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This study was conducted to determine the administra-

tive functions that community college academic administra-

tors perform with microcomputers; to identify demographic 

characteristics that distinguish administrators who rate 

their overall use of the microcomputer higher than others; 

to ascertain whether the importance placed on (1) microcom-

puter uses, (2) computer training, and (3) non-training 

conditions affecting computer use differed from the 

perceived current uses, training, and adequacy of 

conditions. 

Data for this study were collected through a survey 

instrument that was devised and evaluated for use in the 

study. The survey instrument was delivered during the 

fall, 1984 semester to the forty—two division chairs 

serving at the seven colleges that comprise the Dallas 

County Community College District. Thirty five division 

chairs responded to the survey for an 83.33 per cent return 

rate, and thirty-four of the survey forms returned were 

useable for analysis. 



The data findings from this study are too numerous to 

list within the restrictions of this abstract. Among the 

conclusions drawn from this study are that. (1) as a group 

the academic administrators who participated in this survey 

are using microcomputers less and for fewer functions than 

they perceive they should be, (2) the administrators 

believe their current level of computer training is lower 

and more limited in scope than they perceive it should be, 

(3) the administrators perceive that various non-training 

conditions, such as practice time, funding for computer 

supplies, established process for evaluating software, and 

environmental considerations have an important effect on 

their use of microcomputers for planning and management 

functions, and (4) the level of computer use by those parti-

cipating in this study was found to be independent of age, 

sex, degree level, years as a division chair, and years 

with the District. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In our high technology society, more and more pressure 

is being applied to educators to keep abreast of current 

trends and practices. College and university communities 

are being forced to assess the value of microcomputers for 

instructional and administrative functions., Dellow and 

Poole (5) identify the impact of microcomputers on the 

educational bureaucracy as one of the most pressing 

concerns in education today. 

When computing resources were scarce and the costs 

high, there were few incentives and limited opportunities 

for college administrators at the department level to use 

the institution's central data processing services. With a 

few notable exceptions, such as the registrar, financial 

affairs officer, and heads of departments with courses 

related to this technology, academic administrators were 

not expected nor did they perceive the need to possess 

computer knowledge and skills. In fact, top level decision 

makers typically did not understand the computer although 

it represented a significant portion of the institutions' 

resources (4, p. 19). 



The administrative user is generally most interested 
in the results of computing and not at all in the 
process. Although sometimes he may care enough about 
an application to become directly involved in its 
implementation, he will generally prefer that level of 
service providing the least and most indirect exposure 
to the computer (4, p. 12). 

Today, however, steadily declining costs of computing 

power and the availability of computer gifts and grants to 

educational institutions are resulting in the placement and 

use of computers in less traditional educational settings, 

such as academic departmental offices. Bennett (2) 

predicts that within the next few years most, if not all, 

professionals in our colleges and universities will be 

using some sort of computer workstation (2, p. 2). 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem with which this study is concerned is how 

community college academic administrators rate their use of 

the microcomputer for administrative functions and the 

factors affecting that use. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study are 

1. To determine the functions presently being 

performed with the microcomputers allocated to community 

college academic administrators; 

2. To identify computer functions not currently being 

performed but perceived to be important; 



3. To rank the importance of computer functions to 

academic administrators; 

4. To assess the impact that training and other 

factors have on the extent to which personal computers are 

being used by academic administrators. 

Research Questions 

To accomplish the foregoing purposes, the questions to 

be answered by this study are as follows. 

1. For what functions do academic administrators use 

the microcomputers allocated to them? 

2. For what functions do academic administrators 

perceive the microcomputers should be used? 

3. To what extent do academic administrators perceive 

they have been trained to use microcomputers? 

4. What training is perceived as important by 

academic administrators who have been assigned computers? 

5. How adequate are the following non-training condi-

tions that can impact the use of microcomputers by academic 

administrators? 

A. Environmental considerations, such as space, 

furniture, lighting, ventilation, and noise. 

B. Established process for evaluating 

instructional and administrative software. 

C. Availability of application software. 



D. Availability of add-on equipment 

(peripherals). 

E. Divisional funding for computer supplies. 

F. Technical personnel and/or "hot-line" support. 

G. Practice time. 

H. Computer availability for meeting divisional 

needs. 

6. How important are the following non-training 

conditions to the academic administrators' use of the 

computer? 

A. Environmental considerations, such as space, 

furniture, lighting, ventilation, and noise. 

B. Established process for evaluating instruc-

tional and administrative software. 

C. Availability of application software. 

D. Availability of add-on equipment 

(peripherals). 

E. Divisional funding for computer supplies. 

F. Technical personnel and/or "hot-line" support. 

G. Practice time. 

H. Computer availability for meeting divisional 

needs. 

7. What are the characteristics of academic adminis-

trators who use microcomputers more than other academic 

administrators? 



Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses are formulated for this 

study. 

1. No significant difference exists between the 

perceived current use of the microcomputer by the academic 

administrators surveyed and their perception of how the 

computer should be used. 

2. No significant difference exists between the 

perceived level of microcomputer training received by the 

academic administrators surveyed and their perception of 

the importance of future microcomputer training. 

3. No significant difference exists between the 

perception of academic administrators surveyed as to the 

adequacy of conditions affecting microcomputer use and 

their perception of the importance of those conditions. 

Significance of the Study 

Although computers have been used by higher education 

institutions for approximately three decades, traditionally 

college computer operations have been peripheral to the 

general administration of the institution. Jurisdiction 

over computing has generally rested with computing service 

facilities on campuses, and college administrators usually 

have had no first-hand knowledge of the computing process 

(1, p. 1). 



With the introduction of the microcomputer in the 

1970'sf single-user computers with many of the capabilities 

of larger systems moved within the financial reach of 

individuals. Since that time hardware costs have continued 

to decline, and the microcomputer—also called the personal 

computer—has become easier to use, making it attractive to 

educational administrators at all levels of education. 

Colleges are increasingly utilizing microcomputers 

primarily in the area of instruction, but also more 

recently for administrative functions. Although histori-

cally, academic institutions have been slower than both 

government and industry to implement the use of computers 

for administrative support (8), indications are that during 

the early 1980's higher education began to make dramatic 

moves toward incorporating microcomputers as planning and 

management support tools for administrators. 

Because "the cumulative capital requirements for 

hardware, software, supplies and training are staggering" 

(7, p. 5), it is especially important that institutions 

purchasing microcomputers obtain maximum benefit from them. 

In arguing the case for involvement of nontechnical adminis-

trators in decisions related to information systems, Bailey 

reports that "it is now estimated that at least 45 percent 

of office personnel, from clerical to management must be 

trained to operate the new computer systems efficiently if 

financial savings are to be realized" and that the 



retraining of "nontechnical management and administrative 

personnel to use computers efficiently is an important 

element of cost reduction" (1, p. 37). 

Recent studies indicate that the nation's two-year 

colleges are purchasing microcomputers in unprecedented 

numbers for instructional and administrative purposes. 

Concomitantly, interest in the experiences of leader insti-

tutions relative to this technology is evidenced by the 

increasing number of case study articles in educational 

publications and attendance at conferences addressing this 

issue. If, as some propose, colleges in the League for 

Innovation serve as trendsetters for other community 

colleges (3), the computing experiences of League members 

may have greater-than-average influence on the direction 

and decisions made by other two-year institutions relative 

to microcomputers. 

This study focuses upon the use of microcomputers by 

academic administrators in the Dallas County Community 

College District (DCCCD). As one of the largest community 

college districts in the United States and as a member of 

the League for Innovation, the DCCCD is in a unique 

position to serve as a trendsetter for other institutions 
s 

grappling with the challenges of computerization. Acting 

in that leadership role, the colleges that comprise the 

DCCCD have in recent years purchased microcomputers for 

administrative use by division chairs. Although some 
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computer training has been available to these academic 

administrators, to date no district—wide study has been 

conducted to assess their use of the microcomputers nor 

their perceptions of the support required. 

This study is significant in that it may serve to 

identify relevant issues related to the non-traditional 

administrative use of microcomputers that can serve to 

generate additional hypotheses and comparative studies. It 

may determine whether significant differences exist between 

the academic administrators' perceptions of (1) their 

current use of microcomputers and how the microcomputers 

should be used, (2) their current level of computer-related 

training and the importance of future microcomputer 

training, and (3) the current adequacy of specified non-

training conditions and the importance of those conditions. 

This study may provide timely and relevant information 

to various groups: (1) those in the Dallas County 

Community College District responsible for decision making 

and support services relative to administrative computing, 

(2) community colleges outside the DCCCD that have 

purchased microcomputers for academic administrative 

offices or are considering such purchases, and (3) hardware 

and software developers appealing to the higher education 

marketplace. 



Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined for this study: 

Microcomputer: the smallest computer system with a 

microprocessor Central Processing Unit (CPU); designed for 

a single user (6, p. 293). 

Division chair: the title given to an academic admin-

istrator in the Dallas County Community College District 

who provides management services for an assigned set of 

disciplines on a college campus. 

DCCCD: the official acronym used for the Dallas 

County Community College District. 

Community college: a two-year higher education insti-

tution offering associate degrees and vocational/ 

technical certifications. 

Limitation of the Study. 

This study is confined to the division chairs of the 

seven colleges comprising the Dallas County Community 

College District. The findings of the study, therefore, 

are limited to the responses of these academic administra-

tors collected during the fall, 1984 semester. 

Organization of the Study 

Chapter II provides a literature review of administra-

tive computing in higher education, microcomputers and 

community college administration, and administrative comput-

ing within the Dallas County Community College District. 
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Chapter III contains descriptions of the population, 

development of the survey instrument, and the methods used 

in collecting and analyzing the data. Chapter IV presents 

data findings from the research. Chapter V includes a 

summary of the investigation and the findings, conclusions 

and observations, and recommendations for further research. 

Relevant appendices and a bibliography are also included. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter represents a review of the literature for 

background information and of studies related to this 

investigation. The review is divided into four major 

areas: (1) administrative computing in higher education, 

(2) microcomputers and community college administration, 

(3) administrative computing within the Dallas County 

Community College District, and (4) summary. 

Administrative Computing in Higher Education 

History 

"Administrative data processing in higher education 

began in the 1940's when business officers and registrars 

started utilizing punch-card equipment and ledger-card 

machines to perform record-keeping tasks" (61, p. 75). 

First generation computers were developed by academicians 

as part of the campus-based research and development effort 

during the Second World War (36, p. 11). Although there 

were isolated instances of the use of first generation com-

puters for administrative tasks (61, p. 75) , initially, the 

computer1s primary role on campus was as a tool for 

12 



13 

research not administration. In the years that followed, 

these roles were reversed (2, 43). 

With the introduction of UNIVAC, the first commercial 

computer in 1951, computer design and development activi-

ties that previously were the realm of a few research insti-

tutions became the domain of industry. Industry's 

resultant success in marketing and manufacturing computers 

stimulated the spread of computers throughout higher educa-

tion. Vendor-supplied computers appealed to the colleges 

and universities, which were willing to make the financial 

investment required only when the risk of an unsatisfactory 

computer system was very low (58). 

The mid-1950's to the mid-1960's were years of rapidly 

expanding computer use in higher education and also the 

greatest growth years for college computer centers. Accord-

ing to Swoyer, "although fewer than 2% of the nation's 

institutions of higher education offered computing support 

in 1954, by 1966 a known majority of four-year and graduate 

study institutions had established computing facilities" 

(59, p. 62). 

Many new demands were placed on administrative offices 

in the 1960's as the number of students attending college 

increased substantially, and new computer technology 

supplied a way of coping with the byproducts of growth. As 

observed by Thomas, "the availability of new computer 

processing techniques for administrative tasks came at the 
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same time as the enrollment increases of the 1960's, provid-

ing administrators with the tools to handle the increased 

paperwork associated with the enrollment boom" (61, pp. 

75-76). A National Center for Higher Education Management 

Systems (NCHEMS) survey of forty-eight large public and 

private two-year and four-year colleges indicated that 

administrative computing expenditures increased at an 

annual rate of 33.4 per cent between 1963 and 1968 (40). 

Two national studies of computers in higher education 

conducted in 1966-67 and 1976-77 recorded an ever-

increasing reliance on computers for administrative 

applications. Of 997 colleges and universities that 

reported having computers in the 1966-67 study, only 35 

indicated administrative uses (27). By the 1976-77 Fourth 

Inventory of Computers in Higher Education (PICHE) study, 

1,822 of the 2,147 institutions that reported having 

computers indicated administrative uses (28). According to 

Thomas (61), a great deal of the administrative data 

processing may have gone unreported in the 1966-67 study 

since at that time many administrative data processing 

units were separate from the computing installations 

responding to the survey. Nevertheless, results of the two 

studies led Thomas to conclude that during the ten-year 

period between the surveys, "the administrative use of the 

computer more than doubled, both in terms of the number of 
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administrative areas served and the number of applications 

within those areas" (61, p. 77). 

Two more recent studies confirm that the trend toward 

greater administrative use of computers has continued into 

the 1980's. In 1980, Thomas (60) surveyed colleges and 

universities belonging to The Professional Association for 

Development, Use, and Management of Information Systems in 

Higher Education (CAUSE). The responses of 350 institu-

tions revealed that the number of administrative applica-

tions produced by both public and private institutions was 

significantly increased when compared to similar data 

obtained from the FICHE survey. Also the average number of 

administrative applications per institution increased from 

22 in 1976 to 51 in 1980 (60, p. 124). 

In a 1981 national study of college and university use 

of administrative computing and information systems, 

Russell (54, p. 25) found that nearly 80 per cent of the 

1,289 respondents reported the use of computers for adminis-

trative purposes. 

Several studies have also furnished data on the amount 

of computer support given to various administrative areas. 

