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Twenty-first century learners have bought into a cafeteria-style mentality for 

obtaining higher education that learning should be available at the student's convenience. 

Institutions that ignore this postmodern trend will likely find their applicant pools 

dwindling along with significant reductions in entering class sizes. Students will simply 

choose other schools able to provide respected, accredited, and useful learning which fits  

their busy lifestyles. 

Since 1987, Dallas Theological Seminary (Texas), a 76-year-old graduate school 

of theology in the conservative, evangelical, free-church movement, has offered distance 

learning classes in both extension and print-based delivery models. Because the faculty 

plays a pivotal role in the successful or unsuccessful implementation of online courses 

(McKenzie, Mims, Bennett, & Waugh, 2000), the present study uncovered the attitudes 

of full-time, graduate theological faculty at Dallas Theological Seminary (DTS) 

regarding distance learning and the likelihood of faculty to adopt this delivery innovation.  

Bruce Manning’s (1976) Trouble-Shooting Checklist (TSC) for Higher Education 

Institutions was the instrument used in the study. The TSC is a nonparametric test 

designed to uncover differences between the observed and expected levels of acceptance 

that a department, program, or institution possesses regarding change toward distance 

learning in contrast to residential learning. The checklist’s two major purposes are to 

provide an overall norm-referenced, predictive score estimating the organization’s 

likelihood of adopting and implementing an innovation and to profile the strengths and 



weaknesses of an organization’s environment (culture) relative to the adoption and 

implementation of innovations. Five scales provide a comprehensive understanding of the 

organizational climate, personality and leadership characteristics of participants, 

communication pathways within the organization, the degree of sophistication or 

expertise within the organization, and the receptivity of the students. 

An official administration of the instrument was conducted involving all full- time 

faculty at DTS. Frequency counts, percentage distributions, and the chi-square goodness-

of- fit statistic were used to analyze the data at the .05 alpha level. A summary of findings 

from the questionnaire was prepared indicating that significant change must take place 

within the faculty culture of DTS before distance learning innovations can be 

implemented. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Higher education institutions which do not already have plans underway for 

distance learning could be out of business within the next five years. Twenty-first century 

learners have bought into a cafeteria-style mentality for obtaining higher education which 

caters to the notion that learning should be available at the student's convenience. Even 

the U.S. Government Web-based Education Commission (2000) is supportive of the idea: 

The question is no longer if the Internet can be used to transform 
learning in new and powerful ways. The Commission has found that it 
can. Nor is the question should we invest the time, the energy, and the 
money necessary to fulfill its promise in defining and shaping new 
learning opportunity. The Commission believes that we should. We all 
have a role to play. It is time we collectively move the power of the 
Internet for learning from promise to practice (Dong, 2001). 
 
Institutions that ignore this postmodern trend will find their applicant pools 

dwindling along with significant reductions in entering class sizes. Students will simply 

choose other schools able to provide respected, accredited, and useful learning which fits 

into their busy lifestyles. 

 Since 1987, Dallas Theological Seminary (DTS), a 76-year-old graduate school of 

theology in the conservative, evangelical, free-church movement, has offered distance 

learning classes in both extension and print-based delivery models. In 1999, two pilot 

sites of the extension model were added to four existing extension sites, culminating in 

six locations where a DTS degree may be obtained away from the main residential 

campus in Dallas, Texas. The first self-produced compact disc course was released during 

the spring 2001 semester and benefitted 92 students. The first videocassette-based course 

was added to a portfolio of 25 audiocassette-based courses in July 2001. Increasingly, 
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prospective students for both the residential and distance learning programs of DTS have 

been inquiring about the possibility of earning master- level degrees in an asynchronous 

format.  

 Because the faculty at DTS have been taught exclusively in residential formats, 

many are resistant to providing graduate theological education for ministry via distance 

learning. Evidence of this is the faculty's insistence that distance learning audiocassette 

tapes which substitute for required courses receive the approval of the Registrar's Credits 

Committee. Approval is granted only when extenuating circumstances merit special 

consideration. Extension sites are restricted to offering the non-professional Master of 

Arts (Biblical Studies) degree in its entirety as well as the Certificate of Graduate Studies, 

a 30-hour program for non-professional Christian workers. Videoconference learning 

during the middle-1990s for selected courses received marginal reviews from the faculty, 

and suspicion surrounds the pedagogical quality of a course recently offered exclusively 

on compact discs. The President’s Ad Hoc Faculty Committee on Distance Learning met 

repeatedly during the 2001-2002 academic year and culminated with the recommendation 

to purchase a $175 threaded discussion tool to try out during the summer of 2002. This 

initiative was accepted.  

Statement of the Problem 

The faculty plays a pivotal role in the successful or unsuccessful implementation 

of online courses (McKenzie, Mims, Bennett, & Waugh, 2000). The present study 

uncovered the attitudes of full- time, graduate theological faculty at DTS regarding 

distance learning and the likelihood of faculty to adopt this delivery innova tion. The 

ability to measure a faculty's readiness for change toward distance learning at DTS is an 
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essential source of information for the institution's two boards, administration, faculty, 

staff, and students. It is also an important aid in fulfilling the President’s vision for 

adding distance learning to the Seminary’s arsenal of delivery modes. Although 

administratively led, enduring change for the better requires a system-wide approach. 

Edward Deming reminds us that “the only way to change or improve an organization is to 

view it as a whole and implement changes throughout the entire system” (Gangel, 2000, 

p. 105). 

 Among conservative, evangelical theological graduate schools offering either 

degrees or courses via distance learning are Bethel Theological Seminary (bethel.edu), 

Reformed Theological Seminary (rts.edu), Moody Graduate School (moody.edu), 

Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary (gordonconwell.edu), Trinity Evangelical 

Divinity School (teds.edu), Southern Baptist Theological Seminary (sbts.edu), 

Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary (swbts.edu), and Wheaton Graduate School 

(wheaton.edu) among many others. DTS (dts.edu) is conspicuously absent from this 

distinguished list of innovators. Robert Reilly (Brenowitz, 2001), Director of 

Membership Services with the U.S. Distance Learning Association, indicates that… 

The only educators that criticize online education are the ones at 
prestigious schools because they are afraid of losing students. "I don't 
think students or parents worry, just the deans, " says Reilly, a former 
dean of the University of Rhode Island. "I just talked to a girl who goes to 
one of the top universities, and she said, 'I have classes with hundreds of 
students which I never get to see the professor. Then I just finished a class 
online that had only 20 students where I got to see and talk to my 
professor during every class period.' Who is going to say that's not better?" 
(p. 21) 
 
Dallas Seminary's absence from the field of players in distance education is its 

belief that the school is "the Harvard of graduate schools of theology." Furthermore, the 
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Seminary does not want to risk failure in a new environment and possibly lure away 

students from the tried-and-true residential learning model employed there since 1924. 

Because the new President has indicated his desire to harness technology for the 

school during his tenure, a new era of possibility has emerged. Gilbert (2001) provides 

guidance in leading this transformation in his experience with a colleague who is also a 

college President: 

In the absence of a clearly stated, credible plan—and in the absence of 
visible efforts to implement it—most faculty (and other human beings) 
will assume the worst. In fact, their fears will almost always be worse 
than any realistic possibility. Almost any clear, publicly described 
strategy is better than one that is well-designed but not communicated—
and certainly better than none at all. 

 
William Drath has written, “the learning organization will need a model of leadership that 

points toward continuous developmental and adaptive change. This suggests that 

somehow we have to figure out how to achieve flexible navigation instead of steady 

direction. It’s an image of a ship on which interdependent sailors call out to one another 

what they are doing and what they have learned about the sea in which they are sailing” 

(Gangel, 2000, p. 5). 

The five purposes of the study and their corresponding five research questions 

form the basis of the study. Each is provided in list form to promote clarity of purpose. 

Purposes of the Study 

1. To ascertain the organizational climate at DTS toward distance learning. 

2. To ascertain how faculty personality and leadership styles at DTS are organized. 

3. To ascertain how well-defined the communication pathways are at DTS. 

4. To ascertain the experience and attitudes of faculty at DTS toward distance 

learning 
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5. To ascertain faculty perceptions of student preparedness for distance learning 

based on their behavior, attitudes, and demographic characteristics. 

Research Questions 

1. What is the organizational climate at DTS toward distance education? 

2. How is the faculty organized regarding personality and leadership styles at DTS? 

3. How well are communication pathways defined at DTS? 

4. What are the faculty's experiences and attitudes regarding distance education? 

5. How do the faculty perceive the students at DTS are prepared for distance 

learning based on their behavior, attitudes, and demographic characteristics? 

Significance of the Study 

 It is both possible and necessary to adopt distance learning innovations in 

graduate theological education. Many are achieving good success with this delivery 

method—without adversely affecting their reputations. Some theological education is 

actually stimulating for both faculty and students as the following excerpt from the 

President of Chattanooga State Technical Community College indicates. 

My course, “Religions of the World,” will be offered via the Internet in 
Fall 2002. Edited video interviews with leading religious scholars and 
practitioners will form the foundation of the course. Also provided via 
streaming media will be insights into the subleties of religions not 
readily gained by reading texts; the virtual experience of religious music, 
rituals, ceremonies, services, and festivals; and an appreciation of the 
passion of each religion’s adherents and the persuasiveness of its 
messengers (Catanzaro, 2001, p. 36). 
 

 If this vision could be caught at DTS, there are no limits to the benefits it could 

provide in developing the teaching and learning scenario at the “Theological Harvard of 

the South.” Understanding the attitudes of the present faculty is the starting point for a 

significant transition to what could be. 
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Definition of Terms 

Distance learning/education: A formal educational process in which the majority 

of the instruction occurs when student and instructor are not in the same place. 

Instruction may be synchronous or asynchronous. Distance education may employ 

correspondence study, or audio, video, or computer technologies (SACS official 

definition Adopted: Commission on Colleges, June 1997; Updated: May 2000). 

Examples of distance learning at DTS include extension site education (Atlanta, 

Austin, Chattanooga, Houston, San Antonio, and Tampa Bay), audiotape correspondence 

and print (Institute of Theological Studies, ITS), videotape correspondence and print 

(ITS), live, interactive videoconferencing (Kinko's Copy Center), and Home Audio via 

compact disc (produced in-house, course numbers 301, 200-A, and 200-B). Faculty who 

have digitized portions of their coursework were directed to include these efforts in their 

attitude assessments.  

Digitized work: Anything which is presented electronically, including syllabi, 

course notes, handouts, URLs (Internet addresses), lecture notes and/or transcripts, audio 

presentations, video presentations, Internet-based chat rooms and/or threaded discussions, 

audioconferences (voice only) and/or teleconferences (voice and data including video), 

and receiving and/or disseminating assignments and/or evaluations (including exams and 

surveys) by email, Web page (Internet), floppy disk, compact disc (CD), digital video 

tape (for use in a VCR), or digital video disc (DVD). 

Limitations 

 The limitations of the study are conditions imposed where no control was possible 

such as the return rate and honesty provided by the faculty in responding to the items on 
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the questionnaire. Because the administration of the instrument was electronic, responses 

could have been submitted by someone other than the designated faculty member.  

Furthermore, the honesty of responses is not guaranteed, nor could a 100% return rate be 

insured. 

Delimitations 

 The delimitations of the study are conditions imposed where control was possible 

such as the exclusion of schools other than DTS and the exclusion of part-time and 

administrative faculty serving at DTS. These additional teachers, both those from other 

seminaries and those at DTS, although outside the established parameters of the study, 

may have changed the substance of the responses from what full-time teaching DTS 

faculty have concluded. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The concept of faculty readiness for change is well- founded in the theoretical 

frameworks of the diffusion-adoption process. Diffusion is the process of making 

innovation available to the masses while the adoption process is merely an understanding 

of how people respond to change. Specifically, the diffusion-adoption process refers to 

the faculty's use of technology  in the teaching and learning process.  

Among change theory’s more notable theorists one would find Rogers (1995), 

Lewin (1997), Holloway (1997), Boone & Kurtz (1995), Mahatoo (1985), Kershaw 

(1996), Geoghegan (1995), Dalton (1989), Green and Gilbert (1995), Brancheau and 

Wetherbe (1990), Ely (1995), Kozma and Johnson (1991), and Sarason (1990). This 

research seeks to understand the concept of diffusion and its use within organizations of 

higher education as well as the innovation-development process, the innovation-decision 

process, types of innovation-decisions, the definition of change agents, the attitude 

toward change theory, categories of adopters, the rate of adoption among individuals and 

collegial networks, innovation in organizations, and consequences of innovations. 

Eric Wolford (Cohen, 2001), Vice President Fast Forward Corporation, states that 

"every innovation goes through three phases: First, it's a joke. Then it's a threat. Then it's 

obvious." Faculty in graduate higher education during the early 21st century see the 

inevitability of teaching through technology, but graduate theological faculty, sheltered 

from much of the mandatory changes of public higher education, have been known to 
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resist this trend and are operating under distance learning as a threat to the one-on-one 

interactions they experienced as theology students in decades past. 

The Concept of Diffusion 

 Diffusion is “the process by which an innovation is communicated through certain 

chanels over time among the members of a social system” (Rogers, 1995, p. 11).  

An innovation is an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by 
an individual or other unit of adoption. It matters little, so far as human 
behavior is concerned, whether or not an idea is objectively new as 
measured by the lapse of time since its first use or discovery. The 
perceived newness of the idea for the individual determines his or her 
reaction to it. If the idea seems new to the individual, it is an innovation 
(Rogers, 1995, p. 11). 

 
Much of the innovation involved in the teaching and learning process in higher education 

involves technology. “A technology is a design for instrumental action that reduces the 

uncertainty in the cause-effect relationships involved in achieving a desired outcome” 

(Thompson, 1967 and Eveland, 1986). “A technology usually has two components: (1) a 

hardware aspect, consisting of the tool that embodies the technology as a material or 

physical object, and (2) a software aspect, consisting of the information base for the tool” 

(Rogers, 1995, p. 12). 

 Innovation involves five characteristics: relative advantage, compatibility, 

complexity, trialability, and observability. “Relative advantage is the degree to which an 

innovation is perceived as better than the idea it supercedes” (Rogers, 1995, p. 15). A 

computer scanner with optical character reader capability (OCR) eliminates the need to 

retype an old set of teaching notes, an innovation much faster and more accurate than 

tasking a secretary to read and type. “Compatibility is the degree to which an innovation 

is perceived as being consistent with the existing values, past experiences, and needs of 
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potential adopters” (Rogers, 1995, p. 15). In the teaching and learning world, “if it works, 

it is compatible with higher education.” 

 “Complexity is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as difficult to 

understand and use” (Rogers, 1995, p. 16). Whether some new innovation will be 

adopted often depends on its ease of use, and in higher education the learning curve is 

considered the standard of measurement. If something takes a little time to understand 

and implement but is worth the time and trouble, it will be accepted and used. If not, it 

will be branded too complex and will not be used. “Trialability is the degree to which an 

innovation may be experimented with on a limited basis” (Rogers, 1995, p. 16). If a 

document scanner with OCR capability is placed conveniently in the faculty section of 

the institution’s copy room, faculty may, out of pure curiosity, experiment with it and 

find it worth the time to learn. After several experiments—whether successful or not, 

their comments to other faculty leads to observability, “the degree to which the results of 

an innovation are visible to others” (Rogers, 1995, p. 16). 

 Among the four key concepts of diffusion (innovation, time, social systems, and 

communication), time is measured in three dimensions. It is involved in diffusion “(1) in 

the innovation-decision process…, (2) in the innovativeness of an individual or other unit 

of adoption (such as a graduate theological faculty)…, and (3) in an innovation’s rate of 

adoption in a system” over time,  such as all faculty in North America (Rogers, 1995, p. 

20). 

 “A social system is defined as a set of interrelated units that are engaged in joint 

problem-solving to accomplish a common goal” (Rogers, 1995, p. 23). In higher 

education this could be all theological faculty, both undergraduate and graduate, as well 
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as all seminary faculty, or all faculty in the conservative, evangelical branch of 

theological systems. Most social systems contain social structure, often described as the 

organizational chart of the institution, and these structures have system norms, “the 

established behavior patterns for the members of a social system” (Rogers, 1995, p. 26). 

 Opinion leaders, those who are “able to influence other individuals’ attitudes or 

overt behavior informally in a desired way with relative frequency” (Rogers, 1995, p. 

27), often lead the rate of diffusion in the organization and may complement or conflict 

with a change agent, “an individual who influences clients’ innovation-decisions in a 

direction deemed desirable by a change agency” (Rogers, 1995, p. 27). The change 

agency in higher education is often some form of the insitution’s administration, often the 

president or academic dean. 

The fourth concept of diffusion is communication channels, “the means by which 

messages get from one individual to another” (Rogers, 1995, p. 18) and many of these 

may involve either mass media (radio, television, print, the Internet, etc.) or interpersonal 

dialogue (face-to-face interactions). Diffusion of innovation, like information, always 

comes through networks and is rarely autonomous unless the innovator is also the 

inventor. Two communication networks dominate the literature on diffusion research: 

homophily and heterophily. “Homophily is the degree to which a pair of individuals who 

communicate are similar. The similarity may be in certain attributes, such as beliefs, 

education, social status, and the like” (Rogers, 1995, p. 286). The opposite of homophily 

is heterophily, “the degree to which pairs of individuals who interact are different in 

certain attributes” (Rogers, 1995, p. 287). 
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 The problem with homophily is that innovators usually traffic on elite or non-

visible levels with innovators of the same mindset and rarely share information with 

members of other social strata. This usually slows the diffusion of innovations until an 

elite member shares information with someone outside his own sphere of influence. 

 Six generalizations characterize opinion leaders and followers in a heterophilous 

social system (Rogers, 1995, p. 289). Followers seek opinion leaders of higher 

socioeconomic status, and they seek leaders with more formal education. Followers seek 

opinion leaders with a greater degree of mass media exposure and those who are more 

cosmopolite (“the degree to which an individual is oriented outside a social system”, p. 

274). Followers seek opinion leaders with greater change agent contact and who are more 

innovative. 

 So how can influence be measured in these diffusion networks if homophily is the 

largest portion of interpersonal relationships? “Four main methods of measuring opinion 

leadership and diffusion network links have been used in the past: (1) sociometric, (2) 

informants’ ratings, (3) self-designating techniques, and (4) observation" (Rogers, 1995, 

p. 290). Table 1 summarizes the advantages and limitations of the four methods. 
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Table 1 
 
Advantages and Limitations of Four Methods of Measuring Opinion Leadership in 
Diffusion Networks 
 

Measurement 
Method 

Description Questions 
Asked 

Advantages Limitations  

1. Sociometric 
method 

Ask system 
members to 
whom they go 
for advice and 
information 
about an idea 

Who is your 
leader? 

Sociometric 
questions are 
easy to 
administer and 
are adaptable to 
different types 
of settings and 
issues 
 
Highest validity 

Analysis of 
sociometric data 
can be complex. 
Requires a large 
number of 
respondents to 
locate a small 
number of 
opinion leaders. 
Not applicable to 
sample designs 
where only a 
portion of the 
social system is 
interviewed. 

2. Informants’ 
ratings 

Subjectively 
selected key 
informants in a 
system are 
asked to 
designate 
opinion leaders 

Who are 
leaders in this 
system? 

A cost-saving 
and time-saving 
method as 
compared to 
sociometric 
method 

Each informant 
must be 
thoroughly 
familiar with the 
system 

3. Self-
designating 
method 

Ask each 
respondent a 
series of 
questions to 
determine the 
degree to which 
he/she perceives 
himself/herself 
to be an opinion 
leader 

Are you a 
leader in this 
system? 

Measures the 
individual’s 
perceptions of 
her/his opinion 
leadership, 
which influence 
her/his behavior 

Dependent upon 
the accuracy with 
which 
respondents can 
identify and 
report their self-
images. 

4. Observation Identify and 
record 
communication 
network links as 
they occur 

None High validity Obtrusive, works 
best in a very 
small system, and 
may require much 
patience by the 
observer. 
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 “Is there one set of all-purpose opinion leaders in a system, or are there different 

opinion leaders for different issues? Polymorphism is the degree to which an individual 

acts as an opinion leader for a variety of topics. Its opposite, monomorphism, is the 

degree to which an individual acts as an opinion leader for only a single topic” (Rogers, 

1995, p. 293). Opinion leaders differ from their followers in several key areas: external 

communication, accessibility, socioeconomic status, and innovativeness. In higher 

education, these would be understood as contact with peer-colleagues at other institutions 

of higher learning, interactions with opinion leaders and followers in other departments 

within the common institution, budget allowances for items such as research and 

development, and creativity among colleagues. 

 Part of the difficulty in determining opinion leaders is that they may or may not 

also be innovators or adopters of innovations. Opinion leaders are highly influenced by 

system norms, the standard ways of thinking and doing within the institutional setting. 

Part of their earned opinion leadership is a history of using good judgment to recommend 

changes or decline those opportunties. 

 “Innovators are poor opinion leaders in systems with traditional norms: They are 

too elite and too change-oriented. The innovator serves as an unrealistic model for the 

average client, and he or she knows this” (Rogers, 1995, p. 295). This is part of the 

problem at many institutions of higher learning such as Dallas Theological Seminary 

(DTS). There is a prevailing sense that innovators are arrogant and unnecessarily focused 

on change just for the sake of change. To digitize course materials, for example, means 

that classroom presentations and products are converted into Power Point presentations, 

electronic documents, or images from overhead transparencies, handouts, and posters. 
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Requiring DTS faculty to digitize course materials in spring 2002 was halted once 

revealed to the faculty chairs, even though it had been approved by administration as a 

cost-saving procedure. It was viewed as something only for those with enormous 

discretionary time and money, rather than a simple process of feeding a ream of paper 

through a high-speed scanning mechanism and copying the resultant electronic file to 

one’s computer hard drive. 

 Network analysis helps to explain how information is diffused about an 

innovation. “Communication network analysis is a method of research that identifies the 

commmunication structure in a system by using interpersonal communication 

relationships as the units of analysis in analyzing network data about communication 

flows” (Rogers, 1995, p. 308). For example, a social system with 100 members might 

produce almost 5,000 network links; 200 members produce almost 20,000 links; and 

1,000 members produce almost 500,000 links.  

 “Communication proximity is the degree to which two linked individuals in a 

network have personal communication networks that overlap” (Rogers, 1995, p. 308). 

Each person has their own personal networks revolving around different aspects of life. 

Some have networks of friends, family, or associates in churches, community activities, 

employment, sports, or electronic communities (email networks, chat room networks, 

etc.). Some of these are interlocking networks where a particular associate is in more than 

one prescribed network (such as both church and employment) while others may be 

radial personal networks consisting of only one area of interaction. The acceptance of 

technological innovations in Christian higher education often revolves around personal 

pursuits, church ministry, and employment circles. Faculty who teach together may also 
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participate in the same church ministry or play racquetball regularly, allowing more 

opportunities for communication to transpire and, thus, for increased diffusion of 

innovations as “time-savers” for accomplishing tasks. 

 As a general rule, “the information-exchange potential of communication network 

links is negatively related to their degree of (1) communication proximity, and (2) 

homophily” (Rogers, 1995, p. 310). In other words, interacting with different groups 

produces a greater chance of learning about new innovations, and the adoption likelihood 

of that innovation increases when the flow of information comes along with an influential 

recommendation. In higher education, change agents in distance learning encourage 

acceptance of innovations in teaching and learning by attending conferences where 

complete strangers share the cause-and-effect results of integrating technology among 

their respective faculties. The more successful-appearing the person or institution appears 

in utilizing technology for teaching, the greater the likelihood that an attender will bring 

back the case study to influence his or her own faculty to adopt. 

