

and its two-year colleges. The deans may reject this item 

as an important measure of quality based on either their 

lack of knowledge in this area or a belief that community 

support is not relevant to institutional quality. 

The group means for IDQ item 29, academic credentials 

of full-time faculty, are presented in Table 26. 

Table 26 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 29: 

Academic credentials of full-time faculty 

Group Dean Fac Pres Busi 
n=70 n=90 n=89 n=65 

Mean 4.34 4.03 3.92 3.82 

In Table 26, four-year college deans rated IDQ item 29, 

academic credentials of full-time faculty, significantly 

higher than the other three study groups. Four-year 
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colleges place more emphasis on hiring faculty members with 

doctoral degrees than two-year colleges, which typically 

require only a master's degree. Requiring academic 

credentials relating to research and publications is also 

more representative of four-year rather than two-year 

institutions. These points would account for the 

significantly higher rating by four-year deans on this item. 

The group means for IDQ item 31, community involvement 

of faculty and administration, are presented in Table 27. 

Table 27 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 31: 

Community involvement of faculty and administration 

Group Busi Pres Fac Dean 
n=66 n=89 n=89 n=70 

Mean 3.67 3.33 3.25 2.90 

For IDQ item 31, community involvement of faculty and 

administration, community business leaders ranked this item 

significantly higher than the other three groups, and four-

year college deans ranked the same item significantly lower 

than the other three groups. The deans' ranking was also 

below 3.00, indicating they did not rate this item as 

important to determining quality at two-year colleges. 
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The degree of involvement of two-year college personnel 

in a local community's activities increases the visibility 

of the college and helps build ties between the community 

and the college. The contribution that college 

administrators and faculty members can make to a community 

are enhanced by their involvement in local activities. 

Business leaders obviously place high regard on this 

involvement as evidenced by the significantly high rating 

given this IDQ item. The significantly lower rating given 

this item by four-year college deans indicates either their 

lack of understanding about the importance of involvement by 

two-year college personnel in local community activities or 

their disregard of this item as an important measure of 

quality for two-year colleges. 

The group means for IDQ item 32, faculty research and 

publications, are shown in Table 28. 

Table 28 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 32: 

Faculty research and publications 

Group Busi Dean Pres Fac 
n=66 n=90 n=89 n=70 

Mean 2.61 2.47 2.25 1.96 
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In Table 28, the group mean for two-year college 

faculty members is significantly lower than the other three 

study groups for IDQ item 32, faculty research and 

publications. Faculty members rated this item as Not 

Important or Somewhat Important, while business leaders, 

deans and presidents rated the item Somewhat Important or 

Important. None of the groups, however, rated this item 

with a group mean of 3.00 (Important) or higher. Although 

the research reviewed in the literature indicated faculty 

research productivity was a correlate with institutional 

quality, the group means on this item indicates the item is 

not considered important to determining quality at two-year 

colleges by all four study groups. 

Group means for each of the four study groups for IDQ 

item 35, amount of faculty compensation (salary and 

benefits), are shown in Table 29. 

Table 29 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 35: 

Amount of faculty compensation (salary and benefits) 

Group Fac Dean Pres Busi 
n=90 n=70 n=89 n=66 

Mean 3.79 3.51 3.35 3.27 
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In Table 29, two-year college faculty members rated IDQ 

item 35, amount of faculty compensation (salary and 

benefits), significantly higher than two-year college 

presidents and business leaders. The lower ratings given to 

this item by presidents and business leaders may reflect 

these groups' concerns with budgetary realities, while the 

significantly higher rating by faculty members indicates 

their concern with compensation. 

The group means of the four groups for IDQ item 36, 

dollars received from local grants and/or private gifts, are 

listed in Table 30. 

Table 30 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 36; 

Dollars received from local grants and/or private gifts 

Group Busi Fac Pres Dean 
n=65 n=90 n=89 n=70 

Mean 3.29 3.13 2.88 2.66 

In Table 30, the amount of dollars received by a two-

year college from local grants and/or private gifts was 

ranked Important or Very Important by business leaders and 

two-year college faculty members. Two-year presidents and 

four-year deans rated this item Somewhat Important or 
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Important as a determinant of quality for public two-year 

colleges. The group mean of the deans was significantly 

lower than the group means for business leaders and faculty 

members; the presidents' group mean was significantly lower 

that the mean for business leaders for this IDQ item. The 

business leaders may rate availability of private funding 

significantly higher because the alternative of increased 

taxes for public funding would have a negative impact on 

their operations. 

The group means for IDQ item 37, dollars received from 

state and/or federal grants are presented in Table 31. 

Table 31 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 37: 

Dollars received from state and/or federal grants 

Group Fac Busi Pres Dean 
n=88 n=66 n=89 n=88 

Mean 3.66 3.53 3.33 2.97 

IDQ item 37, dollars received from state and/or federal 

grants, was rated less important to determining quality at 

two-year colleges by four-year college deans. The group 

mean for deans was significantly lower than the other three 

study groups. Faculty members rated this item significantly 
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higher than presidents. The two-year faculty, business 

leaders, and two-year presidents rated this item with means 

greater than 3.00 (Important), while the deans rated the 

item less than important. 

Faculty members are most likely to be recipients of 

grant money which may account for their significantly higher 

rating of this item. The low rating given to this item by 

four-year college deans is harder to explain. Revenue 

issues in genesral may not be as important to liberal arts 

deans in determining the quality of a two-year institution 

as faculty and curriculum issues. 

The means of two-year college presidents, two-year 

college faculty members, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders for IDQ item 39, percent of total 

annual budget covered by state revenues, are presented in 

Table 32. 

Table 32 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 39: 

Percent of total annual budget covered bv state revenues 

Group Fac Busi Pres Dean 
n=88 n=66 n=89 n=7 0 

Mean 3.78 3.47 3.30 3.17 
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In Table 32, the group mean for two-year college 

faculty members rating IDQ item 39, percent of total annual 

budget covered by state revenues, is significantly higher 

than the means for two-year college presidents and four-year 

college deans. Faculty members and community business 

leaders did not differ significantly on their ratings of 

this item as a measure of quality for two-year colleges. In 

public institutions, two-year college faculty members may 

place undue emphasis on state funding as a source of revenue 

and this would account for the significant difference 

between faculty members and presidents and deans, who are 

closer to the funding process. 

Group meeins for IDQ item 40, support from college 

foundation, are displayed in Table 33. 

Table 33 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 40: 

Support from college foundation 

Group Busi Fac Pres Dean 
n=66 n=89 n=88 n=70 

Mean 3.38 2.88 2.84 2.71 

In Table 33, community business leaders rated IDQ item 

40, support from college foundation, significantly higher 
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than the other three study groups. Additionally, the 

business leaders rated this item with a mean greater than 

3.00 (Important) while the faculty, presidents, and deans 

rated the item less than important as a determinant of 

quality for two-year colleges. 

As with IDQ item 36, dollars received from local grants 

and/or private gifts, the business leaders rated this item 

significantly higher than the other study groups. The local 

college foundation serves as a source of revenue that would 

offset the need for additional public funding which would 

have an impact on local businesses. Also, business leaders 

may tend to equate quality with an institution's financial 

"portfolio." 

The group means for IDQ item 41, total dollar amount of 

endowment, ares presented in Table 34. 

Table 34 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IDQ Item 41: 

Total dollar amount of endowment 

Group Busi Dean Fac Pres 
n=66 n=70 n=87 n=89 

Mean 3.14 2.70 2.67 2.47 

The total dollars available to a two-year college 

through its endowment was rated important as a determinant 
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of quality by community business leaders at a significantly 

higher level than four-year college deans, two-year college 

faculty members, and two-year college presidents. The 

deans, faculty members, and presidents all rated this item 

less important as a measure of quality with group means 

below 3.00 (Important). By rating this item with a group 

mean above 3.00, the business leaders emphasized the 

importance of local funding as a determinant of quality for 

two-year colleges. 

The group means for each of the study groups on IDQ 

Item 46, faculty and administration employment satisfaction, 

are presented in Table 35. 

Table 35 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 46: 

Faculty and administration employment satisfaction 

Group Fac Pres Dean Busi 
n=90 n=89 n=70 n=66 

Mean 4.26 3.85 3.77 3.76 

In Table 35, the group mean for two-year college 

faculty members on IDQ item 46, faculty and administration 

employment satisfaction, was significantly higher than the 

other three study groups. The faculty rated this item with 
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a group mean greater than 4.00 (Very Important) while 

presidents, deans, and business leaders rated the item with 

group means between 3.00 and 3.99 (Important). The high 

rating given to this item by faculty members may indicate 

that personal job satisfaction influences the quality of 

instruction and, as a result, the overall quality of the 

institution. 

The group means for IDQ item 47, number of students who 

continue to complete bachelor's degrees, are presented in 

Table 36. 

Table 36 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 47: 

Number of students who continue to complete bachelor's 
degrees 

Group Dean Busi Fac Pres 
n=70 n=66 n=90 n=89 

Mean 3.79 3.56 3.32 3.25 

In Table 36, the group mean for two-year college 

presidents on IDQ item 47, number of students who continue 

to complete bachelor's degrees, is significantly lower than 

the means for four-year college deans and community business 

leaders. Also, the group mean for two-year college faculty 
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is significantly lower than the mean for four-year college 

deans on this item. The significant difference between the 

deans and business leaders and two-year college presidents 

and faculty members probably indicates the importance deans 

and business people place on completion of the bachelor's 

degree. Emphasis on completion of one- and two-year 

programs at the community college were given a higher rating 

by two-year college presidents and faculty members. 

The group means for each study group on IDQ item 55, 

intercollegiate athletic programs, are presented in Table 

37. 

Table 37 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 55: 

Intercollegiate athletic programs 

Group Busi Fac Pres Dean 
n=65 n=89 n=88 n=70 

Mean 2.45 2.17 2.09 1.51 

All four study groups rated intercollegiate athletic 

programs below 3.00 (Important) as a determinant of quality 

for two-year colleges. The four-year college deans rated 

this item significantly lower than business leaders, faculty 
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members, and presidents. Two-year college presidents also 

rated this item significantly lower than business leaders. 

The group means for IDQ item 60, management style of 

administration, are presented in Table 38. 

Table 38 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 60: 

Management style of administration 

Group Fac Busi Pres Dean 
n=90 n=66 n=89 n=70 

Mean 4.08 3.76 3.74 3.51 

In Table 38, the group mean for faculty members is 

significantly higher than the means for two-year college 

presidents and four-year college deans on rating IDQ item 

60, management style of administration, as a determinant of 

quality for two-year colleges. The faculty members, who are 

most likely to be affected by the management policies of the 

administration, rated this item with a mean above 4.00 (Very 

Important) while the means of the other groups were below 

4.00. Faculty members and business leaders did not differ 

significantly on this item. The groups more involved with 

management, two-year college presidents, four-year college 
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deans, and community business leaders did not differ 

significantly on their ratings of this item. 

The group means for the four study groups on IDQ item 

61, professional development opportunities for faculty and 

administration, are displayed in Table 39. 

Table 39 

Results of Fisher's LSD for IPO Item 61: 

Professional development opportunities for faculty and 
administration 

Group Fac Pres Dean Busi 
n=90 n=89 n=70 n=66 

Mean 4.23 4.20 4.00 3.74 

In Table 39, faculty members and presidents rated IDQ 

item 61, professional development opportunities for faculty 

and administration, significantly higher than community 

business leaders. Four-year college deans and business 

leaders did not differ significantly on the rating of this 

item. The business leaders, however, rated this item 

Important with a group mean below 4.00 while the other three 

groups rated the item Very Important with means of 4.00 or 

higher. Business leaders may see professional development 

as an unnecessary expense and not recognize its importance 

to college staff as a means to improve program quality. 
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Another way to analyze the significant differences 

among two-year college presidents, two-year college faculty 

members, four-year college deans, and community business 

leaders on the ratings of the IDQ items as determinants of 

quality for public two-year colleges is to study the items 

on which one study group differed significantly from all 

three other study groups. Although two-year college 

presidents differed significantly from one or two of the 

other study groups on several IDQ items, there were no IDQ 

items on which presidents differed significantly from all 

three study groups. Four-year college deans, however, 

differed significantly from all three study groups on 13 IDQ 

items. These items are presented in Table 40. 