Student information (admissions and records) and financial 

management were the principal recipients of computer 

support as reported in various surveys of computer use (28, 

40, 54, 60), although planning, management, and institu-

tional research (28, 60) and staff information (40, 54) 
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have also been identified as areas receiving notable 

amounts of computer support. 

Computer Knowledge of Administrators 

Significant investments of money and resources have 

been required for administrative data processing in higher 

education. McCredie (42, 43) suggests that administrative 

computing in general is more difficult and costly than most 

university administrators believe. 

Recent studies show that budgets for all types of 
computing services are now more than one billion 
dollars per year, which is slightly more than 2 
percent of total higher education budgets, that 
approximately 9 0 percent of colleges and universities 
have access to some form of computing capability, and 
that about half of total academic computing expendi-
tures are for administrative data processing applica-
tions. Ten years ago administrative computing 
accounted for only about 34 percent of the total (43, 
p. 9). 

Despite the money and resources required for computing 

services, until recently literature in the field reported 

that college administrators did not feel the need for 

first-hand knowledge of computing. Consider the following 

examples. 

In 1967 Caffrey and Mosmann wrote that "most college 

presidents are not only willing but also unashamed to admit 

that they know very little about computers and computing" 

(14, p. 1). in 1972, Levien and Mosmann concurred: 

The administrative user is interested completely and 
solely in the effect of computing and not at all in 
the process. Although he may, in some cases, care 
enough about an application to become directly 
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involved in its implementation, he will generally—and 
quite properly—prefer the highest level of service, 
which provides him the least and most indirect 
exposure to the computer. Ordinarily, therefore, 
there will be application programmers assigned or 
available to work on administrative programs wherever 
the computer is used for administration (36, p. 103). 

In 1973, the Ohio Board of Education (16) echoed the afore-

mentioned assessment of the administrative user. 

The literature of the early 198 0's, however, suggests 

that administrators' computer awareness and technical exper-

tise may be on the increase (34, 39), but nontechnical 

administrators still comprise the majority (6). Even so, 

Bailey (6) argues that the decisions necessary to integrate 

computer technology into the mainstream of campus opera-

tions cannot be left to the computer specialists alone. 

Unfortunately, most of the top administrators 
currently in higher education have had little exposure 
to computers. Traditionally, the college's computer 
operations were peripheral to the general administra-
tion of the institution, and during the '60s and '70s 
this division of expertise served very well. However, 
this will not be the case in the '80s. . . . 

. . . the nontechnical administrator must accept the 
responsibility for establishing the objectives of the 
[administrative information] system and must partici-
pate in the design, purchasing decisions, and implemen-
tation of the system. Only with administrative 
support, from the top administrator on down, can admin-
istrative information systems in turn provide support 
to the administrators they are designed to serve (6, 
pp. 1-2). 

Although becoming proficient with computers has not 

been a priority for administrators, some argue that compu-

ters are now a basic necessity for colleges of any size and 

that "using computers effectively in the college 
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environment and coping with computer literate students 

require a computer literate faculty, staff and 

administration. . (8, p. 31). 

Four Generations of Computers 

Computer technology has advanced rapidly since the 

mid-1940's when ENIAC, the first general-purpose electronic 

computer, was built at the University of Pennsylvania. By 

the early 1950's, commercially available computers began to 

appear on college campuses, characterized by magnetic tape 

for data input and vacuum tubes and electronic relay 

switches for storing and processing information. These 

so-called first generation computers were made obsolete in 

the late 1950's when second generation computers were intro-

duced (30) . 

Using transistors and magnetic tape storage, second-

generation computers "provided advantages of higher relia-

bility, lower electrical power consumption, reduced cooling 

requirements, and smaller physical size" (58, p. 47). They 

represented a vast improvement over their predecessors, but 

by the mid-1960's they too became outmoded as a result of 

the introduction of the integrated circuit on a silicon 

chip. 

Third-generation computers with integrated circuits 

and features such as "direct access storage, sophisticated 

operating systems, time sharing and use of remote terminals 
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(on-line facilities)" (40, p. 2) were smaller, less 

expensive and more reliable. Many institutions that 

previously could not afford their own computers invested in 

this lower cost equipment. 

With each successive computer generation, the feasi-

bility of computer ownership and use expanded to include a 

wider educational marketplace. This trend culminated in 

the mid-1970's with the introduction of the microcomputer, 

also called the personal computer. The fourth-generation 

microcomputer placed powerful data processing capabilities 

within the financial reach of individuals, and it helped to 

make national computer literacy a topic for all levels of 

education (4, 41). 

Years ago, before the advent of the microcomputer, few 
were convinced that the masses should know about 
computers. Now that many homes and most schools have 
computers, computer literacy is no longer the concern 
of a select few (4, p. 10). 

Higher education administration has also been affected 

by the advent of the microcomputer. Mann (39) suggests 

that technological advancements such as the microcomputer 

are moving colleges into a second wave of campus 

computer i zation. 

The first wave of campus computerization resulted in 
the centrally managed computer center with limited 
access to the computer by certain authorized students, 
faculty members, and administrators. Now computer 
technology is becoming so inexpensive, and computer 
literacy is so much more widespread among administra-
tors and faculty, that the future growth of noninstruc-
tional computer use will make all previous growth seem 
quite slow (39, p. 28). 
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But it remains to be seen whether "perhaps the great-

est impact computer technology will have on campuses in the 

coming years will be the proliferation of personal 

computers (39, p. 28). 

Microcomputers and Community College 
Administration 

Microcomputers and Management Support 

Microcomputers are characterized by their relatively 

small size and low cost. The basic components of a micro-

computer system are the same as those found in larger 

systems: a typewriter-style keyboard, a video display 

screen, main memory, disk storage, and a printer (6). 

Since their entry into the computer marketplace in the mid 

to late 1970s (37), microcomputers have come to have 

widespread acceptance in the United States. At the end of 

1979, the number of microcomputers in use was estimated to 

be approximately 60,000, and by 1981, the estimate had 

increased to 1.5 million (41, p. 12). More recently, 

Future Computing, a Dallas-based marketing research firm, 

estimated that there were approximately 5.6 million 

personal computers in use in the United States during the 

third quarter of 1984 (1, p. 3). Madron proposes that 

"through the late 1980s, microcomputers will become as 

common in large organizations as calculators and perhaps 

even as telephones" (37, p. 1). 
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Educational institutions are acquiring and using large 

numbers of microcomputers. According to a recent issue of 

InfoWorld, some educational institutions have more personal 

computers than do many large corporations, and included 

among the top twenty-five educational users were two 

community college districts—Maricopa Community College 

District in Arizona and the Dallas County Community College 

District in Texas (62, p. 42). 

A great deal has been written about the use of micro-

computers in education although to date most of the litera-

ture has been targeted,toward practitioners at the 

elementary and secondary levels (50). Computer-related 

literature aimed at community college personnel is growing 

as faculty and administrators attempt to meet the 

challenges of modern computer technology and face what some 

believe may be a "revolution on campus" generated by micro-

computers (20). Many recent computer-related writings 

directed to college administrators are dominated by discus-

sions and/or examples of office automation and the impact 

that microcomputers can have on college management 

functions. 

According to Bennett (10) in the article "Perspective 

on Office Automation," it is a "clear fact of information 

systems life in higher education that the overall focus of 

attention is shifting from large, centrally oriented 

systems toward individuals and departments" (10, p. 2). He 
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does not believe that central computer systems and data 

bases will be abandoned, but that decentralized and 

connected departmental microcomputers will enable users to 

be linked electronically to the central system and other 

offices and data bases. He suggests that office automation 

is especially important for the administrative or academic 

leadership of departments and that within the next few 

years most, if not all, professionals in our institutions 

will be using some sort of professional workstation. 

Elements of Office Automation 

Since mid-19 70, development and mass marketing of 

numerous software programs, especially electronic spread-

sheets, have led to significant microcomputer use by the 

business community (31). In a 1984 Fortune magazine 

article, David Dell, vice president of a management consult-

ing firm, was credited with the estimates that 17 per cent 

of the nation's top managers and 13 per cent of top execu-

tives now have hands-on-the-keyboard access to computers 

(48, p. 38). A recent issue of InfoWorld identified the 

top 100 buyers of personal computers among major corpora-

tions and recorded the number of personal computers 

purchased per company, from a low of 600 to a high of 

25,000 (32, p. 33). 

Various recent publications chronicle the business 

executive's support for personal computers (51, 55), report 
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survey results of executive information sources and the use 

of personal computers by top and middle managers (21), and 

describe applications and potential benefits of 

microcomputers in a wide range of occupations and settings 

(22, 23, 25, 37, 46, 47, 53, 56). Still other current 

articles focus on the issues that management must address 

in order for a corporation to maximize the benefits of 

personal computing (13, 33, 38, 44). 

The primary benefit to be gained by college 

administrators from microcomputer use is subject to 

interpretation. Bailey (6) believes that the majority of 

administrators are attempting to use information technology 

as a means of improving administrative decisions related to 

faculty, facilities, and students. Brown (12) cites 

increased productivity of management and their staffs as 

the reason businesses acquire large numbers of 

microcomputers, and he proposes that it is in the area of 

increased productivity for administrators that these 

computers show great promise for higher education. 

According to Brown, productivity gains are possible in each 

of the four functional areas that comprise administrative 

office tasks: decision support, communications, personal 

assistance, and task management. Although sometimes 

grouped differently, the microcomputer applications 

described by Brown are similar to those of others who 

promote the use of microcomputers for enhancing 
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productivity and decision making in higher education 

administration (6, 10, 17, 52). 

Decision Support 

Prior to the late 1970's, the term "decision support 

system" was used infrequently. Decision support system 

"usually refers to an interactive computer-based system 

that helps decision makers use data and models to solve 

relatively unstructured problems" (11, p. 17). To date, 

three types of decision support aids have proven to be of 

the greatest value to both novice and expert microcomputer 

users: electronic worksheets (spreadsheets), graph and 

chart formatting aids, and database management systems 

(12). 

Spreadsheets. According to 0'Daniel, development of 

the electronic spreadsheet software originated from the 

idea that "many of today's problems can be solved with a 

calculator, a pencil, and a sheet of paper" (49, p. 63). 

Spreadsheet software enables a user to construct a table of 

numeric information in rows and columns so that totals or 

percentages may be obtained. Spreadsheet software lets the 

user define mathematical relationships (formulas and calcu-

lations). After the worksheet is constructed, the computer 

remembers the formulas and calculations assigned; and when 

a number is changed by the user, all the other related 

numbers on the sheet are changed instantaneously. Use of 
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this software is especially helpful to those trying to 

answer what-if questions that require calculation and 

re-calculation, such as in budgeting and scheduling (12, 

p. 2; 26, p. 164; 49, pp. 64-65). Russ (53, p. 29) 

contends that the ability to perform quick and easy what-if 

questions is the most important use of a personal computer 

in increasing productivity. 

Graphics. Some spreadsheet software includes graphics 

capabilities although graphics programs for microcomputers 

are also sold separately. A graphics program enables the 

computer user to obtain visual representations of tabular 

data in the form of graphs or charts, both on the screen 

and in printed (paper) copy. Graphics software constitutes 

a growing resource that can make it easy to create high 

quality graphics without programming skill and at minimal 

cost (26, p. 165). Graphics can be especially helpful in 

administrative decision making since relationships between 

and among variables are often easier to spot when the data 

are displayed visually (12, p. 2). 

Database management. A database management system, 

another type of decision support tool, enables the adminis-

trator to store, manipulate, and retrieve information elec-

tronically. With database management software, information 

that traditionally might be stored in a file cabinet is 

placed in computer files. Thus, when reports are required 
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using such stored information, the data can be manipulated 

electronically rather than physically (49, p. 64). A 

database management system can be a valuable resource for 

the administrator who must track and maintain information 

related to students, personnel, inventory, or purchasing. 

Communications 

Communications capabilities of a microcomputer repre-

sent more than word processing although word processing has 

been found to be the dominant non-instructional application 

for microcomputers in small two-year colleges (9). 

Electronic mail and access to information from data bases 

of other computers represent other important communications 

functions of microcomputers. Madron (37, p. 17) believes 

that the bottom line for doing work effectively in large 

organizations is often communications, and that microcom-

puters can be important elements in facilitating 

communications. 

Word processing. The term word processing was 

invented by IBM to refer to the process of creating and 

editing text electronically (26, p. 163). Word processing 

programs enable the user to type, revise, print, and store 

documents, thereby eliminating much of the labor-intensive 

snd time—consuming elements of non—electronic text editing 

(49, p. 62). A microcomputer can function as a word 
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processor in two modes, serving either as a terminal or as 

a stand-alone system (12, p. 3). If connected to a larger 

computer system with word processing capabilities, a 

microcomputer can function as a terminal with the larger 

system used for storage and printing. When a microcomputer 

is used as a stand-alone system, all production, storage, 

and printing can be handled independently of any other 

computer system. The printer attached to the microcom-

puter will determine the quality of the print generated on 

paper. 

Administrative applications for word processing are 

numerous. For example, mass mailings can be achieved 

without losing the personalized look of an individually 

typed letter (49, p. 63). Word processing can increase the 

productivity of the secretarial staff, and it can also help 

the administrator reduce the time spent on editing and 

revising reports, correspondence, and other documents (12, 

p. 3). According to Garson , "word processing alone 

justifies the purchase of a microcomputer" for use by a 

manager (25, p. 453). 

Electronic mail. Electronic mail, another 

communication capability of the microcomputer, may alter 

the way a college or university conducts its business (39, 

p. 34). Electronic mail enables a user to transmit 

messages electronically. On college campuses, 
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. . . electronic mail systems usually require a 
central computer system to serve as the clearinghouse 
for messages sent through the mail system and as a 
resident base . . . for the various services provided 
by the mail system. In such systems, the micro-
computer's role is simply to act as a terminal to 
provide access to the larger system . . . (12, p. 3). 