 There comes a point when the exchange of information about an innovation 

becomes self-sustaining or even “bounces back” on the original person diffusing the 

merits of an innovation. “The critical mass occurs at the point at which enough 

individuals have adopted an innovation so that the innovation’s further rate of adoption 

becomes self-sustaining” (Rogers, 1995, p. 313). For example, computers in 2002 are 

ubiquitous and few need to be coerced into understanding their value in the teaching and 

learning process. The point at which it became self-sustaining is when using a computer 

to prepare class handouts or present a Power Point presentation became universally 

accepted. Interactivity is the “bounce back” phenomena of diffusing an innovation 
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through a network. For example, a later adopter suddenly realizes the value of being able 

to edit her own class notes without the use of a secretary and becomes something of a 

sales person to fellow-adopters, informing them about the newest innovations which 

make the computer even more valuable than before.  

 “Getting on the bandwagon” is a perfect example of an individual’s threshold for 

adoption. “A threshold is the number of other individuals who must be engaged in an 

activity before a given individual will join that activity” (Granovetter, 1978; Markus, 

1987; as quoted in Rogers, 1995, p. 320). Some later adopters are part of this element of 

network diffusion, and when several individuals reach their threshold of adoption, a 

system-wide phenomena occurs, described as the critical mass of an institution or social 

group. 

 Making a particular innovation successful, such as getting an entire faculty to 

adopt distance learning methods in graduate theological education, requires getting the 

institution to a critical mass of participants. Rogers (1995, p. 326-7) suggests four ways 

this might be achieved: 1) targeting the top officials in an organization’s hierarchy, such 

as the President and Vice-Presidents, to provide a positive example, 2) “shaping 

individuals’ perceptions of the innovation itself...by implying that adoption of the 

innovation is inevitable, that the innovation is very desirable, or that the critical mass has 

already occurred or will occur soon,” 3) introducing the innovation to those who are 

likely to adopt quickly, and 4) providing incentives to those who adopt early. For 

example, if the President of the institution speaks often and glowingly about the benefits 

of adopting distance learning in a school which is historically resistant to anything but 

residential learning, the likelihood of distance learning being accepted increases 
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exponentially. Other strategies might provide free tools (hardware and software) to some 

of the more visible faculty, holding up early adopting faculty as models to the remainder 

of the faculty, and remunerating distance learning faculty at 150% of the usual salary 

structure for adjunct (extra) teaching. “Social learning theory states that individuals learn 

from others whom they observe, and then imitate by following a similar (but not 

necessary identical) behavior. Such social modeling frequently occurs through diffusion 

networks” (Rogers, 1995, p. 334). 

The Innovation-Development Process 

 “Hero of Alexandria, a mathematician and inventor, reportedly used steam in 100 

B.C. to operate a toy. We can shrug off his experience as an idea before its time; but what 

might have happened if Hero had asked some crucial questions about the thought process 

of his explorations? Can steam be of any use in anything but this toy? How might a 

person possibly propel himself by means of this power? Could this force be produced on 

a larger scale?” (Gangel, 2000, p. 32). Pondering such questions leads to the six main 

phases of the innovation-development process: 1) Recognizing a problem or need, 2) 

Considering basic and applied research, 3) Evaluating development (the “D” in the famed 

“R & D” of research and development), 4) Understanding commercialization (how 

products are packaged), 5) Harnessing diffusion and adoption, and 6) Analyzing 

consequences (Rogers, 1995, pp. 132-150). 

 Recognizing a problem or need may occur in two ways: uncovering a problem 

which requires a solution or uncovering a solution that might fix a future problem or 

streamline a current protocol. This illustrates the two directions from which identifying a 

problem may arise: from the end-users and from an authority or change agent.  
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 As part of the scientific method, checking the history of basic and applied 

research often points the problem-solver towards an innovation which might already be in 

existence. Basic research is “original investigations for the advancement of scientific 

knowledge that do not have a specific objective of applying this knowledge to practical 

problems” (Rogers, 1995, p. 135). This is investigative effort just for the sake of 

scholarly inquiry or general knowledge and could be principalized in its presentation, that 

is, it does not have any intended use. By contrast, applied research “consists of scientific 

investigations that are intended to solve practical problems” (Rogers, 1995, p. 135). For 

example, it was proven that light could be used to transfer information (basic research), 

but until it was utilized in telephone cables as fiber optics (applied research) it served no 

use to humankind. This is similar to theoretical versus applied knowledge. 

 “Development of an innovation is the process of putting a new idea in a form that 

is expected to meet the needs of an audience of potential adopters” (Rogers, 1995, p. 

137). Development always follows research, never preceding it, and is almost inseparably 

linked to research. Sometimes organizations will set up parallel, subversive departments 

or organizations to engage in innovation developments at a more rapid rate than could be 

done within the organizational structure, and these “Skunkworks” provide the pioneering 

enthusiasm to propel the organization forward faster than its competitors. 

The distinctive name, skunkworks, originated during World War II, in 
1943, when the P-80 Shooting Star was designed in Lockheed’s 
Advanced Development Projects Division in Burbank, California. A 
closely guarded incubator was set up in a circus tent next to a plastics 
factory in Burbank. The strong smells that wafted into the tent made the 
Lockheed R&D workers think of the foul-smelling “Skunk Works” 
factory in Al Capp’s Li’l Abner comic strip. The name stuck, and came 
to be generalized to similar crash R&D units that have been created by 
various companies down through the years. (Rogers, 1995, pp. 139-140) 
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“Technology transfer is the exchange of technical information between the R&D 

workers who create a technological innovation and the users of the new idea” (Rogers, 

1995, p. 140). This transfer process may take place in one of three ways (Gibson and 

Rogers, 1994): through knowledge (mass media or interpersonal networks), through use 

(trying out the innovation created by the R&D team), and through commercialization 

(employing a commercially packaged product to solve a problem or meet a perceived 

need). 

“Commercialization is the production, manufacturing, packaging, marketing, and 

distribution of a product that embodies an innovation” (Rogers, 1995, p. 143). Sometimes 

innovations are matched up with other interrelated innovations which make the more 

complex innovation easier to understand or use, forming a technology cluster. For 

example, Microsoft Corporation marketed Power Point presentation software along with 

the familiar Word-brand wordprocessing software and the popular Excel spreadsheet. By 

bundling a new innovation, Power Point became the standard for public presentations of 

data, a perfect complement to the private presentation capability afforded by Word and 

Excel. 

Harnessing diffusion and adoption requires the most social finesse in that end-

users must be convinced (or coerced) into trying out the commercial developments 

available. In early 2002, the External Studies Department of DTS purchased iPaq 

Personal Digital Assistants for the technical assistant (the primary R&D position within 

the department) and full-time faculty members serving in other cities. It was thought that 

faculty of the future would carry nothing more than these four- inch by six- inch electronic 

tools for administrative and teaching responsibilities, replacing laptop computers, 
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compact discs, overhead transparencies, notebooks, and paper handouts. One by one, the 

faculty and staff became attached to the device, discontinuing their use of paper and 

pencil Day-Timers and the tools listed above. Several remarked how they became more 

organized and productive with the tool. 

This sharing of new information with Dallas-based faculty and staff led to several 

consequences of the iPaq innovation, “the changes that occur to an individual or to a 

social system as a result of the adoption or rejection of an innovation” (Rogers, 1995, p. 

150). Several faculty approached the External Studies Department wanting to know if 

they could become part of the “experiment” with iPaqs, and this was both good and bad. 

It was good because the innovation had begun its diffusion into the ranks of the faculty 

at-large, but it was bad because the department did not have the funding to provide a 

PDA to anyone outside the department. Consequences in the innovation-development 

process can be likewise both good and bad. 

The Innovation-Decision Process 

 At least two-thirds of significant change efforts fail. Lick (2001) quotes Bolman 

and Deal (1999) in citing three reasons leaders fail: 1) They do not fundamentally 

reframe their own thinking and that of their institutions relative to major change. 2) They 

implement a strategic plan that is incomplete, and 3) They do not implement a detailed, 

structured, and disciplined transformation. He explains the universal change principle—

learning must precede change. Leaders who guide their institutions through this process 

must first bring people through the innovation-decision process by educating them 

toward the possibilities if they were to adopt an innovation. 
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 Rogers (1995) indicates that… 

The innovation-decision process is the process through which an 
individual (or other decision-making unit) passes from first knowledge 
of an innovation, to formulating an attitude toward innovation, to a 
decision to adopt or reject, to implementation of the new idea, and to 
confirmation of this decision. This process consists of five stages: (1) 
knowledge—the individual (or decision-making unit) is exposed to the 
innovation's existence and gains some understanding of how it functions; 
(2) persuasion—the individual (or other decision-making unit) forms a 
favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the innovation; (3) decision—
the individual (or other decision-making unit) engages in activities that 
lead to a choice to adopt or reject the innovation; (4) implementation—
the individual (or other decision-making unit) puts an innovation into 
use; and (5) confirmation—the individual (or other decision-making 
unit) seeks reinforcement for an innovation-decision already made, but 
may reverse this decision if exposed to conflicting messages about the 
innovation. 

 
There are at least three kinds of knowledge in the innovation-decision process: 

awareness-knowledge, how-to knowledge, and principles-knowledge (Rogers, 1995, pp. 

165-66). Each of these are presupposed by selective exposure in which “individuals 

consciously or unconsciously avoid messages that are in conflict with their 

predispositions.” Assuming exposure to the innovation is a positive experience for the 

decision-maker, awareness knowledge confirms that an innovation exists. How-to 

knowledge provides a certain amount of functional ability in using the knowledge of an 

existing innovation, and principles-knowledge accepts the fact that an innovation exists 

and what it can contribute to the meeting of a felt need.  

Three factors contribute to the amount of knowledge and level of acceptance that 

takes place while adopting an innovation: socioeconomic status, personality traits, and 

communication behaviors. Rogers (1995, pp. 166-67) provides seven criteria regarding 

earlier knowers of an innovation’s existence. When compared to later knowers, they: 1) 

have more formal education, 2) have higher socioeconomic status, 3) have more exposure 
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to mass media channels of communication, 4) have more exposure to interpersonal 

channels, 5) have more change agent contact, 6) have more social participation, and 7) 

are more cosmopolite. 

At the persuasion stage, prospective adopters put together a grid of criteria to 

evaluate the efficacy of accepting an innovation. This innovation-evaluation information 

normally seeks the answer to two important questions, “What are the innovation’s 

consequences?” and “What will its advantages and disadvantages be in my situation?” On 

many occasions, a type of preventive innovation occurs in which an adoption takes place 

in order to prevent the negative effects of failing to address a felt need. The adoption 

process can move forward much faster when a cue-to-action occurs, an event crystalizing 

the innovation’s advantages or disadvantages. For example, if a series of Power Point 

slides for an incidental project becomes a showpiece for the faculty member before peers, 

the adoption process has been set, and the person has become persuaded that this product 

is worth the investment of time and money. 

At the decision stage, a person needs to either adopt (accept) or reject the 

innovation. The decision stage is not always a final decision as adopting on a partial or 

conditional basis permits. Faculty may engage in either active or passive rejection (also 

called nonadoption) in which they fail to fully consider an innovation. On return to the 

persuasion stage (either by failing to meet a felt need or by authoritative constraint), a 

nonadopter may later become an adopter. 

At the implementation stage, “an individual (or other decision-making unit) puts 

an innovation into use” (Rogers, 1995, p. 172). This may be achieved at varying degrees 

and often lends itself to re-invention, modifying the process of implementation to fit a 
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particular system or to satisfy specific needs. Occasionally, reinvention will produce a 

superior innovation or more fully use an existing innovation for which the innovation was 

not originally designed. 

Finally, “at the confirmation stage the individual (or some other decision-making 

unit) seeks reinforcement of the innovation-decision already made or reverses a previous 

decision to adopt or reject the innovation if exposed to conflicting messages about the 

innovation” (Rogers, 1995, p. 181). For skeptical adopters, usually later-term adopters, 

two further stages may result in reversal of the innovation. If dissonance occurs, that is, a 

stage of internal disequilibrium or discontent with the outcomes of adopting the 

innovation, a questioning period usually precedes one of two kinds of discontinuance: 

replacement, in which a better idea supersedes a previous innovation, or disenchantment 

discontinuance in which the adopter rejects the innovation without attempting to adjust 

the conditions or find a better alternative to meeting the felt need. “Later adopters are 

more likely to discontinue innovations than are earlier adopters” (Rogers, 1995, p. 183). 

Table 2 summarizes the hierarchy of effects to stages in the innovation-decision process 

and to stages of change.
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Table 2 

The Hierarchy of Effects Corresponds to Stages In the Innovation-Decision Process and 
to Stages of Change (Rogers, 1995, p. 183) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Stages in the     Hierarchy    Porchaska's Stages 
Innovation-Decision Process  of Effects   of Change 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
I. Knowledge Stage      I. Precontemplation 
 1. Recall of information. 
 2. Comprehension of messages. 
 3. Knowledge or skill for effective adoption 
  of the innovation. 
 
II. Persuasion Stage      II. Contemplation 
 4. Liking the innovation. 
 5. Discussion of the new behavior  

with others. 
 6. Acceptance of the message about 
  the innovation. 
 7. Formation of a positive image of the 
  message and the innovation. 
 8. Support for the innovative behavior 
  from the system. 
 
III. Decision Stage      III. Preparation 
 9. Intention to seek additional 
  information about the innovation. 
 10. Intention to try the innovation. 
 
IV. Implementation Stage      IV. Action 
 11. Acquisition of additional  
  information about the innovation. 
 12. Use of the innovation on a regular 
  basis. 
 13. Continued use of the innovation. 
 
V. Confirmation Stage      V. Maintenance 
 14. Recognition of the benefits of 
  using the innovation. 
 15. Integration of the innovation into 
  one's ongoing routine. 
 16. Promotion of the innovation to others. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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The Five Stages in Changing Addictive Behavior 

 
1. Precontemplation, where an individual is aware that a problem exists and begins 

to think about overcoming it. 

2. Contemplation, when an individual is aware that a problem exists and is seriously 

thinking about overcoming it, but has not yet made a commitment to take action. 

3. Preparation, the stage at which an individual intends to take action in the 

immediate future, but has not yet done so. 

4. Action, when an individual changes behavior or the environment in order to 

overcome the problem. 

5. Maintenance, the stage at which an individual consolidates and continues the 

behavior change that was made previously (Rogers, 1995, pp. 189-191). 

Types of Innovation-Decisions 

 Three types of innovation-decisions dominate. “Optional innovation-decisions are 

choices to adopt or reject an innovation that are made by an individual independent of the 

decisions of the other members of the system” (Rogers, 1995, p. 28). Every faculty has 

the normal distribution of members who either lead in implementing an innovation, such 

as teaching with Power Point presentations and a laptop computer, and those who reject 

such innovations, lecturing with print notes or outlines exclusively. “Collective 

innovation-decisions are choices to adopt or reject an innovation that are made by 

consensus among the members of a system” (Rogers, 1995, p. 28). For example, if the 

entire faculty votes to expand the residential teaching structure to cities beyond its 

present scope, this collective innovation-decision will transform the institution along with 

the department who made the decision. “Authority innovation-decisions are choices to 
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adopt or reject an innovation that are made by a relatively few individuals in a system 

who possess power, status, or technical expertise” (Rogers, 1995, p. 29). Obviously 

administration fit this category perfectly within higher education. 

 Each of these types form more of a continuum of acceptance pathways than 

distinct innovation-decision pathways. “Generally, the fastest rate of adoption of 

innovations results from authority decisions…Optional decisions can usually be made 

more rapidly than collective decisions…Although made more rapidly, authority decisions 

may be circumvented during their implementation” (Rogers, 1995, p. 29). 

The Role of Change Agents 

 “A change agent is an individual who influences clients’ innovation-decisions in a 

direction deemed desirable by a change agency” (Rogers, 1995, p. 335). 

Miscommunication is the most common problem between clients and the change agent in 

a social system, usually because the depth of knowledge is vastly different among them. 

The change agent in any system often works his or her way out of a job by achieving the 

goals of the agency or becomes expendable by those within the system because she has 

one foot in each of two worlds—today and tomorrow. Sometimes a change agent’s task is 

to reduce the diffusion of innovations, slowing adoption rates until problems can be 

corrected, encouraging the critical mass of acceptance necessary for an innovation’s 

change to be self-sustaining. 

Experienced leaders know that the hope of influencing change increases 
to the degree that we understand it. Of course, leaders should not shake 
things up just to make them different. Nor should we defend the status 
quo just because ‘we’ve always done it that way.’ Somewhere between 
those two extreme points lies carefully and prayerfully designed change, 
in which we help people disengage from less effective ways and reorient 
to new ways of doing things. Thus change begins not with 
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implementation but with awareness and understanding. (Gangel, 2000, p. 
89) 
 

 There are seven roles a change agent might undertake within his social system: 1) 

developing a need for change (contrasting what is with what can be), 2) establishing an 

information-exchange relationship (building credibility and trust among participants in 

the social system), 3) diagnosing problems (showing empathy or sympathy to those 

caught in the conflicts of change), 4) creating an intent in the client to change 

(motivation), 5) translating an intent to action (influencing behavior in either the client or 

those the client respects, such as peers or near-peers), 6) stablizing adoption and 

preventing discontinuance (the maintenance elements of continuing the change process), 

and 7) achieving a terminal relationship, involving a switch from change agent reliance to 

self-reliance in maintaining change and encouraging innovation (Rogers, 1995, p. 337). 

 A change agent’s “success in securing the adoption of innovations by clients is 

positively related to the extent of change agent effort in contacting clients” (Rogers, 

1995, p. 339). So a change agent needs to be socially accepted and proactive in 

communicating innovation opportunities to clients. Often this produces role conflicts 

between the expectations of the change agency and the clients. Thus, in higher education, 

there are inherent conflicts in distance learning adoption among forward-thinking 

administrators and retrenchment-minded (“dig-the-heels- in”) faculty. Whoever steps 

between these two forces becomes the element to absorb feedback (often punishment) by 

both as the innovation is diffused.  

“Change agent success in securing the adoption of innovations by clients is 

positively related to a client orientation, rather than to a change agency orientation” 

(Rogers, 1995, p. 34). This is why it is foundational to know about the faculty’s attitudes 
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towards distance learning before attempting to diffuse technology into the teaching and 

learning process of a highly residentially-oriented faculty. Knowing what and how the 

faculty thinks is the initial step toward making a change agent successful and completing 

the adoption process. 

“Change agent success in securing the adoption of innovations by clients is 

positively related to the degree to which a diffusion program is compatible with clients’ 

needs” (Rogers, 1995, p. 340). The process of inducing change among graduate 

theological faculty can be aided by demonstrating how the digitizing of course materials 

(turning print materials into electronic materials for presentation) can be an initial step in 

overcoming fear among faculty related to the safety and purity of their course content. 

Once it becomes standard practice to post course syllabi a month in advance of class start 

dates, offer notes and lecture materials on Web sites or via compact disc, and deliver 

lectures using a computer rather than through overhead transparencies, it is easier to 

make the change to delivering larger portions of the course, including lectures and 

demonstrations, entirely by electronic means. The time saved in transmitting content to 

students permits faculty what they really want—discussion time as to how this 

information might be used to transform some aspect of living or learning, which makes 

teaching a more highly prized activity among the faculty clients. 

“Change agent success in securing the adoption of innovations by clients is 

positively related to empathy with clients” (Rogers, 1995, p. 342). In other words, if a 

change agent in the higher education setting understands the difficulty or time-consuming 

nature of some aspect of distance learning, it is more likely that the faculty member will 

make a good-faith attempt at adopting the innovation. The amount of time required of a 
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change agent to assist in the adoption process also affects the outcome. Contact with the 

change agent is positively related to “higher social status among clients..., greater social 

participation among clients..., higher formal education among clients..., and 

cosmopoliteness among clients” (Rogers, 1995, p. 346). 

“Change agent success in securing the adoption of innovations by clients is 

positively related to credibility in the clients’ eyes” (Rogers, 1995, p. 352). Through the 

use of paraprofessional aids, such as are common in higher education as curriculum 

consultants and Internet instructional designers, faculty can be encouraged to adopt 

distance learning methodologies in their cadre of teaching and learning tools. Change 

agents and their aides must, however, guard against inauthentic professionalization, that 

is consultants and designers who attempt to be too much like a change agent. This can 

backfire on the adoption-diffusion process and actually reverse the acceptance trend of 

faculty if there is not a peer- like person with whom to communicate openly. 

“Change agent success in securing the adoption of innovations by clients is 

positively related to the extent that he or she works through opinion leaders” (Rogers, 

1995, p. 354). This is why ad hoc committees on fusing technological developments with 

the teaching and learning process can be successful in higher education, especially if they 

are composed of genuine opinion leaders—those who “can informally influence other 

individuals’ attitudes or overt behavior in a desired way with relative frequency” (Rogers, 

1995, p. 354). If, however, the committee is composed of enthusiasts who lack the clout 

of opinion leadership, efforts are in vain.  

To increase the likelihood of innovation acceptance those selected for small-group 

implementation must provide frequent demonstrations to the larger whole. Two kinds of 
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demonstrations must be distinguished here, “(1) experimental demonstrations, which are 

conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of an innovation under field conditions, and (2) 

exemplary demonstrations, which are conducted to facilitate diffusion of the innovation 

to other units” (Myers, 1978 as quoted by Rogers, 1995, p. 356). In graduate theological 

higher education, experimental demonstrations could involve teaching two identical 

classes using different modalities, such as a residential model and a distance learning 

model. To showcase an exemplary demonstration, a faculty member might present 

artifacts of his distance learning teaching to the faculty as a whole at a regularly 

scheduled faculty meeting along with data demonstrating its comparison and contrasting 

effects to a residentially taught class. With the help of paraprofessional aids and the 

backing of administration, faculty would have fewer reservations about incorporating 

distance learning methodologies into their residential teaching and learning, thus carving 

a route into the acceptance of greater innovations. 

“Change agent success in securing the adoption of innovations by clients is 

positively related to increasing client ability to evaluate innovations” (Rogers, 1995, p. 

357). This strikes at the heart of the matter in leading change: control—the change 

agent’s goal should not be the kudos of the administration or key opinion leaders of the 

faculty. His goal should be to work his way out of a job: to teach the skills of evaluation 

and implementation to as many faculty members as will accept his leadership so that they 

can become independent of the change agent themselves, thus multiplying the integration 

process between technology and the teaching/learning process. 

The question arises as to whether a centralized or decentralized diffusion system 

should be used to gain the widest acceptance of distance learning modalities. In a 
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centralized system, a careful vision is constructed through research and development. 

Then a change agent informs opinion leaders who influence the general populace toward 

accepting the innovation(s). In a decentralized system, local innovators lead the process 

of change based on the particular requirements of their day-to-day tasks and then share 

these developments with others in their networks. The answer is quite simple: diffusion 

of innovations is best considered as a continuum rather than an either-or choice. For 

certain kinds of innovations, diffusion is best implemented through a top-down approach, 

such as the centralized model encourages. For example, an organizational president might 

speak often and glowingly about the need for distance learning to become a more 

prominent part of the teaching and learning mission. By deputizing an administrator or 

key faculty member to “sell” the idea and “make it happen,” change takes place. For 

other kinds of innovations, diffusion works best by empowering several opinion leaders 

among the faculty ranks and showcasing their efforts where later adopters will more 

favorably consider the advantages. Based on the milieu in which the higher education 

administrator finds himself, a combination of efforts on several fronts may be the most 

profitable approach. More specific characteristics of each approach can be found in the 

table below. 
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Table 3 
 
Characteristics of Centralized and Decentralized Diffusion Systems 
(Rogers, 1995, p. 366) 

 
Characteristics of Diffusion 

Systems 
Centralized Diffusion 

Systems 
Decentralized Diffusion 

Systems 
 
1. The degree of 

centralization in 
decision-making power 

 
Overall control of decisions 
by national government 
administrators and technical 
subject-matter experts. 