Table 40 

IDQ Items Rated Significantly Different bv 

Four-Year College Deans 

IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Dean Pres Fac Busi 

Availability of 
specialized courses for 
business and industry 2.70* 3.75 3.75 4.08 

Availability of state-
of-the-art technologies 

for instruction 3.40* 4.08 3.91 3.79 

Course objectives based 
on competencies 3.17* 3.73 3.49 3.69 

(table continues) 
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IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Dean Pres Fac Busi 

Computer literacy 
required for graduation 2.70* 3.20 3.13 3.35 

Expanded educational 
access (telecourses, 
off-campus, etc.) 2.54* 3.05 2.92 3.15 

General education 
requirements for 

graduation 4.34* 4.01 3.98 3.83 

Physical facilities 

of the institution 2.93* 3.43 3.62 3.30 

Role of the governing 

board 2.89* 3.64 3.39 3.52 

Support of institution 

from local community 3.69* 4.12 4.17 4.15 

Academic credentials 
of full-time faculty 4.34* 3.92 4.03 3.82 
Community involvement 
of faculty and 
administration 2.90* 3.33 3.25 3.67 
Dollars received from 
state and/or federal 

grants 2.97* 3.33 3.66 3.53 

Intercollegiate 
athletic programs 1.51* 2.09 2.17 2.45 

* P < .01. 

The ANOVA procedure yielded significant differences 

among group means at the .01 level for 31 IDQ items. Of 

these 31 items, 15 items rated by the four-year college 
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deans were significantly higher or lower than the group 

means for two-year college presidents, two-year college 

faculty members, and community business leaders. On two IDQ 

items, the deans were significantly higher than the other 

three study groups. These two items are: (a) general 

education requirements for graduation, and (b) academic 

credentials of full-time faculty. General education 

requirements for graduation is representative of the 

curriculum category from the IDQ, and academic credentials 

of full-time faculty is from the faculty category on the 

IDQ. These two items represent areas with which the deans 

have more expertise and would place more emphasis. 

The remaining 11 IDQ items were rated significantly 

lower by the four-year college deans. Five of the 13 IDQ 

items rated lowest by the deans are from the curriculum 

category on the IDQ. These items are: (a) availability of 

specialized courses for business and industry, (b) 

availability of state-of-the art technologies for 

instruction, (c) course objectives based on competencies, 

(d) computer literacy required for graduation, and (e) 

expanded educational access (telecourses, off-campus, etc.). 

The four-year college deans rated two items from the 

institutional demographics category lower than two-year 

college presidents, two-year college faculty members, and 

community business leaders. These items are: (a) physical 



91 

facilities of the institution, and (b) support of 

institution from local community. 

The remaining 4 items from the 11 items rated lowest by 

the four-year college deans are each from one category on 

the IDQ. Role of the governing board is from the 

administration and organization category of the IDQ. 

Community involvement of faculty and administration is 

representative of the faculty category on the IDQ. Dollars 

received from state and/or federal grants is from the 

resources category on the IDQ; intercollegiate athletic 

programs is from the student services category. 

The majority of the items on which the four-year 

college deans differed significantly from two-year college 

presidents, two-year college faculty members, and community 

business leaders are items which have special significance 

for two-year colleges. The items related to instructional 

delivery systems and curriculum are more relevant to two-

year colleges than four-year colleges, and the low rankings 

given to these items reflect either the deans' lack of 

knowledge about instructional programs in two-year colleges 

or a bias toward more traditional means of instruction. 

Other items related to relations between two-year 

colleges and their local communities were rated 

significantly lower by the four-year college deans. These 

low ratings also indicate a lack of awareness on the part of 
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the deans about the importance of good community relations 

to a two-year college's success, especially when compared to 

community business leaders who rated community involvement 

of faculty and administration signficantly higher than the 

other three study groups. The overall impression from the 

ratings the four-year college deans gave these items is that 

either the deans do not have a clear understanding of the 

mission, goals and objectives of public two-year colleges or 

they simply disagree with the other three study groups on 

the importance of these items as measures of quality for 

two-year colleges. 

Community business leaders differed significantly from 

the other three study groups on five IDQ items. These items 

are presented in Table 41. 

Table 41 

IPO Items Rated Significantly Different bv 

Community Business Leaders 

IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Busi Pres Fac Dean 

Availability of 
specialized courses for 
business and industry 4.08* 3.75 3.75 2.70 

Availability of 
on-campus housing 
for students 2.00* 1.38 1.60 1.53 

(table continues) 
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IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Busi Pres Fac Dean 

Community involvement 
of faculty and 

administration 3.67* 3.33 3.25 2.90 

Support from college 

foundation 3.38* 2.84 2.88 2.71 

Total dollar amount 
of endowment 3.14* 2.70 2.67 2.47 

* E < -01. 

Community business leaders rated all five IDQ items in 

Table 41 significantly higher than two-year college 

presidents, two-year college faculty members, and four-year 

college deans. These five items, presented in Table 41, 

represent four different categories on the IDQ. Two items, 

support from college foundation and total dollar amount of 

endowment are from the resources category on the IDQ. One 

item, availability of specialized courses for business and 

industry, is from the curriculum category on the IDQ. The 

remaining two items, availability of on—campus housing for 

students and community involvement of faculty and 

administration, are from the institutional demographics and 

faculty categories, respectively. 

Only one item, availability of on-campus housing for 

students, from among the five items in Table 41 was rated 
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Somewhat Important by community business leaders with a 

group mean of 2.00. The other study groups rated this item 

with group means below 2.00. The remaining four items were 

rated Important to Very Important by the business leaders 

with means greater than 3.00. The business leaders rated 

availability of specialized courses for business and 

industry Very Important with a mean of 4.08. Two-year 

college presidents and faculty members rated this item 

Important with equal means of 3.75, and four-year deans 

rated this item Somewhat Important with a mean of 2.70. 

Community business leaders in comparison to the other 

three study groups seem to be most concerned with items 

related to an institution's financial resources. The 

resource items of particular significance relate to sources 

of private funding, either from a college foundation or 

endowment, as opposed to public funding. 

Two-year college faculty members rated three items 

significantly different from two-year college presidents, 

four-year college deans, and community business leaders. 

These items are presented in Table 42. 

The three items rated significantly different from two-

year college presidents, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders by two—year college faculty 

members are all from the faculty category on the IDQ. 

Faculty research and publications was rated from Not 
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Table 42 

IPO Items Rated Significantly Different bv 

Two-Year College Faculty Members 

IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Fac Pres Dean Busi 

Faculty evaluation is 
performed on a regular 

basis 3.50* 4.07 4.06 3.97 

Faculty research and 
publications 1.96* 2.25 2.47 2.61 

Faculty and 
administration 
employment satisfaction 4.26* 3.85 3.77 3.76 

* E < .01. 

Important to Somewhat Important by faculty members with a 

group mean of 1.96. The other study groups rated this item 

Somewhat Important or Very Important with group means 

greater than 2.00. Faculty members were the only group to 

rate faculty and administration employment satisfaction with 

a mean higher than 4.00 (Very Important). The other groups 

rated this item below 4.00. 

Analysis of Relative Importance of IDQ Items 

as Rated by Respondents 

The relative importance assigned by each group the IDQ 

items indicated the degree to which two-year college 

presidents, two-year college faculty members, four-year 
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college deans, and community business leaders rated the 

items as determinants of quality for public two-year 

colleges. The range of rankings on the IDQ was from one 

(Not Important) to five (Most Important). In order to 

highlight the ratings of each group for the IDQ items, the 

following scale, based closely on the IDQ rating scale, was 

used to determine the level of relative importance for each 

IDQ item based on group mean: 

Group Mean Rating 

1.00-1.99 Less Important 

2.00-2.99 Somewhat Important 

3.00-3.99 Important 

4.00-4.99 Very Important 

If the group mean for each group on an IDQ item fell within 

the same range, then there was no difference among the four 

study groups in the relative rating of that item. 

Of the 61 IDQ items, 25 items were rated at the same 

level by two-year college presidents, two-year college 

faculty members, four-year college deans, and community 

business leaders. The four study groups did differ in 

rating the relative importance of the remaining 36 IDQ 

items. Of the 25 items rated at the same level by the four 

study groups, 4 were rated Very Important by all groups. 

These 4 IDQ items are presented in Table 43. 
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Table 43 

IPO Items Rated Very Important bv Study Group 

IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Pres Fac Dean Busi 

Attitude and policies 
of administration 

toward teaching 4.53 4.39 4.56 4.41 

Up-to-date content 
in curriculum 4.57 4.33 4.30 4.33 
Development of 
minimum skills in 
communication and 
computation 4.29 4.27 4.50 4.21 

Academic achievement 
of students while 
enrolled 4.17 4.21 4.44 4.20 

The four IDQ items listed in Table 43 were rated Very 

Important as a determinant of quality for public two-year 

colleges by the four study groups. Two items in this table 

are related to the student outcomes and academic standards 

category from the IDQ. These two items are: (a) 

development of minimum skills in communication and 

computation, and (b) academic achievement of students while 

enrolled. Attitude and policies of the administration 

toward teaching is related to the administration and 

organization category and up-to-date content in curriculum 

is from the curriculum category. These four items received 
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the highest overall group means which were not significantly 

different. 

The 15 items the four study groups rated as Important 

to determining quality at public two-year colleges are 

presented in Table 44. Specific differences among means are 

explained in the preceding section of this chapter. 

Table 44 

IDQ Items Rated Important bv Study Group 

IDQ Item Description 

Pres 

Stated goals 
appropriate to mission 
of institution 3.98 

Planning and evaluation 
process established for 
institution 3.90 

Recognition of achieve-
ments of students and 
graduates by outside 
groups and agencies 3.79 

Number of students who 
successfully transfer 
to four-year schools 3.48 

Faculty-to-student 
ratio 3.3 3 

Proportion of entering 
students who complete 
program 3.46 

Institution reputation 
among cohorts 3.41 

Group Mean 

Fac Dean 

3.57 

3.72 

3.65 

3.56 

3.71 

3.38 

3.69 

3.51 

3.69 

3.85 

3.73 

3. 67 

Busi 

3.82 

3.89 

3.59 

3 .56 

3.61 

3.79 

3.76 3.38 3.59 

(table continues) 
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IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Pres Fac Dean Busi 

Diversity of educational 

programs offered 3.48 3.72 3.20 3.73* 

Course objectives based 
on competencies 3.73 3.49 3.17* 3.69 
Amount of faculty 
compensation (salary 
and benefits) 3.35 3.79* 3.51 3.27 

Number of students 
who continue to complete 
bachelor's degrees 3.25* 3.32* 3.79 3.56 

Percent of total 
annual budget covered 
by state revenues 3.30 3.78* 3.17 3.47 

Grade-point average 
requirements for honors, 
graduation, etc. 3.28 3.31 3.64 3.53 

Amount of local funds 
available for financial 
aid or scholarships 3.39 3.48 3.20 3.39 

Number of library 
volumes per full-
time student 3.10 3.14 3.46 3.15 

* E < .01. 

Of the 15 items in Table 44, 5 are related to student 

outcomes and academic standards. These items are: (a) 

recognition of achievements of students and graduates by 

outside groups/agencies, (b) number of students who 

successfully transfer to four-year schools, (c) proportion 
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of entering students who complete program, (d) number of 

students who continue to complete bachelor's degrees, and 

(e) grade-point average requirements for graduation, honors, 

etc. 

Three items rated Important by the two-year college 

presidents, two-year college faculty members, four-year 

college deans, and community business leaders are from the 

institution demographics category on the IDQ. These items 

are: (a) faculty-to-student ratio, (b) reputation of 

institution among cohorts, and (c) number of library volumes 

per full-time student. 

Three items in Table 44 are from the resources category 

on the IDQ. These items are: (a) amount of faculty 

compensation (salary and benefits), (b) percent of total 

annual budget covered by state revenues, and (c) amount of 

local funds available for financial aid or scholarships. 

Two items rated Important in Table 44 represent the 

administration and organization category from the IDQ. 

These items are: (a) stated goals appropriate to mission of 

the institution, and (b) planning and evaluation process 

established for institution. 

Two items in Table 44 are from the curriculum category 

on the IDQ. These items are: (a) diversity of educational 

programs offered, and (b) course objectives based on 

competencies. 
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Five items were rated Somewhat Important as a 

determinant of quality for public two-year colleges by the 

study groups. These items are presented in Table 45. 