Advantages of electronic mail include the reduction of 

paper and expense of duplication as well as the reduction 

in time between sending and receiving information (12, p. 

3; 39, p. 33). 

Remote data base access. Using an ordinary telephone 

line to establish communication with another computer, a 

microcomputer user can access data bases stored in a compu-

ter located at another part of the campus or another part 

of the nation or world. Through the communication 

capabilities of microcomputers, a tremendous amount of 

information is available from educational data bases such 

as ERIC and public resource data bases such as The Source 

and DIALOG (57, p. 34). Communication capabilities can 

also be used to obtain information that may be accessible 

from an institution's own mainframe data base. Advantages 

of remote database access include convenient resources for 

locating research information; capability for retrieving, 

using, and updating information stored on the campus 

mainframe computer; and potential for sophisticated 

electronic communication services such as electronic confer-

encing. 



29 

Personal Assistance, Task Management, 

and Programming 

With personal assistance software, administrators 

receive help from their microcomputers in managing their 

time day to day. For example, programs are available for 

scheduling and tracking appointments and other tasks, for 

displaying pre-written reminders on the computer display at 

specified times in order to meet important deadlines, and 

for writing and storing notes using a key word or phrase 

system so the notes can be retrieved easily (12). 

Task management software can turn the microcomputer 

into an aid for project management. Such software enables 

the user to produce PERT or Gantt charts for scheduling 

personnel and graphically displaying a project in terms of 

time and sequence of task (12, p. 4). 

Computer languages enable more technically inclined 

administrators to develop their own computer applications. 

Although once believed to be an essential skill for using 

the computer as a tool, programming is decreasing in 

importance as the availability of powerful and easy-to-use 

software increases (26, p. 163). Nevertheless, a knowledge 

of programming can be useful for expanding a system's 

capabilities and for enhancing one's appreciation for 

computers (31, p. 48). 
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Factors Impacting Successful Automation 

Microcomputers may offer many benefits and advantages 

to the college administrators who use them for planning and 

management functions, but successful automation involves 

more than simply buying inexpensive equipment. 

Bender and Conrad (7) suggest that comprehensive 

planning is an essential ingredient required for successful 

integration of computers into the college environment and 

that it should result in a development plan and policies 

that address many important issues—the control of informa-

tion, hardware and software considerations, and personnel 

implications such as technical expertise available and user 

training (7, pp. 20-22). Bailey (6) emphasizes that the 

planning associated with the integration of computer 

technology into campus operations must be done by the 

intended users, who are often nontechnical, rather than 

being left only to the computer specialists. 

As related to training, Bender and Conrad (9) report 

that much more hardware and software training than has 

previously been provided by colleges is required by 

faculty, staff, and administrators. Bailey cautions 

against using technical staff for training nontechnical 

staff since generally the technical staff "lack[s] the 

trust of the nontechnical staff" (6, p. 10). He also 

points out that in order to gain computer proficiency, 
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"busy administrators must find the time to read the owner's 

manual and to gain hands-on experience" (6, p. 21). 

Ganus (24) believes that attention to ergonomic consid-

erations can limit potentially adverse psychological and 

physical effects resulting from the introduction of compu-

ters into college offices. Among the ergonomic factors 

recommended for review are lighting, video display terminal 

adjustment, furniture, ventilation and humidity control, 

and noise and interruption control (24, pp. 21-24). 

With or without an evaluation of the need for office 

automation and appropriate planning, many colleges are 

reporting an increasing number of microcomputers on campus. 

Recent studies indicate that at two-year colleges the trend 

toward computerization is continuing. 

Microcomputer Use at Two-Year Colleges 

A recent national study by Bender and Conrad (9) found 

that 91 per cent of the 168 small two-year colleges that 

participated in their survey used microcomputers on campus. 

The most prevalent applications reported were direct 

instruction, 68 per cent; instructional support, 20 per 

cent; and administrative purposes, 12 per cent. The 

researchers found various brands of microcomputers in use 

by respondents and also that there was an absence of 

policies among two-year colleges in the areas of micro-

computer procurement, staffing, usage, and evaluation. 
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In summarizing the implications from the study, Bender 

and Conrad recommended that every institution follow a 

systematic approach to planning in order to achieve "an 

action plan for development, introduction, operation, 

maintenance, and assessment of microcomputing" (9, p. 19). 

They stressed the need for established policies for 

hardware and software acquisition and reported that much 

more hardware and software training was required for 

faculty, staff, and administrators. Only 52 per cent of 

the respondents reported offering a computer literacy 

course for all faculty and staff (8, p. 32). 

Bender and Conrad noted that two-year colleges lag 

industry in the use of microcomputers (or terminals) by 

administrators and that although "the placement and number 

of [microcomputers or terminals] in one's domain is a 

status symbol—many top level education administrators such 

as presidents and vice presidents regard computers as 

typewriters" (9, pp. 25-26). 

As a follow-up to the national study, Bender and 

Conrad (8) constructed three typical profiles of computing 

development—fledgling, apprentice, and sophisticate—as 

descriptors of the continuum along which individual 

colleges may assess their relative position among small 

two-year colleges throughout the nation. 

The fledgling institution was characterized as 

relatively inexperienced, often unsure, and often dependent 
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upon external assistance relative to computing activities. 

The fledgling institution "often does not know the appro-

priate methods and procedures, for it has not yet deter-

mined the long-term purpose or goal of microcomputing and 

thus perceives the immediate objective 'to fly' or 'become 

operational' as its goal" (8, p. 32). Apprentice and 

sophisticate colleges demonstrate a more advanced level of 

development and application of microcomputers. Both types 

are following a systematic approach, but the sophisticate 

is distinguished by the advantages of time, resources, and 

additional knowledge. 

In an effort to explore the extent to which sophisti-

cate colleges will be using the microcomputer five to ten 

years from now, Campbell and Ballenger (15, pp. 104-107) 

reviewed four factors they feel will affect the future of 

microcomputers in community colleges. These factors 

include the evolving mission of colleges in the context of 

the new information society, strategic decisions and modes 

of response to serving their constituencies, the future 

directions and choices facing community college leaders, 

and certain bellwethers that forecast the stages of adapta-

tion of new technology. 

Referencing Naisbitt's use of trend analysis in 

Megatrends (45) to identify certain bellwether states where 

most of the social invention in America occurs, Campbell 

and Ballenger proposed that education in general has its 
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trendsetters. They identify three bellwethers that 

community colleges look to in forecasting future trends: 

industry in-house training programs, the military, and 

colleges in the League for Innovation. 

Administrative Computing within the Dallas 
County Community College District 

History 

The Dallas County Community College District is one of 

the largest community college districts in the United 

States and a member of the League for Innovation in the 

Community College. The League is a "national consortium of 

18 districts that includes 55 public community colleges 

. . . in 13 states . . . [and that] functions specifically 

to stimulate innovation and experimentation" (35, n.p.). 

The 1982-1984 DCCCD Catalog indicates that the District is 

comprised of 7 colleges located strategically throughout 

Dallas County with a total student enrollment per semester 

of approximately 75,000. The District employs over 1,900 

full-time faculty members and staff personnel (18, p. 6). 

The District's Computer Services department was 

created in June, 1966 and was operational by the time El 

Centro, the District's first college, opened its doors that 

year for registration (19, p. 4). Prepunched IBM class 

cards were used for class sections, and an IBM 1401 

provided enrollment statistics and class rolls. After 
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registration, library circulation using ID cards and badge 

readers was the first application supported by the 

District's computer. Initial planning was begun to develop 

an information base with data on students, curriculum, 

finances, personnel, and facilities. The student/curri-

culum system received initial attention since it was the 

largest and most critical area "due to state reporting 

requirements and funding" (19, p. 4). 

By 19 67 an IBM 360/40 computer that provided "multi-

processing (many functions at once) and capabilities of CRT 

terminals as input and output devices" (19, p. 4) was 

obtained by the District. This new system supported both 

instruction (programmer training) and administration, 

including a card accounting system and a registration 

system that calculated fees and produced an on-line fee 

receipt and schedule. By 1969, the District had developed 

its own batch payroll system and "employed a microfilm book 

catalog as a first in the country" (19, p. 4). 

In 1970 the District acquired another computer, an 

RCA—3 Virtual Memory Computer, to be used for administra-

tive support in anticipation of the opening of two new 

colleges, Eastfield and Mountain View (19, p. 5). The IBM 

360 was retained by El Centro College for instructional use 

only, but was traded in the following year when RCA went 

out of the computer business, forcing the District to 

acquire a replacement for its administrative computer. 
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Once again, instruction and administration were supported 

by the same computer, this time an IBM 370/155 (19, p. 5). 

Richland College was opened in 1972, the same year a 

new personnel/payroll system was implemented. Rapid growth 

at the four colleges and increased demands for both adminis-

trative and instructional support resulted in another compu-

ter change in 1974, this time to an IBM 370/158 (19, p. 5). 

By 1976, El Centro College acquired its own computer 

for instructional purposes, an IBM 360/30. At the time, El 

Centro was the only campus at which data processing program-

ming and operations courses were offered. However, 

on-line, computer-assisted and computer-managed instruction 

were still supported by the administrative system (19, 

p. 5) . 

Cedar Valley College and North Lake College were 

opened in 1977 (18, p. 6), and in 1978 Brookhaven College, 

the last college planned for the District, opened. 

District Computer Services now provided administrative/ 

instructional computer support for seven campuses and also 

accommodated a redesigned personnel/payroll system and a 

new community service system (19, p. 6). 

In 1979 the IBM 370/158 that had been used since 1974 

was replaced by an Amdahl 470/V6. The increased processing 

power stimulated efforts to modify and strengthen the 

student/curriculum system, design a totally new on-line 

accounting system, and add a new on—line budget preparation 
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system. In 1981-82, a financial aid system was purchased 

by the District, but had to be altered before installation 

to be compatible with the District's data base (19, p. 7). 

When, in 1981, the District elected to offer the full 

data processing curriculum at all seven campuses beginning 

in 1982, a decision was also made to separate administra-

tive and educational processing facilities (19, pp. 6-7). 

A District Service Center was built to accommodate both 

instructional and administrative computer support services 

and was occupied in the summer of 1982. An IBM 4341-2 

computer was obtained for educational programming support 

of all seven campuses, and the Amdahl was retained for 

administrative use. Communication facilities and some 

peripheral equipment (tapes and printers) were shared 

between the two systems for cost savings (19, p. 7). 

The creation of the educational computing division in 

1982 placed the District's academic involvement with compu-

ters under the supervision of the Director of Academic 

Computing (2, p. 2), whereas administrative computing 

support for the District continued under the supervision of 

the Director of Computer Services. Both divisions are 

currently working to address the myriad of training and 

support demands generated by acquisition of microcomputers 

for instruction and administration. 
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DCCCD Use of Microcomputers 

The DCCCD Strategic Plan for Administrative Computing, 

dated March, 1984, reported the number of microcomputers 

used in educational and administrative applications through-

out the District to be over 600 (19, p. 8). A May 20, 1985 

issue of InfoWorld ranked the DCCCD as one of the top 25 

educational users of personal computers with an installed 

base of 1,098 microcomputers (62, p. 42). 

The District's Director of Computer Services (29) and 

the Vice President for Business Services (VPBS) at Richland 

College (5) agree that Richland was the first college in 

the District to obtain microcomputers for administrative 

use. Interviews were conducted with both of these adminis-

trators to gain insight into the District's evolving use of 

these computers, and their comments are summarized. 

According to Richland's VPBS (5), the decision was 

made in 1981 by the college's top administrators that 

Richland should be in the forefront of computer education 

in the Dallas area. In order to achieve that goal, compu-

ter literacy efforts had to consider not only the students, 

but also the faculty members and staff as well. 

In the summer of 1981, Richland College requisitioned 

approximately 20 Apple microcomputers for instructional and 

administrative applications. After hearing of IBM's entry 

into the microcomputer marketplace, however, the requisi-

tion was changed to 30 IBM Personal Computers. This 
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initial order alone amounted to approximately $130,000, 

with 2 per cent of this amount allocated (at an hourly 

rate) for training and support from the vendor (5). Accord-

ing to the VPBS, Richland did not use the entire 2 per cent 

allocation because the college moved so rapidly to incor-

porate these tools into the office environment that it was 

easier to support themselves than to contact the vendor. 

Since that time, computer literacy and software training 

on approved application programs has continued to be 

furnished in-house for faculty members, staff, and adminis-

trators. As of March, 1985, Richland had in inventory 

approximately 250 microcomputers for instructional and 

administrative functions (5). 

By 1982, key administrators at the District level 

recognized a need for District-wide policies related to 

microcomputers. A "computer summit" was called, which was 

attended by the Chancellor, the Vice Chancellors, the Direc-

tor of Computer Services, the President and Vice President 

of Richland, and others (5). As a result of these 

meetings, it was decided that the District's Computer 

Services Center would provide support for the IBM Personal 

Computer as an administrative computer. For instructional 

use, some campuses already had installed bases of Apple and 

Radio Shack computers, and the decision was made to provide 

on-going District support for the IBM computers, Apple 

computers, and existing Radio Shack computers as 
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instructional tools. However, no new purchases of Radio 

Shack computers would be supported unless needed to round 

out a specific program requirement (5, 29). 

In the summer of 1982, the Micro Information Center 

was established by the Director of Computer Services (29). 