 
Wide sharing of power and 
control among the members 
of the diffusion system; 
client control by local 
systems; much diffusion is 
spontaneous and unplanned. 
 

2. Direction of diffusion Top-down diffusion from 
experts to local users of 
innovations. 

Peer diffusion of 
innovations through 
horizontal networks. 
 

3. Sources of innovations. Innovations come from 
formal R&D conducted by 
technical subject-matter 
experts. 

Innovations come from 
experimentation by 
nonexperts, who often are 
users. 
 

4. Who decides which 
innovations to diffuse? 

Decisions about which 
innovations should be 
diffused are made by top 
administrators and technical 
subject-matter experts. 

Local units decide which 
innovations should diffuse 
on the basis of their 
informal evaluations of the 
innovations. 
 

5. How important are 
clients’ needs in driving 
the diffusion process? 

An innovation-centered 
approach; technology-push, 
emphasizing needs created 
by the availability of the 
innovation. 
 

A problem-centered 
approach; technology-pull, 
created by locally perceived 
needs and problems. 

6. Amount of re- invention? A low degree of local 
adaptation and re- invention 
of the innovations as they 
diffuse among adopters. 

A  high degree of local 
adaptation as they diffuse 
among adopters. 
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Gangel (2000, p. 97) suggests a more positive title for he or she who brings 

change. “We should dump the term ‘change agent’ in favor of something more team-

friendly such as ‘facilitator’ or ‘helper.’ People on whom we depend to make innovation 

or improvement should be involved in the process from the beginning.” For change 

agents, a word of strong encouragement follows this creative title, “You can be confident 

that your effectiveness does not rest in the number of people who agree with you but in 

your gentle, meek, wise, and mature handling of change” (p. 100). 

The Attitude Toward Change Theory 

 In his chapter entitled “Changing the Game Plan: Intentional Innovation,” Gangel 

(2000, pp. 92-97) describes four stages in the change process and four coping reactions 

which constitute the basis for attitude toward change. The four stages include 

awkwardness, loss, fear, and intolerance, and the four coping reactions include hanging 

on to the past, seeing change as threat, accelerating present ministries, and joining in the 

planning process. In the midst of this uncertainty, “trust mitigates threat, which begins to 

subside when people see leaders translate personal integrity into organizational fidelity” 

(Gangel, 2000, p. 96). He further expands on this concept by writing, “we reduce 

resistance to change when we reach an agreement on the extent of change, the rate of 

change, and the style of implementation” (p. 99). 

Categories of Adopters 

 “Be not the first by whom the new is tried, 
 Nor the last to lay the old aside.” 
    —Alexander Pope, An Essay on Criticism, Part II. 
 

“The general feeling is that it takes longer when you’re teaching online,” says 

Heidi Schweizer, Director of the Center for Electronic Learning at Marquette University 
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and author of Designing and Teaching an On-Line Course: Spinning Your Web 

Classroom (Allyn and Bacon, 1999). “I typically say 25 percent more time.” But the data 

of David DiBiase’s study on the time it takes to teach online contradicts Schweizer’s 

anecdotal perspective (Young). As Director of the Pennsylvania State University ‘s 

eEducation Institute, DiBiase “found that online teaching takes about the same amount of 

time as traditional teaching, but that professors worked on online courses far more 

frequently. “People are confusing frequency with amount,” says Mr. DiBiase. “People 

think that online teaching is more work, but it’s just more often.” 

Overcoming this perception is the whole point of measuring readiness for change. 

At first, the category labels of adopters were so varied that data from various reports 

could not be evaluated until equivalencies were established among systems of 

categorization. Eventually all categories seemed to be explained by either the S-shaped 

curve or Bell-shaped curve, and a unified system of categorization came into being. “The 

S-shaped adopter distribution rises slowly at first when there are few adopters in each 

time period. It then accelerates to a maximum until half of the individuals in the system 

have adopted. Then the S-curve increases at a gradually slower rate as fewer and fewer 

remaining individuals adopt the innovation.” (Rogers, 1995, p. 257) 
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Figure 1 

The Number of New Adopters Each Year, and the Cumulative Number of Adopters, of 
Hybrid Seed Corn in Two Iowa Communities 
 

 

Y axis (vertical): Number of Farmers Adopting Hybrid Seed Corn 
X axis (horizontal): Year 

 
The cumulative number of adopters of hybrid seed corn approaches an S-shaped 

curve over time, while the frequency distribution of the number of mean adopters per 

year approaches a normal, bell-shaped curve (Rogers, 1995, p. 258). 

 Five ideal types of adoption innovators are standard in the literature dealing with 

the process of change: innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and 

laggards (Rogers, 1995, p. 263-266). The innovator is typically the cutting edge 

entrepreneur, possessing control of substantial financial resources, the ability to risk 

uncertainty about an innovation, and the willingness to import new innovations into the 

present system in order to evaluate their usefulness in achieving a goal. The early adopter 
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is one step ahead of the crowd in the adoption of innovations. This person possesses 

much social power and maintains high esteem among colleagues by diffusing the scary 

nature of innovations and providing a subjective critique of the innovation’s usefulness.  

 The early majority adopter category seeks to accept innovations just before the 

majority. They are rarely in leadership positions and usually take a significant period of 

time to decide on an innovation’s usefulness but do not want to be the last to accept 

change. The late majority adopter, approximately one-third of all adopters as are early 

majority adopters, succumbs to peer pressure or the necessity of attaining the goal in a 

timely manner and agrees to accept the change once the majority of the uncertainty has 

been removed. 

 Laggards, although a categorical distinctive sounding offensive, are the last to 

adopt an innovation in the social system. They are often isolated from change agents and 

others who have already adopted an innovation, and they tend to resist change regardless 

of the benefits or consequences. They must be certain that new ideas will not fail before 

they buy into them, but then once convinced, they are unwilling to give up one 

innovation for the next to come along. 

 It usually pays to be an innovator or early adopter. Rogers described several 

generalizations of the socioeconomic characteristics of these first two categories (1995, p. 

269). Earlier adopters are usually younger, have more formal education, are more likely 

to be literate, have higher social status, a greater degree of upward social mobility, and 

have larger holdings (farms, schools, companies, etc.) than do early majority, late 

majority, or laggards. 
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 Earlier adopters operate on a different personality system than later adopters. 

They tend to be more empathetic to the feelings of others, less dogmatic, more able to 

deal with abstract concepts, more resourceful, more intelligent, more enthusiastic about 

change, better able to cope with uncertainties and risks, more favorable toward science, 

less fatalistic (feeling more able to control the future), and have higher aspirations in life 

than later adopters (Rogers, 1995, 272-273). 

 Earlier adopters communicate better with others. They normally have more social 

participation, are more highly interconnected (“networkers”), are more cosmopolite (“the 

degree to which an individual is oriented outside a social system”), have more change 

agent contact, more exposure to mass media, more exposure to interpersonal 

communication channels (phone, email, etc.), are more curious about innovations, have 

greater knowledge of innovations, and maintain a higher degree of opinion leadership 

than later adopters (Rogers, 1995, p. 274). 

Adoption Rates 

How quickly do faculty adopt the innovations applicable to graduate theological 

higher education? Rogers (1995) explains five variables which determine the rate of 

adoption, markers useful in dissecting the likelihood of change taking place in the 

teaching and learning process: 1) the perceived attributes of innovations (explained 

below), 2) the type of innovation decision (optional, collective, and authority), 3) the 

communication channels used (e.g., mass media or interpersonal), 4) the nature of the 

social system (e.g., its norms, degree of network interconnectedness, etc.), and 5) the 

extent of change agents’ promotion efforts. 
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“From 49 to 87 percent of the variance in rate of adoptions is explained by five 

attributes: 1) relative advantage, 2), compatibility, 3) complexity, 4) trialability, and 5) 

observability” (Rogers, 1983). “Relative advantage is the degree to which an innovation 

is perceived as being better than the idea it supersedes”, often measured as financial 

profitability or social prestige. Relative advantage can go amuck, however. Fads, the 

flash- in-the-pan adoption of an innovation, usually result in a quick retreat away from the 

innovation, whereas overadoption, such as twice the number of necessary heart-trauma 

machines in the United States, can overshadow common sense when the prevailing 

mentality is that all hospitals should have one. 

 “Compatibility is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as consistent 

with the existing values, past experiences, and needs of potential adopters” (Rogers, 

1995). It usually is measured in the realms of sociocultural values and beliefs, previous 

ideas, or client needs. In higher education, small steps toward acceptance of a bigger 

whole are often weaved into the fabric of change. At Dallas Seminary, compatibility was 

used in the migration of three courses from the residence model to presentation entirely 

on compact discs (a distance learning vehicle). The first course in spring 2001 provided a 

perfect example of innovative negatism, “the degree to which one innovation’s failure 

conditions a potential adopter to reject future innovations” (Rogers, 1995). Later in spring 

2002 and summer 2002 courses presented entirely on compact discs met with much 

greater acceptance, according to student satisfaction surveys, and the stage was set for 

future course delivery using these kinds of asynchronous methods. 

 “Complexity is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as relatively 

difficult to understand and use” (Rogers, 1995). Rogers’ Generalization 6-3 is useful 
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here: “The complexity of an innovation, as perceived by members of a social system, is 

negatively related to its rate of adoption.” Like any other innovation, technological tools 

in higher education are better accepted and more readily used when they are simple to 

use. For example, elderly faculty more easily understand icon-driven machines, such as 

the Macintosh computer, rather than machines requiring some knowledge of computers 

such as IBM-compatibles. The easier to use an innovation, the likelier it is to be used. 

 “Trialability is the degree to which an innovation may be experimented with on a 

limited basis” (Rogers, 1995). If a faculty member can experiment with technology, such 

as in an audio-visual media center on campus, and with another person to tutor them 

through difficult circumstances, the technology is more likely to be adopted. The switch 

to distance learning from residential learning, therefore, becomes an issue of 

demonstrating the ease-of-use and availability for experimentation, preferably in a non-

threatening environment. 

 “Observability is the degree to which the results of an innovation are visible to 

others” (Rogers, 1995). Clean copy on print materials or professional presentation on 

presentation materials have been the two most obvious results of faculty utilizing 

innovation. When a syllabus no longer looks like a seventh generation photocopy and 

professional- looking art replaces hand-drawn stick figures, the evidence becomes a 

positive factor in adopting an innovation. One faculty member says to the other, “That’s 

pretty slick. Who did it for you?” From there, the sale has been made, and it is only a 

matter of time and opportunity for the colleague to likewise adopt the innovation. 

 Teisburg (1992) described adoption of the cellular telephone as a good example of 

these five innovation attributes. The relative advantage of cellular phones was time 
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management. For those stuck in highway traffic, needing emergency medical attention, or 

auto repair the cellular phone proved to be an asset. Cellular phones were completely 

compatible with standard phones and required little training to use and maintain, a 

complexity issue. It became increasingly common to view people talking with their 

cellular phones in public places, so cell phones became an observable status symbol. 

Finally, when given the opportunity to try a cellular phone, many learned by doing that 

cellular telephones could be a great help in personal and professional performance. 

Innovation in Organizations 

 As was mentioned earlier, there are four types of innovation-decisions, and these 

are no less obvious than in an organizational setting such as a higher education 

institution: 

1. Optional innovation-decisions, choices to adopt or reject an innovation that are 

made by an individual independent of the decisions by other members of a system 

2. Collective innovation-decisions, choices to adopt or reject an innovation that are 

made by consensus among the members of a system 

3. Authority innovation-decisions, choices to adopt or reject an innovation that are 

made by a relatively few individuals in a system who possess power status, or 

technical expertise 

4. Contingent innovation-decisions, choices to adopt or reject that can be made only 

after a prior innovation-decision (Rogers, 1995, p. 372) 

“Both the innovation and the organization usually change in the innovation 

process in organizations” (Rogers, 1995, p. 375). As is demonstrated by Dumaine’s 

(1993) case study on the effects of carving out a “Lifestyle Team” at the Thermos 
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Corporation of Schaumburg, Illinois from six different departments of middle 

management supervisors in designing and marketing an electric outdoor grill, the 

interdependence of many brought forth a new product which transformed the company 

as well as the way urban outdoor grillers prepared food. Higher education’s 

interdependence of departments for the common good of teaching and learning can 

enhance the learning experience for students as well as transform the institution into a 

more integrated whole. 

“An organization is a stable system of individuals who work together to achieve 

common goals through a hierarchy of ranks and a division of labor” (Rogers and 

Agarwala-Rogers, 1976). The structure usually takes on five characteristics: 

predetermined goals (in higher education the mission statement), prescribed roles (job 

descriptions), authority structure (the organizational chart), rules and regulations 

(policies and procedures), and informal patterns (the history and culture). It was 

originally thought that an organization’s innovativeness was highly correlated to the 

innovativeness of its chief leader, often the institution’s president, but that notion has 

been dispelled by at least two observations through time: 1) innovativeness occurs at 

many levels of the organization, not just at the top, making a cross-sectional correlation 

to an individual similar to comparing oranges and apples, and 2) innovativeness as 

perceived by the chief executive officer was more often than not presented subjectively. 

To quantify the process of determining whether an organization is itself 

“innovative” or “forward-thinking,” its size and structure must be diagnosed. “Larger 

organizations are more innovative” (Rogers, 1995, p. 379), primarily because of their 

larger resources, wider diversity of opinions and expertise, and longer history.  
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Structure can be measured in five dimensions: centralization, complexity, 

formalization, interconnectedness, and organizational slack (Rogers, 1995, p. 379-81). 

Centralization determines where the power lies within the organization, and in most 

higher education settings, it rests with the academic side of the institution, often with the 

chief of the faculty or academic dean. Complexity is the degree of knowledge, expertise, 

specialization, and professionalism exhibited by the influencers of the organization. In a 

graduate theological education setting, the faculty determine the level of complexity of 

the organization and are thus the element under evaluation in this study involving DTS’s 

faculty. Formalization is the degree to which conformity to the rules and regulations of 

the system are required by its participants. If faculty are required to function in lock-step 

fashion to appease an academic dean or president, the formalization becomes so 

stringent as to prevent the development and diffusion of innovations. If faculty are 

permitted to function in a “loosey-goosey” fashion, chaos occurs, fulfilling the negative 

prophecy of Judges 21:25, “every man did that which was right in his own eyes.” 

Interconnectedness describes the extent of personal networks within the organization. 

For example, faculty and staff who function well together often collaborate on the 

integration of technology with teaching and learning, producing a higher quality product 

having aesthetic appeal as well as useful content. Finally, organizational slack is the 

amount of flexibility permitted in the use of undesignated organizational resources. 

Often called the “slush fund” of an organization, there seems to always be sufficient 

funding for what those in power desire to fund and a lack of resources for projects 

determined nonessential to the mission or vision of the institution. If the slush fund can 
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be oriented toward improving the teaching and learning process, innovation has a greater 

likelihood of diffusion among the faculty. 

The innovation process within an organization involves five subprocesses which 

are very different from the individual innovation process. With individual innovation, 

five stages occur: knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation, and confirmation. 

In an organizational process, two stages occur: initiation and innovation. Subdividing 

these two stages, five substages or subprocesses occur: agenda-setting and matching 

within the initiation stage, then redefining/restructuring, clarifying, and routinizing 

within the implementation stage (Rogers, 1995, pp. 391-9). It is important to note that 

these stages are usually completed in order, whether decisions about each subprocess are 

explicit or implicit. Understanding these functions forms the theoretical framework for 

the instrument to be explained in chapter three as well as the basis for conclusions about 

the data in chapter five. 

Agenda-setting involves defining a perceived need and can come either from the 

top-down approach or from a bottom-up approach, both explained previously. In a 

higher education setting, the top-down approach often results from the vision of the 

organization’s chief executive or board while the bottom-up approach results from 

necessity among those working day-by-day with the established policies and procedures. 

“A performance gap is the descrepancy between an organization’s expectations and its 

actual performance,” and thus “a performance gap can trigger the innovation process” 

(Rogers, 1995, p. 393). Discovering the gap and deciding that something must be done is 

the privilege of an agenda-setter. 
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“Matching is defined as the stage in the innovation process at which a problem 

from the organization’s agenda is fit with an innovation, and this match is planned and 

designed” (Rogers, 1995, p. 394). Sometimes these innovations are created internally or 

harnessed from an external source. For example, a change agent might learn that a 

particular machine can scan 50 pages per minute of faculty notes and save them 

electronically on a compact disc with little human effort or supervision. Thus, a faculty 

member’s 500-page syllabus and class notes can be “digitized” within ten minutes, 

duplicated on compact discs, and distributed to students at the cost of fifty-three cents 

per disc. Adopting this innovation would reduce the institution’s cost of photocopying 

notes for students by more than $14 per student, increase the speed of making and 

publishing changes to the basic curriculum, and eliminate the need for a faculty member 

to carry reams of paper to the first class session in lieu of 40 discs. 

“Redefining/restructuring occurs when the innovation is re- invented to 

accommodate the organization’s needs and structure more closely, and when the 

organization’s structure is modified to fit with the innovation” (Rogers, 1995, p. 394). In 

the preceding illustration, organizational structure changes might include a switch in the 

faculty copy center from proficiency with photocopying machines to proficiency with 

high-speed scanning and compact disc-producing machines. Fewer people might be 

necessary to achieve the objective of distributing course notes and ancillary materials, 

and new positions in curriculum consulting or instructional design could be created to 

help faculty with special needs. 

Matching, however, brings with it several important uncertainties as the risk-

reward ratio inevitably requires. Gerwiin (1988) described three in particular: 
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1. Technical uncertainty, the degree to which it is difficult for an organization to 

determine the reliability, capacity, and precision of the new technology, or 

whether newer technology will soon appear to make the innovation obsolete. 

2. Financial uncertainty, the degree to which the implementation of the innovation 

wil yield an attractive return on investment, and whether future returns can be 

forecast accurately. 

3. Social uncertainty, the degree to which conflict is likely to occur during 

implementation of the innovation. 

All of these are risks inherent in moving forward in the business of higher education with 

the potential reward of greatly improved teaching and learning. The final uncertainty is 

worth considering most carefully. Often innovations in higher education involving 

technology promote significant conflict in one of two ways: exposing the lack of 

currency among faculty who have not updated their teaching materials in decades or 

informing the faculty how easily their materials can be modified and published under 

someone else’s name now that they have been digitized. 

 “Clarifying occurs as the innovation is put into more widespread use in an 

organization so that the meaning of the new idea gradually becomes clearer to the 

organization’s members” (Rogers, 1995, p. 399). There is an advantage in having time 

for the adoption process to settle among participants, especially those disfavorable to its 

advent. Often later adopters become the greatest verbal proponents of the innovation, 

though not often of the change agent or future innovations. This acclimation process 

leads into routinizing, an occurrence “when the innovation has become incorporated into 

the regular activities of the organization, and the innovation loses its separate identity” 
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(Rogers, 1995, p. 399). For example, when it becomes standard practice to teach in class 

through notes and Power Point presentations by projecting these images onto a classroom 

screen via the Internet, future faculty will wonder why they wasted energy carrying a 

laptop computer, books, and print materials to class in the past. 

Consequences of Innovations  

 The pro- innovation bias in diffusion research is that adopting an innovation will 

produce only beneficial consequences. Elderly faculty often shudder when the change 

agent approaches or when messages from the authorities signal change in the way things 

are done. In higher education, consideration must be displayed for those who provide a 

valuable contribution to the teaching and learning process but are somehow allergic to 

computers and other technological innovations. 

 The consequences of bringing about change is truly the objective of diffusion 

research, and yet very little is planned when constructing a prospectus for improvement 

in the teaching and learning process. Three reasons account for this lack of outcomes 

planning. First, “change agencies, who often sponsor diffusion research, overemphasize 

adoption per se, tacitly assuming that the consequences of innovation-decisions will be 

positive” (Rogers, 1995, p. 409). The fallacy in diffusion research is that all adoption will 

be positive, helpful, and encouraging. In fact, some of it is negative, hurtful, and dampens 

faculty enthusiasm for teaching because the learning curve is just too steep (regarding 

time and effort required). 

 Second, “the usual survey research methods are less appropriate for the 

investigation of innovation consequences than for studying innovativeness” (Rogers, 

1995, p. 409). The adoption- implementation-diffusion process may take place over 
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weeks, months, or semesters in the higher education milieu, but the true test of creative 

innovation for the teaching and learning process may take an extended period of time, 

possibly years over several teaching and learning situations (institutions). 

 Finally, “consequences are difficult to measure” (Rogers, 1995, p. 409). Even 

when pilot studies yield a test group regarding whom a researcher might hypothesize 

consequences to the larger adoptive population, these may be incomplete or inaccurate. 

Of course, everyone’s decisions are subjective, yielding a skewed evaluation even if 

completed by a team carefully chosen to represent each area of the innovation continuum 

(early adopters to laggards). Perceptions, too, color the evaluator’s view of reality. 

Among faculty, imposing a change may be viewed as authoritarian control over certain 

faculty, and from the start, no possible good is perceived. Any evaluation will be 

culturally disdained among fringe members of the educational social system. 

 Consequences of innovation diffusion can be classified three ways: “(1) desirable 

versus undesirable, (2) direct versus indirect, and (3) anticipated versus unanticipated” 

(Rogers, 1995, p. 412). In the first classification, consequences may have desirable 

consequences for some while undesirable consequences for others or for the whole of a 

social system. Undesirable consequences may also produce a further widening of the gap 

between the “haves” and the “have-nots” in higher education as was demonstrated with 

dissemintion of the iPaq personal data assistants in the External Studies department of 

DTS.  

Adoption of innovations usually puts people into one of two categories: windfall 

profiters or windfall losers. Early adopters often corner the market and begin producing 

more and better products because they have accepted an innovation. However, early 
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adopters might pay a high price for obtaining the new technology, whereas later adopters 

pay a fraction of the purchase price for the same product as few as six months after it is  

introduced on the commercial market. The early adopter spends his profit paying down 

debt incurred for buying in early. 

“The effects of an innovation usually cannot be managed to separate the desirable 

from the undesirable consequences” (Rogers, 1995, p. 414). The old adage of “you’ve got 

to take the good with the bad” is especially present in adoption-diffusion research. 

Moving the learning organization from good to better to best often requires the 

elimination or reduction of supposed “dead wood,” faculty who cannot or will not change 

to meet the times. Administration and their change agents must be especially sensitive to 

retaining organizational culture while encouraging technological competence in the 

teaching and learning environment. 

“Direct consequences are the changes to an individual or a social system that 

occur in immediate response to an innovation. Indirect consequences are the changes to 

an individual or a social system that occur as a result of the direct consequences of an 

innovation. [In other words,] there are consequences of consequences” (Rogers, 1995, p. 

415). Faculty feel especially embarrassed when adopting an innovation, such as teaching 

with Power Point presentation slides, fails in view of students. Many faculty have 

wondered aloud as the media assistant rechecks the connections or reboots the computer 

whether they ought to return to the safety of overhead transparencies for lecturing. This is 

why ongoing technical support must also be a factor in the innovation-diffusion process. 

In fact, the prospectus describing the effects of a proposed innovation should detail the 

costs and structure of support for the “consequences of consequences.” 
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Anticipated consequences differ from unanticipated consequences in the sense 

that some results are intended while others are unintended or even latent. No one would 

expect faculty on the fringe of innovation-diffusion to sue their employers, but if this was 

to transpire, the cost of merely defending the organization could be far more costly than 

implementing the innovation in the first place. Change agents need to keep this 

generalization in mind with all proposals, “the undesirable, indirect, and unanticipated 

consequences of an innovation usually go together, as do the desirable, direct, and 

anticipated consequences” (Rogers, 1995, p. 421).  