Table 45 

IPO Items Rated Somewhat Important bv Study Group 

IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Pres Fac Dean Busi 

Availability of groups, 
clubs & organizations 
open to students 2 .94 2 .91 2 .74 2 .91 

Average grade-point 
average of students 2 .77 2 .68 2 .58 2 .94 

Professional 
memberships of faculty 
and administration 2 .78 2 .63 2 .84 2 .49 

Number of associate 
degrees awarded 2 .46* 2 .56 2 .30* 2 .83 

Number of students 
enrolled 2 .24* 2 .68 2 .14* 2 . 61 

* E < .01. 

Two items in Table 45 are representative of 

institutional demographics. These two items are: (a) 

number of associate degrees awarded, and (b) number of 

students enrolled. 

The remaining three items in Table 45 each represent a 

different category from the IDQ. Availability of clubs, 
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groups, and organizations open to students is from the 

student services category. Average grade-point average of 

students is representative of the student outcomes and 

academic standards category. Professional memberships of 

faculty and administration is from the faculty category. 

One IDQ item, age of the institution, was ranked by 

two-year college presidents, two-year college faculty 

members, four-year college deans, and community business 

leaders as Less Important for determining quality at public 

two-year colleges. The means for each of the four groups 

for this IDQ item are: (a) two-year college presidents, 

1.66; (b) two-year college faculty, 1.66; (c) four-year 

college deans, 1.37; and (d) community business leaders, 

1.68. The mecins were not significantly different. The IDQ 

item, age of the institution, was representative of the 

institutional demographics category on the instrument. 

Of the 36 IDQ items on which the four groups differed 

in their ratings of relative importance, 17 IDQ items were 

rated either Very Important or Important by the study 

groups. These 17 items are presented in Table 46. Items 

rated Very Important by a group are distinguished in the 

table by a line under the group mean. Significant group 

means yielded by the ANOVA procedure are indicated in the 

table with an asterisk (*). 
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Table 46 

IPO Items Rated Very Important or Important by Group 

IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Pres Fac Dean Busi 

Student satisfaction 

with institution 4.21 4.12 3.94 3.99 

Performance of students 
in major field of study 3.98 4.07 4.20 4.09 

Required English & math 
core in technical 
degree programs 3.93 4•01 4.31 4.08 

Professional development 
opportunities for 
faculty and 
administration 4.20 4.23 4.00 3.74* 

General education 
requirements for 

graduation 4.01 3.98 4.34* 3.83 

Support of institution 

from local community 4.12 4•17 3.69* 4.15 

Academic credentials 

of full-time faculty 3.92 4.03 4.34* 3.82 

Student performance on 
licensure exams 4.13 4.03 3.89 3.92 
Availability of 
financial aid to 
students 3.98 4.17 3.81 3.85 
Minimum academic 
standards required for 

students 3.88 3.83 4.23 3.92 

Faculty & administration 
employment satisfaction 3.85 4•26* 3.77 3.76 

(table continues^ 
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IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Pres Fac Dean Busi 

Testing and remedial 
courses availctble to 

students 4.07 3.94 3.87 3.74 

Employer ratings of 
former students 4.09 3.81 3.74 3.85 
Faculty evalueition is 
performed on a regular 

basis 4.07 3.50* 4.06 3.97 

Academic credentials of 
part-time faculty 3.81 3.87 4.01 3.54 
Availability of state-
of-the art technologies 

for instruction 4.08 3.79* 3.40* 3.91 

Management style of 
administration 3.74 4.08* 3.51 3.76 

* E < .01. 

In Table 46, five IDQ items ranked Very Important or 

Important by the four study groups are from the student 

outcomes and academic standards category. These five items 

are: (a) student satisfaction with institution, (b) 

performance of students in major field of study, (c) 

performance of students on specialized licensure exams, (d) 

minimum academic standards required for students, and (e) 

employer ratings of former students. Student satisfaction 

with institution and student performance on licensure exams 

were rated Very Important by two-year college presidents and 
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faculty members and Important by four-year college deans and 

community business leaders. Performance of students in 

major field of study was rated Very Important by faculty, 

deans, and business leaders and Important by two-year 

presidents. Only the four-year deans rated minimum academic 

standards required for students as Very Important compared 

to the other three groups who rated this item Important. 

The presidents were alone in rating employer ratings of 

former students as Very Important with faculty, deans, and 

business leaders rating this item Important. 

Three items in Table 46 are related to the curriculum 

category on the IDQ. These items are: (a) required English 

and math core in technical degree programs, (b) general 

education requirements for graduation, and (c) availability 

of state-of-the art technologies for instruction. Two-year 

college faculty members, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders rated required English and math 

core in technical degree programs Very Important with the 

two-year college presidents rating this item Important. 

Conversely, presidents rated availability of state-of-the-

art technologies for instruction Very Important with the 

three other groups rating this item Important. Presidents 

and deans agreed that general education requirements for 

graduation were Very Important and faculty members and 

business leaders rated this item Important. 
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Three IDQ items in Table 46 are from the administration 

and organization category of the IDQ. These three items 

are: (a) professional development opportunities for faculty 

and administration, (b) faculty and administration 

employment satisfaction, and (c) management style of 

administration. Presidents, faculty members, and deans 

rated professional development opportunities for faculty and 

administration Very Important with the business leaders 

differing significantly by rating this item Important. 

Faculty members rated faculty and administration employment 

satisfaction and management style of administration Very 

Important as determinants of quality for two-year colleges. 

The other three groups rated these two items Important. The 

faculty ratings of these two items were significantly 

different from the other groups. 

Three items in Table 46 are from the faculty category 

on the IDQ. These three items are: (a) academic 

credentials of full-time faculty, (b) faculty evaluation is 

performed on a regular basis, and (c) academic credentials 

of part-time faculty. Two-year college faculty members and 

four-year college deans agreed that academic credentials of 

full-time faculty was Very Important as a determinant of 

quality for two-year colleges. Presidents and business 

leaders rated this item Important. Presidents and deans 

rated faculty evaluation is performed on a regular basis as 
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Very Important and faculty members and business leaders 

rated this item Important. Only the deans rated academic 

credentials of part-time faculty as Very Important for 

measuring quality at two-year colleges. The other three 

groups rated this item Important. 

Two IDQ items in Table 46 are from the student services 

category. These two items are: (a) availability of 

financial aid to students, and (b) availability of testing 

and remedial courses to students. Only faculty members 

rated availability of financial aid to students Very 

Important as a determinant of quality for two-year colleges, 

and only the presidents rated availability of testing and 

remedial courses to students as Very Important. The other 

groups' ratings on these two items were Important. 

One IDQ item in Table 46 is from the institutional 

demographics category. This item is support of institution 

from local community. Presidents, faculty members, and 

business leaders rated this item Very Important. Four-year 

college deans rated this item Important, which was a 

significant difference. 

Table 47 presents 15 IDQ items which were rated either 

Somewhat Important or Important by the four study groups. 

Group means at the Important level are underlined in the 

table. Means noted with an asterisk (*) indicate IDQ items 

with significant differences based on the ANOVA procedure. 
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Table 47 

IPO Items Rated Somewhat Important or Important by Group 

IDQ Item Description 

Pres 

Group Mean 

Fac Dean Busi 

Dollars received from 
state and/or federal 
grants 3.33 

Role of the governing 
board 3.64 

Physical facilities of 
the institution 3.43 

Ratio of full-time 
faculty to part-time 
faculty 3.15 

Community involvement 
of faculty and 
administration 3.33 

Availability of special 
programs for honor 
students 3.35 

Computer literacy 
required for graduation 3.20 

Number of educational 
programs offered 2.88* 

Dollars received from 
local grants and/or 
private gifts 2.88* 

Percent of total annual 
budget covered by local 
tax base 2.82 

Support from college 
foundation 2.84 

3.66* 

3.39 

3.62* 

3.67* 

3 .25 

2.97 

3.13 

3.27 

3.13 

3.05 

2.97* 

2.89* 

2.93* 

3.58* 

2.90* 

2.97 

2.70* 

2.79* 

2 . 6 6 * 

2.91 

3.53 

3.52 

3.30 

2.85 

3.67* 

3.23 

3.35 

3.39 

3.29 

3.15 

2.88 2.71 3.38* 

(table continues! 
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IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Pres Fac Dean Busi 

Years of teaching 
experience of faculty 2. 88 3 .13 2 .94 2 .70 

Expanded educational 
access (telecourses, 
off-campus, etc.) 3. 05 2 .92 2 .54* 3 .15 

Organizational 
structure of the 
institution 2. 69* 3 .16 2 .41* 3 .33 

Total dollar amount 
of endowment 2. 47 2 .67 2 .70 3 .14* 

* E < .01. 

Of the 15 IDQ items in Table 47 rated by the study 

groups as either Somewhat Important or Important, 5 of the 

items are from the financial resources category of the IDQ. 

These items are: (a) dollars received from state and/or 

federal grants, (b) dollars received from local grants 

and/or private gifts, (c) percent of total annual budget 

covered by local tax base, (d) support from college 

foundation, and (e) total dollar amount of endowment. Two-

year college presidents, faculty members, and community 

business leaders rated dollars received from state and/or 

federal grants Important as a determinant of quality for 

two-year colleges while four-year college deans rated this 

item Somewhat Important. Business leaders and faculty 
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members rated dollars received from local grants and/or 

private gifts and percent of total annual budget covered by 

local tax base Important. Presidents and deans rated these 

two resource items Somewhat Important. Community business 

leaders rated two IDQ items, support from college foundation 

and total dollar amount of endowment, Important compared 

with the other three groups who rated these two items 

Somewhat Important. The business leaders' ratings of these 

items were significantly higher than the other groups' 

ratings. 

Four items in Table 47 are from the curriculum category 

on the IDQ. These four items are: (a) availability of 

special programs for honor students, (b) computer literacy 

required for graduation, (c) number of educational programs 

offered, and (d) expanded educational access (telecourses, 

off-campus, etc.). Presidents and business leaders rated 

availability of special programs for honor students 

Important while faculty and deans rated this item Somewhat 

Important. Four-year deans rated computer literacy required 

for graduation significantly lower than the other three 

groups with a rating of Somewhat Important. The presidents, 

faculty, and business leaders rated computer literacy 

required for graduation Important. Faculty members and 

business leaders rated number of educational programs 

offered Important and presidents and deans rated this item 
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Somewhat Important. Two-year college presidents and 

community business leaders rated expanded educational access 

(telecourses, off-campus, etc.) Important while two-year 

college faculty members and four-year college deans rated 

the same item Somewhat Important. 

Two items in Table 47 represented the administration 

and organization category on the IDQ. These two items are: 

(a) role of the governing board, and (b) organizational 

structure of the institution. Four-year college deans rated 

role of the governing board significantly lower than two-

year college presidents, two-year college faculty members, 

and community business leaders with a rating of Somewhat 

Important. These three groups rated this item Important. 

Two-year college faculty members and business leaders rated 

organizational structure of the institution as Important to 

determining quality at two-year colleges while two-year 

college presidents and four-year deans rated this item 

Somewhat Important. 

The institutional demographics category was represented 

by two items in Table 47. These two items are: (a) 

physical facilities of the institution, and (b) ratio of 

full-time faculty to part-time faculty. Four-year college 

deans rated physical facilities of the institution as 

Somewhat Important and this rating was significantly lower 

than the Important rating assigned to this item by two-year 
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college presidents, two-year college faculty members, and 

community business leaders. Business leaders rated ratio of 

full-time faculty to part-time faculty as Somewhat Important 

while the other three groups rated this item Important. 

In Table 47, two items are from the faculty category on 

the IDQ. These two items are: (a) community involvement of 

faculty and administration, and (b) years of teaching 

experience of faculty. Community involvement of faculty and 

administration was rated Important by two-year college 

presidents, two-year college faculty members, and community 

business leaders. The four-year college deans differed 

significantly on this item by rating it Somewhat Important. 

Only two-year college faculty members rated years of 

teaching experience of faculty as Important to determining 

quality at two-year colleges. The other three groups rated 

this item Somewhat Important. 

Three IDQ items were rated either Less Important or 

Somewhat Important by each of the four study groups. These 

items are presented in Table 48. Group means at the 

Somewhat Important level are designated by underlining in 

the table. Group means found to be significantly different 

by the ANOVA procedure are indicated with an asterisk (*). 