The three-person staff making up the center was charged 

with the responsibility of providing selection assistance 

on microcomputer hardware and software, as well as 

District-wide training in the use of equipment and 

programs. Staff responsibilities also included providing 

database expertise on the main frame and microcomputers and 

research and development activities related to 

micro-mainframe interfaces [communication] and local area 

networking (19, p. 9). Local area networks are defined by 

Bailey as "networks that link separate but geographically 

close computer equipment" (6, p. 33). 

At the college level, each campus has a Data Proces-

sing Coordinator (DPC) who is responsible for all the 

campus computer needs and who serves as a liaison to the 

District's Computer Services Center (29). With the arrival 

of microcomputers on campus, the DPC has become the desig-

nated local technical support for these systems and their 

users. For example, the DPC aids with the initial set-up 

of a system and is the contact person when maintenance is 

required. Actual servicing of the microcomputers is done 

by the Computer Services division. 
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In response to their new responsibilities, some DPC's 

have felt comfortable in developing their own computer 

literacy training programs for faculty members and staff, 

whereas others have relied exclusively on the training from 

the Micro Information Center, on District-sponsored 

workshops, and on other formal and informal training activi-

ties initiated by others to meet faculty and staff training 

requirements (29). 

The Computer Services Center, to date, has worked with 

two different colleges within the District to develop admin-

istrative microcomputer applications. A book-ordering 

system for Brookhaven and a class-scheduling system for 

Eastfield are being tested, but no plans are in place for 

distributing these programs to other campuses in the 

District since the unique requirements of one college can 

make a system inappropriate for use at another (29). 

There is one application, however, a budget prepara-

tion program under development by the Computer Services 

Center, that might have District-wide applicability. The 

Director of Computer Services hopes it can be implemented 

throughout the District in the fall of 1985. Scheduled for 

piloting/evaluation in the spring and summer of 1985, this 

program promises to be the first of many DCCCD-generated 

microcomputer applications designed for use by administra-

tors throughout the District. 
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The Future of Microcomputers within the DCCCD 

The Dallas County Community College District has taken 

many important steps toward incorporating microcomputers as 

tools for improving instruction and administrative support, 

but many challenges lie ahead. Strategic planning issues 

identified by District representatives relative to 

administrative microcomputing include questions of 

standardization, optimum utilization of microcomputers in 

the total environment, micro-mainframe connections, local 

networking, office automation, and multi-function 

workstations (19, p. 10). 

The DCCCD Strategic Plan for Administrative Computing 

identifies the following five basic goals for the years 

ahead (19, pp. 16-30). 

1. Improve operational systems. This goal addresses 

the District's commitment to enhancing data processing 

support as related to each of the following areas: 

students, curriculum, finances, personnel, and facilities. 

2. Integrate office automation, operational data pro-

cessing, and decision support systems. The office automa-

tion objective of goal two is to provide and support the 

following automated office services: (a) basic, easy-to-use 

word processing software, (b) filing, retrieval, and 

dissemination of documents, (c) electronic messaging/mail, 

and (d) calendar and time scheduling. Other objectives for 

this goal include providing communication capabilities and 
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application support to users whose decision making 

necessitates convenient access and manipulation of 

information from the mainframe data base. 

3. Build decision support systems. The objective for 

this goal is to identify, build, and pilot a Decision 

Support System (DSS) for a task in which many diverse 

factors are known but which nevertheless are difficult to 

assimilate in order to produce the end product in a timely 

fashion, such as a DSS for building class schedules. 

4. Provide computer-related training. Included among 

the objectives for this goal are establishing a formal 

structure for on-going computer training and providing 

training suitable for differing levels of user needs: top 

management (presidents, vice presidents), mid-management 

(directors), operational management (assistants, super-

visory personnel), and support staff (input operators, data 

entry clerks). As specifically related to microcomputers, 

computer literacy training should emphasize how the micro-

computer can be used by each level: for example, for top 

management, instruction on how to operate decision support 

software—spreadsheets, simulation, modeling. 

5. Design, develop, and operate cost effective/cost 

justified information systems. Included among the goal-

five objectives is the establishment of a procedure for 

reviewing significant hardware and software acquisitions 

for administrative and instructional applications. 
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For each goal, present status, objectives, and an 

active plan are delineated, presenting a comprehensive 

forecast of where the District hopes to move relative to 

administrative computing during the next few years. It is 

clear that the Dallas County Community College District 

anticipates that the role of the microcomputer in adminis-

tration will continue to expand and that strategic planning 

is required to ensure optimal utilization. 

Summary 

Computers have been an integral part of higher educa-

tion since their development by academicians/researchers 

during World War II. Advance research eventually gave way 

to administrative applications as the principal role of the 

computer on campus. Computer technology has progressed 

rapidly since the 1940's, from the large, expensive 

mainframe computers of the first generation to the small 

and relatively inexpensive desk-top microcomputers of the 

fourth generation. Microcomputers represent a major 

advancement in management support in higher education, 

especially in the areas of academic decision making and 

increased productivity through office automation. The 

number of microcomputers used on two-year college campuses 

has increased dramatically. The evolving mission of the 

most sophisticated community colleges in an information-

based society and their decisions in response to their 
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constituencies will affect the future use of microcomputers 

on their campuses. The Dallas County Community College 

District has been, and continues to be, a leader among 

community colleges in utilizing computer technology for 

administrative and instructional applications. 

In 1981 the DCCCD offered full data processing 

programs at all seven colleges that comprise the District 

and completely separated the District's administrative and 

educational computing functions. Over 600 microcomputers 

were in use throughout the District in 1984, and in 1985 

the number increased to 1,098. The DCCCD Strategic Plan on 

Administrative Computing has outlined five basic goals for 

the years ahead by improving operational systems, integrat-

ing the various computer systems, building new decision 

support systems, providing training, and designing cost-

effective information systems. 

Little research has been done to date on the adminis-

trative use of microcomputers at the community college 

level, and no research has been done within the DCCCD to 

evaluate current microcomputer use by academic administra-

tors. Chapter III will present research methods and proce-

dures for the study of microcomputer use by academic 

division chairs at the seven colleges comprising the Dallas 

County Community College District. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

A survey of the division chairs at the seven colleges 

within the Dallas County Community College District was 

conducted by mail. This chapter describes the major 

elements necessary to collect and analyze the data under 

the following headings: (1) the population, (2) construc-

tion of the preliminary survey instrument, (3) selection of 

the panel of judges, (4) evaluation of the preliminary 

survey instrument, (5) construction of the final survey 

instrument, (6) administration of the final survey instru-

ment, (7) treatment of the data, and (8) summary. 

The Population 

The subjects of this study were the forty-two division 

chairs at the seven Dallas County Community College 

District colleges during the fall, 1984 semester. Permis-

sion to survey these administrators was granted by the 

Executive Council of the DCCCD; and the names, divisional 

assignment, and mailing addresses of these administrators 

were furnished by the District's Office of Planning and 

Research. 
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Construction of the Preliminary 
Survey Instrument 

The preliminary survey instrument was prepared after 

reviewing the literature, reading a detailed job descrip-

tion questionnaire completed by a DCCCD division chair, and 

reviewing all administrative software available through 

CAUSE, a Professional Association for Development, Use, and 

Management of Information Systems in Higher Education. In 

addition, four DCCCD professionals with knowledge of 

division chair responsibilities and/or academic computing 

were interviewed. 

The preliminary survey instrument is divided into four 

parts. Part I consists of sixteen computer functions and 

one space for the respondent to identify another function. 

Each function has two scales from 1 (low) to 5 (high). The 

first scale is used to rate the extent of the administra-

tor's current use of the microcomputer for each function. 

The second scale is used to rate the importance that the 

administrator attributes to use of the computer for that 

function. 

Part II consists of seven training areas and one space 

for the respondent to identify another training area. Each 

training area has two scales from 1 (low) to 5 (high). The 

first scale is used to rate the extent to which an adminis-

trator has been trained in a given area; the second scale 
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is used to rate the importance of future training in that 

area. 

Part III consists of seven conditions affecting compu-

ter use and one space for the respondent to identify 

another condition. Each condition has two scales from 1 

(low) to 5 (high). The first scale is used to rate the 

current adequacy of that condition for the administrator's 

use of the computer; the second scale is used to rate the 

importance of that condition to the administrator's use of 

the computer. 

Part IV consists of six questions about the 

respondent: a self rating from 1 (low) to 5 (high) of 

current computer use, the respondent's sex, educational 

level, divisional assignment, number of years as a division 

chair, and number of years with the DCCCD. 

Selection of the Panel of Judges 

A panel of judges was selected to evaluate the 

preliminary survey instrument. The criteria used in the 

selection required that the judges have extensive knowledge 

of one or more of the following: (1) administrative comput-

ing at the community college level, (2) research'instrument 

design, and (3) DCCCD division chair responsibilities. Of 

the six judges who were selected, five are administrators 

within the DCCCD: (1) the District's Director of Planning 

and Research, (2) the District's Director of Computer 
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Services, (3) the District's Systems Analyst for Student 

Development, who had previously served as the data process-

ing coordinator at one DCCCD college during the time the 

college obtained computers for the division chairs, (4) the 

Vice President of Instruction at one DCCCD college, and (5) 

the Director of Institutional Development and Computer 

Assisted Instruction at another DCCCD college. The sixth 

judge, who has training and work experience in research 

design, is vice president of a company specializing in the 

development of computer-based training programs. 

Evaluation of the Preliminary Survey Instrument 

The preliminary survey instrument was presented to the 

judges to obtain their opinions on the validity of the 

items. Each judge received a copy of the preliminary 

questionnaire (Appendix A), a copy of the research 

questions and hypotheses, a cover letter (Appendix B), a 

rating sheet (Appendix C), and a pre-addressed stamped 

envelope. 

Judges were asked to review each question to determine 

whether it would elicit the information required for the 

study. Questions could be rated as Acceptable, Unaccept-

able, or Don't Know. Also judges were asked to determine 

whether the order, language, and response options of the 

questionnaire were acceptable. The criterion for an item's 
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retention on the questionnaire was agreement by a minimum 

of four of the six judges that it was valid for the study. 

Construction of the Final Survey Instrument 

The responses of the panel of judges were used to 

construct the final survey instrument. Changes were made 

in the wording of three of the questions. Questions 6 and 

11 under Part I, Microcomputer Use, were reworded for 

clarity. What was originally Question 24 under Part II, 

Computer Training, was reworded and became Question 26 

under Part III, Conditions Affecting Computer Use. Also, 

age was added to Part IV, Respondent Information. The 

revised questionnaire was submitted to the panel for review 

and approval of the changes. 

Administration of the Final 
Survey Instrument 

The final survey instrument was administered to the 

forty-one division chairs of the Dallas Community College 

District to collect data for the study. Along with the 

questionnaire (Appendix D), each division chair received a 

cover letter (Appendix E), a letter of support for the 

study from the DCCCD Vice Chancellor of Educational 

Affairs, a pre-addressed post card to obtain a summary of 

the study, a pre-addressed stamped envelope, and a diskette 

transporter that was included as a gift to encourage parti-

cipation. Approximately ten days after the first mailing, 
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a follow-up questionnaire with cover letter (Appendix F) 

and another pre-addressed envelope were sent to 

non-respondents. 

Treatment of the Data 

After collection and review of the data, the TRS-80 

Model II Statistical Analysis (1) was used to analyze the 

data. In Chapter IV, the major findings are presented and 

displayed in tabular form. For descriptive purposes, item 

by item frequency and percentage distributions, along with 

the mode of response, are reported for data collected on 

microcomputer use, computer training, and conditions 

affecting computer use. Cross tabulation of the means is 

reported by college as further descriptive analysis. 

Chi square distribution analysis as a test of statisti-

cal significance was used to determine whether significant 

differences existed between perceived current use and the 

perceived importance of use, between perceived level of 

microcomputer training received and perceptions on the 

importance of future microcomputer training, and between 

perceived adequacy of conditions affecting computer use and 

perceptions of the importance of these conditions. The 

statistical program performed a chi square test of goodness 

of fit on the data in the form of a two by five contingency 

table. The current use (also level of training and 

adequacy of conditions) distribution frequencies were input 
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as the observed frequencies in row one of the contingency 

table, and the importance distribution frequencies were 

input as the expected frequencies in row two of the 

contingency table. The computer calculations obtained were 

the number of rows and columns, the total number of 

observations, any expected frequencies less than 5, the chi 

square value, degrees of freedom, and exact probability of 

chance. The chi square values are reported, with those at 

the .05 or less level of probability identified as 

significant. 

In order to detail the strength of the relationship 

between the respondents' rating of their current overall 

use of the computer and their respective demographic charac-

teristics (age, sex, degree level, years as division chair, 

and years with District), correlation coefficients were 

tabulated. These findings are presented in narrative form. 

Finally, to establish a needs matrix for uses of the 

computer, required training, and adequacy of conditions 

affecting use, a weighted discrepancy index was calculated 

for each item in these areas using the formula: 

Discrepancy index = (Importance mean -

"Current use mean") X Importance mean 

Note that "current training level mean" and "current 

adequacy of condition mean" replace "current use mean" in 

the formula as appropriate. The weighted discrepancy index 



59 

was used to rank or prioritize from highest to lowest need 

the microcomputer functions, computer training areas, and 

conditions affecting computer use. Results of this 

analysis are reported with no generalizations made to 

subgroups within the total respondent group or to a 

population beyond those who participated in the survey. 

Summary 

The focus for the collection and analyses of data in 

this study was the use of microcomputers by Dallas County 

Community College District division chairs and the current 

status and importance of training and selected non-training 

conditions related to their microcomputer use. 

Questionnaires were distributed to division chairs at the 

seven Dallas County Community College District colleges. 

The survey instrument used was developed by the researcher 

after a review of the literature, identification of 

administrative software available from CAUSE, an 

examination of DCCCD division chair job responsibilities, 

and an evaluation by a panel of judges. This chapter 

describes in detail the procedures used in data collection 

and analyses. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter contains the data collected from the 

population of this study as responses to the survey instru-

ment. Data are examined as they relate to the research 

questions and the hypotheses. 