Administration and change agents should seek dynamic equilibrium in the careful 

planning and execution of change. “Dynamic equilibrium occurs when the rate of change 

in a social system is commensurate with the system’s ability to cope with it” (Rogers, 

1995, p. 424). On the continuum of equilibrium, stable equilibrium consistitutes little if 

any change at all, and that can destroy an institution by inactivity. Disequilibrium, on the 

other end of the continuum, is when change occurs too drastically without sufficient time 

and support for the members of the social system to adjust. 

Five practical suggestions orient administrators and change agents toward greater 

acceptance of innovations and an overall improvement in the teaching and learning 

process (Rogers, 1995, pp. 437-8):  

1. Provide messages that are redundant or that are of less interest and/or benefit to 

the higher socioeconomic subaudience. 

2. Tailor communication messages especially for the lower socioeconomic 

subaudience in terms of their particular characteristics, such as formal education, 

beliefs, communication habits, and the like. 
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3. Use communication channels that are particularly able to get through to the [less 

technologically inclined] so that access is not a barrier to gaining awarenes-

knowledge of innovations. 

4. Organize the [less technologically inclined] in small groups in which they can 

learn about innovations and discuss these new ideas. 

5. Shift the concentration of change agent contact from the innovators and early 

adopters to the late majority and laggards. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 Once discovered, Bruce Manning's (1976) "Trouble Shooting" Checklist for 

higher-educational settings was the choice for evaluating the readiness for change toward 

distance learning from residential learning among the faculty of Dallas Theological 

Seminary (DTS). The author invites experimental use of his instrument, noting that its 

preparation and testing in 120 institutions of higher learning can best be validated by 

implementation. Manning describes its usefulness as it relates to six purposes: 

1. As a predictive tool for change agents, 

2. As a diagnostic tool for change agents, 

3. As an identifier of problem areas for administrators and faculty, 

4. As an identifier of faculty perceptions within a department, 

5. As an instructional tool to teach change agents or others interested in the process 

of change, and 

6. As a qualifier of readiness for change among departments for pilot testing of new 

programs. 

Research Questions 

1. What is the organizational climate at DTS toward distance education? 

2. How is the faculty organized regarding personality and leadership styles at DTS? 

3. How well are communication pathways defined at DTS? 

4. What are the faculty's experiences and attitudes regarding distance education? 
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5. How are the students at DTS prepared for distance learning based on their 

behavior, attitudes, and demographic characteristics? 

Research Design 

 The research design focuses on five scales "indicating particular strengths and 

weaknesses…with respect to the adoption process" (Manning, 1976). One-hundred 

Likert-type items comprise the instrument and predict readiness for adoption of 

innovations among the following areas: 

I. Organizational Climate: This scale focuses on the organizational 
climate within the department. In particular, this scale is concerned 
with the power system within the department, the kind of behaviors 
that are reinforced, organizational values and norms, and "openness" 
of the department. 

 
II. Organizational Staff: This scale focuses on personality and 

leadership characteristics of faculty and administrators as they are 
related to the successful adoption of innovations. In particular, this 
category is concerned with interactions between faculty members, 
between administrators, and between faculty and administrators. In 
addition, this category seeks to identify attitudes and interests of the 
faculty and administration as they are related to innovation. 

 
III. Communications : This scale focuses on the communication process 

associated with successful adoption and implementation of 
innovations. Particular emphasis is placed on the degree to which 
information exchange is superficial, restricted, or productive. In 
addition, this category attempts to define the quality of 
communication between change agents (both internal and external) 
and the department. 

 
IV. Innovative Experience: This scale focuses on the expertise and 

degree of sophistication that an institution has had with the adoption 
and implementation of innovations. Special concern is placed on 
such factors as the degrees of awareness of basic information about 
innovations, and indications from the faculty that they have some 
idea how to integrate an innovation into their teaching. 

 
V. Students: This scale focuses on characteristics of students which can 

affect the adoption- implementation process. In assessing these 
characteristics, students' attitudes towards the faculty, and their 
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course work are considered to be crucial, as well as student 
enthusiasm, student interaction with peers and faculty, and student 
individuality. 

 
 The Trouble-Shooting Checklist (TSC) for higher education is a both a predictive 

and diagnostic instrument for analyzing a department’s ability to successfully adopt 

innovations. Within the parameters of this work, the TSC was used to understand the 

ability of the faculty at DTS to adopt distance learning innovations. The TSC also has a 

form suitable for elementary and secondary schools. 

 Bruce Manning, author of the TSC (1976), has developed this instrument through 

more than 120 administrations. It is the product of a grant through the National Institute 

of Education at the University of Texas at Austin. His objective is for the TSC to be used 

in experimental or field research, such as the present research opportunity with DTS. 

 Its two major purposes are to provide an overall norm-referenced, predictive score 

estimating the organization’s likelihood of adopting and implementing an innovation and 

to profile the strengths and weaknesses of an organization’s environment (culture) 

relative to the adoption and implementation of innovations.  Its predictive and diagnostic 

features can be used by: 

1. Change agents to predict receptivity or diagnose problems within 
an organization. 

 
2. Administrators to identify problem areas within a department or 

between departments of an organization. 
 
3. Educators to teach change theory (the adoption-diffusion process) 

to students, and 
 
4. Researchers to identify prospective departments or institutions for 

pilot testing of new programs. 
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The TSC should not be used exclusively for decision-making due to its limited field 

testing. 

 Five scales correspond to five areas under consideration in systematically 

organizing and predicting the effects of specific variables on the change process. By 

understanding the organizational climate, the personality and leadership characteristics of 

participants, communication pathways within the organization, the degree of 

sophistication or expertise within the organization, and the receptivity of the students, the 

TSC provides specific ways to measure an organization’s readiness for change and to 

predict the likelihood of distance learning, the particular change anticipated at DTS, 

being accepted by faculty. 

 The TSC requires about 20 to 30 minutes of a respondent’s time and employs 100 

Likert-style questions. Each question requires a response on a scale of 1 – 5, ranging 

from “very typical...this always happens at DTS” to “very atypical...this never happens at 

DTS.” This revision of the TSC eliminates two additional responses, “NA” (Not 

Applicable) and “?” (does not have the necessary information). These responses are not 

quantifiable for statistical analysis and should be unnecessary on completion of a pilot 

administration using 10% of the population, the full-time DTS faculty. Scoring takes 

about 15 minutes by hand, but computers are intended to receive and sort the info rmation 

so that the researcher can focus on an evaluation of the data after careful analysis and 

synthesis. 

 Manning suggests that conducting the study with both receptive and unreceptive 

subjects increases the validity of the evaluation. It is not suggested that students complete 

the questionnaire, but he does encourage the interview of students as background for 
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understanding the results of the experimental group. In this particular case, students will 

be eliminated from the study, even though outcomes could be postulated for their benefit. 

The focus of the study is faculty and particularly the faculty’s perception of whether 

distance learning will help students in ministry preparation. 

 The TSC grew out of three documents which were originally called the Trouble 

Shooting Questionnaire. Six change agents were asked to complete a twenty-nine page 

open-ended questionnaire regarding innovation theory. Each of the questions were 

evaluated, based on the change agents’ responses, and then categorized and refined until 

natural grouping had emerged. These natural groupings constitute the five scales 

described above.  

 From 495 questions on 39 pages, the five areas were subdivided into innovative, 

marginal, or unacceptable organizational characteristics.  This refined version was then 

submitted to a nationwide sample of change agents, prospective end-users of the product. 

After the critique was compiled and changes made to the instrument itself, the instrument 

was distilled into its present format of 100 questions in a five-point Likert-style scale. 

 An item analysis was conducted to verify the psychometric soundness of the TSC. 

One-hundred-fifty of the initial 495 questions were drawn from the nationwide survey of 

change agents and classified according to organizational cimate, organizational staff, 

communications, innovative experience, and students. Then each question was submitted 

to a panel of organizational development specialists who rewrote certain items for clarity 

and regrouped questions to bring the instrument into its final form. 

 A three-stage process was then used to analyze each item on the questionnaire. 

First, correlations were made between the questions in each of the five scales (areas) and 
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compared with the overall alpha coefficient of the instrument. Second, internal 

consistency for each item and each of the total scale scores was determined, and finally, a 

decision was made as to whether each item correlated with the total score of the 

instrument and with its total scale scores as Table 4 below describes. 

Table 4 

Correlation of Items with Total Score of the Instrument 

 
Scale Number Items in Scale Alpha 

   
1 30 .90 
2 30 .91 
3 30 .94 
4 30 .93 
5 30 .90 
   

Total 150 .98 
 
 Each of the 150 items on the TSQ was further refined from an analysis as to 

whether items to which respondents did not respond or did not respond consistently 

required information that was easy to obtain or difficult to obtain. A reanalysis of new 

alpha coefficients based on this descriptor yielded the final 100 items of the TSC. Scale 

scores are provided in Table 5 below. 
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Table 5 

Alpha Correlation of Items in Each of Five Scales Measured 

 
Scale Number Items in Scale Alpha 

   
1 19 .89 
2 22 .93 
3 19 .94 
4 22 .96 
5 18 .91 
   

Total 100 .98 
 
 Some of the questions on the TSC for higher education are reverse keyed. This 

means that the item is written from the opposite perspective of the other questions. For 

example, question one is reverse keyed: “The students complain that the courses are 

unrelated to their personal and/or professional goals.” It is written negatively to the 

hypothesis throughout the questionnaire that students would be enthusiastic and positive 

about their courses when compared to their personal and/or professional goals. Reverse-

keyed questions require an adjustment in their rating values. For example, if a DTS 

faculty member responded to the above question with the number one (1) very 

atypical...This almost never happens at DTS, the scoring technique would require 

changing the value to the number five (5) very typical...this almost always happens at 

DTS and interpreted accordingly. In other words, students rarely complain that their 

courses are unrelated to their personal and/or professional goals. Table 6 below further 

defines this relationship. 
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Table 6 

Reverse Score Values for Item Responses 

 
Item Response Means Reverse Score Value 

5 = 1 
4 = 2 
3 =     3  * 
2 = 4 
1 = 5 

 
 *Reverse Keyed items rated 3 should not be changed. 
 
 
Table 7 
 
Reverse Score Items for Instrument 
 
 Among the items to be reverse keyed during the scoring procedure are: 
 

1 13 30 43 55 67 81 96 
3 18 31 44 57 68 85 97 
4 22 32 46 60 73 86 100 
5 24 33 47 61 75 87  
6 27 34 48 64 76 91  
7 28 36 51 65 78 92  
11 29 37 52 66 80 93  

 
 Since each of the items is directly linked to the five scales of the TSC, scale 

scores can be obtained by adding the ratings for each of the respective item numbers 

listed below. 

 
Scale 1: Organizational Climate describes the work climate and organizational 

structures of both the department and the institution as a whole. 

 
12 30 52 70 84 
15 33 58 78 89 
23 36 62 79 92 
27 51 66 80  
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Scale 2: Organizational Staff describes personality and leadership styles of faculty 

and administrators within the department. 

 
4 32 45 59 73 
5 35 47 60 95 
8 37 48 61  
28 40 53 63  
29 44 54 71  

 
 

Scale 3: Communication describes communications both within the department 

and within the institution as a whole. 

 
7 38 57 82 96 
17 39 64 83 97 
20 42 65 85 100 
31 43 69 87  

 
 

Scale 4: Innovative Experience describes a department’s experience with 

innovations and attitudes toward innovation. 

 
3 16 41 74 98 
6 19 46 75 99 
9 22 50 76  
11 24 68 93  
13 34 72 94  

 
 

Scale 5: Students describes student behavior, attitudes, and demographic 

characteristics as perceived by the faculty. 

 
1 18 49 77 90 
2 21 55 81 91 
10 25 56 86  
14 26 67 88  
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 To demonstrate validity Manning introduced a six-question instrument during the 

item analysis portion of the study to determine the respondents’ subjective assessment of 

the institution’s potential for successfully adopting educational innovations (Subjective 

Rating Sheet). Each respondent was asked to respond using a 4-point Likert scale to the 

six items on the survey (1 indicating no potential for innovation, and 4 indicating 

excellent potential for innovation). “These relationships were analyzed using a multi-

trait-multi-method matrix (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) and examined in terms of 

convergent and discriminant validity in order to explore the possibility of any indications 

of validity” (Manning, 1976). 
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Subjective Rating Sheet 
 
Please assign a rating of 1 – 4 for each of the following categories with respect to the 
department’s potential for adopting innovations: 
 

4 = excellent potential for innovation 
3 = good potential for innovation 
2 = limited potential for innovation 
1 = virtually no potential for innovation 

 
_____  1. Overall rating of department. 
 
_____  2. Organizational Climate: This category focuses on the organizational climate 

of the department. Particular considerations should include the power system 
within the organization; the kinds of behaviors that are reinforced; 
organizational values and norms; and “openness” of the organization. 

 
_____  3. Organizational Staff: This category focuses on personality and leadership 

characteristics of faculty and administrators as they are related to the 
successful adoption of innovations. In particular, this category is concerned 
with interaction between faculty members, between administrators, and 
between faculty and administrators. In addition, this category seeks to identify 
attitudes and interests of the faculty and administration as they are related to 
innovation. 

 
_____  4. Communications : This category focuses on the communication process 

associated with successful adoption and implementation of innovations. 
Particular emphases should be placed on the degree to which information 
exchange is superficial, restricted, or productive. In addition, this category 
attempts to define the quality of communication between change agents (both 
internal and external) and the department. 

 
_____  5. Innovative Experience: This category focuses on the experience and degree of 

sophistication that an institution has had with the adoption and 
implementation of innovations. Special concern should be placed on such 
factors as the degrees of awareness of basic information about innovations, 
and indications from the faculty that they have some idea how to integrate an 
innovation into their teaching. 

 
_____  6. Students: This category focuses on characteristics of students which can affect 

the adoption-implementation process. In assessing these characteristics, 
students’ attitudes towards the faculty, and their course work, are considered 
to be crucial, as well as enthusiasm, student interaction with peers and faculty, 
and student individuality. 
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Note: Although this method of comparison does not qualify as a true validity study, it is 
the closest available comparison. The data were analyzed as in a validity study. 

 
Table 8 
 
Correlations Between TSC Ratings and Subjective Ratings (N = 31) 
 
 

  TSC Rating Subjective Rating 
 Scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 1 2 3 4 5 Ovr 
T Scale 1             
S Scale 2 .656            
C Scale 3 .642 .753           
 Scale 4 .300 .240 .320          
 Scale 5 .156 -.008 .168 .366         
 Total .650 .727 .754 .609 .198        
S Scale 1 .776 .817 .778 .692 .296 .801       
U Scale 2 .822 .696 .748 .745 .318 .757 .911      
B Scale 3 .808 .767 .757 .698 .244 .781 .906 .917     
J Scale 4 .475 .423 .371 .581 .452 .551 .925 .870 .852    
 Scale 5 .126 .151 .231 .186 .357 .244 .364 .389 .381 .398   
 Overall .838 .806 .782 .794 .347 .855 .964 .959 .948 .947 .447  

 
  

Convergent validity is demonstrated by noting correlate values which differ from 

zero as do all of the values above (including the negative value on Scales 2 and 5 of the 

TSC ratings (quadrant one). “Nonzero correlates are indicative of the existence of 

convergent validity” (Manning, 1976). 

 Discriminant validity can be demonstrated by three methods: 1) determining the 

values in the validity diagonal are higher than the values in the corresponding rows and 

columns of the adjacent correlation triangles (heterotrait-heteromethod triangles), 2) 

finding values in the validity diagonal to be higher than the triangles in the first and 

fourth quadrants (heterotrait-monomethod triangles), and 3) observing that the same 

pattern appears in all of the trait-method triangles above. Successful demonstration of 
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only the third of these three methods confirms the existence of discriminant validity in 

the TSC. 

 Content validity has been demonstrated in the TSC by three methods. The 

development of the questions, the interaction between research literature and change 

agent input, and the integration of peer review by organizational development specialists 

demonstrates content validity. 

 Norms for each of the five scale score values and their totals were established by 

providing percentile ranks and their corresponding raw score values. Additionally, 

means, medians, standard deviations and standard errors of the means are below 

presented. Norms establish the assertion that the instrument appears to be internally 

consistent. 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework undergirding the TSC is the adoption-diffusion process 

and its two components: characteristics of the innovation itself and characteristics of the 

organization attempting to adopt the innovation. Useful to change agents within an 

organization, the TSC is designed to help identify institutions ready for change before 

changes are attempted which would result only in wasted time, resources, and effort. 

Much research has focused on the adoption-diffusion process among higher 

education institutions in North America. Its theoretical framework is the Concerns-Based 

Adoption Model (Hall, 1974; Hall, Wallace, & Dossett, 1973). "In brief, the Concerns-

Based Adoption Model (CBAM) focuses on an individual's Stages of Concern about, and 

Levels of Use of, an innovation" (Manning, 1976). The big idea is that “in order for 

Stages of Concern and Levels of Use to develop progressively through the adoption-
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implementation process, an institution must meet certain conditions and be in an 

appropriate state of readiness” (Manning, 1976). This has been critically examined in 

chapter two. 

Description of the Population 

 The population pool reflected the faculty majority composition of white, married 

males aged 35 to 69, residents among the city and suburbs of Dallas, Texas, one resident 

of Houston, Texas, and one resident of Tampa Bay, Florida.  Because the completion of a 

terminal degree is a prerequisite to graduate theological teaching, the majority possessed 

the doctor’s degree or similarly accepted credentials. 

Selection of the Sample 

 The participants in the study involved current, full- time faculty members of DTS.  

The participants included 44 persons who are designated as full- time, resident faculty by 

the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs and have teaching as at least two-

thirds of their contractual responsibilities with the Seminary. Thus, administrative faculty 

and adjunct faculty were eliminated from the 61 faculty members appearing on the 

official teaching faculty list. 

Procedures for the Collection and Analysis of Data 

 A context-specific adaptation of The "Trouble Shooting" Questionnaire was 

presented to the Academic Dean, Director of Institutional Research, and Chair of the 

President's Ad Hoc Faculty Committee on Distance Education at DTS. The Academic 

Dean approved an administration of the instrument using the full- time faculty of DTS. 

The Chair of the Distance Education Committee determined the instrument's usefulness 

to be foundational in achieving the objectives of the faculty committee. To maintain test 
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security, neither the instrument nor its adaptation was released to the faculty prior to an 

institution-wide administration. 

All full-time faculty of DTS were asked for participation in the research. Each 

faculty member was provided with the TSQ along with instructions for completing the 

assessment, demonstrated to require only 20-25 minutes of faculty time. An 80% 

response rate was expected considering a roster of 44 full-time faculty members during 

the 2001-2002 academic year, and efforts were made to encourage respondents until at 

least 80% response has been achieved (35 faculty members).  

Frequency counts, percentage distributions, and errors of measurement, along 

with the Chi-square goodness of fit statistic, were used to analyze the data. Statistical 

significance was assessed at the .05 alpha level. 

 Full- time faculty members at DTS were sent an email message and an attachment 

containing an introductory letter, a statement of informed consent, instructions for 

completing the survey, and the research instrument in Microsoft Word 98 format. [All 

full-time faculty have a Web-based dts.edu email address and a copy of Microsoft Word 

software as standard, Seminary- issued tools for employment.] Faculty were asked to 

complete the survey in one of the following two ways: 

• Print out the attached questionnaire, complete it, and postal mail it back to 

the primary researcher in the project, or  

• Open the email attachment, complete the survey, save the responses, and 

email the attachment to the researcher’s non-Seminary email address. 

All faculty who complete the survey administration, both the pilot administration 

and the official administration, were eligible for a random drawing of four (4) $50 cash 



67 

prizes. Drawing for the cash prizes is designed to increase voluntary participation during 

the summer when faculty are normally pursuing personal goals. 

A pilot run of the instrument was conducted in late July 2002 with 10% (4) of the 

faculty members who were selected for convenience of administration. These were asked 

to complete a print version of the survey. Faculty participating during the pilot 

administration were asked to write comments on the instrument itself in order to improve 

instructions, content of survey items, and presentation quality. Input obtained from the 

faculty was used to improve the instrument, and results of the pilot administration were 

counted toward the 80% participation goal (34) because the minimum sample is expected 

to be quite small for Chi-square statistical analysis. 

An official administration of the instrument was conducted in mid August 2002 

involving all full-time faculty at DTS on the roster supplied by the Vice President for 

Academic Affairs. Faculty were asked to complete the survey in one of the two ways 

specified above during a three-week period surrounding the annual DTS faculty 

workshop, which all full-time faculty are required to attend. Faculty who had not 

submitted a completed questionnaire were encouraged to do so—voluntarily—at the 

annual faculty workshop. Faculty were reminded that no adverse consequences would 

result to anyone because of failure to participate. Data collection ceased on September 4th 

when 80% (34) of the faculty had submitted to the survey administration and when the 

three-week window expired. 

Prospective subjects received an email message and an electronic attachment in 

Microsoft Word 98 format containing an introductory cover letter written by a fellow 

faculty member, a copy of the written consent form, a copy of the consent letter from the 
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DTS Vice President for Academic Affairs to the UNT Institutional Review Board, and 

the Trouble-Shooting Checklist for Higher Education, adapted specifically for full-time 

faculty of DTS.  Subjects failing to respond to the email during the initial one week 

administration period were provided a follow-up email message with the questionnaire 

only as an attachment. During the second week of the administration, an oral solicitation 

was made to non-participating faculty members with the intent of securing a commitment 

to complete the questionnaire within two business days. During the third week of the 

administration, oral solicitation and print questionnaires were distributed by the 

departmental secretaries of non-participating faculty members with a request to 

voluntarily complete the survey. Faculty at this stage were explicitly informed that their 

participation was not a requirement of employment and that the secretary was serving as 

convenience to faculty members who had misplaced their original two instruments or 

simply forgot to participate. 

Submitting the completed survey indicated consent by full- time DTS faculty. The 

consent statement delineated confidentiality safeguards associated with any submitted 

documents. All data were secured during the study using a coding scheme with a key that 

was destroyed when the data collection period was declared closed on September 4, 

2002. All data are here presented to DTS and UNT in an anonymous, group-wise format. 

The study began from a positive perspective that the faculty at DTS are ready to 

embrace distance learning. The organizational climate, personality and leadership styles 

of faculty, organizational communication pathways, experience and attitude of faculty, 

and the needs of students point toward success if distance learning is implemented in the 

future. 
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This hypothesis testing method involves making inferences about the nature of 

theological faculty in the conservative, evangelical population from a significant sample 

(80%) of faculty in the fifth largest theological seminary in the world (DTS). Testing this 

hypothesis supports or refutes the tenability of making changes toward distance education 

at this particular school. 

The TSC is a nonparametric test designed to uncover differences between the 

observed and expected levels of acceptance that a department, program, or institution 

possesses regarding the change toward distance learning in contrast to residential 

learning. For this purpose, the Chi-Square distribution (X2) goodness-of-fit test is the 

statistic of choice. Because faculty attitudes can be only positive or negative (strongly or 

mildly favor the statement or strongly or mildly disfavor the statement), four degrees of 

freedom are associated with each survey item. To determine which of the five categories 

contributes to or detracts from the faculty accepting distance learning, the standardized 

residual will be computed for each of the categories (R). It is anticipated that the 

observed critical values (R) will unveil areas of strength and weakness in implementing 

distance learning at DTS when α is set at the .05 level. 