The differences among specific group means are explained in 

detail in the preceding section of this chapter, Analysis of 

Differences Among Respondents on IDQ Items. 
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Table 48 

IDQ Items Rated Less Important or Somewhat Important by 
Group 

IDQ Item Description Group Mean 

Pres Fac Dean Busi 

Faculty research and 

publications 2.25* 1.96* 2.47 2.61 

Intercollegiate 
athletic programs 2.09* 2.17 1.51* 2.45 
Availability of 
on-campus housing for 
students 1.38 1.60 1.53 2.00* 

* E < .01. 

Two items in Table 48 represent the student services 

category from the IDQ. These two items are: (a) 

intercollegiate athletic programs, and (b) availability of 

on-campus housing for students. Four-year college deans 

rated intercollegiate athletic programs significantly lower 

at Less Important than the other three groups which rated 

the same item as Somewhat Important. Community business 

leaders rated availability of on-campus housing for students 

significantly higher at Somewhat Important than the other 

three groups which rated this item as Less Important. 

One item in Table 48 is from the faculty category on 

the IDQ. This item, faculty research and publications, was 

rated significantly lower as Less Important by two-year 
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college faculty members. Two-year college presidents, 

deans, and business leaders rated this item Somewhat 

Important as a determinant of quality at public two-year 

colleges. 

One final item on the IDQ, availability of specialized 

courses for business and industry, was rated at three 

different levels by the four study groups. Business leaders 

rated this item as Very Important with a group mean of 4.08. 

This mean was significantly higher than the other group 

means at the .05 level on Fisher's LSD multiple comparison 

test. Four-year college deans, on the other hand, rated 

this item as Somewhat Important with a group mean of 2.70. 

This mean was significantly lower than the other three 

groups at the .05 level on Fisher's test. Two-year college 

presidents and faculty members both rated this item as 

Important with equal group means of 3.75. Availability of 

specialized courses for business and industry is 

representative of the curriculum category on the IDQ. 

Summary of Findings 

Of the 476 surveys mailed, 315 were returned for a 

response rate of 66%. The target response rate was 80% or 

at least 100 responses in each of the four study groups. Of 

the target 100 responses in each group, at least 80% were 

received in two groups, two-year college presidents and two-

year college faculty members. The other two study groups, 
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four-year college deans and community business leaders, had 

70% and 66% response rates respectively of the target 100 

responses. 

The analysis of variance procedure was executed for 

each of the 61 IDQ items to determine if the four groups, 

two-year college presidents, two-year college faculty 

members, four-year college deans, and community business 

leaders, differed in rating each item as a determinant of 

quality for public two-year colleges. The level of 

significance for each item was set at .01. Thirty IDQ items 

were found to have no significant differences among the 

means of the study groups. Of these 30 items, 24 were rated 

Important to Most Important as determinants of quality for 

public two-year colleges with overall means of 3.00 or 

higher. The remaining 6 items were rated from Not Important 

to Somewhat Important with overall means less than 3.00. 

The majority of items rated Important as determinants 

of quality were from the student outcomes and academic 

standards category on the IDQ. The other items rated 

Important by the study groups included four from the 

curriculum category, three from the administration and 

organization category, three from the institutional 

demographics category, two from the student services 

category, and one each from the faculty category and 

resources category on the IDQ. 
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The six items ranked Less Important by the study groups 

had overall means less than 3.00. These six items are from 

five IDQ categories, resources, faculty, student services, 

student outcomes and academic standards, and institutional 

demographics. 

The ANOVA procedure for the survey respondents1 ratings 

yielded a significant F at the .01 level for 31 of the 61 

items. To determine which study groups' means differed from 

the others, Fisher's LSD multiple comparison test was used 

to compare the means. The level of significance for 

Fisher's LSD was set at .05 in order to highlight 

differences among means that were relatively close. 

Eight items from the curriculum category on the IDQ had 

significant differences among the means of the four study 

groups. The resources category of the IDQ had six items on 

which the means among the groups were significantly 

different. Five IDQ items from the institutional 

demographics category were found to be significantly 

different among the study groups. The administration and 

organization category accounted for five IDQ items with 

significant differences among the means of the four study 

groups. Four items from the faculty category on the IDQ had 

means significantly different among the four study groups. 

One item from the student outcomes and academic standards 
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category was rated significantly different by the four study 

groups. 

The four-year academic deans disagreed significantly 

with the other three groups on 13 IDQ items. Of these 13 

items, the deans rated 11 IDQ items significantly lower than 

all three other study groups and 2 items significantly 

higher than the other groups. 

Six of the 13 items rated differently by the deans were 

from the curriculum category on the IDQ. The number of 

significant differences found between four-year deans and 

the other three study groups indicate that the deans either 

do not have a clear understanding of the mission, goals and 

objectives of public two-year colleges or disagree on the 

importance of these items as measures of guality for public 

two-year colleges. In particular, the deans' ratings of 

curriculum items indicated a lack of knowledge about 

instructional delivery systems at two-year colleges and a 

possible bias toward more traditional means of teaching. 

Community business leaders differed significantly from 

all three other study groups on five IDQ items. Business 

leaders seem to be most concerned with items related to an 

institution's financial resources, and, in particular, rated 

resource items related to private funding, either from a 

college foundation or endowment, signficantly higher than 

the other three study groups. 



118 

Two-year college faculty members differed from all 

three study groups on three IDQ items. Although two-year 

college presidents differed significantly from each of the 

other groups on individual items, there were no IDQ items on 

which the presidents differed from all three study groups. 

The final research question addressed by this study was 

the relative importance assigned to each IDQ item by the 

four study groups as a determinant of quality for public 

two-year colleges. Four items on the IDQ were rated Very 

Important with all four groups rating these items with group 

means of 4.00 or higher. The ANOVA procedure for these four 

items did not yield a significant F. The highest rated item 

by the four groups as a determinant of quality for two-year 

colleges was attitude and policies of administration toward 

teaching. This IDQ item is from the administration and 

organization category on the IDQ. The IDQ items ranked 

second and third in the Very Important Category were up-to-

date content in curriculum, and development of minimum 

skills in communication and computation, respectively. Both 

these items are from the curriculum category on the IDQ. 

The fourth highest rated IDQ item was academic achievement 

of students while enrolled. This item is from the student 

outcomes and academic standards category on the IDQ. 

Fifteen items were rated Important by the four study 

groups with group means between 3.00 and 3.99. Although the 
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differences between some of the means were found to be 

significant, the relative ratings of these items by the four 

study groups were equal. The majority of the items rated 

Important to determining quality at public two-year colleges 

are from the student outcomes and academic standards 

category of the IDQ. 

Five IDQ items were rated Somewhat Important as 

determinants of quality for two-year colleges by two-year 

college presidents, two-year college faculty members, four-

year college deans, and community business leaders. One IDQ 

item, age of the institution, was rated Less Important as a 

determinant of quality by all four study groups. 

The ratings of the remaining 36 IDQ items by the four 

study groups varied in rankings of relative importance. 

Seventeen items were ranked either Very Important or 

Important by one, two, or three of the groups. Fifteen 

items were ranked by the study groups as either Somewhat 

Important or Important as determinants of quality for two-

year colleges, and three items were ranked either Less 

Important or Somewhat Important by the groups. 

One IDQ item, availability of specialized courses for 

business and industry, was rated at three different levels 

by the four study groups. Community business leaders rated 

this item Very Important, four-year college deans rated the 
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item Somewhat Important, and two-year college presidents and 

faculty members both rated the item Important. 

From the analysis of the data, three major points 

should be considered. First, student outcomes and academic 

standards are indicated as primary determinants of quality 

for public two-year colleges. Second, liberal arts deans at 

four-year colleges have significantly different ratings of 

selected determinants of quality for two-year colleges, 

particularly in curriculum areas. Finally, although the 

literature review indicated faculty characteristics, 

especially research and publication activities, were 

correlated with institutional quality, the analysis of data 

from this study found faculty-related items to be less 

important to determining quality at two-year colleges. 
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SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to identify a set of 

determinants of quality for public two-year colleges. 

Research on measuring quality in higher education has 

focused primarily on four-year, graduate, and professional 

institutions and programs. This research generally falls 

into three categories: (a) reputational studies, (b) 

quantitative correlate studies, and (c) objective indicator 

studies (Conrad and Blackburn, 1985). Reputational studies 

use peer evaluation to rate programs or institutions. 

Quantitative correlate studies identify variables that are 

correlated with highly reputed programs or institutions, and 

objective indicator studies focus on variables selected at 

the individual researcher's discretion. In general, the 

variables used in objective indicator studies can be 

categorized into five general areas: (a) faculty, (b) 

students, (c) resources, (d) outcomes, and (e) multiple 

criteria. 

These three types of research, while contributing to a 

general understanding of quality in institutions of higher 

education, do not firmly establish a basis for measuring 

122 
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quality in specific types of institutions. To identify 

specific measures of quality for public two-year colleges, 

61 variables of quality were selected from recent research 

on quality in higher education and consolidated on the 

Inventory of Determinants of Quality (IDQ). This instrument 

was mailed to a random sample of two-year college 

presidents, two-year college faculty members, four-year 

college deans, and community business leaders. Of the 476 

surveys mailed, 315 were returned for this study. 

The analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedure was executed 

for each of the 61 IDQ items to determine if the four groups 

in the study differed in rating each item as a determinant 

of quality for public two-year colleges. The level of 

significance for each item was set at .01. Thirty IDQ items 

were found to have no significant differences among the 

means of the four study groups. Of these 30 items, 24 were 

rated from Important to Most Important as determinants of 

quality with overall means of 3.00 or higher and 6 were 

rated from Not Important to Somewhat Important with overall 

means less than 3.00. 

Of the 24 items the four groups agreed were important 

to determining quality at public two-year colleges, 10 are 

associated with student outcomes and academic standards, 4 

are associated with curriculum, 3 are associated with 

administration and organization of the institution, 3 more 
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are related with institutional demographics, 2 are related 

to student services, and 1 each is related to faculty 

characteristics and institutional resources. The 4 top-

rated items with overall means greater than 4.00 (Very 

Important) are: (a) attitude and policies of the 

administration toward teaching, (b) up-to-date content in 

curriculum, (c) development of minimum skills in 

communication and computation, and (d) academic achievement 

of students while enrolled. 

The four study groups differed significantly on rating 

31 IDQ items as measures of quality for public two-year 

colleges. Eight of these 31 items are associated with 

curriculum, 6 with institutional resources, 5 to 

institutional demographics, 5 to the administration and 

organization of the institution, 4 items with faculty, 2 

with student services, and 1 item to student outcomes and 

academic standards. The four-year college deans differed 

significantly from all three other study groups on 13 IDQ 

Items. Community business leaders differed significantly 

from all three other study groups on 5 IDQ items, and two-

year college faculty members differed significantly from the 

other study groups on 3 IDQ items. Although two-year 

college presidents did differ significantly from one or two 

of the study groups, there were no IDQ items on which the 

presidents differed from all three study groups. 
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Discussion 

The largest number of items which two-year college 

presidents, two-year college faculty members, four-year 

college deans, and community business leaders agreed are 

important to determining quality at public two-year colleges 

are related to student outcomes and academic standards. 

This category is representative of objective indicator 

studies reviewed in the literature. The highest rated 

outcome measure was academic achievement of students while 

enrolled at an institution. This reflects favorably with 

previous research which found outcome measures to be an 

important criteria in determining institutional quality 

(Tidball and Kristiakowski, 1976; Steuart and Rathburn, 

1982). The emphasis on the value-added approach to 

assessing an institution's effectiveness as a measure of 

quality (Southern Association, 1984) would appear to be 

valid based on the results of this study. Other outcome 

measures ranked highly in this study are student 

satisfaction with the institution, performance of students 

in major field of study, and performance of students on 

specialized licensure exams. The obvious advantages in 

using outcome measures as determinants of quality for two-

year colleges are that the measures are less subject to bias 

and lend themselves to quantitative analysis. Questions 
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remain, however, as to what weight these outcomes should be 

given as measures of quality. 

The highest rated item which the four study groups 

agreed is important to determining quality at two-year 

colleges is related to the administration and organization 

of an institution. This item, attitude and policies of 

administration toward teaching, is more of a qualitative 

measure and reflects a more complex dimension of quality 

measurement than simple outcomes measures (Moore, 1986). 