Analyses of Data 

The survey instrument (Appendix D) was delivered to 

the forty-two division chairs at the seven Dallas County 

Community College District colleges during the fall, 1984 

semester. Ten days later, a second copy of the survey form 

was delivered to non-respondents. As a result of these two 

distributions, thirty-five of the division chairs returned 

the survey instrument for an 83.33 per cent response rate. 

One of the questionnaires returned was unuseable; there-

fore, data from thirty-four were included in the analyses. 

The names and assignments of the division chairs 

within the District were furnished by the DCCCD Office of 

Planning and Research. The number of divisions varies from 

college to college as shown in Table I. In addition, the 

divisions do not have all the same departments. For 

example, at Mountain View College, the Humanities Division 
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TABLE I 

DALLAS COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
LISTING OF DIVISIONS BY COLLEGE 

Brookhaven College 
Division Chairs = 6 

Mountain View College 
Division Chairs = 5 

Business 
Communications 
Humanities 
Math/Science 
Social Science 
Physical Education 

Cedar Valley College 
Division Chairs = 4 

Business/Social Science 
Communications/Humanities 
Cooperative Education 
Math/Science 

Eastfield College 
Division Chairs = 6 

Business 
Communications 
Humanities 
Science 
Social Science 

North Lake College 
Division Chairs = 5 

Business 
Communications 
Math 
Physical Education 
Science/Tech 

Richland College 
Division Chairs = 8 

Business 
Communications 
Humanities 
Math/Science 
Physical Education 
Social Science 

El Centro College 
Division Chairs = 8 

Business 
Communications/Math 
Fine & Applied Arts 
Health Occupations* 
Physical Education 
Social Science 

Business 
Communications 
Tech 
Dev. Studies 
Humanities 
Math/Science 
Physical Education 
Social Science 

*Health Occupations at El Centro College is coordin-
ated by one dean and two assistant deans, all of whom were 
included in this study. 
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comprises aviation technology, fine arts, and physical 

education; yet physical education is a separate division at 

five DCCCD colleges. 

The survey instrument was divided into four parts. 

Parts I through III used a dual-rating format that enabled 

two types of information to be collected for each function, 

training area and condition included. Part IV requested a 

self rating of the respondent's overall computer use and 

descriptive information, such as age, sex, educational 

level, and years as a division chair. The responses 

elicited by each part of the survey instrument provided the 

data for two research questions with the exception of Part 

IV that provided the data for one research question. 

Research Questions One and Two 

Research question one asks, "For what functions do the 

academic administrators use the microcomputers allocated to 

them?" Research question two asks, "For what functions do 

academic administrators perceive the microcomputers should 

be used?" Part I of the questionnaire elicited this 

information; these data are presented in Tables II through 

IV. 

Table II shows the frequency of responses from DCCCD 

division chairs as to their current use of microcomputers 

for sixteen administrative functions (fifteen specified and 
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one open-ended) and the importance they place on being able 

to use the computer for those functions. 

The mode for current microcomputer use is at the 

highest rating (5) for two of the functions, both of which 

are word processing activities. The mode for the remaining 

functions is at the lowest rating (1). 

On the importance scale, the mode is at the highest 

rating (5) for nine of the specified functions, and one 

function is bimodal at the highest (5) and second highest 

(4) rating. The mode for the remaining five specified 

functions is the midscore (3). 

For item 16, two respondents identified other computer 

functions: "Maintaining class grade rolls, attendance" and 

"Database management for faculty loads, part-time faculty 

contracts, and so forth." These functions were given 

ratings of 1 on the current use scale and 4 and 5 respec-

tively on the importance of use scale. 

Table III shows the response ratings for current use 

and importance in percentages. Because of rounding, the 

percentages for some functions total slightly more or 

slightly less than 100 per cent. As reflected by the fre-

quency distribution, word processing is the primary func-

tion for which the computer is used. Over 50 per cent of 

the division chairs reported a relatively high computer use 

{rating of 4 or 5) for word processing to create and edit 

both brief and lengthy documents. Word processing for mass 
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mailings represented the next highest use, with 36 per cent 

rating this function at least 4. 

Between 10 and 20 per cent of the administrators 

identified relatively high current computer use for five 

other functions: 18 per cent reported database management 

for class scheduling and also for book orders; 16 per cent 

reported database management for recording and tracking 

divisional goals and objectives; 15 per cent reported 

spreadsheet for models and simulations (projections); and 

12 per cent reported spreadsheet for cost center budgeting. 

On the importance scale, 70 per cent or more of the 

respondents rated with a 4 or 5 all three of the designated 

word processing functions, one spreadsheet function (cost 

center budgeting), and three database management functions 

(class scheduling, book orders, and inventory). The remain-

ing functions were rated 3 or higher by at least 50 per 

cent of the respondents. 

Table IV presents the mean responses by college of 

current microcomputer use and importance of use. Note that 

the survey instrument was completed by the total number of 

division chairs at only two of the seven colleges. This 

fact and the small number of division chairs at each campus 

restrict comparisons between the colleges; however, the 

means of a few of the colleges are worth noting. The 

current use mean at Richland College for word processing of 

brief documents is 3.00, and the importance mean is 2.80. 
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This is the only instance of a current use rating higher 

than the importance rating for a given computer function. 

Also noteworthy are (1) the current use means of 4.00 

and 3.25 at Brookhaven College for two database management 

functions—book orders and recording and tracking 

divisional goals and objectives; (2) the current use mean 

of 4.00 at Eastfield for database management for class 

scheduling; and (3) the current use mean of 3.33 at Cedar 

Valley for database management to record and track 

divisional goals and objectives. The higher current use 

means of database management for book orders at Brookhaven 

and of database management for class scheduling at 

Eastfield may result from the custom microcomputer applica-

tions developed for these colleges (see page 40 of 

Chapter II). 

Research Questions Three and Four 

Research question three asks, "To what extent do 

academic administrators perceive they have been trained to 

use microcomputers?" Research question four asks, "What 

training is perceived as important by academic administra-

tors who have been assigned microcomputers?" Part II of 

the questionnaire elicited this information, and these data 

are presented in Tables V through VII. 

Table V shows the frequency of responses from DCCCD 

division chairs as to their current level of training in 
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eight computer training areas (seven specified and one 

open-ended) and the importance they place on future train-

ing in each of those areas. 

For current level of training, the mode is at the 

midscore (3) for one area: computer orientation including 

terminology, set-up, and using the hardware and operating 

system. The mode is at the lowest rating (1) for all other 

training areas. 

On the importance of future training scale, the mode 

is at the highest rating (5) for four areas: computer 

orientation, word processing software, database management 

software, and spreadsheet software. Two areas have modes 

at the midscore—graphics software and how to evaluate 

software; and one area—programming training—has a mode at 

the lowest score. 

For item 24, two respondents identified other computer 

training areas: "research analysis" and "evaluating impact 

or effect on operations within the administrative sub-unit 

(cost center, division, department, and so forth)." These 

training areas were given a rating of 4 and 2 respectively 

on current level of training and a rating of 5 and 4 

respectively on importance of future training. 

Table VI shows the response ratings for current level 

of training and importance of future training in percent-

ages. Because of rounding, the percentages for some 
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training areas total slightly more or slightly less than 

100 per cent. 

Although the mode for current level of training is at 

the lowest rating (1) for all areas except orientation, 

just over 50 per cent of the respondents report a 3 or 

higher rating for word processing. Approximately 25 per 

cent rate current training levels at 3 and 4 for both 

database management and spreadsheet software; and 18 per 

cent assigned these levels to software evaluation training. 

On the importance of future training scale, approxi-

mately 70 per cent rate as 4 or 5 the training areas of 

database management software, computer orientation, and 

spreadsheet software. The remaining areas are rated with a 

3 or higher by over 70 per cent of the respondents, with 

the exception of programming training. Less than half rate 

programming higher than 2 in importance. 

Table VII reports the mean response by college of 

current level of training and the importance of future 

training. Note that the survey instrument was completed by 

the total number of division chairs at only two of the 

seven colleges. This fact and the small number of division 

chairs at each campus restrict comparisons between the 

colleges; however, two observations are in order. For 

current level of training, the means are highest at each 

college for computer orientation and word processing 

software, with the lowest means scattered over several 
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areas. For importance of future training, the highest 

means are scattered over four areas: computer orientation, 

word processing software, database management software, and 

spreadsheet software; the lowest mean is found in 

programming training. 

Research Questions Five and Six 

Research question five asks, "How adequate are the 

following non-training conditions that can impact the use 

of the microcomputer by academic administrators?" Research 

question six asks, "How important are the following 

non-training conditions to the academic administrators' use 

of the computer?" Part III elicited the information on the 

conditions (eight of which were specified and one open-

ended). These data are presented in Tables VIII through X. 

Table VIII shows the frequency of response from DCCCD 

division chairs as to the current adequacy of nine condi-

tions (eight specified and one open-ended) and the 

inportance they placed on that condition for future use of 

the microcomputer. None of the modes for the specified 

conditions is at the highest adequacy rating (5), and only 

one mode—for computer availability—is at the second 

highest rating (4). The modes for three conditions— 

environmental conditions, availability of application 

software, and technical support—are at the midscore (3). 
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The modes for the remaining four conditions are at the 

lowest ratings (1 and 2). 

For importance of the non-training conditions, the 

mode for one condition—availability of add-on equipment 

(peripherals)—is bimodal at the ratings of 3 and 4. The 

modes for all other conditions are at the highest ratings 

(4 or 5). 

Table IX shows the percentage of responses for current 

adequacy and importance of non—training conditions. 

Because of rounding, the percentages for some conditions 

total slightly more or slightly less than 100 per cent. 

On the current adequacy scale, only one condition has 

a relatively high rating by the majority of the respondents. 

Computer availability is rated with a 4 or 5 by 64 per cent 

of the division chairs responding. Four conditions are 

rated with a 3 or higher by more than 50 per cent of the 

respondents: environmental considerations (74 per cent), 

availability of software (68 per cent), technical support 

(65 per cent), and divisional funding for computer supplies 

(56 per cent). Three conditions are rated by over 50 per 

cent of the respondents as low (rating of 1 or 2): 

practice time (61 per cent), availability of peripherals 

(59 per cent), and established process for evaluating 

software (61 per cent). 

On the importance of the condition scale, every speci-

fied condition was given a rating at the highest or second 
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H <25 H 0 

pc5 Q 53 
fa D 53 H 
J U O Eh 
CQ CJ a 

Q; fa 
EH O fa fa 

FA O FA 
<1 

fa fa w o w 
53 S3 25 
o *d o 
CM EH H 
CO & E-H 
H O H 
as 04 a 

£ 12 
fa HH O o o 

D 
fa 53 0 < 
EH 
25 
fa a 
pi 
w 
PM 

c 
<1) o 
O *H 
C -P 
(d 'HI 
•P 'D 
m a 
o o 
OiU s 

h
i
g
h
 

5
 

3
5
 

2
9
*
 

4
1
*
 

2
4
 

3
8
*
 

3
8
*
 

3
6
*
 

6
2
*
 

4
4
*
 

2
9
*
 

2
6
 

2
6
*
 

3
8
*
 

2
6
 

3
0
 

2
6
 

ro 

1
8
 

2
6
 

2
1

 

2
6
*
 

1
5
 

1
8
 

2
7
 

as t 

CM ro 

1
5
 

VO 

1
5
 

ON 

1
2
 

ro ro I 

l
o
w
 

1
 

o o VO 0\ O VO ro 
1 

o 

<u 
CO 
D 

<D 
-P 
3 
a & 
o 
u 
tT» 
c: 

•rH 

4J 
O 
<D 
IW 

CO 
c 
o •H -p 
•H 
a 
8 

•P 
C 
<u 
*H 

>1 
o 
td 
3 
0) 

3 T3 
U < 

XJ 
tji 
-H in 
JC 

CO 

CM 

£ 
O r"H 

to 
c 
o 
•H 
-P 
td 

a> 
T3 
•rH 
to 
a 
o 
o 

•P 
c 

i 
c 
o 
u 
•H > 
a 
fa 

in 
CM 

<D 
U 
<d 
£ 
•P 
M-J 
o 
CO 

tJi 
C 
•H 
-P 
(d 
3 
rH (d > 
a) 
u 
o 
M-4 
03 
CO 
a> 
u 
o 
n 
di 

VO 
CM 

CO 
CO 0) 
rH •rH 
(d rH • 

a) M cu 
U <u 0u 4-> M-4 
*d x: d •H •H 

£ a* CO rH o 
•p •H •P •H <u 
MH XI OU 
O a) <D 0 <d CO 
CO a 

\ 
•P CU rH 

a) \ 
a 

\ a 3! •H a) 
>1 >i a 3 e td CO 
•P .P s CO •HI > «d 
•H •rH 0 -p <d a) 
rH rH a rH rH 
•rH •H \ (d 0) PL| 
Xi tx» o o <D 
rd <d c °rH •H 4J 
rH rH •H c 4J u 

•H £3 Q & a) 
(d td c O td e X3 
> > 3 a) M 0 •P 

*C fa EH P4 o o 

• • • • • • • 

R* 00 as o rH CM ro 
CM CM CM ro ro ro ro 

(Ts CM ro VO CM CO VO 
CM 

CM 
m 

CM CM CM CM CM 

* 
00 
ro 

* 
rH 

CM 

•K 
CM 
ro 

00 VO 
CM 

* 
CTS 
CM 

in ^ 
rH CM 

CN 
* 
CM 
ro 

CM 
CM 

m CM 
* 
in CM 
ro H 

m as 
CM CM 

•K 
in 
ro 

* 
a\ 
CM CM 

VO O 
CM 

<D 
t3 
* 



79 

highest level (4 or 5) by 50 per cent or more of the 

respondents. Computer availability is rated highly by more 

than 80 per cent of the respondents, environmental condi-

tions and division funding for computer supplies by more 

than 70 per cent, and availability of software, practice 

time, and technical support by more than 60 per cent. 