The TSC computes the values in five scales coordinating with the five research 

questions stated above. Table 9 below describes the level of significance (α) for each 

scale measured. 
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Table 9 

Computed Values in Five Scales of the TSC 

 
Scale Number Items in Scale Alpha 

   
1 19 .89 
2 22 .93 
3 19 .94 
4 22 .96 
5 18 .91 
   

Total 100 .98 
 
 
Among the categories to be analyzed are faculty responses where age and sex are 

factors. Other factors include number of years teaching on the graduate level, number of 

years teaching on the graduate level at DTS, and tenured versus non-tenured faculty. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 
 

Introduction 
 
 Data collection ceased on Wednesday, September 4, 2002 from its beginning on 

Wednesday, August 14, 2002. Thirty-one responses were received from the original slate 

of 43 eligible faculty members, whose primary responsibility at DTS was teaching and 

who were teaching at least two-thirds of their contractual obligations for the Seminary. 

Of the thirty-one responses, two self-eliminated by indicating that their primary 

responsibilities at DTS were not teaching nor did they teach as two-thirds of their 

contractual obligations for the Seminary. This left a sample of 29 respondents and a 

67.4% response rate.  

 The Trouble-Shooting Questionnaire for Higher Education Settings (Manning, 

1976) consists of eight pages and is presented as Appendix A. One-hundred-eight 

questions were presented in two sections: demographic information and satisfaction 

questions. Questions in the demographic information section elicited responses regarding 

primary teaching responsibilities, gender, age, length of teaching time at DTS, length of 

teaching time in the higher education profession, tenure, and the department in which the 

faculty member’s primary teaching responsibility existed. Questions in the satisfaction 

section focused on five areas of research questions: 1) the organizational climate, 2) 

faculty organization, 3) communication pathways, 4) faculty experiences and attitudes, 

and 5) faculty perceptions of student preparedness for distance learning at DTS. 

 The data were tabulated by the Research and Statistical Support staff at the 

Academic Computing Services department of the University of North Texas. Statistical 
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analyses were provided by the Research Support staff of the Division of Institutional 

Research at Philadelphia Biblical University.  

Demographic Observations 

 Of the 29 respondents, 28 were male; one was female. The average age for DTS 

faculty was 53 years with a range of 34 to 69 years. Faculty age was distributed mainly 

over ages 40s, 50s, and 60s as Table 10 below represents.  

 
Table 10 

Faculty Age Distributions 

Summary Age Category Number of Faculty Percent 
  
  30-39 1 3.4 

  40-49 11 37.9 

  50-59 9 31.0 

  60-69 8 27.6 

Total   29 100  
 
 

Twenty-one faculty members were tenured; eight were not. Faculty members had 

been teaching at the Seminary for an average of 16 years with a range in years taught 

from 4 to 36. The same members taught professionally for an average of 21 years with a 

range of 4 to 39 years. The distribution of faculty teaching at the Seminary as compared 

to teaching professionally, that is, throughout their careers, is presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Comparison of Faculty Members Teaching at Dallas Seminary and Professionally 

Summary Increment of  Number of Faculty Teaching Number of Faculty Teaching 
 Years Taught at DTS  Professionally 
  
  0-5 5 1 

  6-10 6 3 

  11-15 3 3 

  16-20 7 11 

  21-25 3 4 

  26-30 2 0 

  31-35 2 3 

  36-40 1 4 

Total   29 100  
 
 
 The sample at DTS consisted primarily of faculty from the Old Testament, Bible 

Exposition, Systematic Theology, and Pastoral Ministries Departments. Members of all 

but two departments participated in the survey as indicated in Table 12. 
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Table 12 

Distribution of Faculty Members Teaching in Various Departments 

Summary Academic Department  Number of DTS Faculty  
  
  Old Testament 5 

  New Testament 2 

  Bible Exposition 6 

  Systematic Theology 5 

  Historical Theology 1 

  Pastoral Ministries 5 

  Christian Education 3 

  World Missions 2 

  Field Education 0 

  Spiritual Formation 0 

Total   29  
 
 

Item Responses 

 The Trouble-Shooting Checklist for Higher Education Settings (Manning, 1976) 

was administered to all full-time teaching faculty at DTS. Faculty were presented with a 

one-page document defining terms to be used in completing the form, a one-page 

document requesting demographic information, and a six-page, 100-question 

questionnaire requesting information about their readiness for change to distance learning 

methodologies. Individual questions were statistically analyzed using Chi-square 

goodness-of- fit tests. The following presentation of findings follows the order of 

presentation in the questionnaire.
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Table 13 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 1: The students complain that the courses 

are unrelated to their personal and/or professional goals. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 20 69.0 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=47.7 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses  
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=20; 69.0%) indicated that students 

complain that the courses are unrelated to their personal and/or professional goals. Six 

faculty members (20.7%) indicated that this is very typical; three (10.3%) indicated that 

this is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 47.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 13 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 14 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 2: Students' ideas have been acted on in the 

past. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 16 55.2 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=25.7 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=16; 55.2%) indicated that student ideas 

have not been acted on in the past. Four faculty members (13.8%) ind icated that this is 

somewhat typical, six (20.7%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; three 

(10.3%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 25.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 14 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 15 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 3: The faculty are not able to talk about the 

substance of distance learning innovations, though they may be able to name some 

distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=15.0 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=11; 37.9%) indicated that faculty 

are not able to talk about the substance of distance learning innovations, though they may 

be able to name some distance learning innovations. Two faculty members (6.9%) 

indicated that this is very typical; seven (24.1%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 

nine (31.0%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical. 

The chi-square value of 15.0 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 15 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 16 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 4: The faculty do not systematically seek 

out teaching approaches outside of their usual orientation. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 13 44.8 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=18.8 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 29 respondents (N=13; 44.8%) indicated that the faculty 

systematically seek out teaching approaches outside of their usual orientation. One 

faculty member (3.5%) indicated that this is very typical; five (17.2%) indicated that this 

is somewhat typical, nine (31.0%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; one 

(3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 18.8 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 16 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 17 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 5: My department chairperson appears 

uncomfortable when changes in my department are discussed. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 12 42.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 12 42.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 0 0.0 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=24.9 with 4 degrees of freedom 

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 28 respondents (N=12; 42.9%) indicated that faculty 

department chairpersons always (N = 12; 42.9%) or usually (N = 12; 42.9%) appear 

uncomfortable when changes in their department are discussed. Two faculty members 

(7.1%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; two (7.1%) indicated that this is 

somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 24.86 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 17 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 18 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 6: The few faculty members who appear to 

be innovative do not communicate well with the rest of the faculty. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 19 65.5 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=39.1 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost two-thirds of the 29 respondents (N=19; 65.5%) indicated that the few 

faculty members who appear to be innovative do not communicate well with the rest of 

the faculty. Three faculty members (10.3%) indicated that this is very typical; three 

(10.3%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; four (13.7%) indicated that this 

is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 39.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 18 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 19 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 7: It will be necessary to convince a 

doubting faculty of the administration's interest in distance learning. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=7.0 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=10; 34.5%) indicated that it will 

not be necessary to convince a doubting faculty of the administration's interest in distance 

learning. Four faculty members (13.8%) indicated that this is very typical; eight (27.6%) 

indicated that this is somewhat typical; five (17.2%) indicated that this is neither typical 

nor atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 7.0 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 19 is what was expected under the condition of the null 

hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 20 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 8: My department chairperson is concerned 

with current developments relevant to distance learning. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 4 14.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 10 35.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 7 25.0 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=6.6 with 4 degrees of freedom 

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 28 respondents (N=10; 35.7%) indicated that their 

department chairperson is not concerned with current developments relevant to distance 

learning. Two faculty members (7.1%) indicated that this is very typical; four (14.3%) 

indicated that this is somewhat typical; five (17.9%) indicated that this is neither typical 

nor atypical; seven (25.0%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 6.6 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 20 is what was expected under the condition of the null 

hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 21 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 9: All of the faculty members seem equally 

involved in increasing the level of use of previously adopted distance learning 

innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 13 46.4 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 6 21.4 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 3 10.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 1 3.6 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=14.9 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 28 respondents (N=13; 46.4%) indicated that all of the 

faculty members seem equally involved in increasing the level of use of previously 

adopted distance learning innovations. Five faculty members (17.9%) indicated that this 

is very typical; six (21.4%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; three 

(10.7%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.6%) indicated that this is very 

atypical. 
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The chi-square value of 14.86 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 21 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 22 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 10: The students are in frequent contact 

with one another (e.g., in seminars, in the field, in the learning resource center, etc.). 

Satisfaction N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=10.8 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether the students are in frequent contact with one 

another (e.g., in seminars, in the field, in the learning resource center, etc.). One faculty 

member (3.5%) indicated that this is very typical; nine (31.0%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; eight (27.6%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; nine 

(31.0%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is very 

atypical. 

The chi-square value of 10.8 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 22 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected  
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 23 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 11: There are only a few faculty members 

who are trying to arouse interest in actual trial testing of distance learning methodology. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 15 51.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=20.1 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Slightly more than one-half of the 29 respondents (N=15; 51.7%) indicated that 

there are more than a few faculty members who are trying to arouse interest in actual trial 

testing of distance learning methodology. One faculty member (3.5%) indicated that this 

is very typical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; five (17.2%) 

indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; five (17.2%) indicated that this is very 

atypical. 

The chi-square value of 20.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 23 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected  
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 24 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 12: Members of my department take 

responsibility for their decisions and actions. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.4 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 19 65.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=47.4 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost two-thirds of the 29 respondents (N=19; 65.5%) indicated that members 

of their department do not take responsibility for their decisions and actions. One faculty 

member (3.5%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; nine (31.0%) indicated that this is 

somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 47.4 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 24 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 25 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 13: The administration is only interested in 

the expenditures associated with distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=10.1 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=11; 37.9%) indicated that the 

administration is only interested in the expenditures associated with distance learning 

innovations. Eight faculty members (27.6%) indicated that this is very typical; five 

(17.2%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; four (13.8%) indicated that this 

is somewhat atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 10.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 25 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected  

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 26 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 14: The students in my department read 

suggested materials in addition to the required reading assignments. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 12 41.4 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=19.1 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether the students in their department read 

suggested materials in addition to the required reading assignments. One faculty member 

(3.5%) indicated that this is very typical; eleven (37.9%) indicated that this is somewhat 

typical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; twelve (41.4%) 

indicated that this is somewhat atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 19.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 26 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected  

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 27 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 15: The faculty ask reflective and/or 

analytical questions about the adoption/implementation process of distance education. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.4 2 7.4 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.4 7 25.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.4 9 33.3 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.4 7 25.9 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.4 2 7.4 

 
Total  27 27 100  
 
χ2=7.6 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether others ask reflective and/or analytical 

questions about the adoption/implementation process of distance education. Two faculty 

members (7.4%) indicated that this is very typical; seven (25.9%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; nine (33.3%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; seven 

(25.9%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; two (7.4%) indicated that this is very 

atypical. 

The chi-square value of 7.6 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 29 is what was expected under the condition of the null 
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hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 28 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 16: My department has developed many of 

its own learning products. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 18 62.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=32.2 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=18; 62.0%) ind icated that their department 

has not developed many of its own learning products. Three faculty members (10.3%) 

indicated that this is very typical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 

two (62.1%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; three (10.3%) indicated that 

this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 32.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 28 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 29 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 17: Communications between the 

administration and my department focus on how new practices aid in effective teaching. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 10 35.7 

 3 = neither typical nor atyp ical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 6 21.4 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 9 32.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 1 3.6 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=11.6 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether communications between the administration 

and their department focus on how new practices aid in effective teaching. Two faculty 

members (7.1%) indicated that this is very typical; ten (35.7%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; six (21.4%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; nine 

(32.1%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.6%) indicated that this is very 

atypical. 

The chi-square value of 11.6 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 29 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected  
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 30 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 18: The students are not well acquainted 

with each other. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 1 3.6 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 16 57.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 3 10.7 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 8 28.6 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 0 0.0 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=30.9 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 28 respondents (N=16; 57.1%) indicated that the students are 

not well acquainted with each other. One faculty member (3.6%) indicated that this is 

very typical; three (10.7%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; eight 

(28.6%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 30.9 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 30 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 31 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 19: The institution is involved with the 

successful adoption of other distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 13 46.4 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 8 28.6 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 0 0.0 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=18.8 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty was undecided whether the institution is involved with the successful 

adoption of other distance learning innovations. Two faculty members (7.1%) indicated 

that this is very typical; five (17.9%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; thirteen 

(46.6%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; eight (28.6%) indicated that this 

is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 18.8 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 31 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 32 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 20: Communications concerning distance 

learning innovation have all been enthusiastic and positive. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 7 25.0 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 15 53.6 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=23.1 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty was undecided whether communications concerning distance learning 

innovation have all been enthusiastic and positive. Two faculty members (7.1%) 

indicated that this is very typical; seven (25.0%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 

fifteen (53.6%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; two (7.1%) indicated 

that this is somewhat atypical; two (7.1%) indicated tha t this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 23.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 32 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected  

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 33 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 21: The students realistically assess their 

needs. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=17.7 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty was equally divided whether the students realistically assess their 

needs. One faculty member (3.5%) indicated that this is very typical; eleven (37.9%) 

indicated that this is somewhat typical; seven (24.1%) indicated that this is neither typical 

nor atypical; ten (34.5%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 17.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 33 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 34 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 22: The faculty members who have some 

interest in distance learning have no prestige or tenure in my department. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.4 9 33.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.4 7 25.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.4 6 22.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.4 4 14.8 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.4 1 3.7 

 
Total  27 27 100  
 
χ2=6.9 with 4 degrees of freedom 

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether the faculty members who have some interest 

in distance learning have no prestige or tenure in their department. Nine faculty members 

(33.3%) indicated that this is very typical; seven (25.9%) indicated that this is somewhat 

typical; six (22.2%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; four (14.8%) 

indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.7%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 6.9 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 34 is what was expected under the condition of the null 

hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 35 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 23: My department gives the faculty 

financial support for educational expenses related to the adoption of distance learning 

innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 3 10.7 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 10 35.7 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 7 25.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 3 10.7 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=6.3 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether their department gives the faculty financial 

support for educational expenses related to the adoption of distance learning innovations. 

Three faculty members (10.7%) indicated that this is very typical; five (17.9%) indicated 

that this is somewhat typical; ten (35.7%) indicated that this is neither typical nor 

atypical; seven (25.0%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; three (10.7%) indicated 

that this is very atypical. 
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The chi-square value of 6.3 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 35 is what was expected under the condition of the null 

hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 36 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 24: Although material on distance learning 

is mentioned by the faculty from time to time, it  has probably not been read by anyone. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=12.2 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=11; 37.9%) indicated that although 

material on distance learning is mentioned by the faculty from time to time, it has 

probably been read by some. One faculty member (3.5%) indicated that this is very 

typical; seven (24.14%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; eight (27.6%) indicated 

that this is neither typical nor atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 12.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 36 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 37 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 25: The students claim that they are 

intellectually challenged by changes which have been made in my department's teaching 

approach. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 16 55.2 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=25.7 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Over one-half of the 29 respondents (N=16; 55.2%) indicated that the students 

claim that they are intellectually challenged by changes which have been made in their 

department's teaching approach. Three (10.3%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 

six (20.6%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; four (13.8%) indicated that 

this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 25.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 37 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 



107 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 38 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 26: The students take initiative in seeking 

out challenging course work. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 12 41.4 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=21.5 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether the students take initiative in seeking out 

challenging course work. Seven faculty members (24.1%) indicated that this is somewhat 

typical; twelve (41.4%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; ten (34.5%) 

indicated that this is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 21.5 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 38 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 39 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 27: Some of the faculty are asking for 

detailed information about the mechanics of using distance learning. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=13.6 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether some of the faculty are asking for detailed 

information about the mechanics of using distance learning. One faculty member (3.5%) 

indicated that this is very typical; ten (34.5%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 

eight (27.6%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; nine (31.0%) indicated 

that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 13.6 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 39 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 40 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 28: Members of the faculty have refused to 

discuss even the possibility of utilizing distance learning delivery methods within my 

department. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 14 50.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 9 32.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 1 3.6 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=23.1 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

One-half of the 28 respondents (N=14; 50.0%) indicated that members of the 

faculty have refused to discuss even the possibility of utilizing distance learning delivery 

methods within their department. Nine faculty members (32.1%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; two (7.1%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; one 

(3.6%) that this is somewhat atypical; two (7.1%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 23.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 40 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 41 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 29: There is a small faculty faction trying 

to replace my department chairperson. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.4 21 77.8 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.4 2 7.4 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.4 3 11.1 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.4 1 3.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.4 0 0.0 

 
Total  27 27 100  
 
χ2=57.3 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than three-fourths of the 27 respondents (N=21; 77.8%) indicated that there 

is a small faculty faction trying to replace their department chairperson. Two faculty 

members (7.4%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; three (11.1%) indicated that this 

is neither typical nor atypical; one (3.7%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 57.3 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 41 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 42 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 30: The administration is not normally the 

initiator of communications within this institution. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 1 3.6 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 16 57.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 7 25.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=28.1 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 28 respondents (N=16; 57.1%) indicated that the 

administration is not normally the initiator of communications within the institution. One 

faculty member (3.6%) indicated that this is very typical; seven (25.0%) indicated that 

this is neither typical nor atypical; two (7.1%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; 

two (7.1%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 28.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 42 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 43 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 31: The faculty receives most 

communications from administrators by way of memo. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 13 44.8 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=13.2 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 29 respondents (N=13; 44.8%) indicated that the faculty 

does not receive most communications from administrators by way of memo. One faculty 

member (3.5%) indicated that this is very typical; five (17.2%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; five (17.2%) ind icated that this is neither typical nor atypical; five 

(17.2%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 13.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 43 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 44 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 32: The faculty members arrive at school 

late and leave early. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 14 48.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=21.2 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 29 respondents (N=14; 48.3%) indicated that the faculty 

members arrive at school late and leave early. Nine faculty members (31.0%) indicated 

that this is very typical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; 

two (6.9%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is very 

atypical. 

The chi-square value of 21.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 44 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.



116 

Table 45 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 33: The primary change agents for distance 

learning at this institution are not in a position of authority. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=7.7 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether the primary change agents for distance 

learning at the school are not in a position of authority. Two faculty members (6.9%) 

indicated that this is very typical; six (20.7%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 

eleven (20.7%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; six (20.7%) indicated 

that this is somewhat atypical; four (13.8%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 7.7 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 45 is what was expected under the condition of the null 

hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 46 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 34: My department does not hire faculty 

who have had experience in developing distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 8 28.6 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 9 32.1 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 1 3.6 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=7.0 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether their department hires faculty who have had 

experience in developing distance learning innovations. Eight faculty members (28.6%) 

indicated that this is very typical; five (17.9%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 

nine (32.1%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; five (17.9%) indicated that 

this is somewhat atypical; one (3.6%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 7.0 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 46 is what was expected under the condition of the null 

hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 47 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 35: The faculty listen to the suggestions 

and ideas of students. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typ ical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 20 69.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=46.0 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than two-thirds of the 29 respondents (N=20; 69.0%) indicated that the 

faculty usually do not listen to the suggestions and ideas of students. Three faculty 

members (10.3%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is 

neither typical nor atypical; five (17.2%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 46.0 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 47 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 48 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 36: The administration has serious 

communication problems with the faculty at large. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 20 69.0 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=44.3 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=20; 69.0%) indicated that the 

administration has serious communication problems with the faculty at large. Two faculty 

members (6.9%) indicated that this is very typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is 

neither typical nor atypical; four (13.8%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; two 

(6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 44.3 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 48 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 49 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 37: The administration is unaware of recent 

changes which have been made within my department. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 14 48.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=21.9 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 29 respondents (N=14; 48.3%) indicated that the 

administration is unaware of recent changes which have been made within their 

department. Nine faculty members (31.0%) indicated that this is very typical; three 

(10.3%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; three (10.3%) indicated that this 

is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 21.9 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 49 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 50 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 38: Communications between department 

members and the administration result in constructive actions within my department. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 20 69.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=46.7 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Over two-thirds of the 29 respondents (N=20; 69.0%) indicated that 

communications between department members and the administration usually do not 

result in constructive actions within their department. One faculty member (3.5%) 

indicated that this is very typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; one 

(3.5%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; six (20.7%) indicated that this is 

very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 46.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 50 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 51 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 39: My department feels comfortable 

communicating often with the administration. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 14 48.3 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 12 41.4 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=30.1 with 4 degrees of freedom 

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 29 respondents (N=14; 48.3%) indicated that their 

department does not feel comfortable communicating often with the administration. One 

faculty member (3.5%) indicated that this is very typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; twelve 

(41.4%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 30.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 51 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 52 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 40: The faculty are warm and personable. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 15 51.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 12 41.4 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=35.0 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=15; 51.7%) indicated that the faculty were 

usually not warm and personable. One faculty member (3.5%) indicated that this is very 

typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; twelve (41.4%) indicated that 

this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 35.0 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 52 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 53 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 41: The faculty has already established 

general strategies for implementing distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=6.7 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether the faculty has already established general 

strategies for implementing distance learning innovations. Two faculty members (6.9%) 

indicated that this is very typical; seven (24.1%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 

eight (27.6%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; nine (31.0%) indicated 

that this is somewhat atypical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 6.7 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 53 is what was expected under the condition of the null 

hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 54 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 42: My department has already established 

general strategies for implementing distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=6.7 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether their department has already established 

general strategies for implementing distance learning innovations. Nine faculty members 

(31.0%) indicated that this is very typical; eight (27.6%) indicated that this is somewhat 

typical; five (17.2%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; five (20.7%) 

indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 6.7 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 54 is what was expected under the condition of the null 

hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 55 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 43: My department has thus far made only 

minimal efforts in seeking out assistance in making changes toward distance learning 

methodologies. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=8.8 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether their department has thus far made only 

minimal efforts in seeking out assistance in making changes toward distance learning 

methodologies. Seven faculty members (24.1%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 

five (17.2%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; eight (27.6%) indicated 

that this is somewhat atypical; nine (31.0%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 8.8 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 55 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 56 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 44: The administration is not assertive in 

establishing and communicating a distance learning vision. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=9.1 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed ind ividual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether the administration is assertive in establishing 

and communicating a distance learning vision. Two faculty members (6.9%) indicated 

that this is very typical; seven (24.1%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; ten 

(34.5%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; eight (27.6%) indicated that this 

is somewhat atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 9.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 56 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 57 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 45: Members of the faculty stated that they 

are more concerned with effective teaching than advancement in the institutional 

hierarchy. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 14 48.3 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=21.9 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 29 respondents (N=14; 48.3%) indicated that members of 

the faculty stated that they are not more concerned with effective teaching than 

advancement in the institutional hierarchy. One faculty members (3.5%) indicated that 

this is very typical; seven (24.1%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; seven 

(24.1%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 21.9 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 57 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 58 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 46: My department is unaware of basic 

information about distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 12 41.4 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=9.8 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=12; 41.4%) indicated that their 

department is aware of basic information about distance learning innovations. Four 

faculty members (13.8%) indicated that this is very typical; five (17.2%) indicated that 

this is somewhat typical; six (20.7%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; 

two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 9.8 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 58 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 59 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 47: My department chairperson uses many 

cliches (e.g., Why change for the sake of change? Before we buy any program, we must 

establish a sound philosophical base, etc.). 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 15 53.6 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 9 32.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 1 3.6 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 3 10.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 0 0.0 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=28.4 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 28 respondents (N=15; 53.6%) indicated that their department 

chairperson uses many cliches (e.g., Why change for the sake of change? Before we buy 

any program, we must establish a sound philosophical base, etc.). Nine faculty members 

(32.1%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; one (3.6%) indicated that this is neither 

typical nor atypical; three (10.7%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 28.4 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 59 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 60 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 48: The administration acts as a hindrance 

to the adoption of innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 18 62.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=34.3 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=18; 62.1%) indicated that the 

administration acts as a hindrance to the adoption of innovations. Four faculty members 

(13.8%) indicated that this is very typical; five (17.2%) indicated that this is neither 

typical nor atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; three (3.5%) 

indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 34.3 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 60 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.