Defining the specific attitudes and policies toward teaching 

which are positively related to quality involves looking at 

the organizational structure of the administration, the 

viability of internal processes, and the degree to which 

faculty and administration interact. 

Four-year college deans differed significantly from 

two-year college presidents, two-year college faculty 

members, and community business leaders on several IDQ 

items. Five items related to curriculum were rated 

significantly lower by the four-year deans. The curriculum 

items rated lower by the deans are indicative of the types 

of instructional delivery systems commonly used by two-year 

colleges (specialized courses for business and industry, use 

of technologies, and expanded access via telecourses and 

off-campus offerings). Four-year deans may disagree with 

the other study groups that these types of instructional 
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methods are valid measures of quality or the low ratings 

given these items by the deans may reflect a lack of 

knowledge about instructional programs in two-year colleges. 

Other measures rated significantly lower by the four-

year deans include items related to the two-year college's 

relationship with its local community (role of the governing 

board, community involvement of college personnel, and 

support from local community). The two-year college's 

relationship with its local community is unique and many 

four-year schools do not share this local orientation. The 

significantly higher ratings given to these items by two-

year college presidents and faculty members and community 

business leaders reflect the importance placed on community 

relations by both college personnel and community leaders. 

Four-year deans, on the other hand, do not view the college-

community relationship as important to the two-year 

institution's quality. 

The differences between four-year deans and the other 

study groups may be a result of several factors. The deans 

may have rated the various determinants of quality from a 

"four-year point of view," that is, two-year colleges should 

be measured by the same criteria as four-year schools. This 

would explain the lower ratings given by the deans to those 

IDQ items which are more representative of two-year college 

programs. Another possibility which might explain 
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the differences in ratings between the deans and the other 

study groups is that four-year college deans do not have a 

clear understanding of the mission, goals, and objectives of 

public two-year colleges. The deans may not be familiar 

with the types of programs offered and do not understand the 

local orientation of a two-year college. 

Of particular interest in the study results is the lack 

of importance placed on faculty items as measures of two-

year college quality. Several researchers (Bowker, 1965; 

Knudsen and Vaughan, 1969; Hagstrom, 1971; Cox and Catt, 

1971; Conrad and Blackburn, 1985) used faculty criteria such 

as research productivity, number of publications, years of 

teaching experience, and academic credentials and honors of 

faculty as indicators of institution or program quality. 

Only l item related to faculty characteristics appeared in 

the 24 items the four study groups agreed are important to 

two-year college quality. This item was academic 

credentials of part-time faculty. Faculty research and 

publications, a faculty item found by researchers to be 

highly correlated with program and institutional quality at 

four-year and graduate schools, was considered by the four 

groups participating in this study to be less important as a 

determinant of: quality at two-year institutions. The 

majority of previous research on quality in higher education 

institutions was involved primarily with four-year and 
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graduate programs. The low ratings given to faculty items 

in this study would seem to indicate that characteristics 

related to faculty are not as important to determining 

quality at public two-year colleges as at four-year 

institutions. 

Conclusions 

The results of this study lead to two major conclusions 

regarding the determination of quality of public two-year 

colleges. First, a different set of criteria must be used 

for measuring quality at two-year colleges than at four—year 

schools. In particular, measures which focus on faculty 

characteristics such as research productivity and teaching 

credentials are less important to two—year college quality 

when compared to four-year and graduate colleges. Broad 

criteria such as those used by accrediting associations 

which attempt to evaluate all lesvels of higher education 

institutions are inappropriate for measuring the quality or 

effectiveness of specific institution types. The 

differences between the four-year college deans and the 

three other study groups on key items related specifically 

to two-year colleges emphasize the need for different sets 

of criteria for different types of institutions. 

The second conclusion that can be drawn from the 

results of this study is that outcome measures must be an 

integral part of any two-year college evaluation system. 
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The performance of students while they are enrolled at the 

college is as important for measuring institutional quality 

as is their performance after leaving the institution. An 

evaluation system which measures the degree of student 

achievement from entrance to exit will provide one of the 

best indications of an institution's quality. The emphasis 

placed on outcome measures as an indicator of quality by 

previous research is confirmed by this study. 

Recommendations and Implications 

On the items that two-year college presidents, two-year 

college faculty members, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders agree are important to 

determining quality at public two—year colleges, further 

research is recommended to determine the weight those items 

should be given in measuring quality. For example, in the 

four top—rated items, the following questions should be 

asked: (a) what specific attitudes and policies of the 

administration toward teaching contribute to institutional 

quality, (b) what constitutes up-to-date content in 

curriculum, (c) what are the minimum skills in communication 

and computation which students should develop while enrolled 

in a two-year college, and (d) how much should students be 

expected to achieve academically while enrolled at a two-

year college. 

In practice, the study results have implications for 

two-year college administrators and faculty members in 
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dealing with their four-year college counterparts. Two-year 

college personnel should better communicate the unique role 

of the two-year college as distinguished from other types of 

institutions to four-year college staff and faculty members. 

Also, regional accrediting agencies might consider adding a 

"visiting" member from a different type of institution to 

college evaluation teams in order to broaden the knowledge 

about differences between institution types among higher 

education professionals. Two-year college personnel should 

be encouraged to observe four-year college evaluations and 

four-year college personnel should observe the evaluation 

process in two-year colleges. 

Two-year institutions should undertake the development 

of tracking systems to measure the academic achievement of 

students while enrolled at the college. These systems 

should be supplemented with follow-up studies to confirm 

student achievement and performance after leaving the 

institution. 

Determining the quality of public two—year colleges, or 

any other institutions of higher education, will remain an 

inexact process until specific criteria can be identified as 

determinants of institutional quality. This study 

identified 24 items which two-year college presidents, two-

year college faculty members, four-year college deans, and 

community business leaders agreed are important for 
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determining the quality of public two-year colleges. 

Whether or not these 24 items are the best criteria or the 

only criteria for measuring quality at two-year colleges 

must be determined by future research and the practices 

implemented on individual college campuses. 
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Table 1 

IPO Item Reliability Based on Test-Retest 

Item Number (%) Number (%) Number (%) 

Number Acceptable Nonacceptable Missing 

1 81 (98.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.2) 

2 77 (93.9) 4 (4.9) 1 (1.2) 

3 73 (93.9) 8 (9.8) 1 (1.2) 

4 77 (93.9) 2 (2.4) 3 (3.7) 

5 75 (91.5) 3 (3.7) 4 (4.9) 

6 74 (90.2) 8 (9.8) 0 (0.0) 

7 73 (89.0) 4 (4.9) 5 (6.1) 

8 76 (92.7) 4 (4.9) 2 (2.4) 

9 75 (91.5) 7 (8.5) 0 (0.0) 

10 78 (95.1) 4 (4.9) 0 (0.0) 

11 79 (96.3) 1 (1.2) 2 (2.4) 

12 78 (95.1) 4 (4.9) 0 (0.0) 

13 81 (98.8) 1 (1.2) 0 (0.0) 

14 73 (93.9) 8 (9.8) 1 (1.2) 

15 77 (93.9) 3 (3.7) 2 (2.4) 

16 73 (89.0) 6 (7.3) 3 (3.7) 

17 75 (91.5) 6 (7.3) 1 (1.2) 

18 78 (95.1) 3 (3.7) 1 (1.2) 

19 78 (95.1) 4 (4.9) 0 (0.0) 

20 75 (91.5) 5 (6.1) 2 (2.4) 

(table continues) 
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Item Number (%) 

Number Acceptable 

Number (%) 

Nonacceptable 

Number (%) 

Missing 

2 1 76 ( 9 2 . 7 ) 5 ( 6 . 1 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

22 79 ( 9 6 . 3 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

23 75 ( 9 1 . 5 ) 6 ( 7 . 3 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

24 77 ( 9 3 . 9 ) 5 ( 6 . 1 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

25 75 ( 9 1 . 5 ) 6 ( 7 . 3 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

26 77 ( 9 3 . 9 ) 4 ( 4 . 9 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

27 80 ( 9 7 . 6 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

28 75 ( 9 1 . 5 ) 7 ( 8 . 5 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

29 80 ( 9 7 . 6 ) 2 ( 2 . 4 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

30 78 ( 9 5 . 1 ) 4 ( 4 . 9 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

31 75 ( 9 1 . 5 ) 6 ( 7 . 3 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

32 80 ( 9 7 . 6 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

33 73 ( 8 9 . 0 ) 7 ( 8 . 5 ) 2 ( 2 . 4 ) 

34 78 ( 9 5 . 1 ) 4 ( 4 . 9 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

35 80 ( 9 7 . 6 ) 2 ( 2 . 4 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

36 75 ( 9 1 . 5 ) 6 ( 7 . 3 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

37 74 ( 9 0 . 2 ) 7 ( 8 . 5 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

38 72 ( 8 7 . 8 ) 8 ( 9 . 8 ) 2 ( 2 . 4 ) 

39 71 ( 8 6 . 6 ) 8 ( 9 . 8 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 

40 76 ( 9 2 . 7 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 

41 74 ( 9 0 . 2 ) 5 ( 6 . 1 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 

(table continues^ 
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Item Number (%) 

Number Acceptable 

Number (%) 

Nonacceptable 

Number (%) 

Missing 

42 78 ( 9 5 . 1 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

43 80 ( 9 7 . 6 ) 2 ( 2 . 4 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

4 4 79 ( 9 6 . 3 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

45 7 5 ( 9 1 . 5 ) 7 ( 8 . 5 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

4 6 78 ( 9 5 . 1 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

47 74 ( 9 0 . 2 ) 6 ( 7 . 3 ) 2 ( 2 . 4 ) 

48 77 ( 9 3 . 9 ) 4 ( 4 . 9 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

49 78 ( 9 5 . 1 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

5 0 78 ( 9 5 . 1 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

5 1 77 ( 9 3 . 9 ) 4 ( 4 . 9 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

52 77 ( 9 3 . 9 ) 4 ( 4 . 9 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

53 78 ( 9 5 . 1 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

54 77 ( 9 3 . 9 ) 5 ( 6 . 1 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

55 80 ( 9 7 . 6 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

56 77 ( 9 3 . 9 ) 5 ( 6 . 1 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

57 79 ( 9 6 . 3 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 0 ( 0 . 0 ) 

58 78 ( 9 5 . 1 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

59 78 ( 9 5 . 1 ) 3 ( 3 . 7 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

60 77 ( 9 3 . 9 ) 4 ( 4 . 9 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 

6 1 8 0 ( 9 7 . 6 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 1 ( 1 . 2 ) 
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INVENTORY OF DETERMINANTS OF QUALITY 

FOR TWO-YEAR COLLEGES 

" ° r £ . ! * ? , ^ y
a

d c e l n e , H f 0 r , W 0 . " y e a r c o l l e 9 e s ? T h i s questionnaire asks you to rate 
?i r 9 , a , l v e importance when considering the quality of a 

^wo-jear college. The range of ratings is from one (1) to five (5). The levels of rating 

1 Not Important 
2 Somewhat Important 
3 Important 
4 Very Important 
5 Most Important 

INSTRUCTIONS 

m Q e S ' c l r , c l e , h e , e s p o n s 8 w n i c h b e s< ^presents you, 
»y o l flUa'"y " " l l ™ - y , S " C O l l e » e s ' Con'W—'OI-

SAMPLE ITEM 

Number of faculty members with doctoral degrees 
1 2 3 4 5 

If you believe this item is Most Important when determining the aualitv of a two 

£ r r r CirCle 5-,f you believe ,his item is NolPmportantwilndetlSK 
the quality of a two-year college, you would circle 1. determining 

Copyright © 1988. All rights reserved. 
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Attitude and policies of administration toward teaching 

Availability of special programs for honor students 

Availability of specialized courses for business and industry 

Availability of state-of-the-art technologies for instruction 

Course objectives based on competencies 

Computer literacy required for graduation 

Diversity of educational programs offered 

Expanded educational access (telecouirses, off-campus, etc.) 