Table X presents the mean response by college of the 

current adequacy of conditions and the importance of condi 

tions. Note that the survey instrument was completed by 

the total number of division chairs at only two of the 

seven colleges. This fact and the small number of division 

chairs at each campus restrict comparisons between colleges. 

Mean scores for current adequacy are highest for computer 

availability at each of the colleges. This condition also 

has the highest mean score (or is tied for the highest mean 

score) at all but one college on the importance scale. 

Research Question Seven 

Research question seven asks, "What are the 

characteristics of academic administrators who use 

microcomputers more than other academic administrators?" 

Part IV of the questionnaire elicited a rating of the 

respondents' current use of the microcomputer from low (1) 

to high (5), as well as information on sex, age, degree 

level, years as a division chair, and years with the 

District. The data are summarized as follows: 



80 

fa 
O 

X 3 
9 is 
<> 
< ( 
E* 
§ 

S 
9 
O 

O 

3 u s § * a 
o 
o 
> • 

CO 

35 &< 
O U 
U M 

flu fa fa 0 < » 
W W W 
0 Z 9 
2 O 
< w B5 
£ £ * W 
K H f < 
O D D 
01 Z & 
S O S 
M O O 

o 
Q 

S m 
H 

Sfl H 

w OS 
< 

M CU 
o 

8 
U 

< 
u 
X 

T3 00 
c 
<0 

w O 
Xt 
O m 

• H II 
as z 

M ii 
o z 
z 

» m 
v 

• H (M 
> o 

• tn 
•M N 
£ Z 

O 00 
M 
4J Vw 
c o 
0) 
U r » 

II 
< * Z 
ca w 

Q} (M 
• H o 
tw 
•M VO 
W II 
<0 Z 
« w 

0) 

«J U4 
> o 

'M CO 
<0 II 
*0 z 

c - » 
0) * 0 
> 
OS «w 

£ O 

0 « * 

8 z 
£Q w 

o o o O o O o o 
d o 00 o CM 00 o vo l 

l s 
w <«• co m <*r CI * •*r 

o o o o o o o o 
M a) o 00 • CM * o 00 CM 

j 3 01 
O 3 CM «H (S CM CM m •H PO 

m O o m m o o O 
a cm o o CM CM o m O 

J 6 
w * <«• m in <*• in 

m tn m o m o m in 
h CD n * r» p» o CM m r » CM 

J 3 W 
U 9 m fH m CM m m m 

o o o O o o o o 
Cu VO o vo CM o «<r CM 1 
e 
M m ««• m m * cs m 4 

o o o o o o o o 
U 0) -V o 00 CO vo 00 00 | 3 01 
U 9 ro OJ rM CM CM CM «M en 

ro vo vo OV •H i>H <<r 
Qu «* 00 00 tN r* »H sH 1 

l E 
M * m m m m m * 

r«* »-4 m o vo en sH 
U 01 m r> r - CM o 00 CM r - 1 
3 09 
V 9 co OJ <N CM CM CM CM 

l 

« 
, r» f r» P* O O o 

a vo wo fH iH o •H in 1 
g 1 
M m * m <<r P»1 

, m o O r - en O m o 
V4 V 00 m m ro o ro o i 
3 a i 
U » CM N o» CM C"j CM 

r*> o o m O 
d wo o vo o m O CO vo 1 
e 
M m *r * < * * *•> 

• , o r - o o o o O 
U 0) o VO o e o o O vo 1 
3 01 1 
U 9 f t <N en m m CM -*r 

o O o m in in O o 
d in in o CM CM CM o m 1 
g I 
w en * m «r ' « * * 

. m O e o o m in m 
M 4) <N O o o m CM r* CM 5 
3 « 1 
U 9 CM rsj ro CM CM CM »H <n 

0) 
U 
(0 

m 
c 
o (M 
•H 0 to 
-P 00 C tn a) 
<s 0 •H 
M 0^ -H 10 •H >i 
0) c 4J M a «W 

•0 •H to 0J a •M •H 
0 • H 4J a £ 3 •H U 
n 03 0J «H a (0 «H S s 3 fH •H 4J • r t cu 

0 a M V4 U Xt OS 
Cn O <0 a $ V 0 <0 
e > a a 4J a iH a> 
H «H <v \ \ 3 Qu •H 09 

ro >« >< a 3 s (0 
u 4-> u +J 6 to •H > ai 
a> c 0 •H •H 0 -P to 
44 <u «M iH rH 0 iH fti 

W E •H ai •H \ 10 M 
< C n JQ U 0 1 u U 0) 

o o» 10 (0 <0 c •H «H u fv 
03 u 0) •H } »H t4 s 5 U 
c *H o *H 4J •H •o <e O <D 
0 > 0 <0 «w <0 c u <0 E J= 
•H c 14 > 0 > 3 u 0 JJ 
•M 
•H 
13 

w 0* < 01 < fa EH 0U O O 

C 
o tn VO 00 OV o fH CM ro 
o CM CM CM CM CM m ro ro ro 

a) 
•p 
<0 
M 

4J 
O 
C 

• o 
• H 
• o 

+J 
c 
0) 

e 
o 
a 

© 
c o 



81 

For current overall use of the microcomputer, five 

respondents rate it as 1, eleven as 2, twelve as 3, four as 

4, and two as 5. Eleven respondents are female, and 

twenty-three are male. Ten respondents are 35 to 39 years 

of age; twelve are 40 to 44; seven are 45 to 49; and five 

are 50 or older. Fourteen respondents have earned master's 

degrees; twenty have earned doctorates. Thirteen 

respondents have been division chairs for less than 5 

years, nineteen from 5 to 9 years, one from 10 to 14 years, 

and one from 15 to 19 years. 

Correlation coefficients were calculated to detail the 

strength of the relationship between the respondents' 

ratings of their overall use of the computer and their 

characteristics. For a population size greater than 30, 

Ferguson (1) identifies coefficients of .449 or larger as 

significant at the .01 level of probability and coeffi-

cients of .349 or larger as significant at the .05 level. 

The correlation coefficients are negative for three of the 

characteristics: sex with —.077, degree level with -.011, 

and years as a division chair with -.337. Age has a 

positive correlation coefficient of +.110, and years with 

the district has a positive correlation coefficient of 

+.292. 
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Hypothesis One 

Three null hypotheses were formulated for this study. 

The first null hypothesis is "No significant difference 

exists between the perceived current use of the 

microcomputer by the academic administrators surveyed and 

their perception of how the computer should be used." The 

data from Part I of the questionnaire were subjected to chi 

square distribution analysis as a test of statistical 

significance. Table XI shows the results of the analysis. 

The ratings of current use and importance are not 

significantly different for two microcomputer functions: 

word processing for creating and editing brief documents 

with a chi square value of 7.00, and word processing for 

creating and editing lengthy documents with a chi square 

value of 8.08. The null hypothesis is accepted for items 1 

and 2. However, with chi square values ranging from 21.97 

to 50.30, the ratings for the other thirteen microcomputer 

functions are significantly different at the .01 level. 

The null hypothesis is therefore rejected for items 3 

through 15. 

Hypothesis Two 

Hypothesis Two is "No significant difference exists 

between the perceived level of microcomputer training 

received by the academic administrators surveyed and their 

perception of the importance of future microcomputer 
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TABLE XI 

CHI SQUARE VALUES COMPARING FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE IN 
CURRENT USE TO FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE IN IMPORTANCE. 

PART I: MICROCOMPUTER USE 

Microcomputer Use Chi Square Value 

1. Word processing/brief docoments . . 

2. Word processing/lengthy documents 

3. Word processing/mass mailings . . , 

4. Spreadsheet/projections 

5. Spreadsheet/budgeting 

6. Graphics/visual elements . . . . 

7. Database management/faculty records 

8. Database management/class schedules 

9. Database management/book orders 

10. Database management/inventory . . 

11. Database management/division goals 

12. Telecommunications/electronic mail 

13. Telecommunications/mainframe . . 

14. Telecommunications/remote databases 

15. Programming/custom applications 

16. Other? Please specify 

7. 00 

8. ,08 

35. ,12** 

31. 19** 

35. .49** 

44, .30** 

49. .63** 

34 .79** 

40 .53** 

49 .93** 

21 .97** 

44 .78** 

50 .30** 

38 .74** 

27 .64** 

*Significant (p < .05) 

**Highly significant (p < .01) 
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TABLE XII 

CHI SQUARE VALUES COMPARING FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE IN 
CURRENT LEVEL OF TRAINING TO FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE 

IN IMPORTANCE OF FUTURE TRAINING. PART II: 
COMPUTER TRAINING 

Microcomputer Training Chi Square Value 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

17. Computer orientation 14.58 

18. Word processing 18.00 

19. Database management 40.43 

20. Spreadsheet 33.30 

21. Graphics 37.39 

22. Programming 12.30 

23. How to evaluate software 29.00** 

24. Other? Please specify 

*Significant (p < .05) 

**Highly significant (p < .01) 

•training." The data from Part II of the questionnaire were 

subjected to chi square distribution analysis as a test of 

statistical significance. Table XII shows the results of 

the analysis. 

With chi square values ranging from 14.58 to 40.43, 

the ratings of current level of training and importance of 

future training are significantly different for six train-

ing areas at the .01 level of significance: computer 

orientation, word processing software, database management 
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software, spreadsheet software, graphics software, and how 

to evaluate instructional and administrative software. 

Also with a chi square value of 12.30, the ratings of 

current level of training and importance of future training 

are significantly different at the .05 level for one compu-

ter training area: programming training. The null hypothe-

sis is therefore rejected for items 17 through 21. 

Hypothesis Three 

Hypothesis Three is "No significant difference exists 

between the perception of academic administrators surveyed 

as to the adequacy of conditions affecting microcomputer 

use and their perception of the importance of those 

conditi-ons." The data from Part III of the questionnaire 

were subjected to chi square distribution analysis as a 

test of statistical significance. Table XIII shows the 

results of that analysis. 

With chi square values ranging from 9.42 to 12.39, the 

current adequacy and importance ratings of four conditions 

are significantly different at the .05 level: technical 

personnel and/or "hot line" support, computer availability 

for meeting divisional needs, availability of application 

software, and availability of add-on equipment 

(peripherals). 

With chi square values ranging from 17.53 to 24.78, 

the current adequacy and importance ratings of four 
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TABLE XIII 

CHI SQUARE VALUES COMPARING FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE IN 
CURRENT ADEQUACY OF CONDITION TO FREQUENCY OF 

RESPONSE IN IMPORTANCE OF CONDITION. 
PART III: CONDITIONS AFFECTING 

COMPUTER USE 

Conditions Affecting Use Chi Square Value 

25. Environmental considerations 17.53 

26. Process for evaluating software . . . 23.98 

27. Availability/application software . . 9.95 

28. Availability/peripherals 12.39 

29. Funding/computer supplies 20.90 

30. Technical support 9.42 

31. Practice time 24.78 

32. Computer availability 9.60 

33. Other? Please specify 

* * 

* * 

* 

* 

* * 

* 

* * 

* 

*Significant (p < .05) 

**Highly significant (p < .01) 

conditions are significantly different at the .01 level: 

environmental conditions, such as space, furniture, 

lighting, ventilation, and noise; divisional funding for 

computer supplies; established process for evaluating 

instructional software; and practice time. The null 

hypothesis was rejected for items 25 through 32. 



87 

Needs Ranking 

The data elicited by Parts I through III of the 

questionnaire were used to determine a needs ranking for 

microcomputer use, computer training, and conditions 

affecting computer use. The mean response for current use 

and importance was calculated for each item in Part I. 

These response means were then used to calculate a weighted 

discrepancy index with the following formula: 

Discrepancy index = (Importance mean — 

Current use mean) X Importance mean. 

After the discrepancy indices were obtained, microcomputer 

functions were ranked. The function having the largest 

discrepancy between current use and importance was listed 

first, the function with the second largest discrepancy 

listed second, and so on, thereby providing a needs ranking 

from the highest to the lowest. Tables XIV and XV present 

the calculations and ranking of the microcomputer functions 

in Part I. No generalizations were made to subgroups or to 

a population beyond those who participated in the survey. 