136 

Table 61 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 49: The students are constantly exposed to 

new ideas in their courses. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 1 3.6 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 3 10.7 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 14 50.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=17.7 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

One-half of the 28 respondents (N=14; 55.2%) indicated that the students are 

usually not exposed to new ideas in their courses. One faculty member (3.6%) indicated 

that this is very typical; three (10.7%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; five 

(17.9%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; five (17.9%) indicated that this 

is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 17.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 61 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 62 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 50: My department uses resource materials 

effectively to develop its own materials. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 16 55.2 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=25.7 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=16; 55.2%) indicated that their department 

does not use resource materials effectively to develop its own materials. Three faculty 

members (10.3%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; four (13.8%) indicated that this 

is neither typical nor atypical; six (20.7%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 25.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 62 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 63 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 51: The faculty frequently raises the issue 

of "standards" for resident learning in comparison to distance learning. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typ ical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=6.4 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=10; 34.5%) indicated that the 

faculty does not frequently raise the issue of "standards" for resident learning in 

comparison to distance learning. Two faculty members (6.9%) indicated that this is very 

typical; four faculty members (13.8%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; seven 

(24.1%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; six (20.7%) indicated that this is 

very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 6.4 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 63 is what was expected under the condition of the null 
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hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 64 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 52: The faculty makes no attempt to 

encourage more student involvement. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 16 55.2 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=25.7 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=16; 55.2%) indicated that the faculty 

makes some attempt to encourage more student involvement. Seven faculty members 

(24.1%) indicated that this is very typical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is neither typical 

nor atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; two (6.9%) indicated 

that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 25.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 64 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 



141 

Table 65 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 53: The faculty members frequently 

discuss how their interpersonal relationships with their colleagues affect the functioning 

of their programs. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=14.6 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=11; 37.9%) indicated that faculty 

members frequently discuss how their interpersonal relationships with their colleagues 

affect the functioning of their programs. Eight faculty members (27.6%) indicated that 

this is neither typical nor atypical; eight (27.6%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; 

two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 14.6 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 65 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 66 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 54: Members of the faculty freely discuss 

with each other the problems that they have in their day to day work. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 19 65.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=39.1 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=19; 65.5%) indicated that members of the 

faculty do not freely discuss with each other the problems they have in their day-to-day 

work. Three faculty members (10.3%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; three 

(10.3%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; four (13.8%) indicated that this 

is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 39.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 66 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 67 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 55: The students talk only about "getting 

through" their courses. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 18 62.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=33.6 with 4 degrees of freedom 

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost two-thirds of the 29 respondents (N=18; 62.1%) indicated that the 

students talk only about "getting through" their courses. Three faculty members (10.3%) 

indicated that this is very typical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is neither typical nor 

atypical; five (17.2%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that 

this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 33.6 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 67 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 68 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 56: The students have many shared 

experiences outside the department of their ministry track. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 14 48.3 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=22.2 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 29 respondents (N=14; 48.3%) indicated that the students 

do not have many shared experiences outside the department of their ministry track. Eight 

faculty members (13.8%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; six (20.7%) indicated 

that this is neither typical nor atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 22.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 68 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 69 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 57: Very few faculty members 

communicate with other faculty outside our department about their work. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 16 55.2 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=24.3 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=16; 55.2%) indicated that very few faculty 

members communicate with other faculty outside their department about their work. 

Three faculty members (10.3%) indicated that this is very typical; two (6.9%) indicated 

that this is neither typical nor atypical; six (20.7%) indicated that this is somewhat 

atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 24.3 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 69 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 70 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 58: There is much discussion about the 

impact of distance learning innovations on the education of students. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 17 58.6 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=29.5 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=17; 58.6%) indicated that there is much 

discussion about the impact of distance learning innovations on the education of students. 

Five faculty members (17.2%) indicated that this is very typical; four (13.8%) indicated 

that this is neither typical nor atypical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is somewhat 

atypical. 

The chi-square value of 29.5 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 70 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 71 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 59: The faculty members express a desire 

to increase their understanding of both themselves and others. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 15 51.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=21.5 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Slightly more than one-half of the 29 respondents (N=15; 51.7%) indicated that 

the faculty members do not express a desire to increase their understanding of both 

themselves and others. One faculty member (13.8%) indicated that this is very typical; 

three (10.3%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is 

neither typical nor atypical; seven (24.1%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 21.5 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 71 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 72 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 60: My department has no recognized 

leadership. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 24 82.8 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=72.2 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=24; 82.8%) indicated that their department 

has no recognized leadership. Three faculty members (10.3%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.5%) 

indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 72.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 72 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 73 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 61: Some of the faculty are already 

committed to traditional teaching methods. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 12 41.4 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=12.2 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=12; 41.4%) indicated that some of 

the faculty were not already committed to traditional teaching methods. One faculty 

member (3.5%) indicated that this is very typical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; seven (24.1%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; six 

(20.7%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 12.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 73 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 74 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 62: The administration is concerned with 

adopting a program which will best meet the students' educational needs. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 15 51.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=25.3 with 4 degrees of freedom 

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed ind ividual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=15; 51.7%) indicated that the 

administration is not concerned with adopting a program which will best meet the 

students' educational needs. Two faculty members (6.9%) indicated that this is very 

typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; two (6.9%) indicated that this 

is neither typical nor atypical; nine (31.0%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 25.3 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 74 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 75 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 63: The faculty has a willingness to initiate 

needed change. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 19 65.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=42.6 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost two-thirds of the 29 respondents (N=19; 65.5%) indicated that the faculty 

does not have a willingness to initiate needed change. Seven faculty members (24.1%) 

indicated that this is somewhat typical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is neither typical 

nor atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 42.6 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 75 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 



153 

Table 76 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 64: Most distance learning innovation-

related communications between faculty members consist of remarks about the financial 

situation and philosophical bases. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 3 10.7 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 8 28.6 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 7 25.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 9 32.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 1 3.6 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=8.4 with 4 degrees of freedom 

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether most distance learning innovation-related 

communications between faculty members consist of remarks about the financial 

situation and philosophical bases. Three faculty members (10.7%) indicated that this is 

very typical; eight (28.6%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; seven (25.0%) 

indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; nine (32.1%) indicated that this is 

somewhat atypical; one (3.6%) indicated that this is very atypical. 
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The chi-square value of 8.4 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 76 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 77 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 65: My department often does not respond 

to distance learning-related communications from the administration (e.g., articles to 

read, reports to critique, etc.). 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.4 7 25.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.4 7 25.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.4 10 37.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.4 3 11.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.4 0 0.0 

 
Total  27 27 100  
 
χ2=11.3 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether their department often does or does not 

respond to distance learning-related communications from the administration (e.g., 

articles to read, reports to critique, etc.). Seven faculty members (25.9%) indicated that 

this is very typical; seven (25.9%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; ten (37.0%) 

indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; three (11.1%) indicated that this is 

somewhat atypical. 
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The chi-square value of 11.3 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 77 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 78 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 66: Individual members of my department 

are not in a position to reinforce each other on the topic of distance learning change. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.4 8 29.6 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.4 6 22.2 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.4 6 22.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.4 5 18.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.4 2 7.4 

 
Total  27 27 100  
 
χ2=3.6 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether individual members of their department are 

not in a position to reinforce each other on the topic of distance learning change. Eight 

faculty members (29.6%) indicated that this is very typical; six (22.2%) indicated that 

this is somewhat typical; six (22.2%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; 

five (18.5%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; two (7.4%) indicated that this is 

very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 3.6 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribut ion of responses in Table 78 is what was expected under the condition of the null 
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hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 79 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 67: The students relate to faculty members 

only in the classroom. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 4 14.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 18 64.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 2 7.1 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 4 14.3 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=36.3 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=18; 64.3%) indicated that the students 

relate to faculty members only in the classroom. Four faculty members (14.3%) indicated 

that this is very typical; two (7.1%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; four 

(14.3%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 36.3 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 79 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 80 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 68: Distance learning supporters and non-

supporters among the faculty have emerged in the form of “in” and “out” groups. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 11 39.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 8 28.6 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 4 14.3 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 3 10.7 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=10.2 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 28 respondents (N=11; 39.3%) indicated that distance 

learning supporters and non-supporters among the faculty have not emerged in the form 

of “in” and “out” groups. Eight faculty members (28.6%) indicated that this is somewhat 

typical; four (14.3%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; two (7.1%) 

indicated that this is somewhat atypical; three (10.7%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 10.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 80 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 81 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 69: The administration has established a 

comfortable rapport with faculty over a period of time as it relates to distance learning 

initiatives. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 12 41.4 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=16.3 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=12; 41.4%) indicated that the 

administration has not established a comfortable rapport with faculty over a period of 

time as it relates to distance learning initiatives. One faculty member (3.5%) indicated 

that this is very typical; six (20.7%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; nine (31.0%) 

indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is very 

atypical. 
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The chi-square value of 16.3 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 81 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 82 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 70: My department chairperson strongly 

supports distance learning efforts (e.g., through public statements, promotion rewards, 

provision of resources, etc.). 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=8.1 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether their department chairperson strongly 

supports distance learning efforts (e.g., through public statements, promotion rewards, 

provision of resources, etc.). Two faculty members (6.9%) indicated that this is very 

typical; five (17.2%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; eleven (37.9%) indicated 

that this is neither typical nor atypical; seven (24.1%) indicated that this is somewhat 

atypical; four (13.8%) indicated that this is very atypical. 
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The chi-square value of 8.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 82 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 83 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 71: The faculty members meet often to 

exchange ideas with one another. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=14.3 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether the faculty members meet often to exchange 

ideas with one another. One faculty member (3.5%) indicated that this is very typical; 

eleven (37.9%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is 

neither typical nor atypical; ten (34.5%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; five 

(17.2%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 14.3 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 83 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 84 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 72: The faculty is actively developing 

distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 13 44.8 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=17.7 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether they are actively developing distance 

learning innovations. Four faculty members (13.8%) indicated that this is very typical; 

nine (31.0%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; thirteen (44.8%) indicated that this 

is neither typical nor atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one 

(3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 17.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 84 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 85 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 73: My department chairperson does not 

respond to requests from the faculty. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 16 55.2 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=33.9 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Over one-half of the 29 respondents (N=16; 55.2%) indicated that their 

department chairperson does not respond to requests from the faculty. Ten faculty 

members (34.5%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; three (10.3%) indicated that 

this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 33.9 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 85 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 86 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 74: The faculty members ask questions 

about how distance learning innovations can bring about specific changes in their 

departments. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=13.6 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=11; 37.9%) indicated that the 

faculty members ask questions about how distance learning innovations can bring about 

specific changes in their departments. Six faculty members (20.7%) indicated that this is 

very typical; nine (31.0%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; three (10.3%) 

indicate that this is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 13.6 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 86 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 87 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 75: There has been little reinforcement 

from my department for fully implementing adopted distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 8 28.6 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 8 28.6 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=4.5 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether there has been little reinforcement from their 

department for fully implementing adopted distance learning innovations. Five faculty 

members (17.9%) indicated that this is very typical; eight (28.6%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; eight (28.6%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; five 

(17.9%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; two (7.1%) indicated that this is very 

atypical. 

The chi-square value of 4.5 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 87 is what was expected under the condition of the null 
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hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 88 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 76: Many of the faculty, while not actively 

opposed to distance learning, will not commit themselves. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 12 41.4 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=10.5 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=12; 41.4%) indicated that many of 

the faculty, while not actively opposed to distance learning, probably will commit 

themselves. Three faculty members (10.3%) indicated that this is very typical; two 

(6.9%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; six (20.7%) indicated that this is neither 

typical nor atypical; six (20.7%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 10.5 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 88 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 89 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 77: The students praise the faculty for the 

interrelatedness of their courses. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=11.5 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether the students praise the faculty for the 

interrelatedness of their courses. Three faculty members (10.3%) indicated that this is 

very typical; nine (31.0%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; eight (27.6%) indicated 

that this is neither typical nor atypical; nine (31.0%) indicate that this is somewhat 

atypical. 

The chi-square value of 11.5 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 89 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 90 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 78: Older faculty members discourage 

younger faculty members from remaining in my department. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 21 72.4 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=52.2 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=21; 72.4%) indicated that older faculty 

members discourage younger faculty members from remaining in their department. Five 

faculty members (17.2%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; one (3.5%) indicated 

that this is neither typical nor atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 52.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 90 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 91 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 79: The administration listens to dissenting 

views on distance learning adoption initiatives. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’ t know.” 5.8 11 37.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=14.6 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether the administration listens to dissenting views 

on distance learning adoption initiatives. Four faculty members (13.8%) indicated that 

this is somewhat typ ical; eleven (34.5%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; 

ten (34.5%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; four (13.8%) indicated that this is 

very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 14.6 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 91 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 92 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 80: The only action in my department 

consists of classes and scheduled office hours. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 18 62.1 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=36.4 with 4 degrees of freedom 

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=18; 62.1%) indicated that the only action 

in their department consists of classes and scheduled office hours. Seven faculty 

members (24.1%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is 

neither typical nor atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; two 

(6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 36.4 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 92 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 93 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 81: The classes in my department are 

relatively large. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 15 51.7 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=21.2 with 4 degrees of freedom 

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=15; 51.7%) indicated that the classes in 

their department are relatively large. Two faculty members (6.9%) indicated that this is 

very typical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; seven (24.1%) 

indicated that this is somewhat atypical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 21.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 93 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance. 
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Table 94 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 82: Some individual faculty members are 

using distance learning delivery methods comfortably. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 15 51.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=20.1 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=15; 51.7%) indicated that some individual 

faculty members are not using distance learning delivery methods comfortably. One 

faculty member (3.5%) indicated that this is very typical; three (10.3%) indicated that this 

is somewhat typical; five (17.2%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; five 

(17.2%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 20.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 94 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed dis tribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 95 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 83: Faculty members interested in distance 

learning innovations are in frequent communication with the administration. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.4 2 7.4 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.4 4 14.8 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.4 17 63.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.4 3 11.1 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.4 1 3.7 

 
Total  27 27 100  
 
χ2=32.1 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether faculty members interested in distance 

learning innovations are in frequent communication with the administration. Two faculty 

members (7.4%) indicated that this is very typical; four (14.8%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; seventeen (63.0%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; 

three (11.1%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.7%) indicated that this is 

very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 32.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 95 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected  
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under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 96 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 84: The structure of the organization 

includes reasonably well functioning communication channels. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 20 69.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=43.9 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=20; 69.0%) indicated that the structure of 

the organization does not include reasonably well functioning communication channels. 

Three faculty members (10.3%) indicated that this is very typical; three (10.3%) indicated 

that this is somewhat typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; 

two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 43.9 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 96 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 97 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 85: Any initiative taken by the 

administration is considered harassment by the rest of my department. 

Satisfaction N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 16 55.2 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=27.7 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=16; 55.2%) indicated that any initiative 

taken by the administration is considered harassment by the rest of their department. 

Eight faculty members (27.6%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; one (3.5%) 

indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is 

somewhat atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 27.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 97 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.
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Table 98 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 86: The students complain that their 

courses lack interrelatedness. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 17 58.6 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=27.4 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=17; 58.6%) indicated that the students 

complain that their courses lack interrelatedness. Three faculty members (10.3%) 

indicated that this is very typical; four (13.8%) indicated that this is neither typical nor 

atypical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that 

this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 27.4 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 98 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of responses per 

response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed to chance.



184 

Table 99 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 87: Faculty members have made only one 

or two inquiries about distance learning initiatives. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 14 48.3 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=17.7 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether faculty members have made only one or two 

inquiries about distance learning initiatives. One faculty member (3.5%) indicated that 

this is very typical; seven (24.1%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 14 (48.3%) 

indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; four (13.8%) indicated that this is 

somewhat atypical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 17.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 99 departs significantly from the distribution of responses expected 

under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of  
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responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance.
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Table 100 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 88: The students are encouraged to develop 

their own styles of learning. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 13 44.8 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=18.8 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 29 respondents (N=13; 44.8%) indicated that the students 

are encouraged to develop their own styles of learning. One faculty member (3.5%) 

indicated that this is very typical; five (17.2%) indicated that this is neither typical nor 

atypical; nine (31.0%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that 

this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 18.8 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 100 departs significantly from the distribution of responses 

expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of  



187 

responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance.
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Table 101 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 89: The administration has worked with the 

faculty in the past in their efforts to implement distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 14 48.3 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=21.2 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 29 respondents (N=14; 48.3%) indicated that the 

administration usually has not worked with the faculty in the past in their efforts to 

implement distance learning innovations. Two faculty members (6.9%) indicated that this 

is very typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; nine (31.0%) indicated 

that this is neither typical nor atypical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 21.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 101 departs significantly from the distribution of responses  
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expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 

responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance.
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Table 102 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 90: The students are excited about 

innovative distance learning approaches which compliment their individual learning 

styles. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.6 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.6 5 17.9 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.6 14 50.0 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.6 7 25.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.6 2 7.1 

 
Total  28 28 100  
 
χ2=20.9 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether the students are excited about innovative 

distance learning approaches which compliment their individual learning styles. Five 

faculty members (17.9%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; fourteen (50.0%) 

indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; seven (25.0%) indicated that this is 

somewhat atypical; two (7.1%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 20.9 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 102 departs significantly from the distribution of responses 

expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 
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responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance. 
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Table 103 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 91: The students feel frustrated and/or 

disillusioned because of a lack of "standards" in their field. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 13 44.8 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=20.8 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individua l responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether the students feel frustrated and/or 

disillusioned because of a lack of "standards" in their field. Two faculty members (6.9%) 

indicated that this is very typical; ten (34.5%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; 

thirteen (44.8%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; four (13.8%) indicate 

that this is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 20.8 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 103 departs significantly from the distribution of responses  
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expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 

responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance.
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Table 104 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 92: The administration in key positions 

rewards conformity. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 14 48.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=20.8 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

Almost one-half of the 29 respondents (N=14; 48.3%) indicated that the 

administration in key positions does not reward conformity. Five faculty members 

(17.2%) indicated this is neither typical nor atypical; eight (27.6%) indicated that this is 

somewhat atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 20.8 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 104 departs significantly from the distribution of responses 

expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 

responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance. 
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Table 105 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 93: The faculty is threatened by new 

approaches to learning. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 12 41.4 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=16.7 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether they are threatened by new approaches to 

learning. Two faculty members (6.9%) indicated that this is very typical; twelve (41.4%) 

indicated that this is somewhat typical; four (13.8%) indicated that this is neither typical 

nor atypical; ten (34.5%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one (3.5%) indicated 

that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 16.7 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 105 departs significantly from the distribution of responses  
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expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 

responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance.
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Table 106 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 94: The faculty is actively seeking 

information on distance learning innovations. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 12 41.4 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=16.4 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=12; 41.4%) indicated that the 

faculty was actively seeking information on distance learning innovations. Three faculty 

members (10.3%) indicated that this is very typical; ten (34.5%) indicated that this is 

neither typical nor atypical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; one 

(3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 16.4 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 106 departs significantly from the distribution of responses  
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expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 

responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance.
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Table 107 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 95: My department chairperson is primarily 

concerned with the quality of instruction. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 4 13.8 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 15 51.7 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=22.6 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=15; 51.7%) indicated that their department 

chairperson is not primarily concerned with the quality of instruction. Four faculty 

members (13.8%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; three (10.3%) indicated that 

this is neither typical nor atypical; seven (24.1%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 22.6 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 107 departs significantly from the distribution of responses 

expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 

responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance.
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Table 108 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 96: It is difficult for the administration to 

contact key persons within my department. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 18 62.1 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 0 0.0 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=41.2 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=18; 62.1%) indicated that it is difficult for 

the administration to contact key persons within their department. Nine faculty members 

(31.0%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is neither 

typical nor atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical. 

The chi-square value of 41.2 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 108 departs significantly from the distribution of responses 

expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 

responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance. 
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Table 109 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 97: The faculty only weakly endorses any 

basic change in learning delivery methods within my department. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 7 24.1 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 10 34.5 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 6 20.7 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 5 17.2 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=7.4 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

More than one-third of the 29 respondents (N=10; 34.5%) indicated that the 

faculty only weakly endorses any basic change in learning delivery methods within their 

department. Seven faculty members (24.1%) indicated tha t this is very typical; six 

(20.7%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; five (17.2%) indicated that this 

is somewhat atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 7.4 is not statistically significant. The observed 

distribution of responses in Table 109 is what was expected under the condition of the 

null hypothesis of no difference between the number of responses per response category. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. 
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Table 110 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 98: The faculty does not need to be 

prodded into using innovative distance learning approaches. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 8 27.6 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=10.8 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were divided on whether they do not need to be prodded into using 

innovative distance learning approaches. Two faculty members (6.9%) indicated that this 

is very typical; nine (31.0%) indicated that this is somewhat typical; eight (27.6%) 

indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; nine (31.0%) indicated that this is 

somewhat atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 10.8 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 110 departs significantly from the distribution of responses 

expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 
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responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance. 
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Table 111 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 99: In the past, faculty interest in distance 

learning has resulted in early plans for pilot testing of that innovation. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 3 10.3 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 13 44.8 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=17.0 with 4 degrees of freedom  

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The faculty were undecided whether, in the past, faculty interest in distance 

learning has resulted in early plans for pilot testing of that innovation. Two faculty 

members (6.9%) indicated that this is very typical; three (10.3%) indicated that this is 

somewhat typical; thirteen (44.8%) indicated that this is neither typical nor atypical; nine 

(31.0%) indicated that this is somewhat atypical; two (6.9%) indicated that this is very 

atypical. 

The chi-square value of 17.0 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 111 departs significantly from the distribution of responses 

expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 
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responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance. 
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Table 112 

Responses of Survey Participants to Question 100: Communications between the 

administration and my department do not focus on real issues or problems. 

Response N
e

 N
o

 Percent 

  
 5 = very typical; “This is always true at DTS.” 5.8 9 31.0 

 4 = somewhat typical; “This is usually true at DTS.” 5.8 16 55.2 

 3 = neither typical nor atypical; “I don’t know.” 5.8 2 6.9 

 2 = somewhat atypical; “This is usually false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 1 = very atypical; “This is always false at DTS.” 5.8 1 3.5 

 
Total  29 29 100  
 
χ2=30.1 with 4 degrees of freedom   

N
e = Number of expected individual responses when equally distributed 

N
o

  = Number of observed individual responses 
 

The majority of the 29 respondents (N=16; 55.2%) indicated that communications 

between the administration and their department do not focus on real issues or problems. 

Nine faculty members (31.0%) indicated that this is very typical; two (6.9%) indicated 

that this is neither typical nor atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is somewhat 

atypical; one (3.5%) indicated that this is very atypical. 

The chi-square value of 30.1 is statistically significant. The observed distribution 

of responses in Table 112 departs significantly from the distribution of responses 

expected under the condition of the hypothesis of no differences in the numbers of 
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responses per response category. Therefore, the observed distribution cannot be attributed 

to chance. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Summary 
 

The summary of findings on faculty readiness for change towards distance 

learning at Dallas Theological Seminary (DTS) is centered around the five research 

questions posited below and in chapter one: 

1. What is the organizational climate at DTS toward distance education? 

2. How is the faculty organized regarding personality and leadership styles at DTS? 

3. How well are communication pathways defined at DTS? 

4. What are the DTS faculty's experiences and attitudes regarding distance 

education? 