Faculty evaluation is performed on a regular basis 

Faculty to student ratio 

General education requirements for graduation 

Required English and Math core in technical degree 
programs 

Up-to-date content in curriculum 

Age of the institution 

Availability of on-campus housing for students 

Average grade point average of students 

Number of associate degrees awarded 

Number of educational programs offered 

Number of library volumes per full-time student 

Number of students enrolled 

Organizational structure of the institution 

Physical facilities of the institution 

Planning and evaluation process established for institution 

Ratio of full-time faculty to part-time faculty 

Reputation of institution among cohorts 

Role of the governing board 
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"school ° f S t U d 6 n t S W h 0 successfuUy transfer to four-year 

Performance of students in major field of study 

Performance of students on specialized licensure exams 

PLEASE TURN PAGE AND CONTINUE 

c 
L_ 

o 
— Q. 
m E 
CD — a 

V Q 
E 

o 
z S

om
ew

hg
 

Im
po

rt
an

t 

Q 
E 
> 

a5 > 

Q. 
E 

' CO 
o 
2 

Stated goals appropriate to mission of the institution 1 2 3 4 5 

Support of institution from local community 1 2 3 4 5 

Academic credentials of full-time faculty 
1 2 3 4 5 

Academic credentials of part-time faculty 
1 2 3 4 5 

Community involvement of faculty and administration 1 2 3 4 5 
Faculty research and publications 

1 2 3 4 5 

Professional memberships of faculty and administration 1 2 3 4 5 
Vears of teaching experience of faculty 

1 2 3 4 5 

Amount of faculty compensation (salary and benefits) 1 2 3 4 5 
Dollars received from local grants and/or private gifts 

1 2 3 4 5 
Dollars received from state and/or federal grants 

1 2 3 4 5 
Percent of total annual budget covered by local tax base 

1 2 3 4 5 
Percent of total annual budget covered by state revenues 

1 2 3 4 5' 
Support from college foundation 

1 2 3 4 5 
Total dollar amount of endowment 

1 2 3 4 5 
Academic achievement of students while enrolled 

1 2 3 4 5 

STSo"' °' Sl""S 1 2 3 4 5 

Employer ratings of former students 
1 2 3 4 5 

Recognition of achievements of students and graduates bv 
outside groups/agencies 1 2 3 4 5 

Faculty and administration employment satisfaction 
1 2 3 4 5 

degrees ° f S t U d e n , s w h o c o n t i n u e to complete bachelor's 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Proportion of entering students who complete program 

Student satisfaction with institution 

Grade point average requirements for graduation, honors 
etc. ' 

Minimum academic standards required for students 

Intercollegiate athletic programs 

Amount of local funds available for financial aid or 
scholarships 

Availability of testing and remedial courses to students 

Availability of clubs, groups, and organizations open to 
students K 

Availability of financial aid to students 

Management style of administration 

Professional development opportunities for faculty and 
administration 
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A New Dimension In Learning 

March 25, 1988 

Dear Colleague: 

I am conducting a national study on quality of 
public two-year colleges. Your college has been selected 
for inclusion in this study. 

I n order to confirm data on your college as published 
m the Center for Education Statistics Directory of Post-
secondary Institutions, I am asking you to complete the 
brief information sheet enclosed with this letter and 
return the form to me in the postage-paid envelope provided. 
This information will be used solely for the purposes of 
this study. 

Thank you in advance for your assistance. Please 
reel r,ree to call me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Francette Carnahan 
Associate Vice President 

for Admissions & Records 

encl. 

Grayson County College 
Sherman - Denison 

6101 Grayson Drive • Denison, Texas 75020-8299 (214) 465-6030 
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Sample College Name 
Street Address 
City, State Zip 

Name of College President: 

Chairperson/President of 
College Faculty Group: 

By which regional association is your college accredited? 

Middle States 

New England 

North Central 

Northwest 

Southern 

Western 

Does your college offer programs in both vocational/technical 
and academic area? 

Yes No 

Which four-year college or university receives the majority 
of your transfer students? 

College/University Name: 

City, State: 

PLEASE RETURN IN THE POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE PROVIDED. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. 
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NORTH TEXAS f | 5 5 j § STATE UNIVERSITY 

Office of Policy Studies M a y 6 , 1 9 8 8 
in Higher Education 

Name 
Department or School 
College or University 
Street 
City, State Zip 

Dear Sample: 

n . important issue in higher education today is determining the 
quality" of institutions of higher learning. As president of a community/junior 

college, you are aware that indicators of quality vary when applied to di f ferent 
types of colleges and universities. Measurements of quality for a four-year 
university may not be appropriate or even applicable for a public two-year 
college. 

In an effor t to identify a set of determinants of quality for public two-
year colleges, I am conducting a national survey of two-year college presidents, 
two-year college faculty members, four-year college deans, and community 
business leaders. The results of this survey will be used in my doctoral 
dissertation at North Texas State University, Denton, Texas. 

Enclosed with this letter is a questionnaire asking you to rate various 
items as to their importance in determining the quality of public two-year 
colleges. Responses to this survey will be aggregated and reported as group 
data. In no way will your response be personally identifiable. All responses 
will be kept confidential and your participation in the survey is entirely 
voluntary. J 

I hope you will take a few minutes to participate in this survey by 
completing the questionnaire and returning it in the postage-paid envelope 
provided. As a two-year college president your opinion is especially important 
to this study. Thank you in advance for your willingness to contribute your 
response to this project. 

Sincerely, 

Francette Carnahan Howard W. Smith, Jr. 
Associate Vice President Professor and Director 

for Admissions & Records Office of Policy Studies 
Grayson County College in Higher Education 

THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY 
NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 

GOLLEGE OF EDUCATION • 817 565-2952 
P.O. BOX 13857 DENTON, TEXAS 76203-3857 
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NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

1 4 8 

Office of Policy Studies 
in Higher Education 

May 6, 1988 

Name 
Depar tment or School 
College or Univers i ty 
Street 

City, State Zip 

Dear Sample: 

An impor tant issue in higher educat ion today is de termining the 
quali ty" of inst i tut ions of higher learning. As a f acu l ty member in a 

communi ty / j un io r college, you are aware that indicators of qual i ty vary when 
applied to d i f f e r e n t types of colleges and universit ies. Measurements of qual i ty 
lo r a four -year universi ty may not be appropr ia te or even applicable f o r a 
public two-year college. 

In an e f f o r t to i den t i fy a set of de terminants of qual i ty fo r public two-
year colleges, I am conduct ing a nat ional survey of two-year college presidents 
two-year college facu l ty members, four -year college deans, and communi ty 
business leaders. The results of this survey will be used in my doctoral 
dissertat ion at North Texas State Universi ty , Denton, Texas. 

Enclosed with this letter is a quest ionnaire asking you to rate various 
items as to their importance in determining the qual i ty of public two-year 
colleges. Responses to this survey will be aggregated and reported as group 
data. In no way will your response be personally ident i f iab le . All responses 
will be kept conf ident ia l and your par t ic ipat ion in the survey is ent i rely 
voluntary . J 

I hope you will take a f ew minutes to par t ic ipa te in this survey by 
completing the quest ionnaire and re turn ing it in the postage-paid envelope 
provided. As a two-year college facu l ty member your opinion is especially 
impor tant to this study. Thank you in advance fo r your willingness to 
cont r ibute your response to this project. 

Sincerely, 

France t te Carnahan 
Associate Vice President 

fo r Admissions & Records 
Grayson County College 

Howard W. Smith, Jr. 
Professor and Director 
O f f i c e of Policy Studies 

in Higher Educat ion 

THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY 
N O R T H TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION • 817/565-2952 
P.O. BOX 13857 DENTON. TEXAS 76203-3857 
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NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

149 

Office of Policy Studies 
in Higher Education 

May 6, 1988 

Name 
Depar tment or School 
College or Univers i ty 
Street 

City, State Zip 

Dear Sample: 

„ _ i m P 9 r t a f l t issue in higher educat ion today is de termining the 
qual i ty of inst i tut ions of higher learning. As a dean at a four -year univers i ty 

you are aware that indicators of quali ty vary when applied to d i f f e r e n t types 
ol colleges and universit ies. Measurements of qual i ty fo r a four -year univers i ty 
may not be appropr ia te or even applicable fo r a public two-year college. 

In an e f f o r t to i den t i fy a set of de terminants of qual i ty f o r public two-
year colleges, I am conduct ing a national survey of two-year college presidents 
two-year college f acu l ty members, four-year college deans, and communi ty 
business leaders. The results of this survey will be used in my doctoral 
dissertat ion at North Texas State Universi ty , Denton, Texas. 

Enclosed with this letter is a quest ionnaire asking you to rate various 
items as to their importance in determining the qual i ty of public two-year 
colleges. Responses to this survey will be aggregated and reported as group 
da a. In no way will your response be personally ident i f iab le . All responses 
v o l u n t a r y 1 3 1 c o n d e n t i a l a n d y ° u r Part ic ipat ion in the survey is ent irely 

I hope you will take a f ew minutes to par t i c ipa te in this survey by 
completing the quest ionnaire and re turn ing it in the postage-paid envelope 

-ri, i? a u n . i v e r s i t y dean your opinion is especially impor tant to this 
study. Thank you in advance fo r your willingness to contr ibute your response 
to this project . ^ 

Sincerely, 

Francet te Carnahan 
Associate Vice President 

fo r Admissions & Records 
Grayson County College 

Howard W. Smith, Jr. 
Professor and Director 
O f f i c e of Policy Studies 

in Higher Educat ion 

THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY 
NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION • 817 565-2952 
P.O. BOX 13857 DENTON, TEXAS 76203-3857 
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Office of Policy Studies 
in Higher Education 

May 6, 1988 

Name 
Depar tment or School 
College or Univers i ty 
Street 

City, State Zip 

Dear Sample: 
E . d u c a t o r s i n colleges and universi t ies today are concerned with 

iden t i fy ing the quali ty" of inst i tut ions of higher learning. As a business 
representat ive in a community where a two-year college is located you are in a 
unique position to help us discover what items are impor tant for measuring 
qual i ty at two-year colleges. 

In an e f f o r t to i den t i fy a set of de terminants of qual i ty f o r public two-
year colleges, I am conduct ing a nat ional survey of two-year college presidents 
two-year college facu l ty members, four-year college deans, and communi ty 
business leaders. The results of this survey will be used in my doctoral 
dissertat ion at North Texas State Universi ty, Denton, Texas. 

Enclosed with this letter is a quest ionnaire asking you to rate various 
items as to their importance in determining the qual i ty of public two-year 
colleges. Responses to this survey will be aggregated and reported as group 
data In no way will your response be personally ident i f iab le . All responses 
will be kept conf ident ia l and your par t ic ipat ion in the survey is ent i rely 
voluntary . J 

I hope you will take a f ew minutes to par t ic ipate in this survey by 
completing the quest ionnaire and re turning it in the postage-paid envelope 
provided. As a business leader in your community your opinion is especially 
impor tan t to this study. Thank you in advance fo r your willingness to 
cont r ibute your response to this project. 

Sincerely, 

Francet te Carnahan 
Associate Vice President 

for Admissions & Records 
Grayson County College 

Howard W. Smith, Jr. 
Professor and Director 
O f f i c e of Policy Studies 

in Higher Educat ion 

THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY 
N O R T H TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION . 817 565-2952 
P O. BOX 13857 DENTON. TEXAS 76203-3857 
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INVENTORY OF DETERMINANTS OF QUALITY 

FOR TWO-YEAR COLLEGES 

various S ' ^ a ^ t o m e ^ S i v e ^ m j o r t l r l e T > S q u e s t i o n n a i r e a s k s you to rale 
- y e a . college. Tne ra„9e of S X S ^ J S V j L l 

1 Not Important 
2 Somewhat Important 
3 Important 
4 Very Important 
5 Most Important 

INSTRUCTIONS 

evaluation oTthe i ^ e m ' a f a d e f e ^ n a m ^ T a V a ^ t r e . $ P 0 n s e w h l c h b e s t represents you, 
Hy of responses is guaranteed. quality for two-year colleges. Confidential-

SAMPLE ITEM 

Number of faculty members with doctoral degrees 

t h e q u a , i t * of a two-year 
the quality of a two-year cotlege, you would S e 7 'mP^tant when determining 

Copyright o 1988. All r.ghts reserved. 
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At t i tude and pol ic ies of ad r r .ms t ra t i on toward teaching 

Avai labi l i ty of special programs for honor s tudents 

Avai labi l i ty of special ized courses for bus iness and indust ry 

Avai labi l i ty of state-of- the-art techno log ies for ins t ruc t ion 

Course object ives based on competenc ies 

Computer l i teracy required for g raduat ion 

Diversity of educat iona l programs o f fe red 

Expanded educat ional access ( te lecourses, o f f - campus , etc.) 