The mean response was calculated for each item in Part 

II as to current level of training and importance of future 

training. These response means were then used to calculate 

a weighted discrepancy index with the formula: 

Discrepancy index = (Importance mean -

Current level mean) X Importance mean. 
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TABLE XIV 

WEIGHTED DISCREPANCY INDEX COMPARING IMPORTANCE MEAN AND 
CURRENT USE MEAN. PART Is MICROCOMPUTER USE 

Microcomputer Use 

Impor-
tance 
Mean 

Current 
Use 
Mean 

Weighted 
Discre-
pancy 
Index* 

1. Word processing/brief doc. 4.00 3.36 2.55 

2. Word processing/lengthy doc. 4.29 3.59 3.03 

3. Word processing/mailings 3.82 2.74 4.16 

4. Spreadsheet/projections 3.71 1.82 6.98 

5. Spreadsheet/budgeting 4.00 1.68 9.29 

6. Graphics/visual elements 3.00 1.06 5.82 

7. Database managemt/fac. rec. 3.30 1.12 7.21 

8. Database managemt/cl. schd. 4.30 1.91 10.29 

9. Database managemt/book ord. 4.44 1.82 11.63 

10. Database managemt/inventory 4.12 1.35 11.38 

11. Database mngemt/div. goals 3.53 1.84 5.96 

12. Telecom/electronic mail 2.94 1.00 5.71 

13. Telecom/mainframe 3.41 1.03 8.13 

14. Telecom/remote databases 2.62 1.03 4.16 

15. Progrmng/custom applica. 2.79 1.47 3.70 

16. Other? Please specify. — — — — — 

*Discrepancy Index = (Importance Mean - Current Use 
Mean) X Importance Mean; all numbers on this table have 
been rounded to two decimal places. 
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TABLE XV 

RANKING OF MICROCOMPUTER USE ACCORDING TO THE DISCREPANCY 
INDEX. PART Is MICROCOMPUTER USE 

Microcomputer Use 

Weighted 
Discrepancy 

Index 

1. Database management/book orders . . . . 

2. Database management/equipment inventory 

3. Database management/class scheduling 

4. Spreadsheet/budgeting 

5. Telecommunications/mainframe . . . 

6. Database management/faculty records 

7. Spreadsheet/projections 

8. Database management/division goals 

9. Graphics/visual elements 

10. Telecommuinications/electronic mail 

11. Telecommunications/remote databases 

12. Word processing/mass mailings . . . 

13. Programming/custom applications . . 

14. Word processing/lengthy documents . 

15. Word processing/brief documents . . 

11.63 

11.38 

10.29 

9.29 

8.13 

7.21 

6.98 

5.96 

5.82 

5.71 

4.16 

4.16 

3.70 

3.03 

2.55 
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After the discrepancy indices were obtained, computer 

training areas were ranked with the training area having 

the largest discrepancy between current level and 

importance listed first; the training area with the second 

largest discrepancy listed second, and so on, thereby 

providing a needs ranking from the highest to the lowest. 

Tables XVI and XVII present the calculations and ranking of 

the computer training areas. No generalizations were made 

to subgroups or to a population beyond those who 

participated in the survey. 

The mean response was calculated for each item in Part 

III as to current adequacy of condition and importance of 

condition. These response means were then used to 

calculate a weighted discrepancy index with the formula: 

Discrepancy index = (Importance mean -

Current adequacy mean) X Importance mean. 

After the discrepancy indices were obtained, conditions 

affecting use were ranked with the conditions having the 

largest discrepancy between current adequacy and importance 

listed first, the condition with the second largest 

discrepancy listed second, and so on, thereby providing a 

needs ranking from the highest to the lowest. Tables XVIII 

and XIX present the calculations and ranking of conditions 

affecting computer use. No generalizations were made to 
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TABLE XVI 

WEIGHTED DISCREPANCY INDEX COMPARING IMPORTANCE OF FUTURE 
TRAINING MEAN AND CURRENT TRAINING LEVEL MEAN. 

PART lis COMPUTER TRAINING 

Computer Training 
Impor-
tance 
Mean 

Current 
Training 

Mean 

Weighted 
Discre-
pancy 
Index 

17. Computer orientation 
18. Word processing 
19. Database management 
20. Spreadsheet 
21. Graphics 
22. Programming 
23. How to evaluate software 
24. Other? Please specify. 

3.94 
3.75 
4.12 
3.85 
3.09 
2.44 
3.35 

2.88 
2.47 
1.71 
1.88 
1.24 
1.53 
1.56 

4.15 
4.80 
9.95 
7.59 
5.70 
2.23 
6.02 

*Discrepancy Index = (Importance Mean - Current 
Training Level Mean) X Importance Mean; all numbers on this 
table have been rounded to two decimal places. 

TABLE XVII 

RANKING OF COMPUTER TRAINING ACCORDING TO THE DISCREPANCY 
INDEX. PART II: COMPUTER TRAINING 

Computer Training 

1. Database management . . , 
2. Spreadsheet 
3. How to evaluate software 
4. Graphics 
5. Word processing . . . , 
6. Computer orientation . , 
7. Programming 

Weighted 
Discrepancy 

Index 

9.95 
7.59 
6.02 
5.70 
4.80 
4.15 
2.23 



92 

TABLE XVIII 

WEIGHTED DISCREPANCY INDEX COMPARING IMPORTANCE OF 
CONDITION MEAN AND CURRENT ADEQUACY OF CONDITION 

MEAN. PART III: CONDITIONS AFFECTING 
COMPUTER USE 

Conditions Affecting Use 
Impor-
tance 
Mean 

Current 
Adequacy 

Mean 

Weighted 
Discre-
pancy 
Index 

25. Environmntl. considerations 
26. Process for evaluat. sftwr. 
27. Availability/applic. sftwr. 
28. Availability/peripherals 
29. Funding/computer supplies 
30. Technical support 
31. Practice time 
32. Computer availability 
33. Other? Please specify. 

4.12 
3.74 
3.91 
3.41 
4.06 
3.79 
3.94 
4.47 

3.00 
2.24 
2.94 
2.32 
2.62 
2.88 
2.38 
3.79 

4.60 
5.60 
3.80 
3.71 
5.85 
3.46 
6.13 
3.02 

*Discrepancy Index = {importance Mean - Current 
Adequacy Mean) X Importance Mean; all numbers on this table 
have been rounded to two decimal places. 

TABLE XIX 

RANKING OF CONDITIONS AFFECTING COMPUTER USE ACCORDING 
TO THE DISCREPANCY INDEX. PART III: 

CONDITIONS AFFECTING COMPUTER USE 

Conditions Affecting Use 

1. Practice time . . . . 
2. Funding/computer supplies 
3. Process for evaluating software 
4. Environmental considerations . , 
5. Availability/application software 
6. Availability/peripherals . , 
7. Technical support . 
8. Computer availability . . . . . . 

Weighted 
Discrepancy 

Index 

6.13 
5.85 
5.60 
4.60 
3.80 
3.71 
3.46 
3.02 
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subgroups or to 3. population beyond, those who participated 

in the survey. 

Summary of Findings 

The following is a summary of the findings gathered 

from the responses to the survey instrument. 

1. Word processing applications (brief documents, 

lengthy documents, and mass mailings) represent the most 

prevalent current uses for the microcomputer as reported by 

division chairs. 

2. Three database management applications (recording 

and tracking divisional goals, book orders, and class 

scheduling) and one spreadsheet application (models and 

simulations) represent the second most prevalent current 

uses for the microcomputer as reported by division chairs. 

3. One spreadsheet application (cost center 

budgeting), programming (for custom applications), and one 

database management application (equipment inventory) 

represent the least prevalent current uses for the micro-

computer as reported by division chairs. 

4. The relationships between division chairs' ratings 

of current overall use of the computer and age, sex, degree 

level, years as a division chair, and years with the 

District are not significant. 

5. The relationship between division chairs' current 

use ratings and importance of use ratings is significant at 
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the .01 level for thirteen microcomputer functions: word 

processing for mass mailings, spreadsheets for projections, 

spreadsheets for budgeting, graphics for visual elements, 

database management for faculty records, database 

management for class scheduling, database management for 

book orders, database management for inventory, database 

management for recording and tracking division goals, 

telecommunications for electronic mail, telecommunications 

for access to the mainframe computer, telecommunications 

for access to remote data bases, and programming for custom 

applications. 

6. The relationship between division chairs' current 

use ratings and importance of use ratings is not 

significant for two microcomputer functions: word 

processing for brief documents and word processing for 

lengthy documents. 

7. The relationship between division chairs' ratings 

of current level of training and importance of training is 

significant at the .01 level for six computer training 

areas: computer orientation, word processing software, 

database management software, spreadsheet software, 

graphics software, and how to evaluate instructional and 

administrative software. 

8. The relationship between division chairs' ratings 

of current level of training and importance of training is 
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significant at the .05 level for one computer training 

area: programming training. 

9. The relationship between division chairs' ratings 

of current adequacy of condition and importance of 

condition is significant at the .01 level for four non-

training conditions: environmental considerations, process 

for evaluating software, divisional funding for computer 

supplies, and practice time. 

10. The relationship between division chairs' ratings 

of current adequacy of condition and importance of 

condition is significant at the .05 level for four non-

training conditions: availability of application software, 

availability of peripherals, technical support, and 

computer availability. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, OBSERVATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study was conducted to determine the administra-

tive functions that community college academic administra-

tors perform with microcomputers; to identify demographic 

characteristics that distinguish administrators who rate 

their overall use of the microcomputer higher than other 

academic administrators; to ascertain whether the 

importance placed on (1) microcomputer uses, (2) computer 

training, and (3) non-training conditions affecting 

computer use differed from the perceived current uses, 

training, and adequacy of conditions. 

Data for this study were collected through a survey 

instrument that was devised and evaluated for use in the 

study. The survey instrument was delivered during the 

fall, 1984 semester to the forty-two division chairs 

serving at the seven colleges that comprise the Dallas 

County Community College District. Thirty-five division 

chairs responded to the survey for an 83.33 per cent return 

rate, and thirty-four of the survey forms returned were 

useable for analysis. 
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The responses were analyzed and reported in a manner 

appropriate for the various types of data collected. The 

range of statistics used included frequency and percentage 

distributions, chi square, and correlation coefficients. 

Also, a weighted discrepancy formula was used to determine 

the rank order of disparity between (1) current microcompu-

ter use ratings and importance of use ratings, (2) current 

level of training ratings and importance of future training 

ratings, and (3) current adequacy of condition ratings and 

importance of condition ratings. 

Findings 

Analysis of the data presented in Chapter IV yielded 

the following findings: 

1. Word processing applications represented the most 

prevalent current uses for the microcomputer reported by 

the division chairs participating in the survey. 

A. 76 per cent reported a moderate to high 

current use of word processing for creating 

and editing reports and lengthy documents; 

B. 63 per cent reported a moderate to high 

current use of word processing for creating 

and editing memos and other brief documents; 

C. 54 per cent reported a moderate to high 

current use of word processing for mass 
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mailings, such as student advisement and 

recruitment letters. 

2. Three database management applications and one 

spreadsheet application represented the second most preva-

lent current uses for the microcomputer reported by 

division chairs participating in the survey. 

A. 25 per cent reported a moderate to high 

current use of database management for 

recording and tracking the status of 

divisional goals; 

B. 24 per cent reported a moderate to high 

current use of database management for book 

orders; 

C. 24 per cent reported a moderate to high 

current use of database management for class 

scheduling; 

D. 24 per cent reported a moderate to high 

current use of spreadsheets for models and 

simulations, such as enrollment projections. 

3. One spreadsheet application, one database manage-

ment application, and programming were the least prevalent 

current uses for the microcomputer reported by division 

chairs participating in the study. 

A. 18 per cent reported a moderate to high 

current use of spreadsheets for cost center 

budgeting; 
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B. 14 per cent reported a moderate to high 

current use of programming to develop their 

own applications; 

C. 12 per cent reported a moderate to high 

current use of database management for 

equipment inventory. 

4. No relationships were found between the division 

chairs' ratings of current overall use of the computer and 

age, sex, degree level, years as a division chair, or years 

with the District. 

5. There was a significant difference at the p < .01 

level between the division chairs' current use ratings and 

importance of use ratings for thirteen microcomputer 

functions: word processing for mass mailings, spreadsheets 

for projections, spreadsheets for budgeting, graphics for 

visual elements, database management for faculty records, 

database management for class scheduling, database manage-

ment for book orders, database management for inventory, 

database management for recording and tracking division 

goals, telecommunications for electronic mail, telecommuni-

cations for access to the mainframe computer, telecommuni-

cations for access to remote databases, and programming for 

custom applications. 

6. There was no significant difference between the 

division chairs' current use ratings and importance of use 

ratings for two microcomputer functions: word processing 
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for brief documents and word processing for lengthy 

documents. 

7. There was a significant difference at the p £ .01 

level between the division chairs' ratings of current level 

of training and importance of future training for six 

computer training areas: computer orientation, word 

processing software, database management software, spread-

sheet software, graphics software, and how to evaluate 

instructional and administrative software. 

8. There was a significant difference at the p < .05 

level between the division chairs' ratings of current level 

of training and importance of future training for one compu-

ter training area: programming training. 

9. There was a significant difference at the p < .01 

level between the division chairs' ratings of current 

adequacy of condition and importance of condition for four 

conditions affecting computer use: environmental considera-

tions, process for evaluating software, divisional funding 

for computer supplies, and practice time. 

10. There was a significant difference at the p < .05 

level between the division chairs' ratings of current 

adequacy of condition and importance of condition for four 

conditions affecting computer use: availability of applica-

tion software, availability of peripherals, technical 

support, and computer availability. 
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Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions appear to be warranted. 

1. As a group, DCCCD division chairs are using micro-

computers less and for fewer administrative functions than 

they perceive they should be. At the time of the survey, 

the principal current use of the microcomputer was for word 

processing. 

2. As a group, DCCCD division chairs believe their 

current level of computer training is lower and more 

limited in scope than they perceive it should be. 

3. As a group, DCCCD division chairs believe their 

computer use is affected by non-training conditions, such ' 

as practice time, divisional funding for computer supplies, 

existence of established process for evaluating software, 

and environmental considerations. 

4. The level of computer use by DCCCD division chairs 

is independent of age, sex, degree level, years as a 

division chair, and years with the District. 

Observations 

The following observations are made by the researcher 

in relation to this study. 

1. Because as a group the administrators surveyed 

reported a narrow use of microcomputers and limited 
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training, the expectations they have for this technology 

may be somewhat unrealistic. 

2. Availability of mass produced software and train-

ing on the software's operating procedures is not suffi-

cient to implement most of the administrative functions 

rated high in importance by the administrators surveyed. 

Many of the administrative functions require customizing 

that may be beyond the scope of a novice user. 

3. Actual hands-on computer operation for administra-

tive functions, i.e., word processing, is often accom-

plished partially or completely by clerical or support 

personnel rather than by the administrator, a fact with 

implications for planning and training. 