5. How are the students at DTS prepared for distance learning based on their 

behavior, attitudes, and demographic characteristics? 

An observation analysis of the faculty responses guides the summary. By 

observation analysis is meant that the questions on the Trouble-Shooting Questionnaire 

were organized into themes about the DTS faculty as it relates to readiness for change 

towards distance learning. Each of the five research questions corresponds to questions in 

Manning’s (1976) survey. Sub-themes emerge in the data from within each of the five 

research questions. These sub-themes assist in understanding the faculty’s attitudes 

towards distance learning. 

Organizational Climate Toward Distance Education 

Questions related to the organizational climate are concerned with power systems 

within the institution, the kind of behaviors that are reinforced, organizational values and 
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norms, and “openness.” The following table includes the 19 questions in the survey 

which apply to this portion of the analysis.  

 

Table 113 

Question numbers in “The Trouble-Shooting Questionnaire” related to organizational 

climate 

Question Numbers 
  

12 30 52 70 84 
15 33 58 78 89 
23 36 62 79 92 
27 51 66 80  

   
Total Questions: 19  
 

 

The following summary attempts to evaluate organizational climate based on four 

sub-themes: 1) organizational arrangement, 2) characteristics of the administration, 3) 

actions of the departments in general, and 4) individual initiatives among faculty 

members. Many statements in the discussion contain a number in parenthesis (X). The 

value indicates the question number in the survey from which the statement about the 

DTS faculty members originates.  

Each statement conveys the sense which the largest number of faculty members 

indicated. In questions where response 3, “I don’t know,” response dominated, 

responses on either side of the issue, specifically responses 5 and 4 differentiated from 

responses 2 and 1 were summed in order to understand the faculty’s preference on the 

issue in question. For example, responses to question 36, “The primary change agents 

for distance learning at this institution are not in a position of authority,” show the 
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largest number of faculty (N = 11) indicating response 3, “I don’t know.” However, 

when responses 5 and 4 are summed (N = 8) and responses 2 and 1 are summed (N = 

10), the faculty who have an opinion indicated that this is either usually or always false 

at DTS. The statement was interpreted to mean that the faculty believe primary change 

agents for distance learning at DTS are in a position of authority. 

Statements without a number in parenthesis are commentary or connective 

elements strategically placed to make the summary more readable. For example, in 

places where a survey question was written from the negative perspective and the 

faculty disagreed with it, the analysis has been rewritten to convey the faculty’s positive 

sentiments. Question 76 reads, “Many of the faculty, while not actively opposed to 

distance learning, will not commit themselves. “ Because the majority of the faculty 

disagree with this statement, it is changed in the summary to read, “More than one-third 

of the 29 respondents (N=12; 41.4%) indicated that many of the faculty, while not 

actively opposed to distance learning, probably will commit themselves.” 

Organizational Arrangement  

The capstone question in this segment is whether change agents are placed within 

the organizational chart in positions of authority. The faculty responded that they do not 

know whether change agents are placed in positions of authority on the seminary’s 

organizational chart (33). However, the faculty believes that the structure of the 

organization does not include reasonably well- functioning communication channels 

(84).  
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Administration Characteristics 

 The faculty probably does not believe the administration initiates 

communications within the seminary structure, that they reward conformity and that 

they do not listen to dissenting views on distance learning adoption initiatives (30, 92, 

79). The faculty does hold an especially positive perspective even in their lack of 

knowledge. They believe that the administration does have serious communication 

problems with the faculty at large (36). They report that the administration does not have 

the best interests in mind of the students (62), and they confirm that the administration 

has not worked with the faculty in the past in their efforts to implement distance learning 

innovations (89).  

Departmental Actions 

 The faculty does not always know whether they are entitled to financial support 

for educational expenses related to the adoption of distance learning innovations (23), 

neither do they always know whether their department chairpersons strongly support 

distance learning efforts through public statements, promotion rewards, or provision of 

resources (70). There is little discussion about the impact of distance learning 

innovations on the education of students (58).  Apparently department chairs are doing 

more with faculty than just encouraging classes to be taught and office hours to be 

scheduled (80), but no opportunity in this survey was provided for faculty to indicate 

what services or requirements they had in mind. 

Individual Initiatives 

             The faculty does not know whether their colleagues are asking reflective and/or 

analytical questions about the adoption/implementation process of distance education 
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(15) nor whether some of their colleagues are asking for detailed information about the 

mechanics of using distance learning (27). They also are unaware of whether their 

faculty colleagues frequently raise the issue of "standards" for resident learning in 

comparison to distance learning (51). Individual members of their departments do not 

seem to be in a position to reinforce each other on the topic of distance learning change 

(66). These things are characteristic of faculty isolated from their colleagues as it relates 

to communicating with each other on distance learning innovations.  

            The faculty believes quite strongly that members of the departments in general 

take responsibility for their decisions and actions (12). There seems to be a culture of 

encouragement among the faculty since they have observed attempts to encourage more 

student involvement (52) and since older faculty members encourage younger faculty 

members to remain in their departments (78). 

Faculty Personality and Leadership Styles 

Questions related to the faculty personality and leadership styles are concerned 

with interactions between faculty members, between administrators, and between faculty 

and administrators. In addition, this category seeks to identify attitudes and interests of 

the faculty and administration as they are related to innovation. The following table 

includes the 22 questions in the survey which apply to this portion of the summary. 
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Table 114 

Question numbers in “The Trouble-Shooting Questionnaire” related to faculty 

personality and leadership styles 

Question Numbers 
  

4 32 45 59 73 
5 35 47 60 95 
8 37 48 61  
28 40 53 63  
29 44 54 71  

   
Total Questions: 22  
 

 

Similar to the responses involving organizational climate towards distance 

learning, the responses involving personality and leadership styles of the faculty revolve 

around three sub-themes: 1) administration characteristics, 2) departmental actions, and 

3) individual initiatives. 

       Administration Characteristics 

           The faculty believes the administration is unaware of recent changes which have 

been made within their respective departments (37) and that the administration usually 

acts as a hindrance to the adoption of innovations (48). The questionnaire did not specify 

the magnitude of those changes and whether they were directly related to distance 

learning. 
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Departmental Actions 

             All departments felt strongly that they have recognized leadership (60), although 

one each in the Pastoral Ministries and Systematic Theology departments believed 

strongly (satisfaction level 5) that there is no recognized leadership within their 

departments. Seminary faculty members indicate that the department chairpersons 

appear comfortable when changes in the department are discussed (5). Generally, they 

believe their department chairs respond to requests from the faculty (73), although 

strong negative thoughts came out regarding the chairs of Old Testament Studies, Bible 

Exposition, and Systematic Theology (one person from each department rated this 

question  satisfaction level 5). Few faculty indicated that their department chairperson 

uses many cliches (e.g., Why change for the sake of change? Before we buy any 

program, we must establish a sound philosophical base, etc.) (47).  

Overwhelmingly, the faculty believe their department chairperson is not 

concerned with current developments relevant to distance learning (8). Of the 29 

respondents, 16 said their department chair is usually or always unconcerned with 

distance learning developments while five did not know how their chair responded in 

this regard. Most faculty say it is usually false that their department chairperson is 

primarily concerned with the quality of instruction (95).  

       Individual Initiatives 

 Historically, Dallas Seminary faculty are known for their commitment to 

excellence, and this penchant for excellence is evidenced in several important ways. The 

faculty members normally arrive at school early and leave late (32). They consider 

themselves to be warm and personable (40), and they usually listen to the suggestions 
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and ideas of students (35). Members of the faculty stated that they are more concerned 

with effective teaching than advancement in the institutional hierarchy (45). 

The faculty members expressed a desire to increase their understanding of both 

themselves and others (59), although they do not often verbalize how their interpersonal 

relationships with their colleagues affects the functioning of their programs (53). As 

primary initiators in the teaching and learning process, the faculty does not demonstrate 

a willingness to initiate needed change (63) as well as not knowing whether their 

colleagues are systematically seeking out teaching approaches outside of their usual 

orientation (4). 

To their credit, members of the faculty have demonstrated a willingness to discuss 

the possibility of utilizing distance learning delivery methods within their departments 

(28). However, some of the faculty are already committed to traditional teaching 

methods (61). 

Faculty Communication Pathways 

Questions related to faculty communication pathways help to determine the 

degree to which information exchange is superficial, restricted, or productive. In 

addition, this category attempts to define the quality of communication between change 

agents (both internal and external) and the department. The following table includes the 

19 questions in the survey which apply to this portion of the summary. 
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Table 115 

Question numbers in “The Trouble-Shooting Questionnaire” related to faculty 

communication pathways 

Question Numbers 
  

7 38 57 82 96 
17 39 64 83 97 
20 42 65 85 10

0 
31 43 69 87  

   
Total Questions: 19  
 
This section on faculty communication pathways revolves around three sub-themes: 1) 

administration characteristics, 2) departmental actions, and 3) individual initiatives. 

Administration Characteristics 

 There are several important elements of the communication pathway analysis 

about which the faculty simply did not know. The faculty as a whole does not know 

whether other faculty members interested in distance learning innovations are in 

frequent communication with the administration (83), and they do not know about the 

quality or tenor of these communications concerning distance learning innovation (20) 

partly because the faculty receives most communications from administrators by way of 

memo (31). They, therefore, have no opinion as to whether it will be necessary to 

convince a doubting faculty of the administration's interest in distance learning (7), and 

yet they are opposed to initiatives so far taken by the administration in regard to the rest 

of their department members (85). The administration has not established a comfortable 
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rapport with the faculty at- large over a period of time as it relates to distance learning 

initiatives (69). 

       Departmental Actions 

The DTS faculty usually endorses any basic change in learning delivery methods 

within the ir respective departments (97), although there are usually only minimal efforts 

in seeking out assistance in making changes toward distance learning methodologies 

(43). Part of the problem in a department’s ability to encourage improvements in the 

teaching and learning methodologies towards distance learning is that the departments 

have not already established general strategies for implementing distance learning 

innovations (42).  

The communication pathways between department members and the 

administration usually result in constructive actions within the departments (38), 

although there is not a general sense of ease in communicating often with the 

administration (39). The administration has not made it easy for key persons within the 

departments to contact them (96), and the departments do not often respond to distance 

learning-related communications from the administration (e.g., articles to read, reports to 

critique, etc.) (65). Communications between the administration and faculty departments 

do not appear to focus on real issues or problems (100), and the faculty is not sure 

whether the substance of discussion focuses on whether new practices will aid in 

effective teaching (17).  

      Individual Initiatives 

 Although some individual faculty members are using distance learning delivery 

methods comfortably (82), the faculty does not know how many faculty members 
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communicate with other faculty outside their departments about their work (57). Neither 

do they know the substance of communications among their colleagues, especially as it 

relates to the financial situation and philosophical bases of distance learning (64), nor 

the number of times faculty members have made inquiries about distance learning 

initiatives (87). As a group, they have noticed that something is happening regarding 

distance learning at DTS, but they do not know what it is all about nor to what extent it 

affects their work.  

Faculty Experience and Attitudes Regarding Distance Education 

Questions related to faculty experience and attitudes regarding distance education 

focus on the expertise and degree of sophistication that an institution has had with the 

adoption and implementation of innovations. Special concern is placed on such factors 

as the degrees of awareness of basic information about innovations, and indications from 

the faculty that they have some idea how to integrate an innovation into their teaching. 

The following table indicates the 22 questions in the survey which apply to this portion 

of the summary. 

Table 116 

Question numbers in “The Trouble-Shooting Questionnaire” related to faculty 

experience and attitudes regarding distance education 

Question Numbers 
  

3 16 41 74 98 
6 19 46 75 99 
9 22 50 76  
11 24 68 93  
13 34 72 94  

   
Total Questions: 22  
 



219 

 

Similar to the responses involving organizational climate towards distance learning, 

personality and leadership styles, and communication pathway definitions, the responses 

involving the faculty’s experience and attitudes regarding distance learning revolve 

around three sub-themes: 1) administration characteristics, 2) departmental actions, and 

3) individual initiatives. 

Administration Characteristics 

 Although the DTS faculty believes that the administration is only interested in 

the expenditures associated with distance learning innovations (13), they do not know 

whether the institution is involved with the successful adoption of other distance 

learning innovations (19).  

      Departmental Actions 

 The faculty does not know whether their departments hire faculty who have had 

experience in developing distance learning innovations (34). It is for lack of knowledge 

that faculty believe their department is unaware of basic information about distance 

learning innovations (46), and they feel there has been little reinforcement from their 

departments for fully implementing adopted distance learning innovations (75). 

The faculty respondents usually agreed that members who have some interest in 

distance learning have some prestige or tenure in their departments (22). Faculty 

indicated that their departments have not developed many of its own learning products 

(16) and that they are not using resource materials effectively to develop their own 

materials (50). Part of the problem here may be that the faculty members are not asking 
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questions about how distance learning innovations can bring about specific changes in 

their departments (74).  

       Individual Initiative 

 The greatest problem with DTS faculty attitudes and experience regarding 

distance learning is that the faculty at- large do not understand what are distance learning 

innovations. They are not able to talk about the substance of distance learning 

innovations, though they may be able to name some distance learning innovations (3). 

They do not ask reflective and/or analytical questions about the adoption/ 

implementation process of distance education (15) apparently because material on 

distance learning circulated by the faculty from time to time may not have been read by 

anyone (24). The faculty members appear to not know whether they are threatened by 

new approaches to learning (93), nor are they actively seeking information on distance 

learning innovations (94). The few faculty members who appear to be innovative are not 

communicating well with the rest of the faculty (6), and their communications are 

simply not important to the majority. The faculty has permitted distance learning 

supporters and non-supporters among the faculty to form “in” and “out” groups (68), so 

it is socially stigmatizing to be considered an innovator in the process. Many of the 

faculty, while not actively opposed to distance learning, will commit themselves (76).  

The faculty does not know whether there are already established general strategies 

for implementing distance learning innovations (41), nor do they know whether there is 

anyone actively developing distance learning innovations (72). Further, they do not 

know whether the faculty at-large needs to be prodded into using innovative distance 

learning approaches (98), and the faculty is not sure whether, in the past, faculty interest 



221 

in distance learning has resulted in early plans for pilot-testing of that innovation (99). 

They have indicated a disparity in the number of faculty members who are involved in 

increasing the level of use of previously adopted distance learning innovations (9), and 

they agree that there are only a few faculty members who are trying to arouse interest in 

actual trial testing of distance learning methodology (11).  

Faculty Perceptions of Student Preparedness for Distance Learning 

Questions related to faculty perceptions of student preparedness for distance 

learning focus on characteristics of students which can affect the adoption-

implementation process. In assessing these characteristics, student attitudes towards the 

faculty, and the ir course work are considered to be crucial, as well as student 

enthusiasm, student interaction with peers and faculty, and student individuality. The 

following table indicates the 18 questions in the survey which apply to this portion of 

the summary. 

Table 117 

Question numbers in “The Trouble-Shooting Questionnaire” related to faculty 

perceptions of student preparedness for distance learning 

Question Numbers 
  

1 18 49 77 90 
2 21 55 81 91 
10 25 56 86  
14 26 67 88  

   
Total Questions: 18  

 
 

Unlike the preceding four research questions, this fifth and final research question 

relating to the faculty’s perception of student preparedness for distance learning revolves 
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around a summary of three student-centered sub-themes: 1) student behavior, 2) student 

attitudes, and 3) student demographic characteristics.  

Student Behavior 

 The DTS faculty believe that students' ideas have been acted on in the past (2), 

and they gather this from the belief that students relate to faculty members somehow 

outside the classroom (67). However, the faculty does not know whether the students are 

in frequent contact with one another (e.g., in seminars, in the field, in the learning 

resource center, etc.) (10). Neither do they know whether the students in their 

departments are reading suggested materials in addition to the required reading 

assignments (14). They do not know whether the students take initiative in seeking out 

challenging course work (26).  

The faculty does not know whether their colleagues are encouraging students to 

develop their own styles of learning (88) nor whether the students are excited about 

innovative distance learning approaches which compliment their individual learning 

styles (90). Contrary to their assertion that interaction is taking place somehow outside 

the classroom, faculty are unaware of what their students actually do beyond the time 

spent each week in a formal classroom setting. 

      Student Attitudes 

The faculty perceives that students believe that the courses are related to their 

personal and/or professional goals (1). The faculty believes that the students would 

claim that they are intellectually challenged by changes which have been made in their 

department's teaching approach (25). The faculty usually agrees that students are 
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constantly exposed to new ideas in their courses (49), and that the students talk about 

more items than merely "getting through" their courses (55).  

The students probably do not complain that their courses lack interrelatedness 

(86), but the faculty do not know whether the students recognize the faculty for the 

interrelatedness of their courses (77), whether the students feel frustrated and/or 

disillusioned because of a lack of "standards" in their field (91), nor whether the students 

realistically assess their needs (21). 

Student Demographic Characteristics 

 The faculty is unable to comment on whether the students are well acquainted 

with each other (18), whether they have many shared experiences outside the department 

of their ministry track (56), and whether the classes in their department are relatively 

large (81).  

Discussion 

The discussion on faculty readiness for change towards distance learning at DTS 

is centered around the five research questions posited in the first chapter. The discussion 

attempts to synthesize the factual statements gleaned from the summary of findings into 

a logical flow of thoughts. 

Organizational Climate Toward Distance Education 

The DTS faculty do not know how to gain information about the organizational 

structure and function of the administration, and this should be a matter of concern.  It is 

the faculty’s duty to understand how communication channels function and to use them 

to better themselves, the students they serve, and the institution. 
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The attitude of department chairs does not encourage the adoption and 

implementation of distance learning modalities by the faculty. When faculty are unable 

to describe whether they are entitled to financial support for these kinds of explorations, 

and when they do not know how their department chair thinks about distance learning 

methodologies, it is possibly because the chairs have not invested in developing their 

subordinates. Faculty report that there is little discussion about the impact of distance 

learning innovations on the education of students. This inactivity may be contributing to 

the subtle message that technological innovations will not assist in the teaching and 

learning process of graduate theological education. 

The focal point in the survey was the faculty’s response to question 51 in which 

the faculty indicated a lack of awareness about the issue of “standards” for resident 

learning in comparison to distance learning. DTS faculty seemingly have not fully 

explored their presuppositions about the purposes, goals, and objectives of residential, or 

classroom-based, learning, and this lack of examining current practices eliminates the 

need to examine the standards required for adequate teaching and learning in distance 

venues. Some faculty have not used the opportunities in current distance learning 

research to improve their own performance in the residential classroom.  

Faculty members in this study consider each other to be responsible in their 

decision-making and action-taking. Unfortunately, this mutual sentiment could be a 

source of laxity in professional development. Perpetuating the instructional status quo 

precludes the benefits of distance learning modalities and the improvement of teaching 

and learning these modalities may provide. 
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Faculty Personality and Leadership Styles 

Not all department chairs at DTS encourage the adoption of distance learning 

innovations. For department chairs who have convinced their faculty that they are 

primarily concerned with the quality of instruction, distance learning innovations remain 

unexplored and unimplemented. 

Dallas Seminary faculty can reverse the trend and demonstrate a willingness to 

initiate needed change in spite of the threat perceived among department chairs. By 

learning what their colleagues are doing, those faculty who have demonstrated a 

willingness to discuss the use of distance learning delivery methods within their 

departments can enhance their commitment to traditional teaching methods. Rogers’ 

(1995) five advantages of innovation technology (from chapter two) should be more 

actively explored at DTS: relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and 

observability. Relative advantage alone should warrant the careful consideration of 

distance learning innovations for improved teaching and learning excellence. Faculty 

may want to advance the idea that Power Point presentations, recorded audio and video 

illustrations, and the like are compatible with good teaching, and that instructional 

complexity within the classroom is not a penalty to be avoided but a servant to be used. 

Faculty Communication Pathways 

 The faculty and administration at Dallas Seminary need to improve 

communication about the role of distance learning for the future. Something is amiss 

when the faculty does not know whether there is a comfortable rapport in this regard and 

whether those interested in distance learning innovations are in contact with the 

administration. 
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 Minimal efforts in seeking out assistance to make changes toward distance 

learning methodologies may be evidence of lacking a plan to integrate new technology 

with the school’s vision for the future. The fact that the substance of discussion among 

faculty probably does not focus on whether new practices will aid in effective teaching 

could be interpreted as resistance to change or apathy or ignorance. 

Faculty Experience and Attitudes Regarding Distance Education 

 The most telling portion of this part of the survey instrument was question 74 in 

which it was learned that faculty members are not asking questions about how distance 

learning innovations can bring about specific changes in their departments. More than 

likely, this laxity in asking questions may be attributable to the culture in which faculty 

chairs discourage conversation and the implementation of innovations. Experiences and 

attitudes seem to be the direct result of avoiding the issue. The unfortunate part of this 

belief is that distance learning may be trendy and will some day go away. It will not; it is 

here to stay, and it should be mastered rather than feared. 

Faculty Perceptions of Student Preparedness for Distance Learning 

 There is evidence that the faculty at the seminary need to increase their familiarity 

with the needs of the student body. A strange juxtaposition was uncovered in the data 

between faculty beliefs that they are communicating with the students outside the 

classroom but that they do not know what the students know, feel, or do in regard to 

their own theological education. Not knowing how the students interact with each other 

in seminars, in the field, and in the learning resource center (library) suggests that 

faculty need to increase their awareness in these important areas of student life. Not 

knowing whether students are reading theologically-oriented materials beyond what is 
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required or whether students are seeking more challenging courses than what is required 

is indicative of faculty who inadequately monitor their advisees’ progress. Assessment 

involves more than summative evaluations to determine final letter grades for course 

work. Assessment should be carefully reviewed and its substance evaluated with the 

purpose and objectives of the course to foster improvement. 

 The Dallas Seminary faculty needs to heed the substance in one of their own 

Christian education courses in which student learning styles are taught (e.g., the auditory 

learner, the visual learner, the kinesthetic learner, etc.). Questions 88, “The students are 

encouraged to develop their own styles of learning,” and 90, “The students are excited 

about innovative distance learning approaches which compliment their individual 

learning styles,” are the basis for this assertion. For the faculty to not know how to 

encourage students to develop their own learning styles nor whether innovative distance 

learning approaches will complement a student’s individual learning styles means the 

faculty have done only half their job. Content transmission in the classroom is only half 

of the task if reception and implementation of content are not being measured. DTS 

faculty need to learn how to perform the full teaching cyc le of content transmission, 

interaction, evaluation, and reformation of presentation and substance. 

 DTS faculty need to find more social avenues for interaction with their students. 

If it requires administration reducing their committee work, cutting down on their 

teaching loads, or simply paying for faculty lunches to be eaten in the dining hall or 

coffee shop, the faculty needs more unstructured out-of-class time with the students. 

Administration, if providing these benefits, should critically evaluate the faculty’s use of 
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such opportunities and give greater importance to the amount of time devoted to 

understanding the students they teach in the annual review of faculty performance. 

 The DTS faculty are to be commended for their efforts in exposing students to 

new ideas and focusing their materials on students’ personal and/or professional goals. 

This is that for which Dallas Seminary faculty have been known historically, and the 

survey data highlighted their accomplishments. 

Conclusions 

The data suggest that Dallas Seminary faculty, by-and- large, are not ready to 

adopt distance learning innovations in their teaching and learning methods. The 

department chairs and administration have much work to do in preparing the faculty to 

develop and implement innovative instructional modalities. 