Faculty evaluat ion is per formed on a regular basis 

Faculty to student rat io 

General educat ion requi rements for g radua t ion 

programs E r , S ' i S " M a , B " » » " « • ' « • » ' « 

Up-to-date content in cur r icu lum 

Age of the ins t i t u t i on 

Avai labi l i ty of on -campus hous ing for s tuden ts 

Average grade point average of s tuden ts 

Number of associate degrees awarded 

Number of educat ional programs of fered 

Number of l ibrary vo lumes per full-time s tudent 

Number of s tudents enrol led 

Orgamzauonal structure of the institution 

Physical fac i l i t ies of the ins t i tu t ion 

Planning and evaluat ion process es tab l ished for ins t i tu t ion 

Ratio of fu l l - t ime facul ty to part - t ime facu l ty 

Reputat ion of i ns t i tu t ion among cohor ts 

Role of the governing board 
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Staled goals appropr ia te to m iss ion of the ins t i t u t i on 

Suppor t of i ns t i t u t i on f rom local c o m m u n i t y 

Academic credent ia ls of fu l l - t ime facu l ty 

Academic credent ia ls of par t - t ime facu l t y 

C o m m u n i t y invo lvement of facu l ty and admin i s t ra t i on 

Facul ty research and pub l i ca t ions 

Pro fess ion , , ™ c m t , „ s h l „ s f a c u , | y M a a m i n l s „ s l j o n 

Years of teach ing experience of facu l ty 

Amoun t of facu l ty compensa t ion (salary and benef i ts) 

Dol lars received f rom local grants a n d / o r private g i f t s 

Dol lars received f rom state a n d / o r federal grants 

Percent of to ta l annua l budget covered by local tax base 

Percent of to ta l annua l budget covered by s tate revenues 

Suppor t f rom co l l ege foundat ion 

Total dol lar a m o u n t of endowment 

Academic ach ievement of s tuden ts w h i l e enro l led 

commutat ion ' ° ' m i " i m U m S k i , l s i n c o m m u n i c a t i o n and 

Employer ra t ings of former s tudents 

ou !s ide g ' ^ u p s / a g e n c r e s 6 n , S ° ' S , u d e n t s a n d graduates by 

Facul ty and admin is t ra t ion emp loymen t sa t i s fac t ion 

degreeY ° ' S ' U d e n , S W h ° c o n , i n u e <° comp le te bachelor 's 

Number of s tuden ts who successfu l ly t ransfer to four-year 

Performance of s tuden ts in major f ie ld of s tudy 

Performance of s tudents on special ized l i censure exams 
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Proportion of entering students who complete program 

Student satisfaction with institution 

Grade point average requirements for graduation, honors, 

Minimum academic standards required for students 

Intercoliagiate athletic programs 

S S h f p s , 0 C a l f U n d S a v a i l a b , e , o r f i n a n c i a l aid or 

Availability of testing and remedial courses to students 

^ I 2 s l , y ° f C ' U b S ' 9 r o uP s> organizations open to 

Availability of financial aid to students 

Management style of administration 

admfnistrat1on^eVe '°P,T len ! W ^ i e s for faculty and 

O 
CL 

§ E C C 
CTJ r: 

O re — o o 
O, n c a CI 
p 5 2 E E — cu ~~ p 
O 

<= a. 
c p a> c 
w — > 2 

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 

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 



155 

If you would like to receive a summary of the results of the study, 

"Identifying Determinants of Quality for Public Two-Year Colleges," 

please complete the information below and return this card to the 

Center for Policy Studies in Higher Education, North Texas State 

University. 

Your Name 

Title 

Address 

City, State, ZIP 

PLACE 

STAMP 

HERE 

OFFICE OF POLICY STUDIES IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
P.O. BOX 13857 
DENTON, TX 76203-3857 
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NORTH TEXAS i i X I f STATE UNIVERSITY 

Office of Policy Studies 
in Higher Education 

July 15, 1988 

Dear Colleague: 

.Several weeks ago I mailed you a questionnaire asking 
you to rate various items as determinants of quality for 

^two-year colleges. I hope you have had time to 
respond to this survey. If you have not had an opportunity 
to complete the questionnaire, I am enclosing a second copy 

v self-aatassed postage-paid envelope. I hope 
Y. Vj" e ? ^ e w ®mutes to complete this form and return 
it in the envelope provided. 

As a community college president, your opinion on the 
io??^ a n C- 0 f v a ri° u s determinants of'qSalityPfSJ ?wo yea? 
colleges is very important to the results of this studv As 

J" m Y e a r l i e r letter, your participation is' 
ySi?r r e sP° n s e will in no way be personally 

identifiable. The results will be used in my doctoral 
dissertation at the University of North Texas. 

and i" a d v a n c e f°r taking time to read this letter 
feel f r 2 2 ? o ™ n ! 5 e * S U r v e £ ' I f y o u h a v e questions please 
Hai-ii'f ? contact me at my place of employment, North 
Harris County College, 713-351-3313. 

Sincerely, 

Francette Carnahan 
Director of Student Services 

and Registrar 

NHCC-Tomball Campus 
P 0 Box 1969 
Tomball, TX 77375-1969 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION • 817/565-2952 
P.O. BOX 13857 DENTON. TEXAS 76203-3857 
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NORTH TEXAS t l X I J STATE UNIVERSITY 

Officei of Policy Studies 
in Higher Education 

July 15, 1988 

Dear Colleague: 

Several weeks ago I mailed you a questionnaire asking 
you to rate various items as determinants of quality for 
public two-year colleges. I hope you have had time to 
respond to this survey. If you have not had an opportunity 

complete the questionnaire, I am enclosing a second copy 
& ? self-addressed postage-paid envelope. I hope 

you will take a few minutes to complete this form and return 
it in the envelope provided. 

As a faculty member in a community college, your opinion 
on the importance of various determinants of quality for two 
year colleges is very important to the results of this study, 
r̂f-i mentioned in my earlier letter, your participation is 
^5luntary and your response will in no way be personally 
identifiable. The results will be used in my doctoral 
dissertation at the University of North Texas. 

Thank y°u in advance for taking time to read this letter 
the survey. If you have questions please 

o 2 c° n?* c t m e a t my Place of employment, North 
Harris County College, 713-351-3313. 

Sincerely, 

Francette Carnahan 
Director of Student Services 

and Registrar 

NHCC-Tomball Campus 
P 0 Box 1969 
Tomball, TX 77375-1969 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION • 817/565-2952 
P.O. BOX 13857 DENTON, TEXAS 76203-3657 
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NORTH TEXAS I K H J f STATE UNIVERSITY 

Office of Policy Studies 
in Higher Education 

July 15, 1988 

Dear Colleague: 

Several weeks ago I mailed you a questionnaire askincr 
you to rate various items as determinants of quality for 
public two-year colleges. I hope you have had time to 

survfY• If you have not had an opportunity 
complete the questionnaire, I am enclosing a second copy 

S f sel£-a<*dressed postage-paid envelope. I hope 
zi take a few minutes to complete this form and return 

it in the envelope provided. 

Since many community college students transfer to four-
* °I?S y o u a r e a Positi011 to comment on aspects 

of quality for two-year colleges. Your opinion as a four-
year college dean is very important to the results of this 
sruay. As I mentioned m my earlier letter, your 
participation is voluntary and your response will in no way 

^tifiable. The results will be used in my 
doctoral dissertation at the University of North Texas. 

and f o r taking time to read this letter 
2„i 2 c o m P l e t e the survey, if you have questions please 
feel^free to contact me at my place of employment. North 
Harris County College, 713-351-3313. 

Sincerely, 

Francette Carnahan 
Director of Student Services 
and Registrar 

NHCC-Tomball Campus 
P 0 Box 1969 
Tornball, TX 77375-1969 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION • 817/565-2952 
P.O. BOX 13857 DENTON, TEXAS 76203-3857 
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NORTH TEXAS 11X11 STATE UNIVERSITY 

Office of Policy Studies 
in Higher Education 

July 15, 1988 

Dear Chamber President: 

. Several weeks ago I mailed you a questionnaire asking 
you to rate various items as determinants of quality for 
public two-year colleges. I hope you have had time to 
f * V ; S survey. If you have not had an opportunity 
to complete the questionnaire, I am enclosing a second copy 

^ t sel£-addressed postage-paid envelope. I hope 
?? ii e ? f e w minutes to complete this form and return 
it m the envelope provided. 

Since many community college students enter the work 
f u P o n completion of their programs, you are 

P°sltlon to comment on aspects of quality for two-year 
ver^mnrta«+•*+• op^f^lon a s a community business leader is 
in w S ! f f S lift? 8 results of this study. As I mentioned 
in my earlier letter, your participation is voluntary and 
?MinffSS???eKWl11 i n- n° W a y b e P e r s o n ally identifiable. The 

* S Ufw i n m y d o c t o r a l dissertation at the 
university of North Texas. 

anCi for taking time to read this letter 
the survey. If you have questions please 

xeel^ free to contact me at my place of employment North 
Harris County College, 713-351-3313. 

Sincerely, 

Francette Carnahan 
Director of Student Services 

and Registrar 

NHCC-Tomball Campus 
P 0 Box 1969 
Tomball, TX 77375-1969 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION • 817/565-2952 
P.O. BOX 13857 DENTON, TEXAS 76203-3857 
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NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

Office of Policy Studies 
in Higher Education 

October 1, 1988 

Dear Colleague: 

Several weeks ago I mailed a questionnaire regarding 
determinants of quality for public two-year colleges to a 
national sample of two-year college faculty members. To date 
ovei 7 0« of the college faculty members have responded to this 

f? sP° n s e is. still important to this study. I hope 
you will take time to respond and complete the enclosed survey 
instrument. A self-addressed postage-paid envelope is included 
for your convenience in returning the form to me. 

imr1nr-^r,S0
CO?IriUni^y faculty member, your opinion on the 

importance of various determinants of quality for two-year 
colleges is very important to the results of this study. As I 
mentioned m my earlier letter, your participation is voluntary 

r e l T ? r j ? ? P H n S e Wi 1 X i n n° W a y b e P e r s o n ally identifiable. ?he 
results will be used m my doctoral dissertation at the 
University of North Texas. 

to i n a d v a n c e f o r taking time to read this letter and 
mplete the survey. If you have questions please feel free 

College?C7l?-3S-3?l?!
aC0 ° f e m p l o y m e n t ' N o r t h Harris County 

Sincerely, 

Francette Carnahan 
Director of Student Services 

and Registrar 

NHCC-Tomball Campus 
P 0 Box 1969 
Tomball, TX 77375-1969 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION • 817/565-2952 
P.O. BOX 13857 DENTON, TEXAS 76203-3857 
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Table 3 

Analysis of Variance Summaries for IPO Items 
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IDQ Item SS df MS 

Attitude and policies 
of administration 
toward teaching 

Between Groups 1.6689 
Within Groups 166.7964 

Availability of 
special programs for 
honor students 

Between Groups 9.0113 
Within Groups 304.6352 

Availability of 
specialized courses 
for business and 
industry 

Between Groups 72.2296 
Within Groups 263.3826 

Availability of 
state-of-the-art 
technologies for 
instruction 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Course objectives 
based on competencies 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Computer literacy 
required for 
graduation 

Between Groups 16.3048 
Within Groups 340.4444 

18.8872 
241.6478 

14.1855 
273.7762 

3 
311 

3 
310 

5563 
5363 

3.0038 
.9827 

3 24.0765 
308 .8551 

3 6.2957 
310 .7795 

3 4.7285 
309 .8860 

3 5.4349 
311 1.0947 

1.0372 

3.0567* 

28.1551** 

8.0765** 

5.3369** 

4.9649** 

(table continues^ 
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IDQ Item SS df MS 

Diversity of 
educational programs 
offered 

Between Groups 13.4312 
Within Groups 270.5306 

Expanded educational 
access (telecourses, 
off-campus, etc.) 