4. Although the existing policy within the DCCCD 

identifies the IBM personal computer as the accepted micro-

computer for administrative purposes, no effort has been 

made by the District to ensure comparable capabilities, 

i.e., memory size, selection of single- or double-sided 

drives, and so forth. System variations may need to be 

addressed if District-wide administrative applications are 

developed. 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

recommendations are made. 
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1. A follow-up study of the division chairs within 

the DCCCD is warranted in the future to ascertain the 

degree to which microcomputers have been incorporated into 

planning and management functions. 

2. Similar studies of college administrators in other 

districts and states or on the national level should be 

conducted to assess the degree to which microcomputers are 

being used for administrative functions arid the relative 

merits of this technology for planning and management 

support. 

3. Studies are warranted that evaluate the relative 

effectiveness of various commercial microcomputer 

application programs being used for accomplishing college 

administrative tasks. 
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Preliminary Questionnaire 

PART Is MICROCOMPUTER USE 

DIRECTIONS; .Please circle the appropriate nurrber to rate each of the following 
conputer functions on a scale of 1 (lew) to 5 (high) according to two criteria: 
* First, what is the extent of your own current microcomputer use in that area? 
* Second, to what degree to you believe you can benefit by using the computer 

in that area? in other words, how important is it that you be able to use 
the computer for this function? 

Current Use Importance 

low high low high 

1 2 3 4 5 1. Word processing for creating and 1 2 3 4 5 
editing memos and other brief documents. 

1 2 3 4 5 2. Word processing for creating and 1 2 3 4 5 
editing reports and lengthy documents. 

1 2 3 4 5 3. Word processing for mass mailings, 1 2 3 4 5 
such as student advisement and 
recruitment letters. 

1 2 3 4 5 4. Spreadsheet for models and 1 2 3 4 5 
simulations, such as enrollment 
projections. 

1 2 3 4 5 5. Spreadsheet for cost center 1 2 3 4 5 
budgeting. 

1 2 3 4 5 Graphics for generating graphic 1 2 3 4 5 
elements, such as pie charts and 
bar graphs. 

1 2 3 4 5 7. Database management for faculty 1 2 3 4 5 
records, such as maintaining faculty 
evaluations and tracking part-time 
instructors. 

1 2 3 4 5 8. Database management for class 1 2 3 4 5 
scheduling. 

1 2 3 4 5 9. Database management for book orders. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 10. Database management for equipment 1 2 3 4 5 
inventory. 

1 2 3 4 5 11. Database management for planning 1 2 3 4 5 
and evaluating divisional goals and 
objectives. 

\ 2 3 4 5 12. Telecommunications for electronic 1 2 3 4 5 
mail. 
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Current Use 

low high 

1 2 3 4 5 13. Telecommunications to access 
central mainframe computer (s)• 

Importance 

low high 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 14. Telecommunications to access remote 1 2 3 4 5 
databases and informational services. 

1 2 3 4 5 15 * Programming to develop your own 
applications. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 16. Evaluation to evaluate instructional 1 2 3 4 5 
and administrative software. 

1 2 3 4 5 17. Other? Please specify. 1 2 3 4 5 

PART XI: COMPUTER TRAINING 

DIRECTIONSs Please circle the appropriate number to rate each of the following 
areas on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high) according to two criteria: 
* First, to what extent have you been trained (through any source) in that 
area? 

* Second, how important is it that training be provided to you in that area in 
the future? 

Current Level 
of Training 

low 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 3 4 

Importance of 
Future Training 

high 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

18. Computer orientation, including 
terminology, set-up, and using the 
hardware and operating system. 

19. Training in using word processing 
software. 

20. Training in using database management 
software. 

21. Training in using spreadsheet 
software. 

22. Training in using graphics software. 

23. Programming training. 

low 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 3 4 

high 

5 

2 3 4 5 
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Current Level Importance of 
of Training Future Training 

low high low high 

1 2 3 4 5 24. How to evaluate instructional and 1 2 3 4 5 
administrative software. 

1 2 3 4 5 25. Other? Please specify. 1 2 3 4 5 

PART III: CONDITIONS AFFECTING COMPUTER USE 

DIRECTIONS: Please circle the appropriate number to rate each of the following 
conditions on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high) according to two criterias 
* First, how adequate is that condition currently for your use of the computer? 
* Second, how important is that condition to your use of the computer? 

Current Level Importance of 
of Training Future Training 

low high low high 

1 2 3 4 5 26. Environmental considerations, such as 1 2 3 4 5 
space, furniture, lighting, ventilation, 
and noise. 

1 2 3 4 5 27. The availability of application 1 2 3 4 5 
software* 

1 2 3 4 5 28. The availability of add-on equipment 1 2 3 4 5 
^peripherals). 

1 2 3 4 5 29. Divisional funding for computer 1 2 3 4 5 
supplies. 

1 2 3 4 5 30. Technical personnel and/or "hot line" 1 2 3 4 5 
support. 

1 2 3 4 5 31. Practice time. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 32. Conputer availability for meeting 1 2 3 4 5 
divisional needs. 

1 2 3 4 5 33. Other? Please specify. 1 2 3 4 5 



109 

PART IV: RESPONDENT INFORMATION 

DIRECTIONS: Please provide the following information about yourself. 

A. Circle the number that you believe best reflects your current overall use 
of the microcomputer. 

low * high 

1 2 3 4 5 

B. Your sex? Check the appropriate box. 

|~| Male 

|~J Female 

C. College degrees earned? Check those that are appropriate and identify your 
major field (s) of study«, 

Q Bachelor's. Major field(s) of study: 

Q Master's. Major field(s) of study: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

I 1 Doctorate. Major field (s) of study: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Q Professional or other. Please specify: 
Degree: Major field (s) of study: 

D. College and Division Assignment: 

E. Number of years as Division Chair? 

F. Number of years in the DCCCD? 



APPENDIX B 

LETTER TO VALIDATION PANEL 

November 19, 1984 

Inside Address 

Dear : 

Thank you for agreeing to serve on the panel of judges to 
validate a questionnaire for a study of academic 
administrators' use of microcomputers and the impact that 
training and other factors have on the computer use of 
these individuals. The academic administrators to be 
surveyed are the division chairs at the seven DCCCD 
colleges. LRC and other support service administrators are 
not a part of this study. 

I am enclosing a rating sheet for your convenience. Please 
feel free to note on the back if any area of importance has 
been omitted from the survey that you believe should be 
considered. 

Again, thanks for your time and cooperation. 

Regards, 

/s/ Sue Colley 
Sue Colley 

Enclosures 
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APPENDIX C 

QUESTIONNAIRE RATING SHEET 

Date / /_ Name 

Your help is needed in order to establish the content 
validity of a structured questionnaire to be sent to DCGCD 
division chairs. Please use the Research Questions and the 
Questionnaire to assist you in determining if an item is 
acceptable or unacceptable for this study. It would be 
helpful if you would include a comment on the back for any 
item that you rate unacceptable. 

Accept- Unaccept- Don't Accept- Unaccept- Don't 
Item able able Know Item able able Know 

1 18 

2 19 

3 20 . 

4 21 

5 22 

6 23 

7 24 

8 25 

9 26 

10 _ _ 27 . 

11 28 

12 29_ 

13 30 

14 31 

15 32 

16 33 

17 
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Please check as appropriate that you agree, disagree, or 
are undecided for each of the following statements. It 
would be helpful if you would include a comment on the back 
for any statement with which you disagree. 

Agree Disagree Undecided 

A. As presently constructed, 
this questionnaire does not 
offer a "Don't Know" response 
option for questions 1 to 33. 
Omission of a "Don't Know" 
response option is acceptable 
for questions 1 to 33. ' 

B. At least one item is 
present for each measurable 
objective. 

C. The language of each item 
marked acceptable is easily 
understood. 

D. The arrangement of the 
items on the questionnaire 
is acceptable. 

E. All respondents should 
be asked all items. (If 
you disagree, list on the 
back the items that should 
be asked and under what 
conditions.) 



APPENDIX D 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

PART I; MICROCOMPUTER USE 
DIRECTIONS: Please circle the appropriate number to rate each of the following computer 
functions on a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high) according to two criteria: 
• First, what is the extent of your own current microcomputer use in that area? 
• Second, to what degree do you believe you can benefit by using the computer in that area; in 

other words, how important is it that you be able to use the computer for this function? 

Current Use Importance 
low high low high 

1 2 3 4 5 h Word processing for creating and editing memos and 1 2 3 4 5 
other brief documents. 

1 2 3 4 5 2. Word processing for creating and editing reports and 1 2 3 4 5 
lengthy documents. 

1 2 3 4 5 3. Word processing for mass mailings, such as student 1 2 3 4 5 
advisement and recruitment letters. 

1 2 3 4 5 4. Spreadsheet for models and simulations, such as 1 2 3 4 5 
enrollment projections. 

1 2 3 4 5 5. Spreadsheet for cost center budgeting. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 6. Graphics for generating graphic elements, such as 1 2 3 4 5 
bar graphs that compare program enrollments by 
semester. 

1 2 3 4 5 7. Database management for faculty records, such as 1 2 3 4 5 
maintaining faculty evaluations and tracking part-time 
instructors. 

1 2 3 4 5 8. Database management for class scheduling. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 9. Database management for book orders. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 10. Database management for equipment inventory. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 1L Database management for recording and tracking 1 2 3 4 5 
the status of divisional goals and objectives. 

1 2 3 4 5 12. Telecommunications for electronic mail. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 13. Telecommunications to access central mainframe 1 2 3 4 5 
computer(s). 

1 2 3 4 5 14. Telecommunications to access remote databases 1 2 3 4 5 
and information services. 

1 2 3 4 5 15. Programming to develop your own applications. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 16. Other? Please specify. 1 2 3 4 5 
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PART II: COMPUTER TRAINING 
DIRECTIONS: Please circle the appropriate number to rate each of the following training areas 
on a scale of 1 (low) to S (high) according to two criteria: 
• First, to what extent have you been trained (through any source) in that area? 
• Second, how important is it that training be provided to you in that area in the future? 

Current Level Importance of 
oi Training Future Training 

low high low high 
1 2 3 4 5 17. Computer orientation, including terminology, set-up, 1 2 3 4 5 

and using the hardware and operating system. 

1 2 3 4 5 18. Training in using word processing software. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 19. Training in using database management software. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 20. Training in using spreadsheet software. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 2 h Training in using graphics software. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 22. Programming training. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 23. How to evaluate instructional and administrative 1 2 3 4 5 
software. 

1 2 3 4 5 24. Other? Please specify. 1 2 3 4 5 

PART His CONDITIONS AFFECTING COMPUTER USE 
DIRECTIONS: Please circle the appropriate number to rate each of the following conditions on 
a scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high) according to two criteria: 
• First, how adequate is that condition currently for your use of the computer? 
• Second, how important is that condition to your use of the computer? 

Current Importance of 
Adequacy Condition 

low high low high 
1 2 3 4 5 25. Environmental considerations, such as space, 1 2 3 4 5 

furniture, lighting, ventilation, and noise. 

1 2 3 4 5 26. Established process for evaluating instructional 1 2 3 4 5 
and administrative software. 

1 2 3 4 5 27. The availability of application software. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 28. The availability of add-on equipment (peripherals). 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 29. Divisional funding for computer supplies. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 30. Technical personnel and/or "hot-line" support. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 31. Practice time. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 32. Computer availability for meeting divisional needs. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 33. Other? Please specify. 1 2 3 4 5 
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PART IV: RESPONDENT INFORMATION 
DIRECTIONS: Please provide the following information about yourself. 

A. Circle the number that you believe best reflects your current overall use of the 
microcomputer. 

low high 
1 2 3 4 5 

B. Your age? Check the appropriate box. 
• 29 years or less 
G 30 to 34 years 
G 35 to 39 years 
G 40 to 44 years 
G 45 to 49 years 
G 50 years or older 

C Your sex? Check the appropriate box. 
G Male 
G Female 

D. College degrees earned? Check those that are appropriate and identify your major field(s) 
of study. 

G Bachelor's. Major field(s) of study: 

G Master's. Major field(s) of study: : 

G Doctorate. Major field(s) of study: 

G Professional or Other. Please specify. 
Degree: _ _ _ _ _ _ Major field(s) of study:. 

E* College and Division Assignment: 

F. Number of years as Division Chair: 

G. Total number of years in the DCCCD: 

Thank you. 



APPENDIX E 

LETTER TO DIVISION CHAIRS 

December 7, 1984 

Inside Address 

Dear Division Chair: 

With DCCCD support, Sue Colley, a doctoral candidate, and I 
are engaged in a study of how microcomputers are used by 
you and other academic division chairs. We are also 
investigating the impact that training and other factors 
have on your personal use of this high-tech administrative 
tool. 

You need not identify yourself on the survey form. 
Individual responses will be held in confidence. 

Would you please take a few minutes of your time to 
complete the questionnaire and return it by December 14, 
1984. A stamped, addressed envelope is enclosed for your 
convenience in returning the completed survey. You may 
receive a summary copy of this study by mailing the 
enclosed post card. 

Your participation in this study is most valuable and 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ W. A. Miller /s/ Sue Colley 
Dr. W. A. Miller Sue Colley 

Enclosures 
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APPENDIX F 

FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO DIVISION CHAIRS 

December 17, 1984 

Inside Address 

Dear Division Chair: 

Recently you were asked to participate in a study of how 
microcomputers are used by you and other DCCCD Division 
Chairs. To date, I have not received your response. Could 
you take time from your busy schedule to complete the 
questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope? Your 
insights are vital to this important and timely research. 

Thanks for your attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 

/s/Sue Colley 
Sue Colley 

Enclosures 
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