The organizational climate at DTS toward distance education is restrictive. The 

opportunity for change has been minimized by faculty disinterest regarding 

administrative organizational structure and function. To not know how things work is 

suspect. It makes the faculty look like they do not care about new ways of thinking, 

presenting, and evaluating, and contradictory evidence elsewhere in the survey indicates 

that they do care and that they pursue excellence. Faculty need to begin asking questions 

and encouraging adoptions about distance learning innovations. 

The faculty at DTS are organized around personalities and leadership styles  

which may limit exposure to innovations in distance learning adoptions. Those who lead 

as department chairs and administration have not cultivated an environment of 

“reasonable risk” for faculty to investigate, implement, and evaluate the opportunities 

afforded by adopting distance learning innovations, and the teaching and learning cycle 
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continues incomplete. Fear seems to be the big problem here, such that faculty are 

hesitant to move in this direction. 

Communication pathways at DTS are defined by a lack of initiative. The faculty 

have not made the connection between the administration’s regular emphasis on moving 

toward online education and their hesitance towards its inherent risks. So articles are 

exchanged in faculty meetings, and conversations occur in committees, but action 

seldom accompanies rhetoric. Resistance to change is the by-product of ill-planned 

communication. 

Dallas Seminary professors, overall, have had few experiences with distance 

learning innovations, and their attitudes toward these teaching and learning methods 

have been influenced adversely by leadership. Initiatives in this area need to be 

emphasized in the foreseeable future so as to counteract the prevailing perception that 

technological advances are unfavorable, not worth the learning benefits of possible 

failure. 

Finally, the faculty perception of students at DTS is that they are not prepared for 

distance learning, based on the data that their behavior, attitudes, and demographic 

characteristics are virtually unknown to the faculty. More than likely, the students have 

heard about distance learning options from other avenues in their lives due to 

widespread publication of such options on television, radio, public billboards, and the 

Internet. Faculty need to understand these options rather than ignore them in hopes that 

the distance learning “fad” will somehow go away. It is because of the students that the 

teaching and learning process exists, and when the faculty fail to understand their 
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consumers’ behaviors, attitudes, and demographic make-up, they facilitate the slide into 

increasingly irrelevant education. 

Recommendations 

The leadership at Dallas Seminary should formulate an action group to evaluate 

the data presented in this study and to implement initiatives to improve communication 

pathways, reduce hesitation by the faculty, and learn the needs and desires of the 

students. Areas should be reexamined where this study did not fully investigate the 

opportunities of faculty, department chairs, and administration. Among the practical 

implementation points mentioned in this chapter, the following might serve as starting 

points. 

1. DTS needs to encourage the acquisition of knowledge about distance 

learning innovations and techniques before proceeding on any ventures 

which the administration expects the faculty to support. 

2. Administration might make additional opportunities for faculty to 

socialize informally and to formally discuss their personal and 

departmental visions for the future. 

3. Administrators might highlight the work of current distance learning 

practitioners within the ranks of the DTS professoriate and provide 

opportunity for faculty to better understand what is being done well at the 

institution that could be utilized more widely among the faculty at- large. 

4. Department chairs might make professional development opportunities 

better known to their colleagues. 
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5. Department and division meetings in the future might focus on how 

innovations can be used to improve the teaching and learning processes. 

6. Department chairs and deans may wish to initiate conversations among the 

faculty before attempting to bring distance learning to the Seminary. 

7. Departments might use part of their division meeting times to cultivate 

conversation about the various innovations available to improve the 

teaching and learning process at DTS. 

8. Department chairpersons may wish to include statements about the value 

of new faculty who join the department with distance learning knowledge 

in teaching and learning techniques. Chairpersons may also wish to 

describe the benefits which may accrue to current faculty members who 

develop an interest in or proficiency with existing tools or processes in 

distance learning methodologies. 

9. The faculty needs to spend more time with the students outside the 

classroom. Eating lunch in the student areas of campus, inviting students 

to faculty homes, and conducting surveys of student perceptions should 

aid in the successful attainment of this recommendation. 
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Appendix A 
 

The “Trouble Shooting” Questionnaire (TSQ)
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The "Trouble Shooting" Checklist (TSC) 
For Higher-Educational Settings 

by B.A. Manning, 1976 
 

Administered by Ben Scott, Ph.D. Candidate, University of North Texas 
 
Distance learning/education (definition) is defined, for the purposes of accreditation 

review, as a formal educational process in which the majority of the instruction 
occurs when student and instructor are not in the same place. Instruction may be 
synchronous or asynchronous. Distance education may employ correspondence study, 
or audio, video, or computer technologies (SACS official definition Adopted: 
Commission on Colleges, June 1997; Updated: May 2000). 

 
Examples of distance learning at DTS include extension site education (Atlanta, Austin, 

Chattanooga, Houston, San Antonio, and Tampa Bay), audiotape correspondence and 
print (Institute of Theological Studies, ITS), videotape correspondence and print 
(ITS), live, interactive videoconferencing (Kinko's Copy Center), and Home Audio 
via compact disc (produced in-house, course numbers 301, 200-A, and 200-B). 

 
Respondents ought to be thinking about the overall situation at the Seminary 

when responding to questions, limiting the substance of responses to the last six years 
(1996-2002). Do not evaluate an individual person amidst these categories: 
 
7. My department = the academic department of the faculty member’s primary 

appointment: Old Testament, New Testament, Bible Exposition, Systematic 
Theology, Historical Theology, Pastoral Ministries, Christian Education, World 
Missions and Intercultural Studies, Field Education, or Spiritual Formation. 

8. The faculty = all full-time teaching faculty within the ten departments listed above. 
Administrative faculty and adjuncts (part-time faculty) are to be excluded from 
consideration. 

9. The administration = the President, Vice Presidents, Deans, Directors, and 
Coordinators associated with the four divisions of administrative leadership at DTS, 
particularly the Offices of the President, Academic Affairs, Student Services, and 
Business Affairs 

 
Below is one page of demographic questions and six pages of satisfaction questions 
related to distance learning at DTS.  
 
10. You may print out this document, write your answers, and postal mail it back to Ben 

Scott, [personal address] (you will be reimbursed for postage) or  
11. You may complete the questionnaire in Microsoft Word by clicking your computer 

mouse over the grey pull-down menus, saving the document, and emailing it back to 
[personal email address]. Where asked for numbers, highlight grey areas and type. 

Your responses will be kept confidential. Submitting the document qualifies you for the 
four $50 drawings (1 chance in 11 to win the cash). Thank you for participating. 
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Demographic Questions  
 
1. Is teaching your primary responsibility at DTS? Y/N Select 
 
2. Does two-thirds or more of your responsibilities  

at DTS involve teaching (usually 6 hrs or more per 
semester, fall and spring)?    Y/N Select 
 

If either of your answers to questions 1 and 2 are “No,” stop here. Return the 
questionairre without answering any of the following questions. 

 
3. What is your sex?      M/F Select 
 
4. What is your age?     __________ 99 Years 
 
5. How long have you been teaching at DTS?  __________ 99 Years 
 
6. How long have you been teaching professionally?  __________ 99 Years 
 
7. Are you tenured at DTS?    Y/N Select 
 
8. The academic department where my primary teaching occurs is: 
   Select 

___Old Testament (01) ___New Testament (02) 
 
___Bible Exposition (03) ___Systematic Theology (04) 

 
___Historical Theology (05) ___Pastoral Ministries (06) 
 
___Christian Education (07) ___World Missions/Intercultural Studies(08) 

 
___Field Education (09) ___Spiritual Formation (10) 

 
The Trouble-Shooting Checklist (TSC) for higher education is both a predictive 
and diagnostic instrument for analyzing a school’s ability to successfully adopt 
innovations. Bruce Manning (1976) developed this instrument through more than 
120 administrations during his work at the University of Texas at Austin. It is 
composed of 100 questions and takes only about 25 minutes to complete. None of 
these are Ben Scott’s questions. 
 
DIRECTIONS: When answering the following questions, simply give the 
response that seems most fitting to your experience at DTS. “Students” and 
“Faculty” refer to all students and all faculty, generally, not extension or distance 
students and faculty specifically. First impressions are usually most accurate. 
Save your responses frequently then email back to Ben.
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Please rate on a 1-5 scale (as indicated below) how closely each item describes 
DTS: 

 
5  = very typical    “This is always true at DTS.” 
4  = somewhat typical   “This is usually true at DTS.” 
3  = neither typical nor atypical   “I don’t know.” 
2  = somewhat atypical   “This is usually false at DTS.” 
1  = very atypical   “This is always false at DTS.” 

 
Satisfaction 1. The students complain that the courses are unrelated to their 

personal and/or professional goals. 
Satisfaction 2. Students' ideas have been acted on in the past. 
Satisfaction 3. The faculty are not able to talk about the substance of 

distance learning innovations, though they may be able to 
name some distance learning innovations. 

Satisfaction 4. The faculty do not systematically seek out teaching 
approaches outside of their usual orientation. 

Satisfaction 5. My department chairperson appears uncomfortable when 
changes in my department are discussed. 

Satisfaction 6. The few faculty members who appear to be innovative do 
not communicate well with the rest of the faculty. 

Satisfaction 7. It will be necessary to convince a doubting faculty of the 
administration's interest in distance learning. 

Satisfaction 8. My department chairperson is concerned with current 
developments relevant to distance learning. 

Satisfaction 9. All of the faculty members seem equally involved in 
increasing the level of use of previously adopted distance 
learning innovations. 

Satisfaction 10. The students are in frequent contact with one another (e.g., in 
seminars, in the field, in the learning resource center, etc.). 

Satisfaction 11. There are only a few faculty members who are trying to 
arouse interest in actual trial testing of distance learning 
methodology. 

Satisfaction 12. Members of my department take responsibility for their 
decisions and actions. 

Satisfaction 13. The administration is only interested in the expenditures 
associated with distance learning innovations. 

Satisfaction 14. The students in my department read suggested materials in 
addition to the required reading assignments. 

Satisfaction 15. The faculty ask reflective and/or analytical questions about 
the adoption/implementation process of distance education. 

Satisfaction 16. My department has developed many of its own learning 
products. 

Satisfaction 17. Communications between the administration and my 
department focus on how new practices aid in effective 
teaching. 



236 

 
Please rate on a 1-5 scale (as indicated below) how closely each item describes 
DTS: 

 
5  = very typical    “This is always true at DTS.” 
4  = somewhat typical   “This is usually true at DTS.” 
3  = neither typical nor atypical   “I don’t know.” 
2  = somewhat atypical   “This is usually false at DTS.” 
1  = very atypical   “This is always false at DTS.” 

 
Satisfaction 18. The students are not well acquainted with each other. 
Satisfaction 19. The institution is involved with the successful adoption of 

other distance learning innovations. 
Satisfaction 20. Communications concerning distance learning innovation 

have all been enthusiastic and positive. 
Satisfaction 21. The students realistically assess their needs. 
Satisfaction 22. The faculty members who have some interest in distance 

learning have no prestige or tenure in my department. 
Satisfaction 23. My department gives the faculty financial support for 

educational expenses related to the adoption of distance 
learning innovations. 

Satisfaction 24. Although material on distance learning is mentioned by the 
faculty from time to time, it has probably not been read by 
anyone. 

Satisfaction 25. The students claim that they are intellectually challenged by 
changes which have been made in my department's teaching 
approach. 

Satisfaction 26. The students take initiative in seeking out challenging course 
work. 

Satisfaction 27. Some of the faculty are asking for detailed information about 
the mechanics of using distance learning. 

Satisfaction 28. Members of the faculty have refused to discuss even the 
possibility of utilizing distance learning delivery methods 
within my department. 

Satisfaction 29. There is a small faculty faction trying to replace my 
department chairperson. 

Satisfaction 30. The administration is not normally the initiator of 
communications within this institution. 

Satisfaction 31. The faculty receives most communications from 
administrators by way of memo. 

Satisfaction 32. The faculty members arrive at school late and leave early. 
Satisfaction 33. The primary change agents for distance learning at this 

institution are not in a position of authority. 
Satisfaction 34. My department does not hire faculty who have had 

experience in developing distance learning innovations. 
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Please rate on a 1-5 scale (as indicated below) how closely each item describes 
DTS: 

 

5  = very typical    “This is always true at DTS.” 
4  = somewhat typical   “This is usually true at DTS.” 
3  = neither typical nor atypical   “I don’t know.” 
2  = somewhat atypical   “This is usually false at DTS.” 
1  = very atypical   “This is always false at DTS.” 

 
Satisfaction 35. The faculty listen to the suggestions and ideas of students. 
Satisfaction 36. The administration has serious communication problems 

with the faculty at large. 
Satisfaction 37. The administration is unaware of recent changes which have 

been made within my department. 
Satisfaction 38. Communications between department members and the 

administration result in constructive actions within my 
department. 

Satisfaction 39. My department feels comfortable communicating often with 
the administration 

Satisfaction 40. The faculty are warm and personable. 
Satisfaction 41. The faculty has already established general strategies for 

implementing distance learning innovations. 
Satisfaction 42. My department has already established general strategies for 

implementing distance learning innovations. 
Satisfaction 43. My department has thus far made only minimal efforts in 

seeking out assistance in making changes toward distance 
learning methodologies. 

Satisfaction 44. The administration is not assertive in establishing and 
communicating a distance learning vision. 

Satisfaction 45. Members of the faculty stated that they are more concerned 
with effective teaching than advancement in the institutional 
hierarchy. 

Satisfaction 46. My department is unaware of basic information about 
distance learning innovations. 

Satisfaction 47. My department chairperson uses many cliches (e.g., Why 
change for the sake of change? Before we buy any program, 
we must establish a sound philosophical base, etc.). 

Satisfaction 48. The administration acts as a hindrance to the adoption of 
innovations. 

Satisfaction 49. The students are constantly exposed to new ideas in their 
courses. 

Satisfaction 50. My department uses resource materials effectively to 
develop its own materials. 

Satisfaction 51. The faculty frequently raises the issue of "standards" for 
resident learning in comparison to distance learning. 
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Please rate on a 1-5 scale (as indicated below) how closely each item describes 
DTS: 

 
5  = very typical    “This is always true at DTS.” 
4  = somewhat typical   “This is usually true at DTS.” 
3  = neither typical nor atypical   “I don’t know.” 
2  = somewhat atypical   “This is usually false at DTS.” 
1  = very atypical   “This is always false at DTS.” 

 
Satisfaction 52. The faculty makes no attempt to encourage more student 

involvement. 
Satisfaction 53. The faculty members frequently discuss how their 

interpersonal relationships with their colleagues affect the 
functioning of their programs. 

Satisfaction 54. Members of the faculty freely discuss with each other the 
problems that they have in their day to day work. 

Satisfaction 55. The students talk only about "getting through" their courses. 
Satisfaction 56. The students have many shared experiences outside the 

department of their ministry track. 
Satisfaction 57. Very few faculty members communicate with other faculty 

outside our department about their work. 
Satisfaction 58. There is much discussion about the impact of distance 

learning innovations on the education of students. 
Satisfaction 59. The faculty members express a desire to increase their 

understanding of both themselves and others. 
Satisfaction 60. My department has no recognized leadership. 
Satisfaction 61. Some of the faculty are already committed to traditional 

teaching methods 
Satisfaction 62. The administration is concerned with adopting a program 

which will best meet the students' educational needs. 
Satisfaction 63. The faculty has a willingness to initiate needed change. 
Satisfaction 64. Most distance learning innovation-related communications 

between faculty members consist of remarks about the 
financial situation and philosophical bases. 

Satisfaction 65. My department often does not respond to distance learning-
related communications from the administration (e.g., 
articles to read, reports to critique, etc.). 

Satisfaction 66. Individual members of my department are not in a position 
to reinforce each other on the topic of distance learning 
change. 

Satisfaction 67. The students relate to faculty members only in the 
classroom. 

Satisfaction 68. Distance learning supporters and non-supporters among the 
faculty have emerged in the form of “in” and “out” groups. 
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Please rate on a 1-5 scale (as indicated below) how closely each item describes 
DTS: 

 
5  = very typical    “This is always true at DTS.” 
4  = somewhat typical   “This is usually true at DTS.” 
3  = neither typical nor atypical   “I don’t know.” 
2  = somewhat atypical   “This is usually false at DTS.” 
1  = very atypical   “This is always false at DTS.” 

 
Satisfaction 69. The administration has established a comfortable rapport 

with faculty over a period of time as it relates to distance 
learning initiatives. 

Satisfaction 70. My department chairperson strongly supports distance 
learning efforts (e.g., through public statements, promotion 
rewards, provision of resources, etc.). 

Satisfaction 71. The faculty members meet often to exchange ideas with one 
another 

Satisfaction 72. The faculty is actively developing distance learning 
innovations. 

Satisfaction 73. My department chairperson does not respond to requests 
from the faculty. 

Satisfaction 74. The faculty members ask questions about how distance 
learning innovations can bring about specific changes in 
their departments. 

Satisfaction 75. There has been little reinforcement from my department for 
fully implementing adopted distance learning innovations. 

Satisfaction 76. Many of the faculty, while not actively opposed to distance 
learning, will not commit themselves. 

Satisfaction 77. The students praise the faculty for the interrelatedness of 
their courses. 

Satisfaction 78. Older faculty members discourage younger faculty members 
from remaining in my department. 

Satisfaction 79. The administration listens to dissenting views on distance 
learning adoption initiatives. 

Satisfaction 80. The only action in my department consists of classes and 
scheduled office hours. 

Satisfaction 81. The classes in my department are relatively large. 
Satisfaction 82. Some individual faculty members are using distance learning 

delivery methods comfortably. 
Satisfaction 83. Faculty members interested in distance learning innovations 

are in frequent communication with the administration. 
Satisfaction 84. The structure of the organization includes reasonably well 

functioning communication channels. 
Satisfaction 85. Any initiative taken by the administration is considered 

harassment by the rest of my department. 
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Please rate on a 1-5 scale (as indicated below) how closely each item describes 
DTS: 

 
5  = very typical    “This is always true at DTS.” 
4  = somewhat typical   “This is usually true at DTS.” 
3  = neither typical nor atypical   “I don’t know.” 
2  = somewhat atypical   “This is usually false at DTS.” 
1  = very atypical   “This is always false at DTS.” 

 
Satisfaction 86. The students complain that their courses lack 

interrelatedness. 
Satisfaction 87. Faculty members have made only one or two inquiries about 

distance learning initiatives. 
Satisfaction 88. The students are encouraged to develop their own styles of 

learning. 
Satisfaction 89. The administration has worked with the faculty in the past in 

their efforts to implement distance learning innovations. 
Satisfaction 90. The students are excited about innovative distance learning 

approaches which compliment their individual learning 
styles. 

Satisfaction 91. The students feel frustrated and/or disillusioned because of a 
lack of "standards" in their field. 

Satisfaction 92. The administration in key positions rewards conformity. 
Satisfaction 93. The faculty is threatened by new approaches to learning. 
Satisfaction 94. The faculty is actively seeking information on distance 

learning innovations. 
Satisfaction 95. My department chairperson is primarily concerned with the 

quality of instruction. 
Satisfaction 96. It is difficult for the administration to contact key persons 

within my department. 
Satisfaction 97. The faculty only weakly endorses any basic change in 

learning delivery methods within my department. 
Satisfaction 98. The faculty does not need to be prodded into using 

innovative distance learning approaches. 
Satisfaction 99. In the past, faculty interest in distance learning has resulted 

in early plans for pilot testing of that innovation. 
Satisfaction 100. Communications between the administration and my 

department do not focus on real issues or problems. 

Thank you for completing the Trouble-Shooting Checklist for Higher Education. Your 
responses will be kept in strictest confidence. Submitting the completed questionnaire 
makes you eligible for the four $50 cash awards to be drawn at random. Please return this 
entire document to [personal email address] or Ben Scott, [personal address]. 
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Statement of Informed Consent
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Statement of Informed Consent 
Faculty Attitudes Toward Residential and Distance Learning: A Case Study in 

Instructional Mode Preferences Among Theological Seminary Faculty 
Summer 2002 

Sponsored by the University of North Texas 
 
 If they submit the survey instrument, any full- time faculty member at Dallas 
Theological Seminary (DTS) agrees to voluntarily participate in an attitudes study.  Ben 
Scott, under authority of the Vice President for Academic Affairs of DTS and within the 
guidelines established by the Institutional Review Board of the University of North Texas 
(UNT), is conducting a study to discover faculty attitudes toward residential and distance 
learning.  The purpose of this study is to measure the faculty’s readiness for change 
toward distance learning.  Data collected from this study will be used both in the 
fulfillment of dissertation requirements for Mr. Ben Scott, investigator and doctoral 
student at UNT, as well as to facilitate the vision of Dallas Seminary’s President in 
harnessing technology to prepare people for Christian ministry. 
 
 As a participant in the study, faculty understand that they will be asked to 
complete a written or computerized questionairre.  They understand that they will be 
expected to communicate their thoughts, feelings, and experience without coersion or 
fear of retaliation relating to their experience as a faculty member of DTS.   
 
 Faculty are hereby also informed that any information obtained in this study will 
be considered confidential. No administrator at the DTS will be permitted access to the 
specific answer of any specific question in the survey in connection with a specific 
respondent. For the purpose of following up with non-completers, questionnaires will be 
coded, but identifying information will not be published in the dissertation or in any other 
public format. No attempt will be made to identify individual faculty responses. Under 
these conditions, the faculty member agrees that any information obtained from this 
research may be used in any way thought best for publication or education. 
 
 By participating, faculty understand that there is no personal risk or discomfort 
directly involved with this research and that they are free to withdraw their consent and 
discontinue participation in this study at any time prior to submitting the survey.  A 
faculty member’s decision to withdraw from the study will not affect their standing with 
DTS. 
 
 Faculty who have questions or problems that arise in connection with their 
participation in this study should contact Mr. Ben Scott, study investigator at 214-841-
3757 (W) or Dr. D. Barry Lumsden, UNT faculty sponsor in the College of Education, 
Program in Higher Education, at 940-565-4074 (W) or Dr. John D. Grassmick, DTS Vice 
President for Academic Affairs at 214-874-3714 (W). 
 
THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH 
TEXAS COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS (Ms. Shelia 
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Bourns, IRB Secretary; Office of Research Services; University of North Texas; Box 
305250, Room 160 Admin. Building; Denton, TX 76203-5396; Phone: 940-565-3940). 
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Appendix C 
 

Dallas Theological Seminary Approval Letter 
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May 10, 2002 
 
Ms. Shelia Bourns, IRB Secretary 
Office of Research Services 
University of North Texas 
Box 305250, Room 160 Admin. Building 
Denton, TX 76203-5396 
Phone: 940-565-3940 
 
To the Institutional Review Board: 
 
Mr. Ben Scott, a UNT student completing his doctoral dissertation in higher education, 
has received permission to conduct a study entitled "Faculty Attitudes Toward 
Residential and Distance Learning: A Case Study in Instructional Mode Preferences 
Among Theological Seminary Faculty.”  I give consent for this project to fulfill part of 
his dissertation requirements as well as to improve the quality of his duties as Director of 
External Studies at DTS and to advance the Seminary’s distance learning initiatives. 
 
The responsibility for the faculty of Dallas Theological Seminary (DTS) resides with me 
as the Vice President for Academic Affairs.  My understanding is that full-time faculty 
members will be surveyed for the purpose of discovering factors that may influence their 
participation in teaching through distance education at the Seminary.  I also understand 
that the risks to the faculty are minimal in comparison to the potential benefits that may 
accrue to the Seminary, the University, and to Ben, who manages the External Studies 
program within my office. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
John Grassmick, Ph.D. 
Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Phone: 214-874-3714 
 
CC: Dr. Gene Pond, Director of Institutional Research, DTS 
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