Between Groups 14.8838 
Within Groups 3 3 6.1321 

Faculty evaluation 
is performed on a 
regular basis 

Between Groups 18.8476 
Within Groups 273.8063 

Faculty-to-student 
ratio 

Between Groups 6.4994 
Within Groups 235.1006 

General education 
requirements for 
graduation 

Between Groups 9.7148 
Within Groups 237.8251 

Required English and 
math core in technical 
degree programs 

Between Groups 6.1722 
Within Groups 228.2913 

Up-to-date content 
in curriculum 

Between Groups 4.0454 
Within Groups 177.1419 

Age of the institution 
Between Groups 4.8025 
Within Groups 216.4363 

3 4.4771 5.1302** 
310 .8727 

3 4.9613 
311 1.0808 

3 
311 

3 
311 

6.2825 
.8804 

2.1665 
.7560 

3 3.2383 
309 .7697 

4.5903** 

7.1360** 

2.8659* 

4.2074** 

3 2.0574 2.8028* 
311 .7341 

3 1.3485 2.3674 
311 .5696 

3 1.6008 2.2929 
310 .6982 

(table continues^ 
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IDQ Item SS df MS 

Availability of on-
campus housing for 
students 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Average grade-point 
average of students 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Number of associate 
degrees awarded 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Number of educational 
programs offered 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Number of library 
volumes per full-time 
student 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Number of students 
enrolled 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Organizational 
structure of the 
institution 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Physical facilities 
of the institution 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

1 5 . 3 6 9 3 
2 3 5 . 5 0 6 1 

4 . 7 8 8 9 
2 5 5 . 1 1 4 6 

1 0 . 3 3 5 0 
2 7 3 . 9 0 7 1 

1 9 . 3 9 7 3 
2 8 6 . 7 6 8 3 

5 . 9 7 9 4 
2 3 6 . 2 9 9 5 

1 6 . 7 0 7 7 
3 0 5 . 4 6 4 9 

3 8 . 8 7 7 2 
3 7 6 . 6 6 5 6 

1 9 . 3 7 1 2 
2 1 7 . 3 6 3 6 

3 5 . 1 2 3 1 6 . 7 2 1 9 * * 
3 0 9 . 7 6 2 2 

3 1 . 5 9 6 3 
307 . 8 3 1 0 

3 
3 1 0 

3 
3 1 0 

3 
3 0 8 

3 
3 0 9 

3 . 4 4 5 0 
. 8 8 3 6 

6 . 4 6 5 8 
. 9 2 5 1 

1 . 9 9 3 1 
. 7 6 7 2 

5 . 5 6 9 2 
. 9 8 8 6 

1 . 9 2 1 0 

3 . 8 9 8 9 * * 

6 . 9 8 9 6 * * 

2 . 5 9 7 9 

5 . 6 3 3 7 * * 

3 1 2 . 9 5 9 1 1 0 . 6 9 9 9 * * 
3 1 1 1 . 2 1 1 1 

3 6 . 4 5 7 1 9 . 1 7 9 3 * * 
3 0 9 . 7 0 3 4 

(table continues^ 
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IDQ Item SS df MS 

Planning and evaluation 
process established 
for institution 

Between Groups 7.2087 
Within Groups 249.8773 

Ratio of full-time 
faculty to part-time 
faculty 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

33.1573 
333.9481 

Reputation of 
institution among 
cohorts 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

7.8235 
284.2179 

Role of the governing 
board 

Between Groups 24.3430 
Within Groups 315.4538 

Stated goals 
appropriate to 
mission of the 
institution 

Between Groups 8.0549 
Within Groups 286.4499 

Support of institution 
from local community 

Between Groups 11.6929 
Within Groups 221.6829 

Academic credentials 
of full-time faculty 

Between Groups 10.8907 
Within Groups 202.9055 

Academic credentials 
of part-time faculty 

Between Groups 7.9943 
Within Groups 217.2924 

3 2.4029 2.9810* 
310 .8061 

3 11.0524 10.2267** 
309 1.0807 

3 
310 

3 
311 

2.6078 
.9168 

8.1143 
1.0143 

3 3.8976 
310 .7151 

3 3.6302 
310 .6545 

2.8444* 

7.9998** 

3 2.6850 2.8963* 
309 .9270 

5.4504** 

5.5463** 

3 2.6648 3.8017* 
310 .7009 

(table continues^ 
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IDQ Item SS df MS 

Community involvement 
of faculty and 
administration 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Faculty research 
and publications 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Professional 
memberships of faculty 
and administration 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Years of teaching 
experience of faculty 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Amount of faculty 
compensation (salary 
and benefits) 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Dollars received from 
local grants and/or 
private gifts 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Dollars received from 
state and/or federal 
grants 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

2 0 . 2 5 8 6 
2 7 3 . 0 7 9 0 

1 9 . 1 2 6 7 
2 2 7 . 5 8 4 5 

5 . 3 4 9 2 
2 2 2 . 1 6 1 9 

7 . 5 6 9 4 
2 2 9 . 7 5 1 3 

1 2 . 9 7 5 1 
2 5 1 . 7 6 7 8 

1 6 . 6 9 1 0 
2 5 7 . 2 5 8 0 

20.2881 
2 9 9 . 7 0 5 5 

3 
310 

3 
311 

3 
311 

3 
3 1 1 

6 . 7 5 2 9 
. 8 8 0 9 

6 . 3 7 5 6 
. 7 3 1 8 

1 . 7 8 3 1 
. 7 1 4 3 

2 . 5 2 3 1 
. 7 3 8 8 

3 5 . 5 6 3 7 
310 . 8 2 9 9 

7 . 6 6 5 9 * * 

8 . 7 1 2 4 * * 

2 . 4 9 6 1 

3 . 4 1 5 4 * 

3 4 . 3 2 5 0 5 . 3 4 2 6 * * 
311 . 8 0 9 5 

6 . 7 0 4 3 * * 

3 6 . 7 6 2 7 6 . 9 7 2 4 * * 
309 . 9 6 9 9 

(table continues) 
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IDQ Item SS df MS 

Percent of total 
annual budget covered 
by local tax base 

Between Groups 4.8141 
Within Groups 371.9246 

Percent of total 
annual budget covered 
by state revenues 

Between Groups 17.1826 
Within Groups 376.0890 

Support from college 
foundation 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total dollar amount 
of endowment 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Academic achievement 
of students while 
enrolled 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Development of minimum 
skills in communication 
and computation 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Employer ratings of 
former students 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

17.4929 
285.2292 

17.1937 
325.9858 

3.5141 
173.1716 

3.3509 
210.5348 

5.7279 
246.9261 

3 1.6047 
306 1.2154 

3 5.7275 
309 1.2171 

3 
309 

3 
308 

5.8310 
.9231 

5.7312 
1.0584 

3 1.1714 
311 .5568 

1.3203 

4.7058** 

6.3169** 

5.4150** 

2.1037 

3 1.1170 1.6500 
311 .6770 

3 1.9093 2.4047 
311 .7940 

(table continues) 
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IDQ Item SS df MS 

Recognition of 
achievements of 
students and graduates 
by outside groups 

Between Groups 1.6003 
Within Groups 262.1863 

Faculty and 
administration 
employment 
satisfaction 

Between Groups 13.7761 
Within Groups 216.6874 

Number of students who 
continue to complete 
bachelor1s degrees 

Between Groups 13.8219 
Within Groups 292.2606 

Number of students 
who successfully 
transfer to four-year 
schools 

Between Groups 5.8459 
Within Groups 301.2339 

Performance of students 
in major field of study 

Between Groups 1.9618 
Within Groups 200.2096 

Performance of students 
on specialized 
licensure exams 

Between Groups 2.7649 
Within Groups 234.2319 

Proportion of entering 
students who complete 
program 

Between Groups 7.9893 
Within Groups 277.6954 

3 
310 

3 
311 

3 
311 

3 
309 

3 
311 

3 
310 

.5334 

.8458 
.6307 

4.5920 
. 6967 

6.5907** 

4.6073 
.9397 

4.9027** 

1.9486 
.9749 

.6539 

.6438 

1.9989 

1.0158 

.9216 1.2198 

.7556 

3 2.6631 2.9729* 
310 .8958 

(table continues^ 
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IDQ Item SS df MS 

Student satisfaction 
with institution 

Between Groups 3.6602 
Within Groups 203.3557 

Grade-point average 
requirements for 
graduation, honors, 
etc. 

Between Groups 7.0672 
Within Groups 201.7772 

Minimum academic 
standards required 
for students 

Between Groups 7.1812 
Within Groups 237.1045 

Intercollegiate 
athletic programs 

Between Groups 31.6696 
Within Groups 275.2919 

Amount of local funds 
available for financial 
aid or scholarships 

Between Groups 3.1477 
Within Groups 262.6491 

Availability of 
testing and remedial 
courses to students 

Between Groups 4.2341 
Within Groups 216.7818 

Availability of clubs, 
groups, and 
organizations open 
to students 

Between Groups 1.8673 
Within Groups 2 4 0.7589 

3 1.2201 1.8659 
311 .6539 

3 2.3557 
311 .6488 

3 
311 

3 
311 

3 
309 

3.6309* 

3 2.3937 
311 .7624 

3 10.5565 
308 .8938 

3.1398* 

11.8108** 

1.0492 
.8445 

1.2424 

1.4114 
.6970 

2.0248 

. 6224 

.7792 
.7989 

(table continues^ 
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IDQ Item SS df MS 

Availability of 
financial aid to 
students 

Between Groups 6.1569 3 2.0523 
Within Groups 251.5256 311 .8088 

Management style of 
administration 

Between Groups 13.0528 3 4.3509 
Within Groups 351.1187 311 1.1290 

Professional 
development 
opportunities for 
faculty and 
administration 

Between Groups 11.3827 3 3.7942 
Within Groups 231.0808 311 .7430 

2.5376 

3.8538** 

5.1065** 

* p ** p .05. 
.01. 
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IDQ ITEMS BY CATEGORY 

Administration and Organization Category 

Attitude and policies of administration toward teaching. 

Faculty and administration employment satisfaction. 

Management style of administration. 

Organizational structure of the institution. 

Planning and evaluation process established for 

institution. 

Professional development opportunities for faculty and 

administration. 

Role of the governing board. 

Stated goals appropriate to mission of the institution. 

Curriculum Category 

Availability of special programs for honor students. 

Availability of specialized courses for business and 

industry 

Availability of state-of-the art technologies for 

instruction. 

Course objectives based on competencies. 

Computer literacy required for graduation. 

Development of minimum skills in communication and 

computation. 

Diversity of educational programs offered. 

172 



173 

Expanded educational access (telecourses, off-campus, 

etc.). 

General education requirements for graduation. 

Number of educational programs offered. 

Required English and math core in technical degree 

programs. 

Up-to-date content in curriculum. 

Faculty Characteristics Category 

Academic credentials of full-time faculty. 

Academic credentials of part-time faculty. 

Community involvement of fciculty and administration. 

Faculty evaluation is performed on a regular basis. 

Faculty research and publications. 

Professional memberships of faculty and administration. 

Years of teaching experience of faculty. 

Institutional Demographics Category 

Age of the institution. 

Faculty-to-student ratio. 

Number of associate degrees awarded. 

Number of library volumes per full-time student. 

Number of students enrolled. 

Physical facilities of the institution. 

Ratio of full-time faculty to part-time faculty. 

Reputation of institution among cohorts. 

Support of institution from local community. 
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Resouces Category 

Amount of faculty compensation (salary and benefits). 

Amount of local funds available for financial aid or 

scholarships. 

Dollars received from local grants and/or private gifts. 

Dollars received from state and/or federal grants. 

Percent of total annual budget covered by local tax base. 

Percent of total annual budget covered by state revenues. 

Support from college foundation. 

Total dollar amount of endowment. 

Student Outcomes and Academic Standards Category 

Academic achievement of students while enrolled. 

Average grade-point average' of students. 

Employer ratings of former students. 

Grade-point average requirements for graduation, honors, 

etc. 

Minimum academic standards required for students. 

Number of students who continue to complete bachelor's 

degrees. 

Number of students who successfully transfer to four—year 

schools. 

Performance of students in major field of study. 

Performance of students on specialized licensure exams. 

Proportion of entering students who complete program. 
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Recognition of achievements of students and graduates by 

outside groups/agencies. 

Student satisfaction with institution. 

Student Services Category 

Availability of on-campus housing for students. 

Availability of testing and remedial courses to students. 

Availability of clubs, groups, and organizations open to 

students. 

Availability of financial aid to students. 

Intercollegiate athletic programs. 
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